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CHAPTER 1:
CONCEIVING RITUOGRAMMATICS: RITUAL, GRAMMAR AND THE PHILOSOPHY OF

ACTION

I. Introduction: Brhadaranyaka on Language, Action & Embodiment

The first adhyaya of the Brhadaranyaka contains a passage quite extraordinary on many accounts:

This (universe) was then undifferentiated. It differentiated only into name and form—it was
called such and such, and was of such and such form. So to this day it is differentiated only
into name and form—it is called such and such, and is of such and such form. This Self has
entered into these bodies up to the tip of the nails—as a razor may be put in its case, or as
fire, which sustains the world, may be in its source. People do not see It, for (viewed in Its
aspects) It is incomplete. When It does the function of living, It is called the vital force;
when It speaks, the organ of speech; when It sees, the eye; when It hears, the ear; and when
It thinks, the mind. These are merely Its names according to functions. He who meditates
upon each of this totality of aspects does not know, for It is incomplete, (being divided)
from this totality by possessing a single characteristic. The Self alone is to be meditated
upon, for all these are unified in It. Of all these, this Self alone should be realized, for one
knows all these through It, just as one may get (an animal) through its footprints.!

Not only is this one of the eatliest references to the pair #amaripa central to later Vedantic and
Buddhist discourse and commentary, it codifies an entire philosophy of language and metaphysics, seamlessly
stringing the Vedic sphere with the Vedantic, insofar as the two names (Veda and Vedanta) invoke a
supersessionist logic.2 This is often articulated in terms of the respective priorities of the ritual portion
(karmatkdnda) and the knowledge portion (jiianakanda), one concerned with dharma, the other with Brahman,
one with action and creation, the other with self-reflection and contemplation. Yet, the above passage

complicates this apportioning of tasks and priorities. And it suggests a potential reading of ‘advaita’
p pp g p g p g >

! taddhedam tarhy avyakrtam asit | tan namartipabhyam eva vyakriyatasau namayam idamriipa iti | tad idam apy etarhi
namariipabhyam eva vyakriyata asau namayam idamriipa iti | sa esa iha pravista a nakhagrebhyo yatha ksurah ksuradhane
‘vahitah syad vi§vambharo va vi§vambharakulaye | tam na pasyanti | akrtsno hi sah pranann eva prano nama bhavati | vadan vak
pasyams caksuh $rnvaii chrotram manvano manah | tany asyaitani karmanamany eva | sa yo ‘ta ekaikam upaste na sa veda |
akrtsno hy eso ‘ta ekaikena bhavati | atmety evopasita | atra hy ete sarva ekam bhavanti | tad etat padaniyam asya sarvasya yad
ayam atma | anena hy etat sarvam veda | yatha ha vai padenanuvinded. BU 1.4.7. Madhavananda tr. All translations of Samkara’s
commentary to the Brhadaranyaka refer to Madhavananda 1950. All translations of the early Upanisads use Olivelle 1998, unless
specified otherwise.

2 Bven if the latter is often construed as only the conceptual distillate (anta) of the former (Veda).

1



decipherable in Samkara himself, that has not gained much traction in recent scholarship. This reading centers
action as analytic category as best representing key concepts of Advaita.

Firstly, the Brbadaranyaka explains the substantial being of things in terms of their actional origin and
persistence, thus offering a metaphysics not so much of what is, but how it is.3 It is to the degree that it fulfills a
specific function in relation with a specific purpose. Purposes and functions endow existents their purposive
and functional being. “When ‘It’ thinks, it is called the mind.” The characteristic activity of each existent
congeals it into existence. The description of a thing’s essence in terms of its characteristic activity is rampant
in brabmana, aranyaka and upanisad discourse. As for the seeming autonomy of things suggested by their
proper names, “These are merely Its names according to functions’. I will not presently pose the question,
worth asking, whether there are any such things as proper names. This manner of thinking at any rate,
eminently Sanskritic in ways we will see, tends towards regarding names as descriptions. A parallel view in
contemporary philosophy is identifiable in the debate originating from Bertrand Russell’s work on definite
descriptions and later Saul Kripke’s own. In the early Indian context, however, descriptions typically name the
action or function most characteristically exhibited by and therefore definitive of an entity. This is what, in
essence, nirvacana (the tradition of semantic analysis) sought to do. In principle, one may reduce every name to
such an actional/functional description. Further, echoing Kripke, it is possible to furnish alternative
descriptions and therefore, from the #irvacana point of view, alternative essences, corresponding to the same
name, depending on its functional segmentations; thus weakening the claim of a single privileged description

associated with the name.* The sun is at the same time, bhdskara, ‘the maker of light’, divakara, ‘the creator of

3 Sue Hamilton has similarly emphasized that early Buddhist teachings are best represented as giving an account of the zow of
subjectivity (how am I?) than its what (What am 1?): “Buddha also teaches that the analysis of the human being into five
khandhas is not an analysis of what the human being consists of, but of those processes or events with which one is constituted
that one needs to understand in order to achieve Enlightenment” (1996, xxiv). In fact, process and action (though not event) are
centered here as providing eminently useful categories in the interpretation of the Upanisads and Advaita (in spite of the fact that
they are often considered as foils to more processual perspectives of self and world, something I address a little later on).

4 This being, of course, a problem, to the extent that under the classical theory of names as found in Russell and Frege, and
critiqued by Kripke (1980), names may be identified by definite descriptions. From the point of view of nirvacana analysis, the
possibility of multiple equivalent descriptions isolating the same phenomenon, in either case, tends to weaken the status of proper
names as such. Moreover, with Sanskrit the distinction between definite and indefinite descriptions itself cannot be strictly
maintained. The context will provide the requisite information about how to interpret a name in terms of its local environment
and contextual function, including the degree of definiteness demanded. This would be more generally true of other languages



day’, &baga, ‘that which moves in the sky’, pasan, ‘that which nourishes’. One could go on. The phenomenon
of extreme synonymy in Sanskrit is well-known, often leading to extreme anguish. But these are not so much
redundant synonyms as alternative descriptions eliciting the distinct functional being or feature called forth in
varying contexts of use.

I will try to convince the reader that this logic provides the best hermeneutic to interpret the claims
of Advaita. In brief, Advaita absorbs and radicalizes the actional explanation of how realities come to be, of
how they are. It only presses further that such functional being be recognized as such: emergent, contingent,
dependent on action, and therefore aspectual, not whole (akr#sna): “Its names according to functions’. Its
concern then is the interrogation of this nebulous ‘It’ that thinks, acts, sees, prior to its congealing into
concrete emergents and being veiled over by its functional segmentations: ‘He who meditates upon each of
this totality of aspects does not know, for It is incomplete, (being divided) from this totality by possessing a
single characteristic’. Brahman, as it turns out, is another word for this non-actional, non-differentiated
presence prior to the individuating, differentiating activity of #dmaripa, which latter is appropriated into and
responds to the tasks and purposes of everyday life calling forth such actional diversification. This passage
thus offers a coherent account of the meaning of ‘advaita’ pursued in the dissertation, closer to a sense of
‘non-difference’ (abheda) elsewhere used by Samkara to denote the absence of distinctions set up by action,
actional factors and results (kriyakarakaphalabbeda). The non-duality of self (jva) and Brahman, its popular
meaning, would perhaps follow from this, but it is the relation with pragmatic action and function that
eminently brings out the original context and motivation of Samkara’s Advaita I wish to pursue.

This functional ontology is reflected in its philosophy of language. The birth of language is entangled
with the birthing of the world—‘vyakriyate does not merely signify a cosmogony but the simultaneous origin

of language, words and their corresponding form, zdama and ripa. In naming the discipline of grammar, its

that do not likewise clearly maintain the distinction. Eivind Kahrs, in his study of nirvacana analysis, passingly refers to the
classical theory in noting that, by Russell’s method too names turn out to be abbreviated or disguised definite descriptions (1998,
26). But, perhaps, as suggested in the context of Sanskrit, there is some virtue in playing down any categorical difference of
definiteness and indefiniteness with respect to descriptions.

5 As Samkara says, “For It, this Self, is incomplete (akrtsna), being divided from this totality of aspects doing the functions of
living etc. by possessing a single characteristic, and not including the other characteristics”; kasmat akrtsno ‘samapto hi
yasmadesa atma asmatprananadisamudayat | atah pravibhakta ekaikena visesanena visista itaradharmantaranupasamharadbhavati.
BUB 1.4.7.



nominal form, ‘vyakarana’, literally, manifesting/ differentiating, thus identifies both the grammar of language and
the grammar of the world. It is, again, action (&#y4), the act of bringing something into being, that unites
these grammars. Action congeals and internally differentiates the originally amorphous reality into
recognizable forms, furnishing substantial being. Ontological and linguistic segmentation run parallel. Madhav

Deshpande has noted of the verbs »/ + £&rand v/ + a + 4r:

[Thhe verb #7 + 4 + Arrefers to an internally or externally brought about differentiation
...both verbs signify the process of differentiation which moves in the direction of parts of a
whole becoming more vividly manifest and perceptible. While the process of internally
brought about differentiation of an originally unitary principle is seen in the various accounts
of creation of the world, the externally brought about differentiation expressed by » + 4 +
kris more directly relevant to the development of the system of grammatical thought
(vyakarana) (Deshpande 1997, 81-2).

This ontolinguistic differentiation/creation is founded on action. After noting that action has name
and form as its auxiliaties, Samkara comments, “It will be said later on, “This (universe) indeed consists of
three things: name, form and action’...These are simply Its names according to functions, not describing
reality as 7¢ is. Hence they do not express the nature of reality as a whole. Thus reality is differentiated by the
activities of living etc. into name and form...which are engendered by those different activities, and is
manifested at the same time”.¢ He is quoting the soon to follow brihmana (BU 1.6.1) that explicitly adds
karman to the pair of nama and ripa as completing a triad, but also as that which stands at the head of the
triad, causing the differentiation of name-form from an original amorphous presence. He has in fact just cited
the case of the cook (pacaka) and the woodcutter (livaka), stock examples of grammarians, as instantiating the
functional being of existents. A cook is a cook with respect to the activity of cooking; outside of this activity
s/he ought not, strictly speaking, be called one. Likewise it is the ae# of cutting wood that justifies the
appellation of woodcutter, not the profession or vocation. He elaborates further in the context of what

happens to a person and her relational being in deep sleep in brabmana 4.3.7:

% trayam va idam nama riipa karma iti hi vaksyati...tanyetani pranadjni asyatmanah karmanamani karmajani namani
karmanamanyeva na tu vastumatravisayani; ato na krtsnatmavastvavadyotakani, evam hysavatma prananadikriyaya
tatkriyajanitapranadinamartipabhyam vyakriyamanah avadytotyamanah. BUB 1.4.7. My tr.
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His fatherhood towards the son, as being the begetter, is due 70 an action, from which he is
dissociated in this state. Therefore the father, notwithstanding the fact of his being such, is
no father, because he is entirely free from the action that relates him to the son. Similarly we
understand by implication that the son also ceases to be a son to his father, for the relation
of both is based on an action, and he is beyond it then...Likewise a mother is no mother...”

The comment is on BU 4.3.22: “In this state [of deep sleep] a father is no father, a mother no
mother, the worlds no worlds, the gods no gods, the Vedas no Vedas. In this state a thief is no thief, a
Canddla no Candala. .. (This form of It) is untouched by good work and by evil work”.® Sleep has been studied
from medical, biological, psychosomatic perspectives. Advaita is unique in bringing sleep (and not just
dreaming as is more typical) right into the domain of metaphysical reasoning. It is not what »e do, as sentient
beings seeking rest and rejuvenation, but the onfological condition whereby the self’s relational and functional
being is suspended, put out of play. It is presence prior to its differentiation (vyakarana) based on
differentiating action. This is what endows sleep its rejuvenating capacity; the fact that, just briefly, we are not
the thousand things we are in our waking life, all the actional and relational identities we assume as mothers,
somns, friends, doers, agents, recipients, consumers, seekers, achievers. It is thus not the I’ that rests, for the
waking ‘1" is nothing but these relational identities put out of play. It is the suspension of relational being,
which is the T’, we call sleep or rest. Sleep names reality as such in its wntaken or unsegmented aspect, not a state
sentient beings pass through.

Lastly, all these accounts of language, action and world have centrally to do with embodiment and
the embodied (§driraka) self, from how this originally nebulous presence manifests or enters “into these
bodies up to the tip of the nails”, to accounts of dreaming and deep sleep, to detailed descriptions of bodily
and sense faculties. The Upanisads and Advaita appear to be heavily invested in the nature and functioning of

the embodied self, and I focus on Samkara’s own conception of his project as a Sariraka Mimimsa, a

7 tasya ca janayitrtvadyatpitrtvam putram prati tatkarmanimittam tena ca karmanayamasambaddhah asminkale
tasmatpitaputrasambandhanimittat karmano vinirmuktatvatpitapyapita bhavati | tatha putro’pi pituraputrobhavatiti
samarthyadgamyate | ubhayorhi sambandhanimittam karma tamayamatikranto vartate. BUB 4.3.22.

8 atra pitapita bhavati matamata loka aloka deva adeva veda avedah | atra steno ‘steno bhavati... candalo ‘candalah paulkaso
‘paulkasah $§ramano ‘Sramanas tapaso ‘tapasah | ananvagatam punyenananvagatam papena | tirno hi tada sarvafi $okan hrdayasya
bhavati. BU 4.3.22. Madhavananda tr.



hermeneutics of embodiment and the embodied self (announced eatly in his Brabmasitra commentary). These
three foci—grammar, action and embodiment—guide my treatment of the material.

One may recall Nietzsche’s remark (Genealogy of Morals 3.17) about the world-weary Indian
philosophers as “exhausted pessimists who are too tired even to dream” referring, clearly, to the Vedantic
discourse of deep dreamless sleep (susup#). And perhaps, in a sense, there was a sense of exhaustion, a sort of
ritual weariness with respect to the ritually obsessed wimdmsa from which Vedanta seeks a philosophical exit.
Nonetheless, non-action (niskriyatva) is not about falling asleep but understanding the non-actional basis of the
world’s actional being. And as the Gita reminds us (BG 4.16), what is action (and what is not) is a problem
confounding the most keen-sighted philosophers.® At the least, it presented itself as a philosophical problem
to which Indian philosophers, especially Advaitins, gave the keenest attention. As I intend to show, many
aspects of Advaita but also disciplines of grammar, ritual theory, hermeneutics and philosophy are rendered
transparent by centering action as an analytic category. I will thus refer to action-centrism (£riyaparatva) as a
determining feature of the shape that theory takes in these disciplines, as well as Advaita’s response to such an
actionally driven account of self and world. As Brhadaranyaka 1.4.7 so well exemplifies, the interlocking
themes of language, action, ritual, embodiment and grammar will comprise the thematic framework through
which the Advaita of Samkara will be approached. As in the Brbadiranyaka metaphor, the actional “footprints’

of Brahman will guide us to the animal that Advaita is.

IL. Action as Analytic Category: Framework and Argument

In accordance with the above scheme, I articulate the intellectual and practical priorities of Advaita in
terms of its framing under what I refer to as the rituogrammatic paradigm, which furnishes a theoretical
framework as well as real-world context that can explicate the focus on process (bhdva) and action-centrism
(kriyaparatva) in the traditions and disciplines in play. More generally, this is a call towards centering action as

an analytic category in the study of Indian philosophy.!® This focus has a likely origin in the ritual praxis and

® kim karma kim akarmeti kavayo’ pyatra mohitah. BG 4.16.

10 Even if its ideally suited to understand the inner dynamics of Advaita in the lineage of Samkara.
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philosophy emerging from Vedic, Upanishadic and Mimamsa attention to the actional being of language and
wortld explored in subsequent chapters. The explanans and explanandum of both ritual and linguistic theory,
as we will see, remains action. I follow this intuition in the articulation of rituogrammatics as a paradigm
wheteby both, the action-centrism of grammar and, conversely, the grammaticality of action theory are
brought into relief. It sets out to isolate procedures involving ritual and grammatical elements functioning in
tandem as an organic whole. A common feature of these theories, emerging from ritual-exegetical and
grammatical perspectives on action, will be the significance attributed to wholes, and the concomitant notion
that parts receive their meaning and ontological status as participant nodes in such a whole. In grammar this
is evident in the preponderance of sentence-meaning over individual words and, in ritual, in the emphasis on
the organic unity of the rite over ritual components. Generally, states of affairs or situations gain precedence
over substances or autonomous realities implicated in them.

As Sanskritic linguistic theory clearly shows, such action-centrism leaves the ritual arena far behind to
universalize and ‘secularize’ itself as a generic model of explanation. The mundane act of cooking (pak?#), for
instance, (and not sacrificing) becomes the paradigmatic case of explaining and debating issues of grammar,
reference and meaning. Cooking (pak#) is aptly situated to serve as a paradigm of Vaiyakarana-Mimamsaka
reasoning for a variety of reasons. Just like the Vedic yajia, it often involves multiple actors/ agents; diverse
materials that undergo transformation to yield a final product; both involve an ‘offering’ into the fire with
ghrta; in both one may meaningfully distinguish between action for oneself (szdrtha) or for another (pardrtha),
between the actor and the recipients; both are ‘developmental’ or temporally irreversible processes bringing
something new into being; both maximally and analogously exploit the full range of the £arakas of Sanskrit
grammar; both typically involve fire and its transformative capacities; both include multiple sub-actions
subserving the generation of a final product. It is these features of intentional activity yielding a future

product that are seized as a model of grammatical and ritual thinking. What is thus motivated by an explanation



and exegesis of ritual (or technical grammayr), ends #p as a more generalizable theory of action as such. These
conceptions can contribute significantly to contemporary debates in philosophy of action and event theory.!!
Advaita’s presumed relation with rituality and ritual performance can therefore be complicated along
at least two independent lines, each pursued independently in the dissertation. This relation is often
approached as antithetical, owing to Samkara’s well-known critique of ritual.!? Recently however, Advaita’s
rituality and performativity have been explored along at least a few divergent sets of intellectual
presuppositions (in the work of Clooney, Loundo, Locklin, Suthren Hirst, Halbfass and others). Suthren
Hirst (2005), for instance, has developed the pedagogical dimension of Samkara, centering the teacher-student
dynamic as determining the shape of Advaitic dialectics. Halbfass (1991) has discussed Advaita with respect
to the therapeutic paradigm in Indian philosophy. Clooney (1993) has emphasized the ritual of reading as
central to the disclosure of the Advaitic Brahman. They all share the primary intuition that Samkara’s critique
of ritual cannot yet sever Advaita from its basically ritual and practical situatedness. It is only a question of
recuperating the subliminal ritual architectonics of the system. Advaita is heir to Parva Mimamsa as the latest
hermeneutic of Vedic meaning and purport, a purport that, as I understand, cannot be far removed from its
ideological location in the sacrificial altar and the matrix of performers encircling it, carrying out diverse
functions, employing diverse means, accomplishing various ends and expecting diverse fruits. This compels
me to read Advaita as primarily a metareflection on the nature of the ritual and the identity of the ritual agent.
On this account, Advaita’s central claims purport to say something about the deeper realities and dynamics of
the ritual arena and agents involved: that is, these dynamics are most intelligible under the presumption of the
ritual subject/agent as a non-agent and the ritual arena itself as a propaedeutic workshop towards that
realization. From this perspective, the ultimate ‘fruit’ of Vedic ritual is the liberation of such an agent from all
ritual involvement and sacrificial dynamics (even if he has to pass through such a dynamics). The self comes

to realize that its identity is not completely exhausted in its subsumption into an agent-enjoyer (karaka/ kartr-

"' In contemporary Analytic philosophy one may cite, with benefit, the debate amongst Donald Davidson, Daniel Bennett and
others over the ontology of actions and events. As a first-order recuperation of action-centrism from the primary sources, I do not
here engage with the work of analytic philosophers, focusing more on its immediate relation to Advaita.

12 By this is meant Samkara’s strong insistence that action and ritual are finally both undesirable and ineffective in the domain of
self-knowledge and the ultimate well-being of the person.
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bhokty) framework. There is something more to subjectivity, a non-actional witness dimension realized as the
distillate of ritual logic pursued to its extreme. Therefore, I read Advaita as the natural consequence of what
happens when the ritualist, one may say, ritual action as such, turns upon itself to reflect on its own nature.
Advaita is but action introspecting upon itself.

1 say action since it is clear that Samkara’s stance towards ritual—however we may isolate ritual from
mundane activity in contemporary ritual theory—is symptomatic of a more general analysis of action within
which ritual activity is accommodated (as we saw in the example of cooking). The nature and limits of ritual
point to the nature and limits of goal-oriented activity as such, sacred or secular.!? So while I’ll be attentive to
the boundaries of Vedic ritual, my attempt will be to recuperate the more general analysis of action conducted
by Samkara and his predecessors in terms of which, as I argue, Samkara frames the Advaitic project. This only
serves to further concentrate the inherent paradox of Advaitic anti-ritualism: an ostensibly operational and
result-seeking program that can yet get away with parading itself as a critique, even antithesis, of action. And,
while it attempts to disclose a pre-existent (bbsita/ siddha) order of being without assembling or bringing
anything new (bhavya/ sadhya) into existence, as Samkara never tires of clarifying, it nonetheless retains the /ogic
of a result-oriented performance. While nothing new is achieved or assembled, Advaitic method culminates in
the ‘attainment’ (prap#) of what always stands attained (praptasya). The categories furnished by ritual and action
therefore inform Advaita both #hematically as a tradition that thinks seriously and has something to say about

the nature of action (and non-action), as well as methodologically, as a system that behaves like an intentional

13 My approach to ritual, then, will take the middle way between its broader construal as a specific form of action on one hand
and its implication in a singularly ‘religious’ dimension on the other, the dimension that accounts for features of ritual often
absent from secular” activity. Wherein lies the ritualness of ritual, then, remains an open question which I shall not attempt to
settle but perhaps intimate as an effect of the sum total of my arguments about its meaning and place as an intellectual-analytic
category. Ritual has been demarcated from secular or mundane activity along various lines by ritual theorists. For instance, refer
Axel Michaels (2016) in the context of South Asian ritual practice. Generally, ritual performativity is often conceived as a
symbolic or repetitive socially significant activity whose intrinsic semanticity is not typically what is at stake. From the point of
view of the Vedic exegetes, this is a complicated question, since they often conceived of ritual as intrinsically meaningful and its
meaningfulness as intrinsic to its purposivity. It is therefore noteworthy that while current theory in both domains (linguistics and
ritual) often relied on Indic/Vedic material (Durkheim, Mauss and Hubert drew heavily from the detailed and comprehensive
descriptions of Vedic ritual and, in grammar, the varied resources furnished by the discovery of Sanskrit and Sanskrit
grammatical analysis were integral to the work of Saussure, Bloomfield, Bopp and other founders of modern linguistics), the
deeper emic epistemes and ontologies from which they emerged were often neglected. In centering action and intentional goal-
oriented activity as the primary object of theoretical attention for the Indian grammarians, ritualists and many philosophers, |
hope to bring attention to some of these emic schemes and concerns undergirding their theory.
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goal-oriented performance. The latter is the primary frame of reference of chapters 2 and 3, and the former

of chapters 4 and 5.

III. Framing Advaita: Between Philosophy, Hermeneutics, Experience

Abbeda (non-difference), understood as the absence of differentiating, segmenting action (as the
Brhadaranyaka passage intimated) is not simply synonymous with the tradition’s namesake, advaita (non-
duality). The latter connotes a few different senses. In the global spread of a popularized and spiritualized
Neo-Advaital4, it is presented as outlining a mystical, unitive ‘cosmic consciousness’ with the subject
overcoming any sense of otherness with the cosmos. Early Western Indological attention to Vedantic inter-
school polemics emphasized the non-duality (advaita) of self and Brahman/Isvara (god) as its defining feature.
Adpaita can also mean the non-difference of subject and object. Lastly, it could simply stand for the
undetlying oneness (abbeda/ ekatva) of all existents by virtue of sharing in a common ontological substrate. In
each case, it is historical context, intersectarian and doxographic identification that determines the emphases
of ‘Advaita’: it was brabmavada and atmavada to the Buddhists, but mayavida and advaitavada to its Vedantic
neighbors. The last (advaitavada) becomes the preferred form of identifying the tradition at some point,
perhaps in relation to the increasingly polemical atmosphere of the second millennium, where the intra-
Vedantic context becomes definitive, i.e., the question of the disputed relation of the embodied self (jiva),
wortld (jaga?) and god o first cause (isvara/Brahman) becomes the focal point of Vedanta inter-school
polemics and apologetics. The affixation of its intellectual emphases as -vddas (-isms)——brahmavida, advaitavada,

mdyavada etc.—is also not entirely innocent. Such affixation is what reduces Advaita to its doxographic

14 To be distinguished from Neo-Vedanta, an earlier attempt at reconstructing Advaita Vedanta (popularized by the likes of
Swami Vivekananda) in the complex of British rule, anti-colonial struggle and the place of Vedanta (and Indian thought
generally) in the global order and canon of philosophy. Neo-Advaita, as emerging from the teachings of twentieth-century
Advaitic sages and teachers such as Ramana Maharishi and H.W.L. Poonja, has a largely Western audience and a number of
Western ‘self-realized’ teachers bearing a complex relationship with traditional or shastric Advaita. In general, it represents a
non-academic (if not always non-scholarly) network of institutions and teachings loosely derived from Advaitic source texts. In
fact, Neo-Advaita represents an anti-Shankarite tendency to downplay the role of language and study of scripture, emphasizing
immediate experience that can often come unannounced and unplanned; but at the same time a strong Shankarite emphasis on the
futility of effort and action in the ‘realization’ of self. This dual attitude has led some to be doubly circumspect, in that Samkara’s
critique of action and effort is at least consistent with, and in fact commends, a comprehensive program of study and practice.
Neo-Adbvaita’s parallel critique simple does away with the need to read texts or engage in a definite program of self-culture.

10



identity as a school definable in terms of a set of doctrines or views about reality or self. According to the
approach pursued here, Advaita’s import will be understood along a performative and pragmatic framework
emerging from its ritual location. Here the consideration and rebuttal of views/doctrines, its propetly
philosophical work, is one element contributing to a wider nexus of pedagogical, ritual, hermeneutic and
linguistic imperatives generative of the final cognition of self-Brahman. Samkara’s own preferred terms are
Veddnta Mimamsa and Uttara Mimamsa (as declared in his Brabmasitra commentary along with references to
Sariraka Mimamsi and Brabma Mimamsa).

It is, then, appropriate to begin with its function as a hermeneutics, its most direct and immediate
context patently recognized by Samkara and his successors. It is worth noting, however, that already we are
witness to a triplication of frames that have determined the sense and reception of Advaita in modernity;
Advaita framed as philosophy (as a distinctive part of and contribution to the philosophical canon), #heological
hermenentics (as offering a particular reading of the Veda and taking its word as intrinsically true) and direct,
often mystical experience (as in both Neo-Vedantic and Neo-Advaitic popularizations of the tradition to a
global public). In fact, these three readings directly correspond to the triple program of Vedantic study
enjoined in the earliest stratum of Advaitic canon, the Brhadaranyaka, where Yajiavalkya tells Maitreyi: “This
Self should be seen, heard, reflected (deliberated) and dwelt (meditated) upon” (BU 2.4.5)15; each step
subsequently expanding into a quasi-autonomous reading of its purport: sravana framing Advaita as a tradition
of Vedic hermeneutics and verbal testimony, #anana as philosophy and the rational consideration of views,
and nididhydsana as focusing on first-personal experience (anubbava). The modern framings of Advaita may
thus be read as taking forward and developing each of Yajfiavalkya’s triple recommendation along
independent trajectories, of what appears, at least for Yajfiavalkya, a holistic program of self-transformation.
The self should be heard, reflected and meditated upon precisely so that it can, finally, be recognized or ‘seen’

as such (drastavya) in its highly elusive nature.!6 What I will call the rituogrammatic frame attempts to recover

15 3tma va are drastavyah $rotavyo mantavyo nididhyasitavyo maitreyi | atmano va are darSanena $ravanena matya vijianenedam
sarvam viditam. BU 2.4.5.

16 The three steps in the development of wisdom/insight in Buddhist praxis seem to mirror the Brhadaranyaka scheme (called the
Srutamayi prajia, cintamayi prajia and bhavanamayri prajiid). It is another question to what degree its modern framing may be
determined by the approaches commended under each stage.
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these different imperatives (philosophical, hermeneutic, experiential) as interacting in a holistic pedagogical
environment that puts a non-dual grammar of language into action in a quasi-ritual production of its telos, the
cognition of Brahman. I therefore bring linguistics and ritual theory to bear on my reading of Advaita as
precariously situated between these multiple discourses and agendas.

Not all traditions will be seen to be answerable to such opposing pulls tugging at their intellectual
center. For one, Advaita is committed to the centrality of language (Sabda is the primary means of knowing
Brahman) while also severely limiting its powers in relation to Brahman owing to its ineffability.!” Is Advaita
the tradition par excellence of the via negativa, of apophasis, or is it the philosophy of the (Vedic) word? The
inner tensions of Advaita are equally evident in the contemporary articulation of Advaita as one of the three
above: philosophy, theology or experiential praxis, representing, respectively, the ideals of unencumbered
reason (typified by Nyaya), scriptural hermeneutics (Purva Mimamsa) and self-validating personal experience
(Yoga). Is Advaita, again, in the status it came to acquire, the most Brahmanic, the example of orthodoxy,
what Jacques Derrida would call, the most proper; ot is it an instance of the transgressive, antinomian, the very
example of heterodoxy that forced Bhaskara and Ramanuja, Vedantin neighbors, to so forcefully admonish,
even heap abuses, on Samkara and his non-dualism (as being most un-Brahmanic)? What sociology, again,
does Advaita recommend? Is it the lifestyle of the ascetic, the renunciant with bowl and walking staff, or the
Vedic householder, the keeper of the fires, urban and settled? Is it, again, the very example of sds#ra and
Sanskritic high culture, or is it disseminated across the Indian sub-continent in traditions, practices,
vernaculars, transcendences that suggest, instead, a long history of a greater Advaita Vedantar As I discuss
below, a response to these questions, along with the core concern of Advaitic purport (Zifparya), must be able
to incorporate its philosophical, hermeneutic, theological and experiential locations without being reduced to

them singly or collectively.

17 In Samkara this is articulated in terms of the impotency of signification and direct reference with respect to Brahman,
conveyed by terms such as abhidhanasakti and vacyatva.
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Adpaita as Mimamsa

The Advaita of Samkara and his successors is a hermeneutics of the Upanisads centering certain Vedic
tendencies over others, reversing the logic and order of Vedic priority presumed by Parva Mimamsa:
centering the present (and presence) over future, non-action over action, description over transformation, and
bare attention over creation and full-scale ritual action. It is thus, as Johannes Bronkhorst has noted (2007,
40), an inner ‘palace revolution’, leaving the system intact (mostly)—in that ritual action is not jettisoned but
accommodated as indirectly instrumental in the generation of self-knowledge—Dbut offering a whole new
reading of its central purport.!8 That is, not only the Upanisads but the Veda as a whole must be about non-
action. I read this in terms of a novel claim about what constitutes subjectivity (d#masvaripa), agency (Rartrtva)
and individuality (abamkdra/ abam#kriya), insofar as one’s agential being critically determines individuality and
self-identity of persons for Advaitins. Nonetheless, in spite of its revisionary project, it stays firmly within the
Mimamsa paradigm of hermeneutic reasoning, adopting and innovating upon extant principles to atrive at the
very opposite conclusion about Vedic import than its ritual predecessors; that the Veda’s final purport is non-
action (niskriyatva/ naiskarmya).

Much scholarship has engaged the question of the relation of the two Mimamsas, including the
question of whether they originally constituted a single system (Parpola, Halbfass, Bronkhorst amongst
others). Certain insights emerging from the debate are helpful in thinking through some issues of Advaita’s
function as mimanmsa. Bronkhorst (2007) has attempted to distinguish between a scriptural Vedanta and a non-
scriptural one, that is to say, one could very well be a Vedantin without being a Mimamsaka. Such a Vedantin
does not presume that the knowledge of Brahman can be obtained from the Upanisads alone by applying
principles of Mimamsa, extended beyond their ritual use to apply to the disclosure of a#zan/Brahman. Such
forms of Vedanta were allegedly always around, not necessarily attached to Vedic Mimamsa. Bronkhorst
therefore argues against an originally single system. Most recently, Alexander Uskokov has stressed two

points about the Advaitic doctrine of liberation. Firstly, irrespective of the above considerations, both Purva

18 As I discuss in Chapter 2, I take artha (purport) as the combined purpose and import, thus accommodating both semantic
meaning and ritual function or purposivity of various Upanishadic textual and ritual units.
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Mimamsa and the Advaita of Samkara were concerned with liberation, contra Bronkhorst according to whom
the former concerned itself only with the attainment of heaven, and the latter with liberation. In fact, for
Uskokov Mimamsa offered a doctrine of heaven as a competing account of liberation needing rebuttal by
Samkara. Secondly, he notes what was truly new and original about Samkara: “Samkara in this discourse on
liberation stood alone in claiming that liberation was achieved simply through knowledge of Brahman,
knowledge g#a knowledge, attained when the teachings of the Upanisads were fully understood. Such
doctrine was a novel phenomenon in this shared sphere of commitment that I call Vedic theology” (Uskokov
2018, 5).1° The name Samkara is now synonymous with the attainment of Brahman/self simply by the
understanding or knowledge resulting from the operation of a means of knowledge (pramana). No further
move from knowing to ‘realizing’, theory to praxis, is called for.

This is indeed what marks Samkara’s philosgphical point of departure. His system is primarily
constrained by its commitment to vastusvaripapratipadana, the elaboration of the nature of the thing or reality
as it is. This also grounds Samkara’s crucial distinction between the domains of vastutantra and purusatantra, the
former indicating a program constrained in its results by the nature of reality as such, the latter resting instead
on the side of creative and volitional aspects of the subject’s engagement with the world. The former is
epistemically bound to the results generated by the means of knowledge (pramadnas). Just this feature alone—
the constraining of thinking by the nature and features of things as they are—suffices to interpret Samkara’s
project as eminently philosophical even if, according to Bronkhorst and others, Vedantic Mimamsa allegedly
has no room for logical proofs, relying completely on the Veda for the knowledge of Brahman or God (as
opposed to other Vedantins who did not subscribe to such a view): “Vedanta conceived of as Mimamsa is

not a form of philosophy which uses various means of knowledge to establish its positions” (Bronkhorst

2007, 26).

19 We may also observe, with Tillman Vetter, that Samkara’s originality, on Vetter’s account, lay in being the first to think about
applying mimamsa principles to the interpretation of the Upanisads.
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Adpaita as Philosophy

While the emphasis on vastusvaripapratipadana complicates this reading, there has been a recurrent attempt to
demarcate Advaita as philosophy and Advaita as a scriptural hermeneutics. The former is premised upon
suspending all discourse that exceeds clear rational demonstrability. This is reminiscent of the much earlier
reading by Eliot Deutsch, self-consciously sub-titled ‘a philosophical reconstruction’ “The exegetical
dimension of Vedanta is of great interest to students of linguistics and Indian cultural history (and naturally to
Indian scholars themselves) but it is of very little interest to Western students of philosophy. We do not
accept the authority of the Veda...Our criterion of philosophical truth or significance is not whether a
particular system of thought is consistent with some other body of work; rather, it is whether that system of
thought is ‘consistent’ with human experience.” (Deutsch 1969, 5). More recently, Chakravarthi Ram-Prasad
presents an Advaita metaphysics and epistemology (Ram-Prasad 2002) by bracketing out all that in Advaita
that transcends ordinary human consciousness, particularly what comprises, ironically, its core tenet of the
self-Brahman identity. Philosophy can only speak about what, firstly, submits itself to rational analysis and
reflection and, secondly, what is available to ordinary human awareness. He goes on to offer a sophisticated
account of Advaita as non-realism presenting two of its underlying philosophical motivations: Philosophy
trains consciousness bringing it to maturity (where realization of Brahman-atman identity is attainable), and
philosophy establishes the intellectual coherence of the Advaita understanding of Upanisads.

Indeed, the traditional practice of manana (reflection) reflects something like this role of reason in
Advaita dialectics, especially in its consideration of other views (#ata/vada). This pertains to the alleged
‘negative’ function of reason in Advaita (the warding off of erroneous views) and with its concern with
establishing its vision as the most coherent in the philosophical marketplace, even if this is only propaedeutic
to Advaita proper, to the eventual accommodation of anumaina/tarka into sabda. This latter concern also

explains, as I understand, much of what is called Advaita doxography. As Bouthillette (2020) has discussed,
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such doxographic activity may be understood within a performative and soteriological context where wrong
views are exposed for what they are in order for the student to not be misled by them.20

Under the philosophical frame, such rationally driven and defensible aspects of a system can often
appear disjoined from its not so ostensibly defensible components. From a hermeneutic lens, however,
whatever its function be in the system’s inner hierarchy of purposes, philosophical discourse is one organ of
the larger linguistic-dialectic-pedagogic organism the Upanisads are; an application of Vedic language (sabda)
that will disclose the Brahman-atman identity at pedagogically opportune moments. As Halbfass notes,
legitimate reasoning is received and revealed as a pedagogical device and instrument of explication (Halbfass
1991). It is thus necessary to disengage such a conception of sabda from the kind of scriptural authority
presumed to transgress the domain of knowability. Halbfass further notes the deep intertwining of inferential

and revelatory schemes:

Thus the Upanisads are not a set of dogmas against which human reason would have to
revolt or assert itself, but rather a source to which it traces itself and its own legitimacy, a
universe of meaning in which it can exercise its potential without having to proclaim its
autonomy, and to which it can subordinate itself without having to sacrifice itself (Halbfass

1991, 180).

The Upanisads, as revelatory scheme, are not something to which reason is ‘appended’ or which
sometimes breaks through into rational discourse while, at other times, soars into transcendental, unverifiable
claims?!, a view that still carries some of the tensions of the modern bifurcation of religion and reason. The
meaning of ‘reliance on the Veda’, therefore, as it stands, remains underdetermined. Reminding us that there
is nothing like the classical Greek or Cartesian self-proclamation of human reason in Indian thought, Halbfass
further observes that “the Indian tradition and Advaita in particular have developed their own ways of
contrasting, interrelating, or reconciling these two dimensions of human thought and orientation, and we

have to be ready to question and to readjust our Western conceptual patterns while using them as tools of

20 The extent of manana can be more comprehensive to include the reflective assimilation of a tradition’s own insights that are
subtle and difficult to grasp.

21 The use of anvayavyatireka (refer Chapter 5) as a form of ‘reasoning’ in Advaita, for instance, cannot be divorced from its
revelatory and phenomenological dimensions as we will see in subsequent chapters.
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interpretation” (Halbfass 1991, 134). Closer attention to these ways reveals that all ‘Brahman-talk’ in Advaita
is of a piece with its more empirical and verifiable components. Advaita epistemology appears to be juggling
between three different epistemic reference-points—direct experience, reason and revelation, but is in fact
united by one fundamental methodology: the employment of impersonal ontolinguistic schemes and
rituogrammatic procedures—what Halbfass has otherwise referred to as “an eternal, impersonal structure of
soteriologically meaningful discourse” (Halbfass 1990, 388)—to engender certain alterations/rearrangements

in the identity of the practitioner-subject.

Adyaita as Theology

It is ironical that a sound theological framework has only been fairly recently applied to the representation of
Advaita, given Advaita’s ancient roots in scriptural exegesis. Such contemporary theological intervention,
while a necessary corrective to an otherwise theologically purged Vedanta typical of an eatlier era, has been
mediated by scholarship engaged in the project of cross-cultural, inter-religious and comparative theology
(Clooney, Rambachan, Locklin amongst others), with Christianity as the primary interlocutor.22 Such
interventions have grappled with settled frameworks of philosophical and experiential interpretations. While
Rambachan’s Accomplishing the Accomplished (1991) inveighed against the understanding of Advaita as primarily
mystical/experiential, he has elsewhere noted problems with the view of Advaita as philosophy: “In the East,
the faith dimension of Advaita is not always readily admitted and there is a preference for characterizing it as
philosophical. While there are characteristics of Advaita, as presented in this study, that do not easily situate it
in the theological traditions of the West, it is wrong also to deny this character and to present it as entirely

philosophical” (Rambachan 2000, 4). It is noteworthy, however, that he and Clooney?? allocate a central place

22 So that ‘inter-religious’ has often meant ‘Christian-Hindu’. That this will have implications on the precise shape of Vedantic
interpretation I take as axiomatic.

23 “I refer to Advaita as ‘theology’, as faith seeking understanding, a salvation-centered explication of the world generated out of
an exegesis of sacred texts which seeks to commit the listening (reading) community to specific ritual and ethical practices. These
features make the appellation ‘theology’ more appropriate than alternatives such as ‘philosophy’, ‘mysticism’, ‘ontology’ etc.,
even if an outstanding feature of theology, its focus on the ‘study of God’, is absent from Advaita” (Clooney 1993, 26).
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to Sraddha as ‘faith seeking understanding’ invoking St. Anselm himself.2* What are we to make of these
Anselmian gestures made all the more intriguing by the coalescence of a generalized non-God-centric, non-
culture-centric theology with the singular, less explicit, allusion to the specificity of the work that such faith
accomplishes for the medieval Christian practitioner? For such ‘faith seeking understanding’ already
presumed, at least for Anselm, a recognition or avowal of basic Christian theological facts prior to a demand
for further understanding.25 Sraddha or trust in the words of the teacher and the text is in fact an important
component of Advaitic textual engagement, committing the practitioner to certain receptive attitudes but,
perhaps, the process can be interpreted on the model of how verbal cognition works generally: I trust the
words I hear to be prima facie meaningful, purposive, even true, and this usually provides sufficient grounds
for my religious or mundane behavior, their fruitfulness being the final test of their truth.26 As I later discuss,
this aspect of verbal testimony/cognition (sabdapramana) furnishes a straightforward model of how ‘faith’
often works in the student’s spiritual itinerary.

Noting, further, that mainstream approaches have typically employed philosophical lenses of
interpretation, Clooney (1993) cites three reasons for this practice. To begin with, Samkara’s project is indeed
more philosophical than theological as compared to, say, Ramanuja. He even admits that the distinctions
made by Samkara (between higher and lower knowledge) “lend themselves to the supersession of much of
what counts for theological discourse” (1993, 27). Second, as we observed, the tendency to think of theology
as subserving an authority, scriptural or human, thus paving the way for philosophy, without any such

encumbrances, to assume the central frame of reference. And lastly, the capacity of Advaita as philosophy to

24 And referring to Brahman as the ‘ultimate mystery’, something extraneous to Samkara’s own thought and Advaita
epistemology generally. This also seems to run against his own presentation of Advaita as pramana, a valid means of knowledge,
in other works.

25 As sought, for instance, in the ontological ‘argument’ that Anselm offers in due course. The argument evidently serves to
further corroborate, clarify or simply serve as a meditation on what a good Christian already knows (beliefs about the Trinity,
Resurrection etc.) although what these terms connote is not immediately evident. Is such faith already secure and stable which
then, subsequently, seeks ever greater clarity regarding its subject-matter, perhaps even deepening itself in the process, or is it
more precarious, contingent upon final understanding which then pre-empts the need for faith altogether, surpasses it? That faith
remains at the center of Christian practice is incontrovertible, and to whatever extent faith may serve as a useful hermeneutic
frame in the clarification of Advaitic praxis, its meaning must be fixed with in its application to the latter.

26 This is of course reminiscent of the Mimamsa theory of svatahpramanyavada (cognition as self-validating), one model of
understanding how ‘faith” may work in the Advaitic context. I discuss 'fruitfulness' (phalavattva) in Chapter 2.
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make a cross-cultural, even universal, outreach, which the faith commitments demanded of a theological
approach (here the acceptance of the Upanisads as revelatory) make difficult.

In response, Clooney makes a convincing case, in some ways echoing Halbfass, that reason does not
function independently in Advaita but only operates within exegetical and scripturally-formed thinking. While
philosophical systematizations may be able to extract ‘essential ideas’ or ‘central themes’ from source texts,
the literary and rhetorical qualities of Advaita texts make them by design unsuitable for such substitution. He
thus argues for the “permanent location of those systematized meanings in exegesis, not liable to extraction
and independent use” (1993, 29). This pertains to his central thesis, contra Deutsch eatlier, that Advaitic truth
cannot be rendered neutral to its sources and exegetical activity, to be morphed into a generalizable language

with universal consumption, but that Advaitic truth always occurs post-textually:

Essential to the genius of Advaita is the care with which it inscribes the truth of the Text
within the Text, making it available, but only to those who commit themselves to the long
process of becoming the kind of persons who read propetly...[T]ruth occurs in an
understanding of Brahman located in the Text, acquired through reading and rereading, and
not apart from these activities. Though Brahman is neither a fiction (as might be a character
in a novel) nor a textual production (as might be a ritual vis a vis the texts that accompany
it), Advaita’s truth about Brahman does not exist outside the texts (Clooney 1993, 33).

The contrast with experiential and philosophical framings of Advaita could not be more evident. But
what does it mean to say that the ‘truth about Brahman’ cannot exist outside of the texts? Crucial here is
Clooney’s triple-commitment to the i. Advaita text, ii. truth in and through the text, that is, post-textual truth,
and iii. reader, who becomes the location of the realization of the truth. Ultimately the subject, the reader (or
hearer), is transformed in her very being in a text-effected reorientation and repositioning with respect to the
world and the text itself. A continual and persistent engagement with the words of the text, its rhetorical and
pedagogic qualities, its reorganization and representation of a textually-mediated world, serve to make the
final event of truth happen or culminate in the reader. As a new perspective or a new point of realization is
achieved by the reader— ultimately as the notions of ‘I’ and ‘Brahman’ themselves are revised through the
mabavakyas— such an “clusive and never forthrightly demarcated location” is where, according to Clooney,

Advaita can be properly said to ‘occur’ in accordance with the higher grammar now much more intelligible.
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Such readings (including Suthren Hirst 2005, Rambachan 2006, Locklin 201127 and others) have
helped advance Advaita scholarship beyond settled frameworks of interpretation. My approach echoes this
focus on the performative and pragmatic aspect of Advaita, interpreting it along ritual lines consistent with
Parva Mimamsa. At the same time, such a performative frame can be too closely aligned to practices of
reading and exegesis. So when Clooney convincingly argues that the ‘system’ of Advaita “is a well-planned
event, not a theory”, the exemplary events of Advaitic practice comprise the readet’s ever-evolving
relationship with the text, the transformations such a relationship elicits in the reader and all the small
epiphanies that accompany such deep exegetical attention to the text of Advaita. The contours of the ideal
Advaita practitioner appear to be too closely tied with the literate reader and the erudite commentator, and
(while we will occasionally learn about the ‘hearer’ of the texts) the interpretive program is exemplary of an
erudite commentarial tradition that invokes a very specific type of Advaitic subject-formation. This is also not
surprising since the paradigm of such textual engagement is the Brahma Sitra and its commentarial corpus,
which has not only been historically at the center of Advaitic commentarial flourishing, but itself takes up the
task of Upanishadic interpretation and hermeneutics. It is therefore already most amenable to a hermeneutic-
exegetic approach. While assuming this centrality of the Upanishadic text/word as the location of the
occurrence of truth, exposute to it can take a plurality of forms, thereby invoking a plurality of subjectivities
formed in excess of the theological ideal of attention to textual exegesis. Indeed, following the lead of the
Upanisads’ own exemplary pedagogical environments, the teacher-pupil relationship emerges as an alternative
location of Advaitic praxis, as emphasized by Swami Dayananda, Suthren Hirst and others, on which I focus
as a crucial site of interpreting Advaita’s rituality.

This location also affords an ideal perspective to explore and develop an account of Advaita’s
character as a Sariraka Mimamsa, as announced by Samkara eatly in his Brahmasitra commentary. I therefore
focus on the categories of body and embodiment as taken up in Advaitic pedagogy to inform and

contextualize its work as a textual hermeneutics.

27 Locklin 2011 also presents a model of Advaita as oral performance and sacramental practice, but relying on a different set of
interpretive tools and strategies. To summarize, he understands Samkara as engaging in the performance of a set of rhetorical and
pedagogical strategies that rehearse certain scripts, comprising a kind of liturgy.
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Adpaita as Direct Experience: Anubbava and the Epistemic Frame

As a third frame (theological hermeneutics and philosophy being the others), the rhetoric of experience has
been applied to the interpretation of Advaita (and Indian philosophy) for a variety of ideological and political
purposes. Robert Sharf helpfully distinguishes between two senses of the term (Sharf 1995). Experience as 1.
participation in or living through (something), and ii. directly perceive, observe, be aware of (something),
suggesting a subjective ‘mental event’ or ‘inner process’.28 Rambachan (1991), has questioned its application
to Advaita, as a school affording ‘direct experience’ of Brahman, as modern representatives of Advaita like
Vivekananda, Radhakrishnan and Mahadevan maintained. Radhakrishnan wrote that in India “every doctrine
has been turned into a passionate conviction, stirring the heart of man and quickening his breath, and
completely transforming his personal nature. In India, philosophy is for life; it is to be lived. It is not enough
to Anow the truth; the truth must be /ved. The goal of the Indian is not to know the ultimate truth but to realize
it, to become one with it” (Radhakrishnan 1957, xxii).2? The essence of religion is thus divorced from both
ritual/ceremony (which will be important for us later on) and rationality or academic abstraction.

The category of religious experience has received extensive attention by scholars of religion.
Forsthoefel helpfully identifies three independent problematics (Forsthoefel 2002). First, the problem of
identification, of defining/demarcating what a ‘religious experience’ even is. Second, the question of
constructivism, the understanding that all religious experience must be socially or culturally constructed or

determined (at least to some degree), thus problematizing the claim that it is possible to have a religious,

28 1t is the latter sense that is central to what Sharf takes to be a misappropriation of the rhetoric of experience by modern
representatives of Eastern spiritual traditions like Buddhism. Such an appropriation permitted these representatives to portray
their traditions as both scientific and experientially (therefore empirically) grounded. An ethnographic analysis, on the contrary,
reveals that the principle determinant in the production of the extensive meditative literature was, in his own words, not
‘phenomenological description’ but ‘ideological prescription’. Parallel claims about Advaita, however, are not based on primary
sources but rely on Halbfass’s discussion of neo-Vedantins like Radhakrishnan, largely repeating them. Moreover, Sharf’s
arguments take the form of genealogical analysis. However, to trace the genealogy of a concept (here ‘experience’) to a certain
location in history does not preempt possible alternative genealogies of terms, often emic, isolating familial concepts. Terms such
as ‘anubhava’ (or ‘avagati’, ‘anubhiiti’, ‘saksatkara’) have been central to Advaita dialectics at least since Samkara, clearly
locating Advaita praxis in an experiential discourse, even as it does not share the semantics of the term ‘experience’ understood
as mental event or inner subjective process (as discussed above).

2 Or elsewhere, “Intellect is subordinate to intuition, dogma to experience, outward expression to inward realization. Religion is
not the acceptance of academic abstractions or the celebration of ceremonies, but a kind of life or experience...” (Radhakrishnan
1927, 13). Similar rhetoric is evident in the writings of Prabhavananda, Vivekananda and Mahadevan.
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mystical or transcendental experience free from or prior to its specific cultural, material or institutional
‘expression’ or ‘manifestation’. Third, the problem of epistemology, the evaluation of the claim whether religious
experience can afford knowledge of any kind, especially that which is not available by other means. The
epistemic framing of religious experience sees the primary significance of such experience in terms of the
knowledge it affords of transcendent or supernatural claims, or the justification it offers in holding various
sorts of beliefs about God. Many recent defenses of religious experience—William Alston (1991),
Wolterstorff (1984), Alvin Plantinga (1983)—presume such a framing in attempting to justify religious beliefs
against Enlightenment-influenced evidentiary criteria by revising, expanding or challenging such
evidentialism.

In the context of Advaita, the discourse around religious experience is, firstly, indexed to a very
different program. It is not linked to the kinds of appeal made as seeking evidence of mystically or
transcendentally available truths. That is, it is not concerned with an epistemic justification of truth-claims by
direct experience or realization. Rather, as Forsthoefel suggests in the case of Samkara, Advaita is concerned
with the nature of experience per se. That is to say, by reflecting on the nature of consciousness, self-awareness
and immediacy, it offers a metaphysic of excperience as such.’0 Experience in Advaita is indexed, not so much to a
specific set of mental or inner events, but to the very nature of the self as Brahman; the self, as revelatory
consciousness, is of the very nature of pure experience (anubbitisvaripa). Thus while the application of the
rhetoric of experience to Advaita may be illegitimate in its meaning as a special set of epistemically significant
experiences—and Halbfass is right in pointing out that Samkara nowhere speaks of anubhava in these terms,

as a means to ‘confirm’ what was previously known through verbal testimony:

yet there cannot be a more
apt category to elucidate some of its central metaphysical insights.

Identifying the category of religious experience, therefore, can be quite a slippery affair, dominated as
it is by an epistemic framing according to which the most important function of such experience is to justify

certain truth-claims, often in conflict with empirical evidence. The Veda as “an eternal, impersonal structure

30 This might be contrasted with, say, certain varieties of Buddhism, where the personal experience of the Buddha (or the adept)
may count as both epistemologically authoritative and furnishing an emulative ideal for others to follow. Of course, early
Buddhism offers its own metaphysic of experience and the Nikayas may be said to present an account of experience as such.
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of soteriologically meaningful discourse” (Halbfass 1990, 388) is what must ultimately circumscribe and
delimit the role of anubhava in the broader dialectics of Advaita. That is also why, perhaps, a claim of the sort
that “religious experience is a relatively late and distinctively Western invention” (Sharf 1995, 98) is attached
to a very restricted conception of religious experience—as a phenomenological field furnishing evidence for
mystical or transcendental truths.

If the appeal to experience signals a turn to an ontology of the experiencing subject, Indian
traditions, especially Advaita, may be seen to have a deep historical preoccupation with ontological and
phenomenological categories emerging from deliberation upon the nature of subjectivity. Indeed, the
extension of such categories derived from the subjective domain (of the mind, self, sentience or
consciousness) to that of nature challenges any simple opposition between the subjective and objective,
mental and physical, inner and outer, presumed in the rhetoric of experience—of an inner personal mystical
or transcendental experience disjoint from the realm of intersubjective and determinate meaning. A crucial
insight of the Samkhya, Advaita and early Buddhist deliberations on experience is that, perhaps, everything is
nature, including what has, since modernity, been taken to fall on the side of the subject (thought, feeling,
emotion, willing, knowing etc.). The categories of the subject are deeply entangled with those of the ‘external’
wortld or cosmos. Such entanglement complicates the characterization of religious experience as isolating the
subject into an inner mental realm divorced from the categories of mundane expetience. At the least it
suggests an alternative paradigm from the conception of experiential praxis in which the subject seeks a
transcendence from the domain of thought and language. Far from being ‘innet’, ‘subjective’ or ‘ineffable’,
experience opens up the domains of self and cosmos as interpenetrating and boundary-less. This equally
pertains to its philosophy of language, which does not name a realm of arbitrary or conventional signs that
function in a mental or psychological space divorced from reality. Rather, the world is as such langnaged,
permeated by linguistic categories. Both experience and language, therefore, must be understood within such
an ontological frame opposed to a psychologization of language and experience where linguistic and

experiential categories are referred to the meaning-making activity of the experiencing-knowing subject.
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What’s referred to as the ineffability paradox, therefore, only has limited relevance to Advaita: If the
ultimate (Brahman) is ultimate in its transcendence of all that is accessible to ordinary experience, what is the
status of the texts, and the language they use and the concepts they deploy??! For, after all, to understand that
something is ineffable is to understand that it cannot be understood. What may be overlooked here is that
Advaita is at least as anxious to assert Brahman’s immanence as its transcendence and, concurrently, its
linguistic embeddedness. It indicates, minimally, the transparency and self-reflexivity of consciousness
associated with the first-person standpoint. Not quite something that fits the definition of a full-fledged
‘experience’ yet perhaps a grounding possibility for an experience to even occur. We have at least an inkling
here of a paradigm where the transcendence of ‘all that is accessible to ordinary expetience’ is mitigated by
the immanence of a sphere that undergirds and informs all ordinary experience, such that its ineffability is not
so much a closed door as a sign of its unmediated transparency. Samkara himself is quite clear that words are
directly effective in the revelation of Brahman if its non-dual grammar is propetly brought out. Language and
consciousness therefore find themselves deeply entangled with the experiential domain as naming the
horizonal field and possibility of the functions of seeing, knowing, experiencing. For it implies that, even if
we are willing to go with the rhetoric of ‘experience’, language and its attendant intersubjectivity, publicity and
determinacy determine the unfoldment of such experience.

The textual center of the Advaitic debate regarding the role of anubbava in liberation is a contentious
passage in Samkara’s commentary to Brabma Sitra 1.1.2.3 Here Samkara asserts (one hoped with more
transparency) that while the inquiry into dharma is dependent entirely upon ‘Sruti etc. © as the only pramanas, the
inquiry into Brahman is dependent both on ‘i etc.” and ‘anubbava etc.’.3 This may be taken to mean that for
Samkara anubbava is as foundational a pramana as Srufi. Samkara’s intention here, in distinguishing between the

two mimanmsas, is certainly that an inquiry into dharma does not have the same prerogative of appealing to and

31 As formulated by Ram-Prasad (2002, 2). This is close to Sharf’s own argument about the untenability of being able to claim
anything at all about transcendental meditative experience.

32 na dharma-jijfiasayam iva $ruty-adaya eva pramanarn brahma-jijiasayam. kintu $rutyadayo ‘nubhavadaya$ ca yatha-
sambhavam iha pramanam, anubhavavasanatvad bhiita-vastu-visayatvac ca brahma-jiianasya. BSB 1.1.2. It is variously
interpreted by Rambachan, Sharma, Upadhyaya, Clooney, Halbfass, Comans, Forsthoefel and others.

33 The ‘Gdi’ at the end of each compound also suggests that, perhaps, what is at stake is not an immediate tension between
scriptural/verbal authority and direct experience.
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relying on immediate experience as conferring certainty on its subject matter as is the case with an inquiry into
Brahman. Because Brahman is the self, one is furnished with an immediate field of phenomenological
transparency not available to the Parva Mimamsaka enquiring into dharma. For him the subject-matter will
remain forever remote (paroksa). But this does not make anubbava a pramana an autonomous knowledge-
generating cognition. K.N. Upadhyaya insightfully points out that in Advaita anubhava is not so much a
pramina as the very end or culmination of a// pramdnas (Upadhyaya 1991,130). And Samkara’s use of terms like
‘anubbava’, ‘avagati’, siksdtkdra’ etc. is comprehensive, in the sense that, as pointing to the very nature of
selfhood, they comprise the foundation of all empirical and transcendent knowledge. The entire universe, in
order to be known, is dependent on the revelatory consciousness that Brahman is. From this perspective,
‘knowing’ Brahman is simply directing attention to the already inhabited or ‘known’ self, as the very condition
of possibility of knowing anything at all. Anubbava is neither a transcendent experience nor a special means of
knowledge affording cognition of Brahman; it is the underlying horizon of experience, meaning-making and
veridical activity. On this analysis, Advaita may be seen as making a transcendental point about the nature of
expetience, a fact that has not gone unnoticed. In Chapter 4 I take the Taittiriya Brahman definition to be
isolating precisely this transcendental-horizonal nature of the self/Brahman distinguished from a posteriori
truths about the self.

The precise manner, then, of the interaction between this horizonal awareness and the linguistic
knowledge afforded by the Upanisads is what constitutes pramanatva for Samkara. For him the means for
knowing Brahman is unambiguously sabda, with the caveat that the common causal sense implied by it,
associating it with a specific domain that is its sole competence, is cast aside (Uskokov 2018, 449).
Upanishadic statements generate meaning in the mind of the hearer as any collocation of meaningful words.
‘Pramanatva’ merely stands for the collaborative outcome of listening, reflection and meditation that renders

Upanishadic sentence-meaning transparent, with szbda propelling this incremental movement towards ever-
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greater clarity to the point that such ‘linguistic’ transparency dissolves into phenomenological and experiential

transparency.’*

Iv. Advaita as Grammar

The above account of experience suggests that Upanishadic language be conceived along the lines,
not so much of scriptural authority, but verbal cognition and testimony. It is the focus on the nature and
capacities of language as such that grants Upanishadic language its soteriological efficacy, not the privileged or
special status of religious language. Andrew Ollett has made a similar point about Vedic language as exploited
by Parva Mimamsa: “The general principle underlying both the theory of and the argumentation for bhavana
is that Vedic language is just language; it is neither an esoteric mystical jargon, nor it is burdened with the
historicity of speakers and their often-perverse intentions; to understand how Vedic language works is to
understand how language per se works” (Ollett 2013, 258). I extend this approach to Vedic language with
reference to the non-dual (advaita) and non-actional (nzskriya) capacities of language recovered by Advaita. The
so-called Advaitic ‘reliance on the Veda’, a somewhat underdetermined idea as noted, is thus furnished with
concrete content.

This approach is adopted in the treatment of Advaitic grammar in chapters 4 and 5. Language so
employed may be considered as a potentially knowledge-producing pramdna on par with other pramanas,>®

without there being anything supersensory or divinely authoritative about it, the latter reading tying it back to

34 As discussed in Chapter 4, the self is both linguistically disclosed and beyond all expression and intellection. Self-knowledge,
in other words, affords the singular circumstance where language may be effective and fruitful (phalavat) without occasioning or,
better, relying on meaning-generation and comprehension (denoted by Samkara’s use of ‘vac’ and its cognates).

Moreover, experience names, in Advaita, a province that not only helps recognize facts about oneself (relevant to an epistemic
frame)—insofar as Brahman is the horizonal field/capacity of awareness—but contributes to altering facts about oneself,
transforming oneself; a mode of production and performance over and above a sphere of cognition, revelation or knowledge,
something that I draw out within its rituogrammatic framing.

33 Provided that the pertinent non-dual/ non-actional features of ordinary language are properly drawn out. Refer, for instance, to
Samkara’s comments in the US and elsewhere: ‘The notion, ‘I am the existent’, arises from right means of knowledge
(pramanottha) [while] the other notion has its origin in fallacious means of knowledge’. US 1.18.7; ‘It is said that the Vedas alone
are the right means (pramanam) to acquire knowledge (jiidnasya adhigame) with regard to Atman.’; “The oneness of atman
should indeed be known through the understanding of the meaning of sentence (vakyarthapratipattitah)’. US 1.17.9; sad asmiti
pramanottha dhir anya tannibhodbhava. US 1.18.7; pramanam veda evatra jiianasyadhigame smrtah. US 1.17.8; ekatvam hy
atmano jiieyam vakyarthapratipattitah. US 1.17.9. Commenting on 1.17.8 above, Ramatirtha supplies “vakyad
atmatattvavagamamatrena”, i.e., the mere understanding of the nature of self from the sentence. Likewise, 1.18.7 affirms that the
liberating knowledge is firmly established and borne of the correct employment of the requisite means of knowledge
(pramanottha), here sabda.
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the evidentiary model of anubhava considered eatlier. Moreover, a lens of religious textual hermeneutics
treating the Vedic (and Upanishadic) corpus as conferred with intrinsic truth simply because of its religious or
divine origin or status, can obfuscate the underlying dynamics of Advaitic approaches to language. While
Advaitins were certainly hermeneuts at one level, seeking to explain and cohere indefinite, ambiguous or
contradictory passages of the Upanisads, and taking for granted the intrinsic validity of the Veda, they were
far more than just that. The recovery of a non-dual grammar can thus help locate the specificity and
singularity of Advaitic ‘hermeneutics’ often overlaid by a transference of categories derived from approaches
familiar to us in the context of the so-called religions of the book. The status of ‘the Veda’ as such a unitary
book remains contested but, more importantly, it is the nature and capacities of language (sabda) as such that
is at the center of Advaitic attention to language, quite distinct from presuppositions accompanying the
category of the biblio/ bible/ book in treligious hermeneutics. It is the capacity of certain sentences to generate
immediate, infallible knowledge—a true cognition ot »7## pertaining to the self—that confers upon them their
epistemic authority. On this account, the importance of the Upanisads lies in their particularly and eminently
embodying such a use of language. Even the Advaitic mahavikya will owe its importance to the fact that, as
identity statement, it exploits an inherent capacity of language, the disclosure of sentential identities behind
the otherwise relational and actional thrust of language.

For Samkara, such a true cognition, reflective of a real state of affairs, is the final purpose of the
Advaitic pramana, being self-validating like any other valid cognition. This also provides another perspective
on why the frames of philosophy, hermeneutics and theology, taken individually, are limited in their
interpretation of the central import of Advaita. For Samkara, simply understanding what certain words mean,
provided they are found in appropriate mutual relations, results in self-knowledge, just as correctly
understanding the meaning of the words, “This is a post (not a person)’>¢ immediately results in a parallel
corrective cognition in the hearer. This is why I here set out to articulate a grammar of non-dualism, a set of
linguistic phenomena that result in a cognition of non-dualism. Advaitins primarily deal in this language of

cognition/knowledge, on par with perceptual cognition; hermeneutics, apologetics and interpretation may be

36 Referring to a distant post that may be confused for a standing person.
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said to be operative at eatlier stages of inquiry. That is, once the general purport of the Vedanta has been
determined by hermeneutic effort, and possible misreadings cast aside—such as by the Brabmasitra in
clarifying the nature of Brahman as the core object of Vedantic inquiry, warding off misconceptions about
it—one can go about the more serious business of sentential analysis (vikyasdstra), unfolding the non-dual
grammar of identity statements directly resulting in the cognition of Brahman. At this point the grammatical
operations of continued presence and absence (anvayavyatireka), laksand (oblique indication), nominal co-
reference (samanadhikaranya) etc. take over. This approach is not inconsistent with the attempt to distinguish,
as in Bronkhorst, a scriptural and non-scriptural Advaita. But, perhaps, it is better conveyed along a
distinction that can be made between an Advaita relying on verbal cognition—a Szbdapramanika Advaita—and

that which does not so rely on the inherent capacities of language to engender self-knowledge.

V. Being, Bhava & Brahman

The two mimamsds are often distinguished according to their respective emphases on action (kara)
and knowledge (j7ana) as constituting the proper objects of hermeneutic inquiry. The jidna-karma distinction
is thus seized as the primary distinguishing feature of their respective readings of the Veda, i.e., whether the
Veda ultimately commends actional or, instead, epistemic comportments as fundamental to religious and
mundane life and behavior. Not that doing and knowing must intrinsically be at odds, but the inner tension
between Purva and Uttara Mimamsa exaggerates the distinction: &nowing is about epistemically recognizing or
attending to an extant state of affairs (siddhavastu), doing about bringing a non-existent reality or state of affairs
(sadhyavastn) into being. Samkara critiques action to the extent that it is futile in the domain of those realities
that are already available to us without any necessity to engage in action in order to produce ot attain them.
Production and attainment are the domain of action, bringing something that was not in existence into
existence, or what was not in proximity proximate. Everyone’s self, however, is already available to them as
an obtaining presence that need be neither produced nor attained. In laying out this vision of a non-actional
reading of the Veda, Samkara is obviously responding to the Mimamsa principle, as laid out by Jaimini, that

any purely descriptive or informative statements must be interpreted as subservient to injunctions and the
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larger fulfillment of a ritual telos accommodating all language use, unless they be construed absolutely
meaningless (MS 1.2.1).37

Foregrounding this opposition as determining Samkara’s point of departure for an Uttara Mimamsa
can nonetheless be misleading in a few ways. For one, action (&r7ya/ karman) can serve as an eminently useful
category to explore the inner dynamics of Advaitic praxis, tracking its embeddedness in the world of ritual
instrumentality, means and ends. Particulatly, Samkara’s Advaita involves, as I understand, a sophisticated
adoption of ritual procedures and methodologies with a concurrent repudiation of the program of bringing
into being (bhavana) and ritual productivity. This is mediated, as I discuss in Chapter 2, by two maneuvers.
Ritual is first internalized and psychologized, a phenomenon already at work in the Brihmanas and Aranyakas
but, as opposed to them, is now dictated by epistemic and truth-conducive procedures, most characteristically
by the regulation and management of attention (avadhaina) in what is referred to as the moetic ritual.

This approach further provides a perspective on the oft noted hermeneutic indebtedness of Advaita
to Parva Mimamsa and how, in extending and innovating upon extant Mimamsa interpretive principles,
Advaita is better understood as a hermeneutic and exegetical enterprise than a (purely) philosophical one
(Clooney 1993, Parpola 1981, Bronkhorst 2007, Uskokov 2018 and others). Empathetic to this train of
thought, I further argue that Advaita stands in direct hermeneutic continuity with Parva Mimamsa and is able
to adopt their hermeneutic tools precisely because it is itself constituted as ritual. Hermeneutic continuity,
therefore, is only a symptom of a deeper ritual-centrism and action-centrism shared by both. A mere
emphasis on the former can keep Advaita at the level of textual exegesis. In arguing that final liberative
knowledge (atmajiiana) is constituted as an event and quasi-ritual performance, the rationale and justification
behind Advaita’s adoption of Parva Mimamsa hermeneutics becomes transparent—such hermeneutic
categories are aptly suited to analyze goal-oriented activity and therefore readily applicable to the Advaitic

program of generating self-knowledge.3 Action also ideally furnishes, as the initial foray into the

37 amnayasya kriyarthatvat anarthakyam atadarthanam. MS 1.2.1.

38 Secondly, it may appear that the claim of ritual or grammatical indebtedness of a given tradition (such as Advaita) can be made
merely on the basis of an adoption of terminology or method. The ubiquity, for instance, of grammatical terms and modes of
reasoning in Indian philosophy is well known. However, these tools are methods are not free-floating signifiers that can be
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Brhadaranyaka suggested, the philosophical import of Samkara’s Advaita, as unfolding its vision of the self,
Brahman and world precisely in terms of the question of the nature and role of action (&arzan) in keeping the
self identified with the agential self. The nature of Brahman is also clarified in terms of its relation to the

functional differentiation resulting from action and production.?

applied or borrowed into a new domain at will without carrying something of their original framework or context into the new.
Methods and terminologies also instantiate, if you will, a metaphysics, a certain theoretical orientation accompanying their
methodology. It is in this sense that I recuperate Advaita’s indebtedness to extant disciplines of ritual theory and grammar; not
merely as a borrowing of terms and tools but as the transposition of an entire organic structure of thinking in terms of
productivity, outcomes, results, tools and instruments i.e., thinking ritually, but further, under the Advaitic innovation, thinking
spiritually, insofar as Advaita applies such ritual thinking to the unfoldment of the Upanishadic spirit or self (purusa/atman).

39 As hinted there, this manner of thinking likely evolved in an early Vedic milieu going on to determine the various Vedic sub-
disciplines (uparngas) such as semantic analysis, grammar and ritual theory. One may approach the Rigvedic corpus through a
ritual lens seeing rk mantras as accompaniments to ritual, or as presenting a cosmology or mythology depicting various creation
myths, cosmic processes, gods and divinities. In either case a deeply processual ontology emerges as the basis of the Rigvedic
weltschmerz. As Brian Smith (1989) has pointed out, the concerns reflected in the ritual and action-oriented universe of the Veda
betray a preoccupation, not with apprehending or cognizing reality, but with constructing it, not grasping the real but making
real. Notably, this already prefigures the jiigna-karma opposition later exaggerated by the two mimamsas. The means by which
this is accomplished is ritual activity, which is the ‘cosmos-making tool’, the ‘workshop in which all reality was forged” (Smith
1989, p.51). Creation is sustained by activity, human and divine, determined according to various articulations of cosmic order,
as codified in the brahman—formulations of truth or poetic formulae—activated and exploited in Vedic ritual. This is one way in
which linguistic formulations are activated or realized in action and contribute to the creative act.

The construction of such a cosmos proceeds by a grossification of creative energy into the physical universe explicated
through various models, as for instance from the evolution of elements (bhiita), or in the various personifications of the creative
process, such as Prajapati, Purusa, Visvakarma or Hiranyagarbha. The creative energy is focused and channelized in ritual, what
Smith (1989, p.64) refers to as the “structuring effect of ritual”, whose internal logic reflects cosmic connections microcosmically
and contributes to the maintenance of cosmic order. The pioneering work of Paul Mus and Lilian Silburn has also contributed to
showing how the sacrificer’s own self was constructed out of ritual activity. Such construction identified the sacrificer with the
cosmos and Prajapati, whose primordial self-construction constituted the original act of sacrifice. In parallel one finds missing a
static conception of the universe. Creativity is not exhausted in the production of the world, but rests in an unstable equilibrium
sustained by ritual action, in the absence of which the world would slowly deteriorate. Rta, a central term for cosmic order in the
Rgveda, is not a pre-established, autonomous principle transcendentally governing the world; it is in constant need of being
upheld, an upholding which becomes a central function of ritual, the means available in the human realm of realizing the creative
potential of the Word (vak). Vedic cosmology also neither posits an absolute, transcendent creator-god existing necessarily, nor
conceives of creation as a fait accompli. As Dandekar (1972, 3) points out, “according to the Rgveda, creation is not a single
definite act— it is regarded as ever proceeding. It is a process and not a single event”. Various gods serve to execute distinct
functions in the creative process, as personifications of creative acts. Importantly it is their specific activities that define their
being. Take away the characteristic activity and there is no god. There is no place in this universe of an ineffective god, a god
who does or effects nothing but is simply god by some inherent or natural divinity or godliness.

Gonda, Kahrs and others have clarified that disciplines such as semantic analysis (nirukta) seem to have inherited this
mode of analysis. Nirvacana worked on the premise that the description of an entity comprised an analysis of the entity into its
characteristic act. The idea that root-meaning (dhatvartha) denotes an action flows into the theories of the grammarians. With
some exceptions, the grammatical tradition is unanimous on the construal of root-meaning as action (kriyd) or becoming/
occurring (bhava). Again, the grammatical conception of the verb (a@khyata) as the fulcrum of a sentence, the parallel
subordination of the subject, and the karaka theory (dealt with in Chapter 4) all point towards the actional and processual
semantics that dominated these Vedic sub-disciplines, going on to influence key Piirva Mimamsa concepts.

It may be possible to trace a genealogy of this line of thinking. The description of a thing’s essence in terms of its
characteristic activity is consistent with the general action-centrism of Vedic accounts of creation, and the accompanying
presupposition that what a thing is is determinable by what it does or accomplishes. The essence of the various gods consisted in
their specific activities of maintaining the cosmic order (rta) and expressing their unique power (brahman) in their respective
domains. This is precisely the model adopted by Brhadaranyaka 1.4.7 in explaining production and languaging in terms of
functional segmentation. The centrality of the creative process, and the general premium placed on divine and human action as
key to the sustenance of the world, perhaps led to the first etymological reflections (niruktis) offering explanations of words in
terms of the characteristic action signified by them, and the centering of verbal action in sentential analysis. Such a semantics of
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I identify this ethic and metaphysic of process, action and production in terms of what I refer to as
the bbava paradigm, accommodating the theoretical articulation of such related notions as bhdvana, kriya, karma
and kdraka. Bhava (process/being/becoming) will thus come into play as identifying an ideology, articulated in
grammayt, ritual theory and hermeneutics, signifying the philosophical opposition to the Advaitic conception of
Being (saf). I engage this opposition in Chapter 4 as explicating the grammatical tension between the
paradigms of bhava and sat, the former determining the shape that theory takes for the grammarians and ritual
theorists, the latter for the Advaitins following Samkara. Adopting an interdisciplinary and intersectarian
petspective on bhava in early Indian intellectual history can therefore reveal a shared set of presuppositions
across disciplines as diverse as grammar (vyakarana), semantic analysis (wirnkta), mimamsa (Vedic
hermeneutics), ritual theory (kalpa), meditative praxis (yoga), even dramaturgy (#dtya). While these various
genres exploit different senses of the polysemic domain of bhava, such as ‘state’ or ‘emotion’ (in dramaturgy),
‘existent thing” (in Buddhist and Brahmanic yogic praxis), ‘becoming’ or ‘process’ (in vyakarana) etc., they all
connote a sense of emergent being, that is, a state, emotion or thing that is cultivated or otherwise brought into
being dependent on a set of productive causes, motives or triggers. The Upanishadic paradigm of saz, on the
other hand, denotes Being in its non-emergent constitutive aspect, as the horizon of the emergence of
particular existents and emergents. Bhava or being/existence is thus theotized in dynamic and processual
terms, echoing the grammarian’s intuition that it signifies the bare processuality conveyed by any verbal root
(dbatvartha). As 1 argue in Chapter 4, it is this metaphysical framework that sees everything through the lens of
the inherent dynamism of being against which Samkara, following the Upanisads, develops an account of
non-action.

What appears to be an intra-Mimamsa opposition of action (karna) and knowledge (jizdna), turns out
to be, therefore, representative of deeper metaphysical faultlines. Edwin Gerow has discussed the cross-
cultural significance of the grammatical tradition’s “rationale for the transformation of a word for ‘action’

(karma) into the status of a world- or reality-principle in Indian speculation, a status that words for ‘being’

action continued to be a central motif in the speculations of the earliest grammarians, hermeneutists and philosophers such that
one may speak of a brahmana-nirukta-vyakarana-kalpa nexus.
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enjoy in our own” (Gerow 1982; 90), further noting that ‘kara’ ought to be rendered, not as to npaypo but
as 1o ov; that is, karma does not merely signal a philosophy of action, but in fact a theory of being as such,
what it means for an entity, for anything at all, 7 be. It is against this paradigm of bhdva that Samkara develops
a non-actional and non-agential account of the nature of subjectivity. Eivind Kahrs also notes the following

about the grammatical sense of bhava:

Thus bhdva would be a kind of substratum for the fact that something is taking place. It is
always there as a constant possibility, and it is subject to these six modifications when it is
realised by a finite verb form, a verbal noun, or verb and noun in general in a sentence. Thus
bhava is expressive of the fact that ‘something [hitherto unspecified] is taking place’, much in
the same way as ‘it is’ when we say ‘it is raining’ or similar impersonal constructions where
no specific agent is stated (Kahrs 2013, 323).40

With respect to this paradigm, construing being literally as an action noun, an incessant taking place,
the Advaitic Brahman turns out to be rather a novelty and exception, with the intellectual center of gravity in
this period seeming to lie on the side of processual and actional accounts of reality. In fact, this obtaining
context best provides the motivating basis of Samkara’s thought; it becomes possible and necessary to
recover a non-actional, non-processual pole of reality that does not submit to Vedic (and non-Vedic) action-
centrism determining the shape and content of sas#ra. It is perhaps in this spirit that Kahrs argues that “not all
Brahmanical soteriological tradition is about knowing. It is also in various ways about doing, and the notion
of bhava ties together all of these” (Kahrs 2013, 328).

Nonetheless, it is the ethic of doing and constructing/ producing that turns out to be the status quo, the
established ideology determining shastric priorities, as I understand, even for an allegedly knowledge-centric
tradition like Advaita. For one, self-knowledge is mediated, as discussed in Chapter 2, as an elaborate noetic
ritual that mirrors and tracks a ritual logic of performance but deploys it towards opposite purposes: not the

production or attainment of ritually mediated realities but the noetic ‘attainment’ of self. Samkara’s Advaita

40 Sections of the second half of Kahrs’ article (2013) bear a striking resemblance, both in argument and language, with Edwin
Gerow’s 1982 essay, “Kim Karma (What is Karma?): An Exercise in Philosophical Semantics”. Gerow is nowhere cited or
referred to in the article. These sections pertain to the discussion of the passive-voice (bhave-prayoga) and its philosophical
significance that Gerow deftly draws out in its relevance to the development of the theory of karma in his own essay.
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thus involves, in my understanding, a sophisticated adoption of ritual procedures with a concurrent
repudiation of the program of bringing into being. This is mediated by two maneuvers. Ritual is first
internalized and psychologized, a phenomenon already at work in the Brabmanas and Aranyakas but, as
opposed to them, is now dictated by epistemic and truth-conducive procedures.*!

Self-knowledge can thereby remain an epistemic enterprise even as such seeing is mediated by all
kinds of procedures and truth-conducive activities adapted from ritual, and which exceed the paradigmatic
knower-known (pramatr-prameya) framework of knowledge generation well-known to pramdna-sastra. Such a
framework (of knower-knowing-knowledge) is clearly debunked by Samkara as irrelevant to self-knowledge.
Developing such a notion of ‘truth-conducive activity’, oxymoronic as it appears, will be crucial to the
articulation of the ritual dimension of Advaita. For me this comprises one of the most intriguing
developments in Advaita: the manner by which it inserts ritual technologies into what is finally an ostensibly
epistemic enterprise. Yet, as pointed out earlier, the distinctive sense in which the Advaita program may be
termed epistemic—the fact that it does not submit itself to the knower-known framework—suggests that this
knowledge is already bound to a ritual and action-centric ecosystem in which its epistemic aspects are well
integrated. The liberative transformation such knowledge is supposed to engender in the visions of personal
liberation such as Advaita’s is already indexed to a weighty conception of bhava, that is, the transformation of
and bringing into being—of a new self, a new mode of being, a new identity—that implicates all dimensions
of one’s being and bodily identity in the process of liberation. It may be possible, then, to synthesize the
epistemic features of a tradition with its ritual dimensions, insofar as the ritually transmuted personal identity
of the subject is epistemically regulated and responsive all along the way.

Advaita will thus be seen to endorse a ritual mode of thinking, captured eminently, for instance, by
Clooney in his elaboration of the system of Jaimini—invoking the doing subject as the one primarily addressed
and implicated in such thinking; the proper subject of shastric injunction and instruction. Philosophically, this

position will be reminiscent of Martin Heidegger’s critique of the dominance of the epistemic glance in

41 Thus keeping it dependent on the nature of the thing (vastusvariipa) itself, as opposed to the creative application of thought in
ritual, not so bound by epistemic constraints.

33



modern philosophy from Descartes to Hussetl, pushing him to conceive of phenomenology as going beyond
the subject’s epistemic orientation towards the world and accommodating all kinds of being-there (da sein)
that may be as, or perhaps more, intrinsic to worldly being than the epistemic. This includes a reversal of the
long history of Western thought that has given more importance to the &nowing subject than the doing subject.
We see a parallel development in the case of an ascendant pramanasdstra in second-millennium India, with
philosophers across traditions debating the nature, kinds and limits of knowing, making logic and
epistemology the core of shastric intellectual activity. The figure of the epistemic agent (pramaty)—in a relation
of knower-known with the world it inhabits— thus emerges as the primary, one may say, hegemonic location
of theoretical debate and polemics. Nonetheless, while Advaita is not unaffected by this discourse, it is deeply
responsive to the subject’s non-epistemic comportments and ways of being in the world, furnishing, as I
explore in Chapter 3, an embodied hermeneutics of the self and its entanglements at various levels of material
and worldly being; the ‘total subject’, not merely an epistemic one, as Debabrata Sinha reminds us in his

articulation of an Advaitic phenomenology of embodiment (Sinha 1985).

VI. Thinking Ritually: Action & Rituogrammatics

The grammatical paradigm has often been recognized as determinative of the styles and method of
Indian philosophy, on par with the role geometrical thinking is supposed to have played in Western
philosophy (Staal 1965, Ingalls 1954). Nonetheless, perhaps we ought to be speaking, not so much of Euclid
and Panini in the same breath, but Euclid and Apastamba. That is, grammar itself may be seen to have a
provenance in the circles of ritual that prioritize action as the explanans and explanandum of theory. This also
has the virtue of explaining why, to begin with, traditional #yakarana also relies on action as intrinsic to the
explanation of radical, verbal and sentential meaning, while grammars need not and typically do not take this
route. Ritual and ritual theory, however, outside of their clear pertinence to Parva Mimamsa, have not been
considered relevant to the philosophical development of thought, and do not quite have the eminent status
attributed to grammar. Approached as a religious or socio-cultural phenomenon attached to the human-

scientific disciplines of sociology, anthropology and religion, ritual is prevented from speaking more directly
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to the philosophical understanding of Indian philosophy. Such regimentation of ritual theory, and the elevation
of the discipline of linguistics in the West in early to middle twentieth-century, partially explain the latter’s
status as the alleged mother of the sciences and philosophy.#2 For instance, “In the West, the recognition that
linguistic structures play a decisive role in philosophy is slowly gaining ground. In India, it has long been
explicit” (Staal 1965, 160). Nonetheless, rituality and ritual theory can and ought to be restored as a location
of thematic and methodological resource of philosophy in like manner as linguistics. If anything, what are
taken to be originally linguistic conceptions, now well-known to be determinative of many subsequent
methodological developments in Indian philosophy, have a simultaneously and often eminently ritual origin.
This applies to a central grammatical category in the dissertation, kdrakatva, about which Madhav Deshpande
has noted: “Panini’s syntactic prototypes, in all likelihood, have a genetic association with his acquaintance
with Vedic ritual, as well as with his keen analysis of prototypical linguistic behavior” (Deshpande 1991, 478).

But already Renou had eatlier noticed:

These stylistic and terminological parallels between ritual and grammatical theory show that
we are dealing with disciplines which originated in the same circles, but which answered
complementary needs. Both pertain to the practice of the §isza, the specialists...When dealing
with a particular term, it is not easy to establish whether it originated with the grammarians
or the ritualists: in the absence of a fixed chronology of texts, and with the general
parallelism of techniques in ancient India, such a search becomes arbitrary. However, in the
majority of the cases it is clear that the point of departure lies in the religious texts. Grammar
appears as a specialized investigation within the larger domain of explicit ritual science. The
extent and importance of the religious literature, the undeniable priority of the mantras and of
the ritual forms which they presuppose, invite us to look for the origins in that domain
(Renou 1942, 456).

I take Renou’s suggestion seriously that “grammar appears as a specialized investigation within the
larger domain of explicit ritual science”, further exploring this link in the Advaita of Samkara and his

successors. Paul Kiparsky has similatly argued that:

42 Even though ritual theory was also seeing considerable activity around this time. This is all the more ironic since, as we see
below, a crucial element of both disciplines, syntax, gained weight as explanatory category. One could for instance, speak of the
syntax of rituals or the syntax of cultural forms, as much as the syntax of languages.
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The science of language in India probably has its ultimate intellectual roots in the richly
developed science of ritual. The sutra style of analysis and some of the technical concepts of
grammatical description originated in the methods developed for codifying complex Vedic
sacrifices. On a philosophical level, ritual is also probably the origin of a leading idea behind
grammar as well as other disciplines such as yoga in ancient India: that human activities, even
those normally carried out in an unconscious or unselfconscious way, can be analyzed by
explicit rule systems, and that performing those activities in awareness of the rules that
govern them brings religious merit (Kiparsky 2005, 2918).

The emphasis on rule-following brings out another crucial element of the methodological
presuppositions of these thinkers of language and ritual, the focus on syntax and form, most eloquently
developed by Staal. Following the intuition that ritual may not have an immediately evident meaning but
certainly has manifest s#ructure, Staal focuses on such phenomena as embedding, modification and recursivity
in the Srauta Sitras. Staal is able to identify “certain very specific and unobvious rules”—phrase-structure
rules, transformational rules and self-embedding rules—that occur in the syntax of both ritual and language.
Crucial to Staal’s account is the freshness with which he poses the question of whether syntax (as we know it)
originated in ritual or language, testing our common-sense about the naturalness of syntax to language.
Indeed it is not unimaginable to conceive of syntax as a sort of survival into language of a phenomenon
originating in ritual. After all, as Staal suggests, the rigidity of syntax (as a feature of languages) demands
explanation and, noting the compulsiveness that follows upon all language and ritual performance, he poses the
question of its necessity and origin. Meaning and communication, after all, may proceed (and often does)
without such ‘ritualistic rigidity’ characteristic of linguistic syntax. While Staal leaves the question open, he

leans towards the origin of language and linguistic phenomenon in ritual:

It is we who are obsessed by language and who have (despite survivals) lost touch with ritual.
Hence it is only natural that the view that language is primary, would appeal to us. But for
Early Man, ritual was at least as important as language is for us. Ritual, after all, is much
older than language. Unlike language, it can originate on all fours. It is common among
animals... Another hypothesis is consistent with the view that syntax has a ritual origin: the
hypothesis that syntax is older than semantics...In Vedic ritual, as in mantra meditation, the
function of language is phonetic and syntactic, not semantic...I am inclined to believe that
what we witness here is not a curious collection of exotic facts, but a remnant or resurgence
of a pre-linguistic stage of development, during which man or his ancestors used sound in a
purely syntactic or ritual manner (Staal 1980, 130).
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The idea that “Early Man was just as obsessed by ritual as Later Man is by language” (discounting for
the moment its essentialist formulation), while it may not come any closer to deciphering the contested
question of the meaning/purpose of ritual activity, does serve to foreground the naturalness of langnage and the
simultaneous alenness of ritual typical of the recent intellectual activity around these disciplinary domains. In
asking this question he makes us rethink our own attitudes towards them and why they have followed such
divergent trajectories in modernity in spite of their structural kinships.

There is a preponderant narrative casting Indian thought as eminently formal, even locating the
origins of structuralism in such Vedic forms of ritual and grammatical intellectual activity; from Al-George’s
claim that we may account for modern structuralism finding many of its concepts and descriptive techniques
anticipated in the texts of Indian grammarians (Al-George 1968, 3)* to Annette Wilke’s observation that
grammar in India produced at a very early stage a structural theory. People learned to think in structures and
abstract from the material (Wilke 2010, 223). But already Staal had announced in 1982: “Emphasis on form is
a general characteristic of Indian civilization. The Vedas refer more to the forms of language and rites, than to
their meanings and function” (Staal 1982, 28). Nonetheless, the pertinence of a rituogrammatic frame to
Advaita is limited if construed solely in structuralist and formalist terms. Such a frame also connotes, often
enough, a metaphysics. If one were to attend specifically to the substance of cosmogonic accounts from the
carliest Rigvedic strata to later Brahmanic material and even the early Upanisads, language will unveil itself as
an ontological principle whose formal features may subsequently be analyzed into rules, though not without
conserving its creative and (re)productive features (as retained in the £draka theory for instance). Cosmogony
integrates ritual and language in a unitive framework presupposing an actional ontology. As we saw in
Brhaddranyaka 1.4, language does not merely name but births what it is naming in the process. Language

henceforth possesses not only a communicative function but a creative one; it is co-implicated in the very

43 For instance, “F. de Saussure’s assertion that language is a form, not a substance, was a divorce from the substantialist tradition
starting with Aristotle. The Indian ritualist thinking...is not dominated by a substantialist point of view, being an eminently
formal one. In the mentality of the archaic world, any object can be substituted to another object to the extent in which they both
fulfill the same function within an analogous structure; things are not considered as to their substance only, but, particularly, as to
the function they fulfill, to the system of relations and participations they are included in” (Al-George 1968, 4).
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constitution of an entity even before (or even as) it enters the space of communication and transaction. In
Western philosophy this will be reminiscent of the Heideggerian vision of language that ‘worlds’ (as the
‘house of Being’), intertwined with Being in all sorts of ways.

But the example serves to further demonstrate that such a linguistic co-constitution of the world is
negotiated in the context of specific motives and purposes, that is, the pragmatic horizon of languaging and
naming. A certain shape of clay—to invoke the well-known Chandogya referencet*—is designated ‘pot’ to the
extent that it serves the function of holding, storing, acting as receptacle. Other shapes the clay may adopt
remain nameless (and thereby ‘beingless’) insofar as they are ‘functionless’, unidentifiable and unresponsive to
worldly activity. Outside of this pragmatic horizon, entities would lose the individuating motives that identify
and isolate them, bestowing upon them their bezng. The clay as ontological mold, then, serves as a double
metaphor not only to designate the inherent motivatedness underneath all our ontologies, but also to implicate
the actors, activities and instruments of action involved in the individuation of entities. Such action-centrism
integrates emic accounts of ritual creation with Sanskrit grammar in a manner that better explains the
‘fortuitous’ equivalences of ritual and language, going beyond merely ‘formal’ and ‘methodological’
equivalence to which scholarship has confined itself.

More recently, the work of Francis Clooney and Annette Wilke has utilized the nexus of language,
grammar and ritual to articulate the inner workings, respectively, of the systems of Mimamsa and Bhartrhari.
While the case for a ritual provenance of Sanskrit syntax accounts for such crucial grammatical phenomenon
as its verb-centrism and &draka theory, Clooney ties Vedic zexzuality to the domain of ritual performance in a
way that it often becomes impossible to speak of linguistic ‘meaning’ outside of a ritual-performative context;
reminding us how the Mimamsaka sees language ‘with ritual eyes’. Restricting his analysis to four terms: vikya,
prakarana, mantra, bribmana, he notes that the ‘meaning’ (ar#ha) of a sentence is typically a rizual referent. “[ An|
aspect of the ritual referred to by the words in the prose passage, and not a coherent syntactical meaning
separable from the ritual context” (Clooney 1987, 669). Such a “ritual location” alone may determine the

limits of a “sentence,” and not some independent reading of the words contained therein. In other words,

4 Chandogya 6, discussed in chapters 4 and 5.
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“One cannot even read properly without knowing the ritual context” (Clooney 1987, 669). Linguistic artha
(meaning), then, is indeterminable without taking into account the ritual ar#ha (purposivity) identifying units

of meaning:

[TThe meaning of texts is ascertained by reference to ritual actions, which are themselves
meaningful; meaning contributes to purposefulness, and purpose is first of all ritual purpose.
The position suggests that for the Mimamsakas, intelligibility— in the widest sense— is a
property neither of independent texts, nor of the actions taken separately from the words
pertaining to them, nor of external referents such as performers and gods, both of whom are
merely actors within the language-ritual process. Rather, meaning is disclosed in the
complex, multi-perspectival sacrificial event, which includes all these (Clooney 1987, 670).

What, if any, are the implications of this position for a not exclusively Vedic textuality theory of
meaning? Is it possible to locate in ‘the language-ritual process’ a theoretical basis for a generalizable account
of meaning generation and expression? If ritual signals, as it has both for Sanskrit grammarians and Vedic
exegetes, a broader set of performative localities and actional contexts pervading mundane behavior, then a
rituogrammatic framework can provide the requisite categories and tools to articulate an account of
intelligibility in the widest sense, based on an actional analytical frame.*5

In her analysis of the ritual manual Parasurima-Kalpasitra of the Stividya Tantric tradition, Annette
Wilke has extended a unitary sentence view to the analysis of rites by developing an account of a ‘unitary
ritual view’ (Wilke 2010). Her approach rests on the insight that categories of grammar, especially Bhartrhari’s
analysis of sentential meaning, can be productively transposed onto a ritual sphere accounting for certain
features of ritual, especially those that remain unexplained under current theories of ritual. It may thus be
possible to articulate a syntax, morphology, pragmatics and even semantics of ritual based on a Bhartrharian
model. This is a promising approach to ritual theoty, speaking to the rituogrammatic transitivity and
translatability of analytic categories emphasized here, although it may just have inverted the genealogy.
Perhaps it is ritual itself, or actional frameworks influenced by ritual-centrism, that led Bhartrhari to articulate

a theory that is petfectly poised to be applied, subsequently (and retroactively), to a theoretical analysis of

4 Much later the anvitabhidhana (‘related designation’) theory of the Prabhakaras will also ground the determination of meaning
on the actional contexts undergirding expression and communication.
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ritual. Whatever be the direction of causality, it is clear that the ‘unitary sentence view’ and the ‘unitary ritual

view’ betoken a synthetic actional conceptual framework undergirding both. To cite Wilke,

This is how ritual is conceived as well. We perceive actions and simultaneously some
encompassing sense in and behind them. Similar to the linguistic sphofa which refers at once
to the chains of sound, to the object referred to and to the mental image and cognition,
ritual transports images of world order, sacred power, efficiency and so on...gphota has for
Bhartrhari a material dimension (language sounds) and an immaterial one (meaning), it is
both the physical sign which reveals itself to sensory perception as well as the signifier
connoting something beyond the sound material. This means that Bhartrhari does not strip
language from its physical substrate, even when he speaks of conceptual and mental
forms...Unlike Europe, India never gave up oral-aural communication systems even after
developing written traditions. Bhartrhari’s language paradigm must be seen in the context of
a performance culture and has therefore more affinities to ritual than the linguistic theories
of the western scholars (Wilke 2010, 226).

The argument for a potentially ritual equivalent of linguistic sphoza is suggestive and Wilke is correct
in situating Bhartrhari’s theoties closer to a ‘performance culture’ than the ritually expurgated contemporary
theories of language.¢ Wilke’s extension of four crucial notions taken from Bhartrhari’s philosophy of
language—temporal power/sequence, relation/inherence, means of expression and imagination/
construction—to the ritual sphere serves well to illumine how the categories of time, relationality, expression
and construction are perfectly assimilable to the analysis of ritual, and action generally. They come together in
procedures of ‘world-making’ and “fractification of revelation’ that unites linguistic expression and ritual

creation as discussed here.4

46 Semiotics-inspired models have been a dominant mode of interpretation in ritual theory. The question is whether, conversely, it
may not be fruitful to interpret language on the paradigm of ritual performativity. The scholarship engaged in this section may be
read as suggesting likewise.

47 Her application of such a Bhartrhari-inspired unitary ritual view to a later Tantric text also confirms that the discernment of a
rituogrammatic framework across disciplinary and confessional lines can reveal significant aspects of those traditions. Natalia
Isayeva’s articulation of the pulsating dynamism, creativity and world-making potency inherent in the systems of Gaudapada,
Bhartrhari and Abhinavagupta (Isayeva 1995) also indicates the discursive spread of such an entwining of the domains of ritual
and language, reducing the conceptual distance between expression and creation, imagination and construction.
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VII. Thinking Spiritually: Advaita & Rituogrammatics

As I hope to show, the Advaitic innovation upon and application of the rituogrammatic paradigm
suggests more a program of ‘world-unmaking’ than ‘world-making’. While still viewing the world ‘with ritual
eyes’, it does not see virtue in the productive, proliferative thrust of Vedic ritual. Rather, an introspective turn
away from a logic of ritual productivity towards attending to obtaining features of the self is commended in
an epistemic itinerary culminating in self-knowledge. This turn away from the processual to non-processual
dimensions of reality as most pertinent to the well-being of the individual subject to Vedic instruction-
injunction is often construed as a turn towards the inert substantiality of being. Advaita has thus stood in the
scholarly imagination as a trope for metaphysical conservatism, a variety of substance metaphysics grounded
in the claim of Brahman as the ontological substrate of everything. The Adpaitaness of any novel iteration of
Advaita, even outside of a Sanskritic cosmopolis in the many vernacular South Asian tongues or modern
Western neo-Advaitic representations, can be identified by isolating minimally two features: a final recourse
to Brahman and the identification and reduction of everything, notably the personal self, to it. Since the eatly
Buddhist responses to Vedic and Upanishadic thematics, Advaita has also come to stand in as keeper of an
intransigent symbolic opposition* between Brahmanic and Buddhist ethico-philosophical programs. The
assertion or denial of self—with their attendant tropes, respectively, of control or lack thereof, a fundamental
ontology (or ontotheology) or the reluctance to posit a final #heos or being—serves as an ideological fissure
dividing two discursive formations allegedly resting on not only divergent metaphysical but equally ethico-
political programs.

Here the greatest interpretive value of some of Steven Collins’ observations lies in showing the socio-
cultural, and not merely philosophical or doctrinal, work done by some of the fundamental oppositions set up
in early Buddhist apologetics and polemics (Collins 1990). Something of such a gymbolic opposition continues
well unto this day, both in scholarly and wider perceptions. The persistence of such an opposition perhaps

testifies to some sort of correlation between inner textual, ideological or institutional dynamics, and the

48 For more on the nature of this opposition, refer Collins 1982 from whom I borrow the phrase ‘intransigent symbolic
opposition’.
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ethico-politics they have come to represent. But the temptation to such an overarching opposition has
repeatedly elided a far more complex reality. In the ensuing chapters I employ apparently counterintuitive
frames in the interpretation of Advaita, locating its core not in the stolid, inert being of Brahman but in the
interesting tension obtaining between action-centrism and its non-actional basis. The use of actional frames
will render transparent many features of Advaitic praxis.

While there has been increasing caution in applying western process-philosophical frameworks to the
interpretation of South Asian, particularly Buddhist, philosophy, a vague shared commitment to an ontology
of process and flux has nonetheless kept scholars occupied in drafting a cross-cultural philosophical
enterprise. Buddhist discourse has been recruited as model of critiquing both foundationalist theology and
metaphysics of substance.* Here ‘Brahmanism’ comes to stand in as the South Asian equivalent for the
substance-metaphysical and onto-theological tradition of European thinking challenged by process-
philosophical frameworks from Hegel, Heidegger and Spinoza to William James, Henri Bergson or A.N.
Whitehead. The question is whether the network of themes collected under the rubric of Brahmanism, and
particularly Vedanta, actually do the work of standing in such symbolic and philosophical opposition as
counter-narratives of Western philosophy*® require from their own intellectual history. While this is not
obvious at all, Advaita has remained, in spite of a deeply elusive purport, an exemplar of essentialist accounts
of subjectivity, causality and ontology. This continues even as the overarching symbolism just outlined has
been challenged by the outline of a deeply processual thematics of self and world in the Aranyaka, Brihmana
and early Mimamsa genres (by Lilian Silburn, Francis Clooney, Eivind Kahrs, Stephanie Majcher and others).

We have already noted Kahrs’ attempt to isolate “a different strand in Brahmanic thought” where ultimate

49 Keeping only, for the time being, to scholars of early Buddhism, such a rhetoric may be discerned in the works of Richard
Gombrich, Noa Ronkin, Rahula Walpula, Bhikkhu Bodhi and many others.

30 Much discourse in contemporary Continental thought may be read as providing such original counter-narratives of Western
thought, each of which weaves its own hegemonic narrative it seeks to counter or undermine. These could be articulated in terms
of a metaphysics of presence, ontotheology, substance metaphysics, some form of idealism, rationalism or logocentrism. While
each thinker is unique in his diagnosis of the central malady, they often tend to share a common set of values and strategies,
centering around openness (or futurity), play, some form of materialism, process, body or immanence. The work, for instance, of
Nietzsche, Spinoza, Heidegger, Levinas, Derrida, Whitehead, Bergson, or Bataille will fit this description. Schools of Indian
philosophy do not appear to be revisionary in this way at first glance, but as co-existing (if conflicting) snapshots of reality that
need not be reconciled with each other or accommodated under a grand procession or unfolding of truth. The setting up of the
Buddhist-Brahmanic opposition, however, serves precisely to construct such an emancipatory trajectory in South Asian
intellectual history.
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reality is not the ‘unchanging, inert entity’ it is for Vedantins such as Samkara but a dynamic non-dualism, a
universal of action (Kahrs 2013, 317).

Ignoring the question of whether this is really true of Samkara’s system—and its concomitant
valuation as a system founded on conservative ideals and an ultimately inert being—it is an open question
whether such revisions tend to disintegrate or further consolidate symbolic orders. Salvaging ‘trends’ within
orthodox Brahmanism tending towards non- or anti- essentialist/substantialist accounts can keep extant
ethico-politico-metaphysical oppositions intact, even cement them further, insofar as the foundationalist core
of Brahmanic thought is reaffirmed in infinitely repeated discursive gestures. My reading of Advaita as noetic
ritual attempts to disengage the Advaita of Samkara and his successors from some of these familiar gestures
and turns of thought. However, I do not engage with process theory as such. I am concerned with Advaita’s
immersion in the rituogrammatic paradigm and its unfoldment as a noetic ritual, which provide an ideal set of
analytic tools to articulate Advaita’s performative and processual foci. More generally, ritual and grammatical
categories can speak to a characteristically South Asian articulation of processual themes employing emic
categories including but not restricted to bhava and bhavana, sadhya and sadhana, kriya, karman and kdrakatva,

vyapara, utpatti and wutpada.

Crystal-Gazing: The Texcture of Adpaitic Rituogrammatics

To state a thesis at the very outset, Samkara is committed to the belief that the world is constituted as a
process and product, such that the deep structure of any stable, abiding realities will be seen to be permeated
by categories of action and process. Samkara takes recourse to a variety of concepts to communicate this. The
world is seen as a conglomeration of action, factors of action and their result (kriyakarakaphala): “The
differentiated universe consists of means and ends...[T]his differentiated and undifferentiated universe is
made up of action, their factors and their results, consists only of name, form and action...”.5! As we saw at

the very beginning of Chapter 1, it is alternatively described in terms of name, form and action

31 katham punarasya vyakrtavyakrtasya kriyakarakaphalatmanah samsarasya namartipakarmatmakataiva. BUB 1.6.1.
Madhavananda tr.
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(namaripakarma) (BUB 1.4) or as constituted by desire and action (kdmakarma). Exploiting their etymological
sense, both samsara ot jagat (Sanskrit words for ‘world’) are used to evoke the sense of a universe constantly in
motion or involving the incessant movement of sentient life from one plane of existence or embodied form
to another. The world has a continually fabricated being, suggesting that every existent thing is created or
fabricated out of sentient, human or divine activity. This was explicated earlier in terms of bhdva. Samkara may
also be read as an interesting philosopher of creation or cosmogony as sport. While the concept of /ila
(sport/playfulness) has a complex history, Samkara has offered some of the most articulate accounts of the
creation of the wotld out of sportive desire and acts (refer BSB 2.1.33 amongst other discussions). All these
accounts necessitate reading Samkara as an interesting philosopher of process in his own right, even if they
may appear to deflect from the Advaitic hermeneutic focus on Brahman. On the contrary, I argue that they
are necessary to understand the work that Brahman does for Samkara and are integral to his thought, not
merely the characteristics of an unreal world that will be cast aside at the dawn of knowledge.

This forms the second-half of the thesis: if jagar or samsara is the being of the world implicated in
action, instruments and products of action, Brahman is the being of the world independent of its implication
in action and its results. They are two sides of the same coin and the former presupposes the latter. This may
be articulated in his own idiom. Following the model of ritual instrumentality, Samkara conceives of existent
things in their relationship to the production of some new being or entity. As in the logic of the Brbadaranyaka
passage considered eatlier (BUB 1.4.7), everything is either an emergent or instrumental in the production of
an emergent. Existents are described in terms of the function they fulfill in a larger productive network
relating existent things (bbstavasti) with potential emergent things (bbavyavastu).

This clarifies a core aspect of the work ‘Brahman’ does in the system of Samkara: Brahman (to be
precise, nirguna-brabman) is simply a name for reality appropriated in our pragmatic and actional engagements;
existence prior to its functional segmentation as we saw early on with respect to Brhadaranyaka 1.4. In other
words, if everything in the world is understood by Samkara as implicated in actions, instruments and

functions, i.e., reality appropriated or faken in some aspect or form—explained by the Upanisad in terms of
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their pragmatic function—then Brahman is the constitutive horizon of the emergence of functional
segmentations and the functional being of things.52

This may be understood in terms of the action-instrument-result (&riydkdrakaphala) structure of
everyday existence employed by Samkara and the corresponding £draka theory of the grammarians.5> Entities
may fulfill their actional roles by assuming the status of any one or more grammatical £drakas or factors of
action. States of affairs represent entities playing some &draka role, as agent, object, instrument etc. (which,
for Advaita, are not merely post-hoc functions of autonomous realities, but what furnishes their functional
being at the first place). Brahman, then, is that aspect of reality that pre-exists its £draka deployments and
Samkara refers to it as such—akaraka (US 1.17.80).

In another register, if the processual and generative features of the world invoke bhava (productive
being/becoming) as explanatory categoty, sat is used to connote the undetlying Being subject to ontolinguistic
differentiation and segmentation with respect to practical activity. Bbava and saf then are not oppositional,
representing distinct moments in the creative process; reality conceived either with respect to action and
actional segmentation or independent of it. This complementarity offers a unique account of the relationship
between philosophies of substance and process. They are not in a mutually inconsistent or supersessionist
relationship. As noted, philosophic-historical narratives of Western thought offered by philosophers of
process often take this route, setting philosophies of substance as a foil against which to offer an alternative
metaphysics. Tensions between varieties of Vedanta and Buddhism also get read along a similar oppositional
model. Wolfgang Fasching, amongst others, has offered a philosophical synthesis of processual and non-
processual dimensions of being in light of the respective Advaitic-Buddhist philosophical emphases on the

‘abiding/permanent’ and ‘streaming’ aspects of experience.>* While the sar-bhava distinction introduced here

32 Its reading as the constitutive horizon of experience is developed in Chapter 4 with respect to the Taittiriya Brahman definition
(satyam jianam anantam brahma).

53 Refer Chapter 4 for a fuller discussion of Samkara’s critique of the kdraka framework.

34 “So the indubitable evidence of my experiences in their very being-experienced is always their evidence as passing the thereby
‘abiding dimension of first-personal experiencing’. And, therefore, the absolute evidence of my present existence is the evidence
of my present living through these streaming experiences. The being-experienced of the streaming experiences as streaming
implies the permanence of the actuality of experiencing itself, which is the being of my ‘I’. Therefore I, qua consciousness, am
not the passing experiences, but rather their manifestation as passing, which does not pass with them: the abiding experiencing of
the changing experiences. So the question of whether the subject is something that can exist, in an irreducible sense, as one and
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(and developed in Chapter 4) does not quite amount to the same thing, such a dual aspect of being as
simultaneous abiding and streaming offers one way of interpreting the distinction.

All this is mirrored in the Advaitic use of the crystal metaphor, found across Samkara’s corpus (such
as in BUB 4.3.30). The crystal (sphatika) is itself transparent, free of any self-nature or positive attributes. But
when I gaze at the crystal placed in front of an object, it takes on the color and attributes of that object, now
presumed as indistinct from them. The originally non-actional and non-qualified being likewise takes on the
nature and attributes of (and thus becomes identified with) whatever emergents arise in the course of our
practical engagements and purposes. Its ability to take on those attributes is, in fact, precisely a function of its
own transparency or emptiness. The crystal after and before its perception through particular adjuncts
(upadhis) mirrors reality perceived in its untaken and taken aspects respectively.5> This is a core argument of
the thesis. Advaita displays a rituogrammatic organization of parts that is paradoxically geared towards the
revelation of the being (wirguna-brabman) that pre-exists any ritual or pragmatic appropriation, its revelation (as
one’s own nature) directly resulting in the attainment of a central human aspiration—freedom or wholeness.5¢
But it is not only its result-drivenness and instrumental organization of parts that suggests its perpetuation of
the rituogrammatic paradigm. As discussed in Chapter 2, such a paradigm conceives of and describes beings
in terms of the operational teleologies they participate in and the purposes they accomplish. The theoretical
and descriptive categories, classifications, hierarchies and terminology—in short, the ‘erammat’ of such a
paradigm—orders existents (and existence as such) along such a performative and operational hierarchy. Not

only do we find an elaborate articulation of a grammar of ritual activity (and goal-oriented action in general)

the same at different times, must, I believe, be answered in the affirmative: It only exists as now-transcending from the start; in
contrast to the fleeting experiences it abides as the presence of the streaming experiences as streaming. Experiences only exist in
being experienced, that is, experientially present, and they are essentially present as streaming, which implies the abidance of this
presence itself. This abidance cannot be constituted by relations between momentary ‘experience-stages’, because there simply
are no experience-stages that would not have their primary presence as temporally passing. That is: There is no experiential
evidence prior to the evidence of the ‘standing’ of the experiencing ‘I’ (Fasching 2010, 205-6).

33 Crystals are also a good representation of the reversal of the ritual program that Advaita negotiates using precisely a
rituogrammatic logic. They focus attention to phenomena occurring at the plane of seeing, perceiving, appearing, manifesting,
everything that is more proximate to a noetic order than a causal one (discussed in Chapter 2). Advaitic rituality manifests at this
plane of consciousness, not in the actual causal production of beings. Crystalgazing reflects the Advaitic epistemic turn to
knowledge as the way out of the human predicament in a way that preserves the rituiogrammatic logic inherited from its
predecessors.

56 Samkara can therefore counterintuitively claim (BUB 4.4.22) that the purport of the whole Veda as such is the Self (and Self-
knowledge) to which even ritual action is preparatory and subservient.
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but, conversely, grammar is ritualized in the above sense of being deployed in the production of some result.
Advaitic purport (artha), as 1 will show, subscribes to the same logic and instrumental organization of parts

and depends on procedures analogous to, often identical with, those of grammar and ritual theory.

VIII. The Advaitic Corpus: Samkaradvaita and Greater Advaita

The textual focus of the rituogrammatic reading of Advaita attempted here will be the commentarial
corpus of Samkara, his Upadesasahasri, and the work of some subsequent Advaitins such as Suresvara, whose
thinking tracks Samkara closely with respect to the grammatical and performative foci of his thought.5” T first
address Samkara’s own works. His commentaries on the early Upanisads, the Brhadaranyaka and Chandogya, as
well as Taittiriya, will be a central focus. As is well known, many later Upanisads develop themes already
articulated here, and Samkara himself considers sections of these (Taittiriya 2, Brhadiranyaka 4.3, Chandagya 6)
to be fundamental to the unfoldment of Brahman and the d#wan-Brahman identity. I further engage with the
verse portion of the Upadesasihasri, centrally Chapter 18 but also others, that discuss crucial aspects of
Advaitic grammar, particulatly Advaitic morphology, sentential analysis and co-reference. They also supply an
account of Advaitic psychology and theory of the person. Lastly, I read Samkara’s opening account of
superimposition (adhyasabhasya) in the Brahmasitra commentary as well as his various intimations about
Advaitic methodology across the work. The adhydsabhasya represents Samkara’s deeply self-conscious
articulation of his own program as a Vedanta Mimamsa and Sariraka Mimamsa, wrapping the Brabmasitra
under the interpretive frame of superimposition as the obtaining and undeniable existential fact of the
embodied subject. It will thus be crucial to the articulation of Advaita as a hermeneutics of embodiment
discussed in Chapter 3. The context of the Bhagavadgita, in time, genre and sensitivities, is further removed
from the wotld of the Upanisads in which, as I understand, Samkara feels most at home. Nonetheless his

discussion of some of the verses (I mainly restrict myself to chapters 2 and 13) will be taken up in chapters 3

and 4.

57 With some exceptions, there is general consensus on the authenticity of the works under consideration as Samkara’s own.
Likewise the varttikas on Samkara’s commentaries on the Brhadaranyaka and Taittiriya, along with the Naiskarmyasiddhi, are
generally recognized to be composed by Suresvara.
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The early Upanishadic context ideally situates my reading of Advaita in the grammatical and ritual
features I intend to bring to the fore. This may be by virtue of its chronological proximity to the Arapyaka
and Brabmana literature with which it exists in a conceptual continuum. Moreover, it locates Samkara’s
understanding of Advaitic method in the teacher-pupil dynamic patent in these early strata of the genre. This
pedagogical location grounds my reading of the performative and ritual dimension of Advaita emphasized in
the dissertation. Others have attempted such a reading by focusing, for instance, on the Brabmasitra (Clooney)
ot Upadesasihasri (Locklin) to determine the sense of Advaita’s rituality. I hope to complement this work by
focusing on the eatly Upanisads and their pedagogical location in developing its ritual dimension. Such a
pedagogical focus in the interpretation of Samkara has been foregrounded by the work of Swami Dayananda
and Suthren Hirst, according to whom Samkara is first a teacher and then commentator or philosopher
(Suthren Hirst 1990). There is virtue in following this approach in the interpretation of the meaning and
significance of Samkara’s corpus. In fact, Samkara considers the Upanisads as the single direct cause of
freedom, offering a semantic analysis (wirukti) of the term ‘upanisad as that which completely overcomes and
uproots wotldliness (samsara) and its causes (sabetr) (BUB 1.1.1).

The focus on Samkara himself as the key Advaitic thinker of engagement is owing to a few reasons.
Firstly, Samkara is comprehensive. Unlike commentators and founders of other schools of Vedanta, Samkara
offers comprehensive commentaries on not only the Bhagavadgita and Brabmasiitra, what subsequently
became standard practice, but also the major Upanisads. Not only are his commentaries the earliest fully
intact and coherent reading we have of all three source genres, his practice of profuse cross-referencing and
citation introduces a new radical model of inter-textual coherence. Moreover, as the eatlier discussion
clarified, in his epistemic focus on Advaita as primarily concerned with vastusvaripapratipadana—attending to
and being constrained by the nature of reality—Samkara introduces an eminently philosophical reading of the
Upanisads that resonates with various subsequent Advaitic philosophers well into modernity. At the same
time, as Vetter (1979, 125) has noted, Samkara is one of the first to apply principles of mimimsa to the

interpretation of the Upanisads, and does so comprehensively to produce a coherent and defensible

38 Samkara makes reference to some earlier commentators whose works have not survived apart from stray references to them.
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alternative reading of Vedic import (than that of Parva Mimamsa). Other innovations in the grammatical
sphere, including his accounts of oblique indication (lzksand) and co-reference (samanddbikaranya) become a
source for centuries of subsequent Advaitic attention to language. The emergence of Advaitic sub-traditions
into Vivarana, Bhamati and Vartika too follows from their respective readings of key moments in Samkara’s
commentary.>® Samkara is deftly able to weave together all the elements of Advaita as philosophy,
hermeneutics, experiential praxis, pedagogy and grammar without a one-sided development in just a single
direction. The result is a rich layering of text operative at vatious simultaneously, permitting subsequent
thinkers to extract or expand upon one or the other systemic elements.®® His work remains a fertile resource
of ideas, arguments and approaches, even if there is disagreement and innovation in points of doctrine and
method across classical and vernacular Advaita-aligned thinkers and writers.

The decisiveness, therefore, with which Samkara weaves the texture of Advaita for subsequent
thinkers to develop, resist and innovate guides my engagement with Advaita. Sure§vara, his student and
contemporary, and Sarvajiatman track his thinking closely in their philosophy of language. Sure$vara also
centers action (and non-action) as a central category to think with, and I refer to his works (Naiskarmyasiddbi,
Brhadaranyakaopanisadbhasyavartika and Taittiriyopanisadbhdsyavartika) at appropriate points to clarify Samkara’s
own. Nor is Samkara’s importance to the later Advaita restricted to the shastric (or scholastic) realm, that is,
the domain of formal Sanskrit discourse and erudite commentary. Vernacular thinkers like Niscaldas and
many others adopt characteristically Shankarite concepts and methodologies, and I cite them at appropriate
points to discuss the evolution of certain methodological tools (such as adhydrgpapavida) from Samkara’s time.

Thus while keeping focus on Samkara, I sometimes engage later thinkers in a conceptual and
methodological continuity we may call Samkaradvaita (or a Shankarite Advaita), including, apart from his
immediate disciples, sub-commentators like Prakasatman, medieval thinkers such as Madhava-Vidyaranya and

Sadananda, or modern Advaitins such as Swami Satchidanandendra and Swami Dayananda. We are already

% Corresponding, respectively, to the doctrines of pratibimbavada, avacchedakavada and abhasavada, but also suggestive of
other points of difference in doctrine and method. Refer Venkatkrishnan for a more detailed assessment of Biamati and
Vivarana.

%0 1t is perhaps for this reason that Paul Deussen and others found his thinking ‘unsystematic’ and inconclusive in points of
doctrine that later Advaitins struggle to clarify and articulate, leading to various doctrinal differences.
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familiar with some of the features of such an Advaita, including the focus on the capacities of language itself
to generate immediate verbal cognition of Brahman. A further emphasis on an underlying methodology of
adhyaropapavada (discussed in Chapter 3) or its equivalent may also be discerned. Such an Advaita is often a
seriptural Advaita, as Bronkhorst notes in Samkara’s own case, to the extent that it takes the Upanishadic
corpus as its point of departure and applies mimamsad principles to its interpretation. But this categorization
must be distinguished from two others that have come up, a shastric Advaita and a Sabdapramanika Advaita.
The former stays within the genre and sensibilities of formal Sanskrit discourse without necessarily claiming
the Upanisads or Veda as the source and basis of its ideas.®! Lastly, a Sabdapramanika Advaita considers
language, typically sentential comprehension of identity statements, as such to be the immediate cause of self-
knowledge and liberation. Samkara’s happens to be all three but Advaita or Advaita-aligned texts may fall into
one category without confirming to others. [icdrasdgar represents a case of an originally non-shastric,
vernacular Advaita subsequently reformulated into the genre of Sanskrit Sds#ra. Texts such as this, the
Vrttiprabbakara or the Vedintamahavakyabbasa of the Niranjani monk Manohardas represent a sabdapramanika
Advaita, but in vernacular form. Thus following Bronkhorst, while discerning non-scriptural Advaitas from
scriptural is important, further nuances of genre and emphasis need to be acknowledged in assessing the true
extent of Samkaradvaita as a tradition centrally concerned with sentential comprehension as generative of
self-knowledge.

The relation of Samkaradvaita with what has been referred to as ‘greater’ Advaita or vernacular
Advaita2>—all kinds of non-shastric vernacular forms of Advaita—is therefore a complex one. Greater
Advaita surveys the broader scope and appeal of Advaita beyond its shastric formulation as a pan-Indic web
of networks and traditions, not necessarily following a top-down flow of concepts from §astra to the
vernacular. This reading of the wider reach and cultural diffusion of Advaita also seeks to resist a strand of
scholarship according to which twentieth-century Indologists and figures like Swami Vivekananda repackaged

and popularized Advaita as the alleged core of Hinduism responding to various colonial pressures. While this

6! The Agamasastra of Gaudapada would perhaps fall in this category, and such texts as the Moksopaya, both of which are
considered by Bronkhorst as examples of non-scriptural Vedanta.

62 Allen 2017, Venkatkrishnan 2020 and others.
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may provide perspective on anglicized forms of Advaita, it ignores the fact that diverse traditions, shastric and
vernacular, flourished well into modernity and continue to do so. At the same time, one almost senses an
apologetic tone in the recuperation of such a greater Advaita to the extent that, if only unwillingly, it
reinscribes Advaita as the core of Hinduism or Brahmanism. But ironically it is precisely the reading of
Advaita as such an alleged core, formulated under Indological and colonial contexts of Indian modernity, that
is put into question. If anything, as Chapter 4 will discuss, the Advaitic Brahman constituted the outlier and
exception to the norm of Brahmanic thought for centuries during which the intellectual center of gravity
clearly rested on the side of processual and actional theories invoking bhdva and kriyd as key categories.

While the question of the direction of influence in the pan-Indic and now global diffusion of Advaita
(and Neo-Advaita) has many dimensions, including the complex relation of shastric, scriptural, vernacular,
Sabdapramanika and anglicized Advaitas, it is worth noting that, perhaps, Hegel was not entirely wrong in
identifying Advaita (and the philosophy of the Upanisads) as a variety of pantheism, if only to suit his needs
of a global intellectual hierarchy of thought.®3 For, this is what ‘Advaita’ names at the most quotidian level,
the view that divinity is immanent in creation, including, eminently, the subject. The mabavakyas of scripture
only represent this formally: the self /7 the world is none other than Brahman, the self ¢f the world. From this
perspective the alleged identity of self and Brahman, what Samkara is most anxious to clarify, is merely the
shastric echo of what is a generalized and diffused feature of South Asian religiosity.* When Dobe poses the
question with respect to vernacular Vedanta, particularly the genre of autobiography writing, “How does one
write one’s life story when, as Rama Tirtha put it, God is the ‘first person’?” (Dobe 2014, 184), the
formulation expresses precisely the dilemma of the Shankarite mabavikya: 1 am both, an individualized

embodied being and the trans-individual being present in all individuated selves.

3 A not uncommon gesture by Germans at the time (including Schlegel). Reference to Indian and particularly Upanishadic
thought as pantheistic may be found in stray remarks across texts such as the Science of Logic, Philosophy of the Right etc.

%4 Shared, of course, by the great and little traditions of Tantra, Saiva, Vaisnava and Sakta lineages, not to speak of Sufi and
bhakti traditions.
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Contents of the Dissertation

PART I (chapters 2 and 3) articulates the ritual and performative architecture of Advaita as a noetic ritual.
Following Clooney’s account of thinking ritually (Clooney 1990), in CHAPTER 2 I track the persistence of
this way of thinking in the Advaita of Samkara. Thinking ri##ally may now be said to be deployed towards
thinking spiritually, i.e., applying ritual thinking to the Upanishadic spirit or self.¢5 This happens, as I argue, in
two ways. Firstly, Advaita borrows, wholesale, the ritual and performative model of analysis in its program of
generating self-knowledge. In other words, Advaita is ritually constituted, and better understood under a
model of performative coherence as opposed to simply hermenentic coherence. 1 specifically argue that it
functions as a noetic ritual, ‘noetic’ serving to identify its differentia from regular goal-oriented activity. This is
articulated in terms of the Advaitic turn from the actional to the attentional, as a governance of the attentional
landscape of the subject in order to recognize obtaining features of self and embodiment. Thus, while
assimilating to a ritual model of purport (artha as purpose + import), in its focus on the pre-existent and
obtaining features of existence (bhiita, siddba, vastutantra)—as opposed to the Vyakarana and Mimamsa
preoccupation with the presently non-existent fo be produced or brought into being (bhavya, sadbya,
purusatantra)—it marks a symbolic turn away from action-centrism.

CHAPTER 3 explores the embodied landscape of the Advaitic noetic ritual, developing a reading of
Samkara’s affirmation of his project as Sariraka Mimamsa, a hermeneutics of embodiment. T thus complement
the well-studied arena of Advaitic fextual or scriptural hermeneutics with an embodied hermeneutics, and what
this adds to our understanding of Advaita as mimamsa. Here 1 especially consider Debabrata Sinha’s account
of Sariraraka Mimdmsa as a phenomenolggy of embodiment, further engaging with the work of Suthren Hirst,
Loundo, Satchidanandendra and others in distinguishing between two closely related terms, adhyasa and
adlyaropa, both meaning, generally, ‘superimposition’, but pedagogically employed towards contrasting ends.

PART II moves to the grammatical dimension of Advaitic rituogrammatics, showing how the turn

away from ritual action-centrism is mediated Jnguistically by Advaitins. That is, how Samkara and his

65 As exemplified in Yajfiavalkya’s question to Sakalya that he was unable to answer: “I ask you about the spirit/person that is
only to be known from the Upanisads”; tvam tv aupanisdam purusam prcchami. BU 3.9.26.
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successors develop a Sanskrit grammar of non-action (#iskriyatva) as opposed to the extant action-centrism
(kriyaparatva) of grammar theory. Just as grammarians and ritual theorists brought into focus the actional
analyses of kdraka theory, bhiva and verb-centrism to support their action-centrism, so Samkara recuperates
certain phenomena of language—particularly nominal co-reference (samanddhikaranya), nominal sentences,
noetic and existential verbs—to ground an Advaitic non-dual grammar of the sentence. I particularly develop
the idea that their difference may be parsed in terms of their endorsement, respectively, of a bhdva-based and
sat-based metaphysics; both (bhava and saf) meaning, loosely, ‘being’, but connoting very different philosophical
positions about reality. By employing such a non-dual grammar in the explication of certain sentences,
particularly the Upanishadic identity statements, the alleged oneness of self and Brahman acquires a
grammatical texture and basis. ‘Realizing’ the so- called identity of self and Brahman turns out, therefore, to
be an intrinsically grammatical cognition and operation. CHAPTER 4 discusses the £draka model of analysis
and its critique by Samkara, as well as the non-dual grammar of existential and noetic verbs. CHAPTER 5
articulates the concept of nominal co-reference (samanadhikaranya), more generally, sentential analysis

(vdkyasdstra) furnishing an Advaitic grammar of non-action.
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PART I: MATERIAL & ATTENTIONAL LANDSCAPES OF THE EMBODIED SELF
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CHAPTER 2: ATTENTIONAL GOVERNANCE AND THE NOETIC RITUAL OF ADVAITA

I Introduction

As stated in Chapter 1, I read Advaita as the consequence of action introspecting upon itself, of what
happens when the ritualist, one may say, ritual action as such, turns upon itself to reflect on its own nature.
This reflective turn is epitomized in the successfully executed noetic performance explored in this chapter
culminating in the event of self-knowledge (d@#majiiana). Non-dualism (or non-action) is here not so much a
view or theory to be defended but a task to be catried out, assimilating Advaita into the ritual nexus of
instrumentalities, even if the defense and critique of certain theories/views remains a significant ritual
component.! Itis this goal-oriented, executional framework pending the realization of actual performance
that provides the most intelligible model of Advaitic putport (artha), accommodating various sub-elements,
philosophical, hermeneutic and pedagogical, in its broader program.

Advaita’s rituality evinces a certain paradox in that it is geared towards achieving a telos antithetical to
the ritual productivity preoccupying Parva Mimamsa, articulated in terms of what may be called the
purposivity paradox or the attainment paradox. That is, Advaita’s critique and transcendence of ritual
purposivity itself takes the form of a highly purposive enterprise. Overcoming purpose, it seems, is a deeply
purposive endeavor. Put differently, while Advaita is emphatic that there is nothing to be attained by the self
seeking self-knowledge, (precisely because the self is not something remote or distant from oneself that can
be ‘attained’), there is still an attaining of sorts to do, justifying the whole Advaitic project. As an interiorized
ritual of unmaking or anti-ritual—something it is able be on account of the noetic topography it inhabits and
governs>—its use of rituogrammatic procedures, therefore, is in some ways counterintuitive insofar as it is
based on niskriyatva (non-action) as a regulative ideal; something neither ritual nor grammar theory were
geared for. On the contrary, a claim of the dissertation is that Sanskrit grammar colludes with ritual theory in

offering a fundamentally actional account of language and reality, which ritual as analytic category can help

! This work, of the consideration and rebuttal of philosophical positions or views about the self, is undertaken in the practice of
reflection (manana), often articulated in the genre of Advaitic doxographies.

2 ] discuss and define the notions of ‘noetic’, ‘interiorized’ and ‘anti-ritual’ in Section III below.
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illumine. Advaita, in mediating a turn from the actional to the attentional, as I show, brings non-action and
Being back to the center of grammatical, ritual and philosophical discourse.

Acknowledging such a fundamental operational dynamics makes Advaita’s claims all the more
fascinating and worthy of attention, beyond being merely an interesting hermeneutics of the Veda. Advaita
makes a claim about agency as such and the relationship obtaining between the domain of self summoned by
actional involvements and performance of duties in the world on one hand, and a domain of self apparently
immune to such worldly involvement on the other. While they co-exist in any individual, an increasing
cognizance of the latter, the non-actional aspect (niskriyatva) of selthood, becomes instrumental in generating
a certain realization of freedom in the person.

Here one must be attentive to both horns of Advaita’s ‘as if discourse’, that is, the recurrent recoutse,
through the use of forms such as #a or -vat, to double meaning or metaphor in the explanation of seemingly
actional, temporal or result-oriented phenomena such as doing, attaining, achieving, reaching, moving etc.,
such that their application to the self/Brahman cannot be literal. The Upanishadic precedent of such
discourse is the Brhadaranyaka verse, “[1t] meditates, as it were, moves, as it were”.3 On one hand Advaita
sincerely and, as I understand, consistently reads its actional language to be only seemingly implicated in
actional categories (of doing, achieving, attaining, generating etc.) but on the other hand, it lays out a clear
program of leading the subject-practitioner from her state of suffering and ignorance to suffering-eliminating
knowledge. Therefore, it evinces a logic of progtess, achievement and futurity. No program, including
Advaita, can purge itself of such an actional dynamics of human aspiration, embodied performance and
result-seeking. The ostensible form of Advaita practice mirrors any such aspirational goal-directed pursuit.
There is a subject aspiring towards a goal, and in the process employing diverse means. I argue that in doing
so it deploys a ritual logic of result-driven performance which can be distinguished from traditional ritual in
some significant ways, including what I refer to subsequently as its noetic character.

Section II addresses current theory on Advaita’s rituality and ritual immersion. Section 111 introduces

the conceptual vocabulary used in the course of the chapter, situating Advaita within its Vedic and ritual pre-

3 dhyayativa lelayativa. BU 4.2.7.
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history, particulatly developing the idea of Advaita as a form of ‘attentional governance’ and ‘noetic ritual’.
Section IV, comprising the main argument of the chapter, explores Advaita’s rituogrammatic architecture
along four primary elements of its rituogrammatic organization: fruitfulness (phalavattva), subsidiaryness

(angatva), enaction procedures (prakriyd) and instrumentality (sddbanatva).

II. The Texture of Advaita’s Rituality: Clooney and Locklin on the Ritual of Advaita

In furnishing an account of Advaita as noetic ritual, and as ritual introspecting upon itself, I hope to
provide a stronger reading of its ritual immersion than has been offered. As noted, there has been increasing
resistance against reading Advaita as a philosophy or metaphysics divorced from a performative grounding
and culture. Advaita, as has become increasingly clear, must be intelligible in one or the other practical or
performative contexts—as a reading practice (Clooney), teaching pedagogy (Suthren Hirst), therapy
(Halbfass) etc. The work of Francis X. Clooney especially has urgently called for a revision of the standards
of reception in the interpretation of Advaita discourse, arguing that Advaita is a practice fundamentally

different from the philosophy it has generally been conceived to be (Clooney 1993, 14). In his own words,

Though Advaita argues at length that knowledge is not an action, and that “to know” cannot
necessarily be consequent upon “to do,” in its emphasis on meditation and the textual path
to knowledge, in its modes of exegesis, in its recognition that knowledge is gained gradually
through an engagement in the texts which are the subjects of exegesis, and even in its
treatment of the final realization of Brahman as an event, it shares the Mimamsa concern for
performance...it too keeps all theoretical and doctrinal pronouncements rooted in textual
knowledge, and so persistently orients the understanding reader back into a world of practice
(Clooney 1993, 25).

These are all good reasons. For Clooney the return to practice, as we saw, implied a turn to theology.
Advaita is a ritual of reading and textual engagement where the recognition of oneself as Brahman is
negotiable only through the text. It is post-textual. Such a reading, however, can tie Advaita too closely to
practices of reading and literate commentary centering the %t as the primary location of where truth
happens. Calling Advaita a ritual, however, is more than a cipher for a practical or performative location of its

sense. Clooney’s emphasis on performance does well to contextualize and locate philosophical framings of
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Advaita within a legitimate if only circumscribed domain of intelligibility. But performativity can mean many
things. While reading may constitute a ‘ritual’ of sorts (like other mundane activities such as playing, eating,
talking etc.), I hope to place Advaita’s rituality firmly within the originary sacrificial arena propelling Mimamsa
hermeneutics. That is to say, it is Vedic rituality as such that most pertinently informs the interpretation of
Advaita. Even words and language remain crucial to uncovering such a ritual dynamic insofar as hymns,
mantras and other textual units are integral components of ritual meaning and efficacy. The emphasis on
textuality, however, with its accompanying set of presuppositions, reading practices and comportments, may
blunt the immediate force of ritual transformation and sacrifice that the yajia or sacrifice catries. Advaitic
performance may, after all, be read as sort of ygjia in which the self is offered up in the fire of knowledge
(7iianagni).* Such a strong reading of Advaita as ritual performance, again, does not conceive of such statements
(as atmayajiia ot jiianagni) as metaphorical. In a very real sense, Advaita conducts itself as an atwayajiia (self-
sacrifice) on the model of a prototypical Vedic ritual. It remains to be seen how.

Reid Locklin has likewise argued that Advaita does not, in spite of itself, represent a complete
rejection of ritual, but a transformation and transposition of ritual activity. Shifting emphasis from ritual to
ritualized practice, and constructively employing practice and ritual theory (Catherine Bell, Talal Asad),
Locklin explores the specifically Advaitic habitus of scripted performance, dialogue (samwada) and meditation
(nididhyasana) (Locklin 2011). Such forms of intentional, repeated and cultivated practice represent typically
Advaitic forms of ritualization. Each chapter of the Upadesasahasri, Locklin’s textual focus, thus represents a
teaching script mediating a gradual, performative reshaping of the disciple and his environment. The
emphasis on the embodied nature of Advaitic practice is also helpful.

Two points bear attention. Firstly, Locklin has directed attention to what must inevitably be borne in
mind in assessing Samkara’s critique of ritual, that is, it must be firmly placed within an acknowledged
embodied and ritual dynamics. The issue remains whether such acknowledgment blunts or otherwise
complicates Samkara’s hardline anti-ritualism. Attending to the embodied, ritualized dimension of Advaitic

practice is to admit, as suggested, the underlying logic of any organized, intentional human pursuit. The

4 The oblationary metaphor for self-knowledge is often used in the Bhagavadgita (such as BG 4.19).
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question is whether Samkara can remain consistent on his ‘thorough rejection of ritual” knowing fully well
that a significant quantum of Advaitic practice is ritualized in ways clarified by Locklin and Clooney.

Secondly, while Locklin does not deny the philosaphical force of Samkara’s claim, the cumulative effect
of the emphasis on habitus and repeated performance can detract from the specifically truth-aiming nature of
Advaitic discourse—the fact that ultimately it aims to uncover a deeper order of how things are and that this
order dictates the soteriological progress of the disciple. Moulding persons and petrsonality may be a
significant dimension of what religious traditions do, but Advaita’s singularity as an epistemic (pramanika)
procedure finally exceeds this project. In its own terminology, if the Advaitic project is mediated and
epistemically constrained by the nature of reality as such (vastutantra), not dependent on human effort and
habitus (purusatantra), then the central hermeneutic issue is not one of conceding the ritualized dimension of
Advaita but interpreting its rightful place therein. The identification of ritual with ritualized—repeated, scripted,
rehearsed, habituated—while illuming some crucial aspects of Advaitic habitus and sociocultural
embodiment, yet leaves the philosophical and truth-conducive dimension of Advaita unaddressed. Moreover,
reading tradition through the frame of ‘script’ comes with its own set of presuppositions tracking a more
liturgical framework of interpretation, such as Locklin advances. While there is something to be said about
the rehearsed nature of the presentation of themes in the Upadesasahasri, 1 read them along a different
framework in alignment with Advaita’s immediate ritual environment than more liturgical or script-based
frames of interpretation.

This brings us to the crux of the problem of applying ritual or more generally performative frames to
reading Advaita. It presents itself as a paradox. On the one hand one must attend to the specifically epistemic
(and vastutantric) nature of Advaita practice, how Advaita lets itself be guided by what are primarily truth-
bearing and truth-conducive procedures. On the other, it must be possible to read its epistemic function
secured by what are basically ritual procedures. We may, then, ask how what is admitted as the ‘philosophical’
crux of Advaita is as such ritualized. That is to say, ritual and performative categories do not merely enter into
the scene by problematizing the emphasis on theory, philosophy or ‘pure’ knowledge. Nor are they

concessions to the public, rehearsed, habitual, historical or socially embedded nature of tradition. Eventually
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it is a question of unsettling any vestige of a theory-praxis dualism such that theory (for Advaita, its
conception of pure knowledge) may be seen to be ritually coded in all sorts of ways. The interesting problem
that presents itself is one of how epistemology as such may be seen to follow a sacrificial logic; and how

rituality is intrinsic to the production of self-knowledge.

III. Advaita as Ritual: Theoretical Framework and Nomenclature

I begin by laying out the global schematics of Advaita, how and why it is structured as ritual and
conducts itself as ritual, progressing to the nuts and bolts of how Advaita conducts itself as ritual in Section
IV. I first set up my theoretical framework and nomenclature. These critical-constructive categories (noetic
performance; attentional governance; anti-ritual or ritual of unmaking; interiotized ritual) will be used to
interpret and render intelligible the ritual and sacrificial organization of Advaita. Subsequently in Section IV. 1
extract and consider four crucial concepts directly from Samkara and subsequent Advaitins to dilate on the

precise texture and organization of Advaita as noetic ritual.

IIIi  Governing the Attentional Landscape

Attention can be a useful hermeneutic category to render intelligible Advaita’s quasi-actional
dynamics. On one hand attention, at least from Advaita’s own viewpoint, is not something that must be
generated (US 1.12.15) or in any other way externally secured. It is a quality of awareness or consciousness
(¢caitanya) as such, the capacity by virtue of which the self comes to be aware of an object of awareness. It only
has to be redirected towards or ushered along certain directions of awareness as opposed to others, bringing
certain phenomenological facts into focus as opposed to others. This is mediated by activity of the intellect.
Speaking of this relation, Andrew Fort notes that “the antabkarana only registers manifestations arising from
the senses. The intellect’s attention (avadhana) or non-attention to this sense data is what varies in perception
(upalabdhi); thus, the intellect is the cause of apparent change and diversity. The self is the constant knower

(cetayaty), or witness, of the intellect and is itself the basis of perception” (Fort 1984, 279).
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One may thus distinguish at least two elements of attention from the Advaitic standpoint: the basic
and horizonal field of awareness and the particular ‘events’ of attention corresponding to some particular
object in the attentional-intentional field. While I have a certain degree of freedom to determine the precise
focus in my attentional field, it is already circumscribed by the objectivity with which this field impinges itself
upon consciousness. The objective scenery as I stare out of the window delimits the attentional landscape
within which I may choose to focus or dwell on a particular aspect, form or feature. That is to say, there is an
epistemic constraint as well as volitional dimension to the directionality of attention. On Fort’s reconstruction
above, the senses simply and neutrally transfer the sense data to the intellect, whose active a#fending to a
particular sense-datum determines the final epistemic result.

Advaita employs this directionality of attention mediated by the intellect towards the recognition of
hitherto unrecognized or unattended dimensions of selthood. In other words, it turns the attentional gaze
back to the self’s interiority to register particular aspects of embodied being, instead of surveying the ‘external’
landscape of expetience. The dynamics of this process are outlined in Chapter 3 (‘Sariraka Mimamsa & the
Hermeneutics of Embodiment’). It is such a management of attention towards registering obtaining realities ot
features of self that guides the pedagogy of Advaita. Samkara addresses the mode of attentional dynamics

employed by Advaita in relation with the negative or apophatic character of Advaitic method:

[W]hat is denoted by the term ‘thou’ is the inward Self; which is agent in seeing and hearing,
is (successively) apprehended as the inward Self of all the outward involucra beginning with
the gross body, and finally ascertained as of the nature of intelligence...And although the
object to be known, viz. the Self, does not consist of parts, yet men wrongly superimpose
upon it the attribute of being composed of many patts, such as the body, the senses, the
manas, the buddhi, the objects of the senses, the sensations and so on. Now by one act of
attention (avadbanena) we may discard one of these parts, and by another act of attention
another part; so that a successively progressive cognition may take place.5

5 tatha tvampadarthah api pratyagatma $rota dehat arabhya pratyagatmataya sambhavyamanah caitanyaparyantatvena avadharitah
| tatra yesam etau padarthau ajiiana samsaya viparyaya pratibaddhau tesam tatvamasi ityetat vakyam svarthe pramam na
utpadayitum $aknoti padarthajianaptirvakatvat vakyarthasya iti atastat pratyestavyah padarthavivekaprayojanah
sastrayuktyabhyasah | yadyapi ca pratipattavya atma nirams$ah tatha api adhyaropitam tasmin bahu asatvam deha indriya mano
buddhi visaya vedanadi laksanam tatra ekena avadhanena ekam am$am apohati aparena aparam iti yujyate tatra kramavati
pratipattih | tat tu purvartipameva atmapratipatteh. BSB 4.1.2. Thibaut tr.
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Attention (avadhdna, as Samkara calls it) is thus serially focused on certain aspects of embodiment in
order to attend to the subtle distinction between the self as the non-actional witness/seer, and the various
domains of embodiment it comes to be identified with in everyday existence. A simple a#tending to an
obtaining reality or extant state of affairs pertaining to the self is recommended, by which the radical
difference between the witness self and the witnessed-objectifiable self will emerge in a moment of
discrimination (viveka) induced by the quality of such attentiveness. No acting upon the object of attention is
desirable, for this distracts from the emphasis on bate attention upon an obtaining (bhita/ siddha) state of
affairs, allowing reality to guide awareness towards elements demanding attention in our field of awareness.
Advaita emphasizes and exploits this epistemically constrained nature of attention, even if it recognizes its
volitional aspects of perceptive and cognitive processes.

This is one way of parsing the fundamental Shankarite distinction of purusatantra and vastutantra
domains of existence. The former captures that domain of existence that submits to our volitional and
actional trajectories of behavior, the latter that which constrains us to recognize and accord ourselves with the
unchanging or intransigent dimension of existence, that is, the epistemic intransigency of being constrained by
things as they are in their intrinsic nature (yathavastujiiana). Samkara explains the distinction: “[H]ence also, the
science of the knowledge of Brahman [brabmavidya] does not depend on some sort of operation by man (na
purusavyaparatantra). What is it then? It is that which depends upon the thing itself (vastutantra eva), even as is
the knowledge of thing which is the subject of the right means of knowledge such as direct perception.”
Samkara’s focus on the epistemic constraints imposed by reality as it is—and which shapes Advaitic concerns
along a mould of a truth-secking inquiry, a pramdnasastra—may be contrasted with trajectoties of attention in
other traditions, such as yoga, meditation, prayer or worship where attention is led constructively towards the
pursuit of creative ends, such as active visualization, imagination or production of certain internal forms of
deity. While still involving attention, such pursuits already transgress towards a more purushatantric framework
insofar as there enters, minimally, an element of will or choice, and maximally, an element of mental or

physical action. While subserving its own ends, such a trajectory of action—exceeding bare

% ato na purusavyaparatantra brahmavidya | kim tarhi pratyaksadipramanavisayavastujfianavadvastutantra. BSB 1.1.4. Apte tr.
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attention/attending to—has already left reality (fa/va) behind in the pursuit of constructive ends, as Samkara
points out: “That is called action which is enjoined by disregarding the nature of things as they are” (BSB

1.1.4)7

Adtional and Attentional Semantics of Injunction: Sam#kara on the Sravanavidhi

On the other hand, such a reorientation nonetheless minimally retains a logic of doing something, even if such
doing must now be reformulated along the Advaitic agenda of governing the attentional landscape. When
Advaitins argue with Purva Mimamsakas about the actional force of injunctives, as in the famous and
contentious Brhadaranyaka ‘injunction’ to know the selff*—"The Self is to be seen, heard, reflected and
meditated or dwelt upon” (BU 2.4.5)—the Advaitic response may be read as the attempt to turn the directive
force of the injunction (vidhi) from an actional to an attentional semantics. This is, at least, the argument here.
The above statement stands at the center of centuries of hermeneutic attention by Advaitins of various
denominations, insofar as it becomes symbolic of the very justification and program of Vedanta, as a point of
departure for the truly Vedantic pursuit or inquiry as opposed to the Vedic pursuit of ritual means and ends.
It thus, by the same stroke, is condemned to a performative contradiction: if the justification of Vedantic
enquiry comes as a directive, how can it escape the very same calculus of means, ends, action and injunction
that drives the Vedic universe? For it would imply that seeing, hearing etc. also submit to trajectories of action,
and not only attention, as argued here, by virtue of the fact that there simply exists the directive to know; the
possibility that a directive may not be followed opens the pursuit to personal choice and prerogative, the
domain of purusatantra. This brings us back to the question: is knowing/perceiving closer to the domain of
acting or the domain of being?

Anand Venkatkrishnan identifies the crux of the problem (we stay with Samkara’s commentary on

the fourth verse of the Brabmasitra.):

7 kriya hi nama sa yatra vastusvartipanirapeksaiva codyate. BSB 1.1.4.

8 «“Gtma va are drastavyah Srotavyo mantavyo nididhyasitavyah” (BU 2.4.5 & 4.5.6) For an account of the subsequent history of
the parisankhya vidhi, especially in the Vivarana tradition, refer Venkatkrishnan, “Hermeneutical Innovation in Prakasatman’s
Paiicapadikavivarana”.
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In the course of arguing this point in Brabmasntrabhasya 1.1.4, Samkara imagines an objection
from a Mimamsa opponent: You claim that Vedanta has nothing to do with injunctions. But
what about sentences in the Upanisads that seem a lot like vidhis? Take, for example, atma va,
are, drastavyal) Srotavyo mantavyo nididhyasitavyah, “Atman, my dear, is to be seen, to be heard
about, to be reflected upon, to be meditated upon.” The -Zavya affix to each of these verbs
expresses the gerundive, a verbal adjective whose noun deserves to be the object of that
action—in other words, the object of a vidhi, an injunction. So much for your exclusive
reliance on knowledge. Here is a clear instance of an act - “A#wan must be known” - that
your own texts enjoin...Samkara interprets this sentence, and others like it, in a purely
negative fashion; he says that they only have “the semblance of »idhis” and are exclusively

intended “to turn one away from the things to which one naturally gravitates”
(Venkatkrishnan, 6-7).

Venkatkrishnan’s last reference is to Samkara’s explanation of the purpose of the Brhadiranyaka
directive as the directing of attention away from objects and concerns (Samkara’s term above being
‘visayavimukhikarana’) typically preoccupying our attention, towards more subtle features of subjectivity.
Indeed, recourse to a discourse of the directing of attention (visayavimnkhikarana) only further clarifies the
nature of Advaitic method as a form of attentional management or governance. Subsequent Advaitins,
particularly Sure$vara and Padmapada, as Venkatkrishnan notes, tread the same line.

According to Samkara, it is an injunction of the relevant kind, the parisamkhya vidhi, that serves the
purpose of turning one away from that towards which one naturally gravitates.” This may be distinguished
trom the aprirva and niyama kinds of injunction, which typically involve a clear course of activity to be pursued.
Subsequent commentators, including Sure$vara and Padmapada, reaffirm that the practical force of the
injunction culminates in the cessation of any activity other than the redirection of attention. Indeed, a
directive such as ‘See the self!’, has the psychological force of an inhibitory or privative speech act—since my
nature, according to Advaita, is already of the unseen seer, the directive is telling me that I should refrain from
indulging in any actional trajectory exceeding the self’s natural and intrinsic capacity of awareness or attending

to. This is nothing but the realignment and remapping of attentional landscapes.

° In Purva Mimamsa the parisamkhya vidhi, to be precise, excludes an alternative course of action instead of enjoining one of its
own. In either case, it serves well the Advaitic program of explaining certain statements as being meaningful, and fruitful,
without recommending a positive course of action but merely by directing attention back to an obtaining presence.
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Refraining from activity, especially when it is demanded as an exhortation to know, see, attend to, is
not an activity in any overt sense; nonetheless it requires a refocusing and reorientation of awareness in order
to inhabit and disclose veiled or obscured features of subjectivity. In the moment that I face the exhortation
to know or see the self, I drop all potential causal directionalities of action, attainment and instrumentality,
and realign focus to observe obtaining facts in my psychological and bodily environment. Advaita pulls the
ritual enthusiast back from an active and relentless pursuit of ends and means to obsetve, see, attend to the
subject and agent of ritual action. The logic of a#tending to therefore allows Advaitic method to tread the
razor’s edge between performance on one hand and perception or observation on the other; or between what

I call causal and noetic orders of being.

From Action to Attention: Causal and Noetic Orders of Being

Advaita (literally non-dualism) is effected as the successful performance of a ritual that distinguishes itself from
other Vedic rituals as noetic, a term I use that attempts to bring together multiple dimensions of the Advaitic
epistemic and ontological focus on attention (avadbana), awareness (caitanya), knowledge (jiiana) and
superimposition (adhyasa). While the full sense of the term will emerge in the course of the chapter, a brief
definition may be in order. A noetic performance may be distinguished from a causa/ one (such as the solemn
Vedic ritual or a secular activity like cooking) that culminates in the production or modification of an entity.
While the latter, to use Samkara’s phrasing, depends on the employment of contributory factors (kdraka) in
the realization of a central act (77y4), the former invokes phenomena of seeing, seeming, appearing,
witnessing, attending and awareness—all of which, for Advaita, are precisely not kinds of activity. One may
understand the causal domain as the matrix where, well, things happen, changes occur, elements transform
into one another, causes generate effects. It is the order inhabited by the Vedic ritualist and the Purva
Mimamsaka. Samkara uses various different tropes to indicate this order of productive causality, amongst
others, the classification of the four kinds of results possible through intentional activity: creation,

modification, attainment, refinement. Speaking of the nature of freedom (#0ksa) he says:
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For him however who holds freedom as something to be effected [created] (by action)
(utpadya), it would be logical to say that it depends upon mental, vocal or bodily action.
Freedom would certainly be transitory also in the case of those who consider it as being
something that undergoes modification (vikdrya). In the ordinary worldly life, things like
curds which result by modification (of milk) and things like an earthen pot which are the
result of manufacture (from earth), are not observed to be everlasting. Not can there be any
expectation of some sort of action, by considering freedom as something to be obtained
(apya) for, as Brahman is of the nature of one’s own self, it is not capable of being obtained
(from outside)...Nor is freedom something which admits of being subjected to a process of
refinement (sazskdrya), so that it should expect some sort of operation. Refinement can be
effected either by the addition of some attribute (to a thing), or by the removal of some
blemish (in it).10

The passage can be read as defining, if not exhausting, the primary kinds of change causally inducible
in entities; I can either create something new, modify an existing thing, attain or obtain an existing thing, or
refine it, i.e., add or take away one or more of its perceived attributes. The scheme, in fact, as Uskokov has
amply discussed (2018), was employed by Mimamsakas to classify sub-types of ritual assistance
(sannipatyopakarakatva) where these four processes were employed to produce results subordinate to ritual
elements. Samkara turns the scheme upon its head, using it as a model of critiquing and identifying the nature
and limits of causation and action. And in the same passage, already gives us a hint towards what the noetic
order—as opposed to the causal, looks like. Freedom, he says, cannot be obtained (dpya) for it is already the
nature of one’s own self. Being my own nature, I am yet in ignorance of it. The only solution, then, is to
recognize, 1.e., turn my attention (avadhdna) to an already obtaining fact. All I need is to correct my perception,
cleansing the proverbial doors of perception. Action and causation cannot be invoked in the
achievement/attainment of something that is already ‘attained’, on the Advaitic example of a person looking
for her lost necklace all the time she was wearing it. The popular Advaitic manual A#wabodha says, “The self is
always already attained (prapta) but seems unattained owing to ignorance. It appears to be attained (prapravad

bhati) at the cessation of this ignorance, just as in the example of one’s necklace” (A#mabodha 44). A

19 yasya tiitpadyo moksastasya manasam, vacikam, kayikam va karyamapeksata iti yuktam | tatha vikaryatve ca tayoh
paksayormoksasya dhruvamanityatvam | nahi dadhyadi vikaryam, utpadyam va dhatadi, nityam drstam loke | nacapyatvenapi
karyapeksa, svatmasvartipatve satyanapyatvat | svariipavyatiriktatve ‘pi brahmano napyatvam, sarvagatatvena
nityaptasvariipatvatsarvena brahmanah, akasasyeva | napi samskaryo moksah, yena vyaparamapekseta | samskaro hi nama
samskaryasya gunadhanena va syaddosapanayanena va. BSB 1.1.4. Apte tr. | have made the alteration of rendering moksa as
‘freedom’, not ‘final release’.
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vocabulary of ‘attainment’ is still pertinent insofar as my realization that the necklace was always with me is
still resultative of the cessation of action and a simultaneous state of contentment (on ‘finding’ the necklace,
even if it was never truly lost). This is the seeming attainment paradox. But what is here called noetic
‘attainment’ is simply the turning of attention to an aspect of reality already available to the subject. Itis a
‘result’ only in terms of my altered perception of my self and world.

Such a noetic logic of attainment and fulfillment may be seen to have universal application. But it
particularly comes to ground Advaitic method. This noetic a#fainment (prapti) further corresponds to an
Advaitic conception of noetic ¢reation or production (##patti). Outside of the causal domain in which actions
are performed and ends realized, we also inhabit a world where all kinds of new emergents come into
existence not only causally but inter-subjectively, that is, the contribution of the perceiving subject, or a
collectivity of subjects, must be invoked in explaining the co-emergence or co-construction of an entity.
Think societal constructs like institutions or nations, cultural constructs like gender, Buddhist constructs such
as chariots or persons, Advaitic constructs such as pots or oceans. While they are not all the same and may be
said to exist on a gradient of concreteness, what unites them is that their ‘production’ or ‘construction’ is not
always causally mediated. That is, a literal appeal to the language of emergence or construction is inadequate
here insofar as it inhabits a causal semantics. Rather, all kinds of emergent realities are ‘products’ of collective
superimposition and linguistic or societal convention, and their origin cannot be explained purely by reference
to productive causality. An appeal to linguistic or conceptual categories employed by a collective or
interpersonal subjectivity will be a crucial component of the story of their origin and persistence. This is
another distinction of the noetic order from the causal. In his commentary to the Chandogya 6 verse!,
Samkara takes the example of the productivity of clay to indicate such a noetic order of emergence: “It is just
as all this is spoken of in the ordinary world. In the morning, one sees the potter spreading out clay for
making the jar and other things, and then having gone away to another village, and returning in the afternoon,

sees in the same place, many products in the shape of jars, saucers and other articles, all of diverse kinds—

11 “In the beginning, my dear, this was Being only, one, without a second. Some say that, in the beginning, this was Non-being,
only one, without a second. From that Non-being sprang Being.” CU 6.2.
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One says that ‘all this, jar, saucer and the rest, was, in the morning clay only’—so it is said here that ‘in the
beginning there was Being only’.”12

The example of clay and pots, used by the Upanisad itself to speak of the underlying persistence of
Being through temporal change, is complicated since it contains an element of causal productivity (unlike, say,
the case of ocean and waves). But Samkara quickly assuages the concern by further commenting on the
phrase ‘One, without a second” “One; What is meant of the assertion that it was oze only, is that even in the
form of its product, it does not become something else—Without a second; what is denied by this negation is
the likely idea that—Just as in the making of the jar and other things, it was that, apart from the clay, there
were other efficient causes—in the form of the potter and others—so in the case of the Products of Being
also, there would be other accessory causes, apart from the Being—There is no entity, second to it, hence it is
withont a second.”\3

The force of the suggestion that “even as ‘product’, it does not becomze other” is precisely the negation
of a causal order of emergence. ‘Products’ of noetic emergence, at least in the current Chandogya discussion,
intersubjectively and linguistically emerge for whatever human purposes they serve, without the underlying
basis undergoing real change, just as clay does not cease to be clay in its appropriation as a pot when it
assumes a shape useful for human purposes. Moreover, such emergents and constructions, when they need to
be undone or ‘deconstructed’, such as in Advaitic pedagogy, may only undergo the deconstruction noetically.
That is to say, they simply need to be recognized or seen for what they are—constructs. The carriage need
not be disassembled into its parts, nor gender renounced. The pot or waves need not be transformed into
back into clay or water. Rather, a noetic recognition of their constructed, conventional or linguistic nature is

called for. This is the undetlying principle Advaitic pedagogy works with.

12" yathedamucyate loke piirvahne ghatadi sisrksuna kulalena mrtpindam prasaritamupalabhya gramantaram gatva pratyagato
‘parahne tatraiva ghatasaravadyanekabhedabhinnam karyamupalabhya mrdevedam ghatasaravadi kevalam ptirvahne asiditi
tathehapyucyate sadevedamagra asiditi. CUB 6.2.1. Jha tr.

13 advitlyamiti | mrdvyatirekena mrdo yathanyadghatadyakarena parinamayitrkulaladinimittakaranam drstam tatha
sadvyatirekena satah sahakarikaranam dvityam vastvantaram praptam pratisidhyate ‘dvitiyamiti | nasya dvitiyam vastvantaram
vidyata ityadvitiyam. CUB 6.2.1. Jha tr.
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The term, however, accommodates far more than an appeal to convention and constructedness. As
the Chandogya passage indicates, it ultimately refers itself to the ground on which conventional categories and
realities emerge and manifest according to Advaita—the horizonal conscious presence or awareness (caitanya)
accommodating specific instances of knowledge, cognition and sense-perception. Therefore, a recourse to
subjectivity, and attendant categories of language, convention, representation or mental construction, does
not itself imply a noetic order of emergence. Equally crucial is a structure of manifestation, disclosure,
reflection and superimposition, captured by the Sanskrit terms vivarta, dbbasa, viksepa and adhydsa. The appeal
to subjectivity, individual or collective, is tied to the manner in which a s#bstratum assumes a form, appears as
something other than itself without really undergoing a real transformation. That is, it undergoes a noetic and
not causal transformation. Deconstruction of emergent entities, selves or identities then proceeds through a
process of reducing a construction to its ontological ground, simultaneously as its conventionality ot
artificiality is demonstrated.

The emphasis on the Advaitic anti-ritual as zoetic is thus meant to communicate its function in the
direction and governance of attention on one hand, and its basis in the phenomena of manifestation
(avabhdsa/ avirbbava) and appearance (vivarta) on the other, revealing how an obtaining presence assumes a new
reality ot namaripa (literally, name-form) in relationship to human purposes and projects; as when the
formless lump of clay takes on the nomenclature of ‘pot’, jar’ etc. in its appropriation into particular human
purposes. Such pragmatic ‘emergence’ or ‘construction’ of new entities is construed as a particularization or
manifestation of an indeterminate or originally formless presence Advaita calls Brahman. This was eatlier
explicated in terms of the differentiation/segmentation (vyakarana) of Being as outlined in Brhadaranyaka 1.4.
The Advaitic manipulation of the attentional landscape is a noetic ritual insofar as it accomplishes such a
reduction of manifest entities and selves to realities undergirding them typically below the phenomenal radar.
Knowledge (jiiana) is generated in a gradual movement across the phenomenal landscape of concealments and
disclosures, light and darkness, manifest and unmanifest. Advaitic epistemology functions within this more
encompassing horizon of Being-Consciousness and its ‘transformation’ into emergent beings and selves that

must be seer to be non-different from their substratum. Attending to, recognizing, observing certain features
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of our subjective and objective landscape thus results in all kinds of noetic deconstructions of seemingly self-
standing phenomena, making up the inner epiphanies and insights instrumental in the removal of ignorance.
The use of the term ‘noetic’ is meant to open up this vaster space exceeding the purely cognitive or epistemic
dimension of the subject. It thus accommodates more than what is conveyed by such terms as ‘cognitive’,
‘rational’, or ‘psychological’. It ultimately refers itself to consciousness (caitanya) as the field or horizonal
presence accommodating specific knowledge-events.

While, for the Advaitin, knowing may not constitute an activity in significant ways, it is nonetheless,
as | argue, an intricately conducted performance relying on an elaborate ritual organization of parts;
structured not causally but noetically. It does not employ certain means to bring about certain other ends not
available to the subject prior to the employment of those means. This is the realm of the Parva Mimamsaka
hermeneutics of Vedic ritual. Instead, it instigates an epistemic reorientation by which existent facts about self
and world are bright into relief and made manifest or disclosed. This is effected through the management and
direction of attention. This indicates the differentia of a noetic performance, in which nothing is causally
brought into being but only assimilated into and managed within an attentional order. It also situates
attention as a phenomenon precisely between purushatantric and vastutantric frameworks of intelligibility:
attention is partially something we are in control of but also partially something dictated and constrained by
our environment. It is not assimilable into the realm of imagination (ka/pana) that can leave reality far behind
but is continually responsive to environmental facts and phenomenon, first person states of awareness, bodily
awareness, interpersonal and environmental awareness.

Advaitic non-dual grammar (topic of chapters 4 and 5) is particulatly geared towards the recognition
of an already obtaining (bhsita) reality leading to the cessation of any futural and causal logics of attainment. In
particular, a special class of verbs, what are called noetic verbs, derived from the root cluster budh-jia-cit (all
meaning ‘to know’), do not have the typical verbal sense of action (which is the consensus of most
grammarians and ritualists); but remain exceptional in disclosing a noetic field or hotizon of awareness/

knowing that cannot be reduced to a sub-type of action. Along with existential verbs (derived from the root
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cluster bbu-as-vid) they are crucial to negotiating the attentional turn back from involvement in action to the

obtaining fullness (&r#snatd) of being.

ITLii  Rituals of Unmaking: Advaitic Ritual as Anti-Ritual

Patrick Olivelle has studied the ‘metaritual” innovations of Advaitic renunciation whereby
renunciation is constituted as the very abandonment of and opposition to ritual activity, the Vedic sacrifice in
particular (Olivelle 1986, 1992). Olivelle lays emphasis on the #ranscendence of ritual and the ritual sphere as the
hallmark of a metaritual state. Tracking this sense of metaritualism, I further explore how metaritual states are
nonetheless deeply structured as ritual. This sense is latent in Olivelle’s analysis, but is often interpreted as an
allegorization of ritual, as in his reading of Nirwana Upanisad. Reading, for instance, the verse ‘Undivided is his
activity’, he notes, “We can see here too an allegory of the metaritual state. Ritual activity (pravyrti) is divided
into numerous parts, whereas the activity of a liberated renouncer is undivided and has no parts, for it
consists only of the mental reflection on the unity of all reality. Hence it is called non-activity (i)’
(Olivelle 1992, 228). I hope to foreground the metaritual dimension of Advaita (as an anti-ritual and
interiorized ritual) taking seriously the claim that Advaita is intrinsically structured as ritual, focusing on the
epistemic and spiritual significance of thinking ritually; as opposed to the focus (in Olivelle and Locklin) on
actual rituals of the Advaitic renunciate order.

Leaving the actional sphere and entering the attentional serves a double purpose for Advaita. It
realigns Uttara Mimamsa hermeneutic foci towards knowledge (777ana), redirecting it away from activity
(karma), the object of Parva Mimamsa hermenecutics. But it also negotiates an introspective turn in the
constitution of the subject-practitioner. In doing so it has the opposite effect of the very raison d'étre of Vedic
ritual, the construction and creative rebirth of self and various sub-domains of creation. Advaitic
methodologies, if only indirectly, serve to deconstruct the self and world by ‘in-volving’ the evolutionary
thrust of creation. Peter Scharf has noted that “the model of the absolute and the first stages of creation
mirror the descriptions of the development of enlightenment in foundational texts of Vedanta and systematic

analyses of Yoga.” (Scharf 2020, 751). In other words, cosmogony and pedagogy go hand in hand: the reason
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why cosmogony is presented the way it is in Upanishadic accounts of creation is to indicate the pedagogical
imperative of seeking to reverse the creative and proliferative thrust of creation where desire (ka7a) and
action (karman) operate in tandem to manifest or bring into being desirable future states of affairs in the
secular and religious spheres. Advaitic methodologies ate, to this extent, anti-rituals: rituals that have reversed
the very teleology of sacrificial performance.

The cosmogonic context of Vedic ritual is well-studied, the Vedic ritual arena even having been
referred to as a cosmos-making workshop (Smith 1989). Perhaps one way of making sense of the
Upanishadic and Shramanic reappraisal of Vedic cultural and intellectual values is to consider deconstruction
(and deconstructive maneuvers) or unmaking as a new focal point of religious activity. The early Upanisads
share with the Brahmanas, Aranyakas and philosophy of Simkhya a cosmogonic model of the world emerging
from pure nothingness (for Samkara, pure being; the two being, for him, practically indistinguishable) !4
towards grosser forms of creation, passing through subtle (s7&s7a) levels of creation that microcosmically
constitute the energetic and mental bodies of the individual. Samkhya praxis can be seen as attempting to
reverse such creative-proliferative activity (prapasicana, literally the five-folding of creative elements) by dis-
identifying consciousness (purusa) from each consecutive product of creation with which it comes to identify.
Likewise, Alexander Wynne has directed attention to Buddhist and Brahmanic practices of “element
meditation” in which Brahmanic cosmogonies are ‘inverted”: “[E]lement meditation in early Brahminism, like
element meditation in eatrly Buddhism, was based on Brahminical cosmogonies which were thought to
provide meditative ‘maps’ of the path to liberation. Element meditation, so we must understand, was thought
to be the yogin’s way of reversing the creation of the cosmos and attaining liberation” (Wynne 2007, 34).
Reversing creation in such manner meant, at least in Brahmanic praxis, the recovery of an original state of
pristine actionless Being untouched by the proliferative thrust of the ignorance-desire-action (avidyd-kama-
karma) nexus.

Advaitic method, in any case, distinguishes itself as a pramadna-driven enterprise, driven by cognitions

produced by the successful operation of a means of knowledge (typically sabda or verbal testimony), not

14 Refer, for instance, his commentary on CU 6 or TU 2.1, discussed in Chapter 4.
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reliant on meditative ‘activity’. Meditation, insofar as it involves conceptual or imaginative construction and is
dependent on human will, falls squarely in the domain of human volition and choice (purusatantra). Advaita,
on the other hand, lets itself be guided by epistemic disclosures and epiphanies (being vastutantra) that arise in
the course of various linguistic operations. It is important to note the filiality as well as disparity of both
approaches. Both (meditative and epistemic activity) focus on mental or inner operations at the expense of
full-scale physical or ritual activity. In doing so they contract or truncate ritual action to subtler levels of inner
psychological activity. This already has a sobering effect on the proliferative (prapasicana) potential of ritual.
Abiding in and working at the psychological or subtle (s#&sma) plane of creation, they point back towards the
uncreated and non-actional being to which the first subtle cosmic manifestations, notably buddhi (cosmic
intelligence), are the most proximate. The increasing significance of the witness (sé&sin) and witnessing, in
Samkhya and Advaita, testifies to the contraction of sentient activity to its barest denominator, its capacity to
be merely conscious.

Witnessing is the most proximate kind of ‘activity’ to the original and intrinsic nature of Brahman as
the pure witness or consciousness. Andrew Fort (1984) has distinguished two senses of the crucial Advaitic
conception of witness (sdksin), one indicating the pure field or space constituting the principle or capacity of
awareness, the other appealing to the passive observer or knower that witnesses, insofar as witnessing may be
construed as a form of sentient ‘activity’, howsoever passive or truncated. Clearly, the second sense verges on
being classified as an action, although for the Advaitin this is a classical instance where the overt sense or
grammar of the term proves deceptive. While appearing as an act (of ‘witnessing’) it does not demand, from
the subject, any particular effort or will. Witnessing is being. This liminality of the semantic domain of sakyin
only further testifies to the complexity of the ‘thematics of seeing’, interpreted in Advaita (and Samkhya)
more along a model of being than doing. And thus most proximate to the nature of Brahman.

Even if its ostensible grammar accommodates it into the paradigm of verbs, as such a
phenomenon—a being more than a doing—it signals the turn away from action-orientedness in general.
Advaitic performance appeals to such a reduced witness-consciousness, also shared by other forms of

meditative praxes, but which latter may also be involved in more active or constructive mental activity,
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something Samkara does not deem profitable in the domain of self-knowledge. Self-knowledge includes the
recognition of an existent state of affairs, an epistemic commitment, that is mediated by the direction and
governance of attention back towards obtaining facts about oneself. The final liberating knowledge occurs at
the cognitive plane as a generation of the appropriate knowledge-event (jianavrtti). The Uttara Mimamsaka
turn from the domain of action to the domain of knowledge and attention is, then, simultaneously a rezurm to
ontologically prior and subtler states of being, proximate to the ‘apophatic’ (#irguna) aspect of Brahman as
such.1>

As in other such early practices, what we may call rituals of unmatking, the self progressively dis-
identifies with grosser evolutes of creation until even the most subtle products of creative activity are seen as
non-self. Meditative praxes in Buddhism, Samkhya and Advaita involved parallel procedures of analytically
isolating and identifying every component of personality (in the latter two, conceived as the products of
creation, subtle and gross) such that objectifying them in this manner amounted to rendering them
impersonal and of lesser value. Advaita’s ritual structuring can be understood precisely as the negotiation of
such an unmaking or deconstruction of self. It is a ritual technology—possessing its own teleology and
instrumental organization of parts geared towards the production of a final result (self-knowledge)—that
reverses the very raison d’étre of Vedic ritual, leading the subject back to identifying itself with the being
(Brahman) before its segmented/differentiated (yakria) existence. And it does so keeping within a purely

attentional and epistemic set of operations that setve to reverse the actional directionality of ritual.

ITLiii Interiorized Ritual
I call Advaitic ritual noetic not only to distinguish it from prototypical Vedic ritual but also from
meditative praxes that equally enforce a retreat to the subject in alternative ways. It is marked off as primarily

an epistemological enterprise even if epistemology must be recast in a typically Advaitic mould. That ‘noetic

15 This coincides with the understanding of the self as unconditioned/infinite Being-Consciousness (satyam jiianam anantam), the
‘essential nature’ (svaripa) of Brahman independent of its evolution into mental and physical cosmic emergents.
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ritual’ as terminology remains somewhat oxymoronic serves precisely to sustain the tension that drives
Advaitic method: the employment of 7ifual technology driving an epistemic program of self-knowledge.

What prevents us from reading the noetic ritual, in any case, as an innovation upon extant
interiorized rituals that were rampant around the time of the early Upanisads? Is it Samkara’s insistence on
the ritual-knowledge dichotomy? Ot our own modern presumptions about the theoretical or doctrinal nature
of the corpus of the Upanisads and Advaita, and the accompanying ritual-doctrine opposition? Both
developments tend to obscure its deep ritual immersion. In Samkara, as I argue, the underlying ritual
architecture is still discernible through the cracks, which contemporary framings of Advaita, philosophical,
theological or experiential, tend to invisibilize. Samkara’s stance towards ritual, and action generally, however,
can be accounted for by a relatively straightforward consideration: the carving out of a legitimate space for a
knowledge-based approach to the Veda. Purva Mimamsa’s almost totalitarian assimilation of Vedic
intelligibility into ritual action!6 extracted from Samkara an equally emphatic recovery of the Veda as a source
of knowledge (esp. self-knowledge), at the expense of severely fracturing the actional and contemplative
dimensions of Vedic ritual.'” Granted the philosophical significance of the action-knowledge distinction, one
wonders whether Samkara’s outright denial of ritual purposivity would have been so emphatic, his apologetics
so elaborate, if it were not responding to such an insulated and uncompromising, and somewhat idiosyncratic,
reading of the Veda.!8

Keeping safe distance from both the mature hermeneutics (manamsas) of the Veda reveals a far more
complex reality. Knowledge of the deeper connections (bandhus) relating various sub-domains of the cosmos

was a virtue even outside of its ritual employments and, as we know, the virtuosity of the Rigvedic poet lay

16 Most characteristically symbolized by the Jaimini in MS 1.2.1: amnayasya kriyvarthatvat anarthakyam atadarthanam (“Owing
to the action-centrism of the Veda, whatever does not have that meaning is [rendered] meaningless”). This idea is further
developed by subsequent Pirva Mimamsakas into a generalized theory of Vedic purport as such, incorporating any non-actional,
non-productive or purely informative elements in the Veda into an actional or generative scheme.

17 Samkara’s sambandhabhdsyams (relational commentaries), commencing his Brhaddranyaka and Chandogya commentaries
and elsewhere, linking the Upanisad with what comes before (the ritual, Brahmana or Aranyaka sections), serve precisely the
apologetic function of justifying the very possibility of self-knowledge as a legitimate Vedic pursuit and the autonomy of
Upanishadic texts as culminating in just knowledge without any subservience to ritual projects or productive teleologies.

18 Over time, especially closer to the time of Samkara, there are attempts to combine ritual and knowledge in a syncretic or
complimentary approach to liberation, for instance, in the very different combinatory (samuccaya) approaches of Mandana Misra
and Kumarila Bhatta.
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precisely in discovering and articulating such connections. At the same time, there is an emphasis on
understanding the deeper or inner meaning of ritual that renders the ritual more efficacious. Already, then,
ritual has begun to introspect upon itself. This is often, and increasingly, complemented by the conception of
the ‘inner’ fire ritual as replacement for the outer, both within and outside the Vedic milieu. Origins of such
interiorized ritual have been attributed to the pragmatics of traveling Brahmins temporarily distanced from
their sacred fires, prompting the replacement of sacred fire with breath.!? Yael Bentor helpfully maps out the
sheer diversity of such inner rituals in Brahmanic and Buddhist praxis in five categories: fire rituals of
breathing (and subtle body), mental fire offering, food rituals, ighorance-destroying rituals and offerings
performed with a consort (Bentor 2000).

Keeping to the first, knowledge of oneness in some of the Aranyakas and early Upanisads was often
constituted as such a sacrificial performance. As Bentor notes, offering to the vital self (pranatman) in the early
Upanisads was conceived as a means to realize the oneness of self and Brahman (Bentor 2000, 599). There is
indeed, what we may call, a passivigation of performance, with the Upanisads placing greater emphasis on
understanding the sacrificial ordering of life as such compared to actually performing a sacrifice. The Kaugitaki
rereads the Agnihotra from a shallower, punctuated, active and intentional performance to a continuous and
involuntary breathing rite performed by all human (if not sentient) beings: “Next, the control of Pratardana,
which is also called ‘the daily fire sacrifice offered internally’...One offers these two endless and deathless
offerings without interruption, whether one is awake or asleep. All other offerings, on the other hand, are
limited, for they consist of ritual activities. It is because they knew this that people in ancient times refrained
from offering the daily fire sacrifice.”2? The Vaidikas of ancient times ‘knew’ that the involuntary movement
of ingoing and outgoing breaths constituted a kind of sacrifice. And the mere observation or attention to such
movement constituted an actpity that could henceforth replace voluntary performance. Coomaraswamy notes,

in the context of the Satapatha Brihmana:

19 Beyond such pragmatics, fire, breath and life already share a conceptual intimacy in various Vedic correspondences.

20 athatah samyamanam pratardanamantaramagnohotramityacaksate yavadvai puruso bhasate na tavad pranitum $aknoti pranam
tada vaci juhoti yavadvai purusah praniti na tavad bhasitum $aknoti vacam tada prane juhotyete anante amrte ahuti jagracca
svapamsca santatam juhotyatha ya anya ahutayo’ ntavatyastah karmamayyo hi bhavanti tadhha smaitat piirve
vidvamso’gnihotram na juhavaiicakruh. KauU 2.5. Olivelle tr.
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A distinction is thus clearly drawn between mere performance and the understanding of
what is done, performance as such and performance as the support of contemplation; and
between an objective performance on stated occasions and a subjective and incessant
performance. The first of these distinctions is made again in SB.X.4.2.31, “Whosoever as a
Comprehensor performs this sacred work, or even one who is a Comprehensor (but does
not actually perform the rites), puts together again this (divided) Prajapati, whole and
complete” (and therewith at the same time reintegrates himself); and SB.XII1.1.3.22 where
the distinction is drawn between those who are merely “seated at a sacrificial session”
(sattrasadah) and those who are “seated in reality” (satisadah), only those who thus sacrifice in
truth being “seated amongst the very Gods” (satisu devatasu sidantah). The satisad is the same as
the Atmayajt referred to above, one viz. who is his own priest. The atmayajt is “one who
knows, ‘This (new) body of mine hath been integrated (samskriyata), hath been superimposed
(upadhiyate) by that body (of the Sacrifice)’... The distinction is of active and passive viae, of
“salvation” from “liberation.” The Atmayaji is “one who sacrifices in himself « (@tmann eva
yajati, MU.VIL9). “Seeing the Self impartially in all beings and all beings in the Self, the
Atmayaji obtains autonomy (Coomaraswamy 1942, 381-2).

Samkara could not have himself better distinguished between the knowers or ‘comprehensors’
‘seated in reality’, with its focus on Being (s27), and those ‘seated in the sacrificial session’. The question
whether comprebending, observing, witnessing, attending fo are activities in the strict sense brings us squarely back to
the problem of the nature of noetic phenomena, which Advaita brings to the fore. In either case it reopens
the basic Advaitic methodological paradox: Advaita is a result-driven performance that does not follow, in
fact reverses, the teleology of action.

This logic culminates in understanding all of life as ritual, one’s daily inbreaths and outbreaths as
ritual, every moment of life, insofar as it involves the acsvity of being, as ritual. Here the wnderstanding of the
ritual, sacrificial or actional basis of everything comprised the ultimate distillate of the ritual logic taken to its
extreme—to see the self and wotld as sacrificially ordered is to perform the ritual. Such knowledge of the deeper
processual metaphysics of self and world, made and unmade by ritual activity, human and divine, I argue,
comprises a clear passage into Advaita proper. Understanding #hat the very being of the self and world is
necessarily implicated in action and actional categories is crucial to passing beyond it, to recognizing the non-
actional (wiskriya) dimension of creation (#irguna-Brahman). Uskokov has in this spirit noted that “[t]he arising

of knowledge just meant understanding that the results of ritual were transient; that one cannot win
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immortality by wealth, the necessary means of ritual; that the unmade (#£#74) cannot be won by the made
(krtena). To continue performing ritual in such circumstances would be kind of schizophrenic, affirming what
one is trying to negate” (Uskokov 2018, 369).

As we will see in Section 1V, this is precisely how ritual and other dsrama activities of Advaitic
aspirants are accommodated into the epistemic program of self-knowledge, as generating dispassion resulting
from seeing that everything in the universe is changing, contingent and therefore unsatisfactory. Advaita
scholarship has recognized that self-knowledge actively functions as a negative disqualification of everything
that is not the authentic self, that is to say, that ‘I am Brahman’ is mediated, moment to moment, in the
ceaseless recognition that I am not the body, sensations, thoughts, feelings or anything else the ‘I’ may come
to identify with. This implies a kind of incessant continued performance (even if for some, like the jivanmukta,
it becomes effortless).

We are therefore already witness to a transition, around and prior to the Kaugitaki and other early
Upanisads, from a purushatantric (dependent on human effort or will) to a vastutantric (dependent on how
things are) paradigm of performance where recognition of a universally obtaining state of affairs—typically
recognizing the ritual or sacrificial basis of all phenomena—is more significant than actual performance. This
may be distinguished from the class of more actively constructed or imagined mental offerings reliant on
intentional, voluntary activity, such as the #pasanas of the Arapyakas critiqued by Samkara, although voluntary
and involuntary practices, contemplations and visualizations, are not always easily separable. It is not always
possible to practically distinguish between merely wnderstanding a cosmic relation and creatively sustaining or
superimposing it, as in the many Upanishadic vidyas. While the realization of Brahman in the Brabmasitra often
appears to involve some kind of proactive mental activity, it is possible to nonetheless discern an increasing
emphasis on knowledge in Vedantic folds already before Samkara. The various articulations of prasankhyina
meditation seem to carry such an epistemic focus bearing a likeness to the analytic procedures (samkhyana)
emanating from Shramanic and Samkhya traditions discussed eatlier.

Any attempt to neatly demarcate interiorized ritual proper from a ‘purer’ contemplation or

metareflection on the ritual, and further, contemplation/reflection form what Advaita calls knowledge (jrana),
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will have its problems. Samkara’s own demarcation along a purnsatantra-vastutantra divide, as we saw, is a good
one, but cannot of itself accomplish the fracture of the Upanishadic corpus (and its Advaitic emphasis) from
the pre-Upanishadic critique and interiorization of ritual. The performance of the ‘true’ ritual demanded all
sorts of cognitive comportments and, conversely, knowledge and contemplation occur along a deeply ritual
axis—to &now or understand is to know or understand the deeper meaning or dynamics of ritual and, further,
such knowledge itself comprises a sort of performance, a trimmed ritual—rather a meta-ritual—without the
paraphernalia. This is where the lines begin to blur and ritual begins to enter the noetic domain. The
Maitrayaniya says: “The fire-laying of the ancient was a Brahman rite (brahmayajia). Therefore the sacrificer
(yajamana), having laid (citva) these fires, must think upon himself (abbidhyayes)” (MaiU 5.1.1; Buitenen tr.). The
Upanisad is here referring to the esoteric performance of the agnicayana. The enjoined self-reflection
(abbidhyaye?) is constituted as a sacrificial ‘performance’.! In either case, knowledge itself is a kind of sacrifice
bearing the fruit of eternal life, shared by the ritual teleologies prior to it.22

That knowledge has always been #ansformative for Advaita only speaks to its ritual ordering, having
the capacity to burn ignorance and its attendant defilements.2> Perhaps the Advaitic ritual innovation can be
explained, as I have argued, along a distinction between the more actively constructed or performed ritual and
the noetic ritual more reliant on governing the attentional order, and appealing to the witness dimension of
the subject. In either case, I have tried to show that not only the active mental staging of cosmic correlations
but also recognizing obtaining facts about oneself and the world, constitute a kind of inner or interiorized
‘ritual’ not fundamentally at odds with the former. And that Samkara’s critique of the more actively staged
upasanas and vidyas does not preclude the articulation of self-knowledge (atmajiiana) as itself a kind of

interiorized noetic ritual.

21 Buitenen notes that here the brahmayajiia is a rite that is more than the observance of ritual details, comprising the esoteric
knowledge of the macro and microcosmic connections implied (Buitenen 1962). Here the semantics of ‘citva’ also deserve
attention. Denoting the process of piling up, forming layers/stratums, it also comes to denote the process of knowing, being
conscious, standing for the nature of the self as consciousness (cit/caitanya).

22 If only along a different model of eternity (nityatva) than that gained by ritual performance.

23 References to the ‘fire of knowledge’ (jianagni), as in the Bhagavadgita and elsewhere, often intend precisely that knowledge
somehow literally ‘burns’ undesirable defilements, ignorance etc., and is therefore immediately effective in this purgative sense.
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Atmayajiia & the Sacrificial Metaphor

Nor can the conception of self-knowledge as brabmayajiia or atmayajiia (the sacrifice of Brahman or self) be
conceived as simply metaphorical. Even if the sacrificial metaphor comes to be increasingly ubiquitous in
South Asian cultural and intellectual domains, evidence suggests that self-knowledge (a#najiiana) fell squarely
within the dynamics of the rite ot yajia. 1f anything, other domains of intelligibility—in philosophy, grammar,
poetics, meditative praxis, asceticism—are metaphors of the sacrificial understanding of life, where the
continuous exchange of energies and substances, the transformation or resolution of one thing into another,
the instrumental and operative being of things, make up the epistemological grammar of the world.

Advaita too may be characterized as a sacrificial performance wherein the sacrificer (yajamdna) ofters
her little self up in the fire of knowledge (jiiandgni) to yield a higher self, in the same way that the interiorized
agnicayana required the substitution of the mortal self with a more durable reconstituted self. The innovation
lies in the discovery that even the most sophisticated ritual technology cannot escape the constitutive nature
of action, that is, nothing that is produced, being a product (composite/constituted) can lead the yajamana to
real immortality. Not only is such self-knowledge, then, sacrificially ordered, but it alone constitutes the true
sacrifice, the offering up of one’s very sense of individuality (#hamkdra). The question, even for Advaita, is not
one of accepting or rejecting sacrifice, but discovering the true one.

In the context of the emerging distinction between the devayajin (one who worships or offers to the
gods) and the atmaydjin (one who offers to the self)?* in the Satapatha Brihmana and elsewhere (SB 11.2.6.13-
14), the work of Heesterman (1993) and Tull (1989) has clarified that the new sacrifice of the self (atwayajia)
is associated with knowledge and centered on the individual self, representing an experience independent of
the ritual specialist. It is a ritual without the ritualists. Such individualization and interiorization of sacrifice,
then, is already evocative of a monistic impetus in that the collapse of cosmic correspondences (bandhx) into
an ultimate identity of self and Brahman is mediated by them. Clemens Cavallin has noted that “the tendency

is that the sacrificer also becomes the goal of the ritual activity...The efficacy is thereby both dependent on

24 The compound (atmayajin) may alternatively be rendered as ‘the one who offers in the self” or ‘one who offers oneself
sacrificially’. Refer Coomaraswamy above (I1L.iii).
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the self— as knowledge of the correspondences is a pre-requisite for the attaining of the fruits of the ritual
actions— and, at the same time, directed towards it.” (Cavallin 2003, 230). What is read as the #ntrospective ot
Speculative turn initiated by the Upanisads is an intensification of the ritual logic now directed towards and
concentrated on the subject and performer. The yajamaina has been forced to turn back upon himself to attend
to the domain of conscious subjectivity to find a permanent solution to the problems he attempts to solve
through ritual technology. And ritual itself has evolved from an ethic of productivity to an ethic of withdrawal
and reflection.

I maintain that this intensification of the sacrificial logic culminates in the Advaitic ant/-ritual or ritual
of unmaking that employs ritual means to reverse the ritual telos. There is a return away from the progressive
construction of future selves and wotlds (and the attendant ‘cosmos-making’ thrust of ritual activity) towards
the original Being prior to its entanglement in the desire-action (&dmakarma) network. Microcosmically, away
from the subject as ritual agent-actor towards the subject as the undetlying witness consciousness. And away
from reality conceived as bhdva towards reality conceived as saz.25 The ‘is’ of the ultimate oneness between
atman and Brahman is an existential identity indicating a state of affairs that must be understood or
recognized as such (via noetic procedures) and not a cosmic equivalence to be realized in ritual. ‘Attaining’
such realization will always be an ironical endeavor: an overt logic of attainment must operate concurrently
with the confession of the to be realized/known Brahman as already the nature of the performer and
therefore always already ‘attained’. Nonetheless, there is an attaining to do; only now it must be arbitrated
noetically, the differential means of ‘attaining’ what is bbita (already available), not bhavya (to be attained by

ritual means).

Iv. The Advaitic Ritual Architecture
I now consider four driving elements of Samkara’s Advaita that will situate its concerns, methods and
purposes within a precise ritual organization of parts. These are phalavattva (fruitfulness/result-drivenness),

angatva (subsidiaryness), prakriya (enaction procedure) and sddbanatva (instrumentality). Whether a given

25 1 develop the distinction between bhava and sat reliant metaphysics in chapters 1 and 4.
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principle originates in the ritual domain or the grammatical (or both), in each case it will turn out to rely on
analogous paths and pattens of thinking shared under the rituogrammatic paradigm. The emphasis in this
chapter is on the ritual coding of Advaitic discourse. Chapters 4 and 5 will articulate Advaita’s organization as
a grammar. This is only a pragmatic division of its ritual and grammatical sub-elements, emphasizing one or

the other aspect of the Advaitic noetic performance as the context demands.

IV.i  Phalavattva (Fruitfulness/Result-Drivenness)

Phalavattva, the quality of possessing a result or being oriented towards a result, a concept extracted
from the ritual domain, is one of the fundamental organizing principles of Samkara’s Uttara Mimamsa,
functioning in close concert with four other motivating principles, ar#ha (meaning-purpose), prayojana (use-
purpose), pramana (authorizing warrant) and subsidiaryness (asgava). For Samkara it serves as a criterion to
distinguish, arrange and hierarchize discrete Vedic units of meaning relative to each other. Nothing in the
Upanisads, or the entirety of the [eda, may be without consequence or result (phalavaikalya). While it is natural
to apply this to the rituals of Purva Mimamsa geared towards generating one or the other result (phala), seen
ot unseen, a closer look at Samkara’s organizational scheme in the commentaries reveals the same result-
orientedness as the driving criterion of Upanishadic intelligibility (ar#ha/ tatparya). In fact, the pervasiveness of
what we may call ‘result (phala) discourse’ in Samkara has not received sufficient attention in situating
Samkara’s own conception of his program (as opposed to reading him through our sensibilities, as a
philosopher, theologian, exegete or something else). Such philosophical, theological or exegetical elaboration
of text is meaningful and complete to the extent that it is productive of the fruit or result of ‘attaining’ (that is,
understanding) the nature of self as Brahman (brabmatmabbava), failing which the Upanishadic artha—or
‘purport’, as signifying both purpose and import—remains unfulfilled. Upanishadic text, when decoded under
the right hermeneutics and grammar, as we will see, has the capacity to generate certain and fruitful
knowledge of self (niscitaphalavadvijiianotpidakatva) as Samkara argues in BUB 1.4.7. This remains for Samkara

the final arbiter of the purport of Upanishadic-Advaitic discourse.
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The domain of fruitfulness—already articulated under the Parva Mimamsaka calculus of mundane
and supernatural ends of ritual—is expanded by Samkara to accommodate and hierarchize the Veda as such,
with each unit of meaning-purpose—ritual (ygjiia), meditation (#pdsana) and ignorance-removing knowledge
(jiana)—possessing a result that orders it within an intricate calculus of relative worth and usefulness. Indeed,
the legitimacy, even intelligibility, of the Upanishadic program of self-knowledge lies in its being ultimately
fruitful in delivering more (a#isayaphala) than what any ritual technology can offer.26 As in Jaimini and other
interpreters of ritual, fruitfulness and usefulness thus comprise Samkara’s meta-hermeneutics of the very
raison d’étre of Vedic discourse. The whole Veda, Samkara affirms eatly on in his Brhadaranyaka commentary,
“is devoted to setting forth the means of attaining what is good (desirable) and disengaging from what is evil
(undesirable), insofar as these are not known through perception and inference, for all people naturally seek
these two ends”.27 This may be read as the claim that Vedic intelligibility and meaningfulness are answerable
and responsive to fundamental human drives and aspirations. The Upanishadic corpus is also intelligible as a
set of procedures that effectuate the realization of the most fundamental human aspiration of freedom and
wholeness. To this extent, phalavattva, the capacity of Advaitic discourse to result in self-knowledge, is tied to
the fulfillment of the human good, the purusdrtha, which drives the pedagogical program from its inception.
The fulfillment of such a purusartha is also articulated in terms of the satisfaction of the final purpose
(praygjana) of Advaitic inquiry by Samkara, and in the common practice of indicating the four textual
parameters (anubandbacatustaya) in practices of Advaitic manual and commentarial writing.

The end ‘product’ of the Advaitic noetic ritual is the removal of ignorance (avidyd), its attendant
effects, desire (kdma) and action (karma) and the ensuing suffering (soka, dukba). Countering the objection that
self-knowledge serves no useful purpose (praygjandbhiva), Samkara cites $ruti as clearly enlisting the results of

self-knowledge (phalasravana):

[Opponent:| [TThe knowledge of the supreme self etc. serves no useful purpose like that of
Meru and so forth. [Reply:] Not so, for the Sruti mentions such results as, “The knower of
Brahman attains the highest’ (TU 2.1.1), “The knot of the heart (intelligence) is broken” (MU

26 yata evamatisayaphalaisa brahmavidyatah sa prakarantarenapi vaktavyeti. CUB 3.12.1.
27 sarvo ‘pyayam vedah pratyaksanumanabhyam anavagatestanistapraptipariharopaya- prakasanaparah. BUB 1.1.
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2.2.8) etc. We also find cessation of ignorance and other evils which are the root of relative
ignorance. Besides, since the knowledge of Brahman does not form part of anything else (ex.
an action), the results rehearsed about it cannot be a mere eulogy as in the case of the
sacrificial ladle.2

The very division of the Vedic canon into a ritual (karza) and knowledge (jidna) portion is based on
the distinctive results produced by each (phalabhedai) (BSB 1.1.1). It will be apt to remind ourselves here of the
paradox of such ‘result discourse’ employed by Advaita, along the lines, explored eatlier, of the paradox of
Advaitic ‘attainment (prap#) discourse’ which, as argued, must be understood noetically, not causally.
Likewise, ‘phala-talk’ is also immersed in the language and world of causalities and actional trajectories, most
eminently capturing the result of the grammatical act, the £armapbala. As originally belonging to the world of
actions and actors (kdrakas), fruitfulness must be reconceived along an Advaitic ethic: The Upanishadic text
operates towards effecting a certain ‘fruit’, but its distinctive result (phalabheda) comprises the noetic
recognition of the self as non-actional, and therefore ultimately outside the very domain of action-actor-result
(kriydkdrakaphala).

Even if under a noetic frame of interpretation, the result-orientedness of the Advaitic program
situates it firmly within a ritual paradigm of purposivity, where ritual or discursive units are assessed according
to their instrumentality towards the production of some outcome. The productive contribution of such a unit,
what it does or accomplishes, is the real arbiter of its meaning. This constitutes a coherent model to
understand the practical or performative dimension of Advaita stressed in contemporary scholarship, such as
conceptions of Advaita as therapy (Halbfass) or theological hermeneutics (outlined in Chapter 1). Advaita as a
result-driven noetic ritual can go further in explaining the actual dynamics and details of this practical
emphasis. Situating Advaita praxis in its immediate environment of Vedic sacrificial dynamics as an

innovation upon extant ritual practice offers, therefore, a coherent account of its practical focus; even if doing

28 na, brahmavidapnoti param bhidyate hrdayagranthih iti phalasravanat, samsarabijavidyadidosanivrttidar$anacca |
ananyasesatvacca tajjianasya, juhvamiva phalasruterarthavadatvanupapatti. BUB 1.3.1. The reference is to the statement ‘There
is Mount Meru’ which, being a purely descriptive statement, serves no useful purpose and is there not fruitful, according to the
ritual theorists.

84



so appears counterintuitive under the view of Advaita as anti-ritualist or indifferent to ritual.2” The element of
phalavattva ensures that Advaita is ritually driven and organized at its very core. The end product guides and
shapes the whole enterprise.

The assertion of Advaita’s practical or performative orientation remains a soft and somewhat
uncontentious claim. A stronger claim is that the very nuts and bolts of Advaitic methodology, what renders
Advaita intelligible and meaningful, is such result-drivenness. For Samkara fruitfulness controls the very
organization of Upanishadic units of meaning, functioning in close association with three other related
organizational criteria: artha (meaning-purpose), pramana (authorizing warrant) and praygjana (use-purpose). 1
translate artha as ‘purport’—comprehending both a teleological purpose and semantic iport—to capture the
polyvalence of a term denoting both the meaning of a semantic unit (word, sentence or passage) and its
implication in a larger calculus of uses and purposes. An Upanishadic unit has purport to the extent that it not
only forms a coherent meaningful whole but also accomplishes some real-world purpose. That is to say, such
a unit has purport insofar as it has a result (i.e. it is phalaval). Commenting on the interpretation of
cosmogonic passages dealing with change and transformation (BS 1.4.14; 2.1.27), Samkara is anxious to
clarify that their purport cannot lie in the exposition of creation as an end in itself, nor should we worry about
conflicting accounts of creation (vigana), since the final determinant of purport (artha) are not the ostensible
word- or sentence-meanings, but the deeper performative coherence of seemingly conflicting passages.
Meaning (artha) is determined by what the passage achieves. The mere exposition of change and transformation
has no result and therefore cannot be its real purport. In a key passage, Samkara outlines the tight relation of
result, meaning, purposivity and expedient means while explicating the cosmogonic passages of the
Upanisads:

That there is no discrepancy about the creator, is so, also because, all such sets of scriptural

passages which expound the nature of the cause, do not show (that they have) any discrepant

significance (avigitarthatvat). Discrepancy (vigana) with respect to the things created is no
doubt observable, inasmuch as sometimes it speaks of creation, in which Akasa (space) is

29 More generally, such sacrificial dynamics, I argue, furnishes a coherent account of the very meaning of ‘praxis’ in a South
Asian context, and the repeated emphasis therein of the ‘practical’ nature of Indian philosophy, which may very often be
theorized in terms of the sacrificial or ritual dimension of philosophy developed here with respect to Advaita.
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created first, and sometimes, it speaks of creation in which Teja (fire) is created first. It is not
therefore possible to be able to say, on the ground of this discrepancy as regards the order of
creation, that the cause i.e. Brahman also, which is understood from the scriptural passages
as not having any discrepancy (avigita), deserves to be something which is not intended to be
spoken of, because it would be indiscrete or impudent...Besides, discrepancy with respect to
things created, may well be there because the scriptures do not purport to expound that. It is
not here intended to speak at length about creation. We neither see nor find it mentioned by
the Scriptures that any particular consummation devoutly to be wished for by man
(purusartha) is bound up with it, nor is it possible to imagine so, because it is understood
from the introductory and concluding portions, that the details about creation are in
complete conformity (ekavdkyatd) with passages in various places dealing with Brahman. The
Scriptures further do indicate how the account of creation iz extenso has the purpose of
making one understand Brahman from it (brabmapratipattyarthata). . It is understood from the
illustration about clay etc., that it is with a desire to speak as to how the effect is not different
from the cause, that the Scriptures given an account of creation # extenso. Those who ate
conversant with the tradition of the Scriptures also say similatly—“The different illustrations
about clay, gold and the sparks of fire, which make us understand the diversity of creation in
different places, are only meant to serve as an expedient (#paya) for making a person realize
(Brahman), though Brahman as such does not admit of any differences (Mandikya 3.15)” .30

The final test of conflict/discrepancy (vigina) ot consistency/harmony (avigitarthatva/ ekavakyata) of
units of Upanishadic language is the result of correctly comprehending the nature of Brahman
(brabmapratipattyarthata), even if purely textually or hermeneutically, various passages appear in conflict. To
seek conceptual coherence, that is, a coherent view or philosophy across diverse texts and passages, and not
find it, is to play the wrong kind of language-game. It is performative coherence resulting in the removal of
ignorance and its effects that arbitrates the final an#ha (meaning + purposivity) of scriptural language. A little

later Samkara says so rather explicitly and tersely:

30 evafijatiyakasya karanasvariipaniriipanaparasya vakyajatasya prativedantamavigitarthatvat | karyavisayam tu viganam dr$yate
kvacidakasadika srstih kvacittejadiketyevanjatiyakam | naca karyavisayena viganena karanamapi brahma
sarvavedantesvavigitamadhigamyamanamavivaksitam bhavitumarhatiti $akyate vaktum | atiprasangat | samadhasyati cacaryah
karyavisayamapi viganam ‘na viyadasruteh’ ityarabhya bhavedapi karyasya vigitatvamapratipadyatvat | nahyayam
srstyadiprapaficah pratipadayisitah | nahi tatpratibaddhah kvacitpurusartho drsyate $riiyate va | naca kalpayitum Sakyate,
upakramopasamharabhyam tatra tatra brahmavisayairvakyaih sakamekavakyataya gamyamanatvat | darSayati ca
srstyadiprapaficasya brahmapratipattyarthatam- ‘annena somya $ungenapo miilamanvicchadbhih somya $ungena tejo
mulamanviccha tejasa somya sungena sanmiilamanviccha’ iti | mrdadidrstantai$ca karyasya karanenabhedam vaditum
srstyadiprapaficah Sravyata iti gamyate | tathaca sampradayavido vadanti- ‘mrllohavisphulingadyaih srstirya coditanyatha |
upayah so ‘vataraya nasti bhedah kathaficana. BSB 1.4.14. Apte tr. I replace his ‘Brahma’ with ‘Brahman’ here and elsewhere.
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Nor have the scriptural passages which speak of Brahman as undergoing change the purpose
of teaching the fact of change (parinamapratipadanartha); for such instruction would have no
truit (phalanavagamat). They rather aim at imparting instruction about Brahman’s Self as raised
above this apparent world; that being an instruction which we know to have a result of its
own (phaldvagamal). For in the scriptural passages beginning ‘He can only be described by
No, no [#eti nett] (which passage conveys instruction about the absolute Brahman) a result is
stated at the end.?!

Here, such fruit is the attainment of featlessness (abbaya). ‘Artha’ in the compound
parinamapratipadanartha’ is best rendered as indicating the parpose of the teaching resulting in an outcome
determining the contested sense (ar#ha) of such accounts. Less intuitive is the Vedic, and Vedantic, conflation
of phalavattva and pramanatva, bringing Advaita epistemology straight into the pragmatic nexus of ritual.
Whether a statement or passage counts as authoritative or epistemically reliable is adjudicated in light of its
pragmatic efficacy. Redolent of the Buddhist arthakriyikdritva (doctrine of causal efficiency), this is tied to the
idea that §wti is answerable to basic human aspirations. Such a human perspective assures that the attainment
of what is desirable (4szaprapti) and disengagement from what is undesirable (anistaparihdra) drive an account of
what constitutes epistemic authority: if a statement is not conducive towards an actual result, it cannot be
conferred the status of a reliable warrant. For PGrva Mimamsa the central criterion of such usefulness is a
relation with the exposition of action (&riydnvakhyana). A mere exposition of an obtaining state of affairs
(vastvanvakhydna) cannot comprise a reliable warrant because it subserves no immediate human goal. Samkara

has a mouthful to say in response:

The test of the authority or otherwise (pramadnyaapramainyakdrana) of a passage is not whether
it states a fact or an action, but its capacity to generate certain and fruitful knowledge. A passage that
has this is authoritative, and one that lacks it, is not. But we want to ask you: Is or is not
certain and fruitful knowledge generated by passages setting forth the nature of the Self, and
if so, how can they lose their authority? Do you not see the result of knowledge in the
removal of the evils which ate the root of transmigration, such as ignorance, grief, delusion
and fear? Or do you not hear those hundreds of Upanishadic texts such as, “Then what
delusion and what grief can there be for one who sees unity?’, ‘I am but a knower of (Vedic)
Mantras, not of the Self, so I am tormented with grief, and you, sir, must take. me beyond
the reach of it’. Do passages like, ‘He cried,’ lead to this kind of certain and fruitful

31 naceyam parinamasrutih parinamapratipadanartha, tatpratipattau phalanavagamat |
sarvavyavaharahinabrahmatmabhavapratipadanartha tvesa, tatpratiphalavagamat. BSB 2.1.27. Thibaut tr.
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knowledge? If they do not, they may well be without authority. But how can the fact of their
having no authority take away the authority of passages leading to certain and fruitful
knowledge? And if these are without authority, what trust can one repose in passages dealing
with the new and full moon sacrifices, for instance? (italics mine).32

The redefinition and expansion of pramanya as that which has the capacity to generate certain and
fruitful knowledge (niscitaphalavadvijianotpidakatva) allows Samkara to tread the fine line between maintaining a
typically ritualist criterion of pramdna as pragmatically relevant on one hand, without succumbing to its action-
orientedness (&riydrthatva) on the other. Fruitful knowledge’ can do the twin work of being practically
efficacious while keeping within the Advaitic noetic paradigm not reliant on proliferative or productive

activity.

IV.ii Angatva (Auxiliaryness)

1If Advaitic phalavattva takes its bearings from the ritual domain, angatva is a central organizing
principle of both ritual and grammar. An anga is a part, subsidiary or dependent element, presupposing
another as the primary or whole (pradhana/ mukhya). In both ritual and grammar texts, such subsidiary,
auxiliary or dependent elements are recruited in various procedures that move from patt to whole, subsidiary
to the autonomous or means to end. The being subsidiary (angatva) of the anga is only intelligible within a
performative teleology, the accomplishment of a final result that surrounds and gives it its place within a
complex dynamic hierarchy. In Mimamsa this is the principal ritual action to which other rites, instruments or
accessoties are auxiliary. In Vyakarana this is often the final word produced by grammatical enaction

procedures (prakriyas), affixes, stems, roots etc.’> Advaitic method transposes this procedure to the

32 na vakyasya vastvanvakhyanam kriyanvakhyanam va pramanyapramanyakaranam, kim tarhi?
niécitaphalavadvijiianotpadakatvam | tadyatrasti tatpramanam vakyam, yatra nasti tadapramanam | kimfica bho prcchamastvam
atmasvartipanvakhyanaparesu vakyesu phalavanni§citam ca vijiianamutpadyate, na va? utpadyate cetkathamapramanyamiti? kim
va na pasyasi avidyasokamohabhayadisamsarabijadosanivrttim vijianaphalam | na $rnosi va kim tatra ko mohah kah $oka
ekatvamanupasyatah mantravidevasmi natmavitso ‘ham bhagayah $ocami tam ma bhagavarfichokasya param Socami tarayatu
ityevamadyupanisadvakyasatani? evam vidyate kim so ‘rodidityadisu niscitam phalavacca vijiianam | na cedvidyate
‘stvapramanyam | tadapramanye phalavanniscitavijiianotpadakasya kimityapramanyam syat. BUB 1.4.7. Madhavananda tr.

33 An ariga, in grammar, is an open and relative category. Different grammatical items can receive that designation if some action
or transformation is intended with respect to them. It designates a state of intermediacy or process upon which the final product is
incumbent.
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performance of the noetic ritual in order to accomplish the end ‘product’ of self-knowledge, reflecting its
deep ritual and rituogrammatic organization.?

Angatva (being subsidiary, auxiliary or dependent) functions in dependence on phalavattva
(fruitfulness) that helps determine the specific meaning and purpose (together, the artha or purport) of a ritual
unit or element. That is, fruitfulness is the central criterion decisive of which Upanishadic units of artha
(purport, as the synthesis of purpose and impori) are autonomous or primary and which are dependent or
subsidiary. This follows the basic principle of ritual organization that the fruitful should be the primary
(mukhya) of that which is not (MS 4.4.7).35

To begin with, Samkara clarifies that the knowledge conveyed by the Upanisads as a whole s itself
not auxiliary to something else, that is, the ritual section of the Veda. Commenting on BS 1.1.4, Samkara
questions the position that any Vedic segment that is purely informative, descriptive of an existent state of
affairs or entity (kevalavastnvadi vedabbagah), without further imperative towards some engagement or
refrainment, is meaningless and purposeless. His rebuttal simply takes note of the fact that the Self spoken of
in the Upanisads (the aupanisada purnsa of BU 3.9.26) in not subservient or subsidiary (sesa) to action or
anything else, it is ananyasesa BUB 1.3.1). If anything, according to the Vedantic reading of the Veda, ritual is
now subservient to knowledge to the extent that it may be instrumentalized towards the generation of self-
knowledge. This is expressed in Samkara’s Byhadiranyaka commentary in terms of the deeper unity of purpose
and meaning (ekavikyatd) of all portions of the Veda in the liberating cognition of Brahman: “Thus the entire
body of regular rites...serves as a means to liberation through the attainment of Self-knowledge. Hence we
see that the section of the Vedas dealing with knowledge has the same import (ekavikyatd) as that dealing with
rites.”36 Samkara thus, while adopting the Mimamsaka notion, subverts the obtaining principal-auxiliary

relationship of action and knowledge by arguing that all enjoined activity is finally generative of insight into

34 Sometimes Samkara will use the terms ‘upayoga’ and “viniyoga’, but more commonly their verbal derivatives ‘upayujyate’ or
‘“viniyujyate’, to convey the sense of the participation or appropriation of something into the noetic performance.

35 phalavad voktahetutvad itarasya pradhanam syat. MS 4.4.7. Also refer MS 4.4.34 below.

36 evam kamyavarjitam nityam karmajatam sarvamatmajiianotpattidvarena moksasadhanatvam pritapadyate / evam
karmakandenasyaikavakyatavagatih. BUB 4.4.22. Madhavananda tr.
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the self and reality.3” Suresvara, sub-commenting on Samkara above, will explicitly say that the ritual portion
of the Veda (karmakanda) is auxiliary (sesa) to the knowledge-portion (jianakdnda).’® The Upanishadic corpus
thus constitutes a single unit with its own independent and central (pradhdna) purport, the discovery of the self
as the unqualified, formless and non-actional Brahman, all accompanying or preceding activity being
subservient to it.

But, more significantly, the primary-subsidiary or principal-auxiliary relation obtains between
segments within the Advaitic noetic ritual architecture. Something is an aiga in the generation of self-
knowledge because its purport (artha) does not reside in itself but is instrumental in the accomplishment of
the final result (phala) sought by the noetic procedure. In Advaita, such an independent result can only accrue
to the more negative or ‘apophatic’ sections, especially those that directly inform the student-practitioner of
her non-difference or non-dualism with Brahman. This information or knowledge is directly fruitful (phalavar)
terminating in the overcoming of ignorance. It is therefore primary (pradhana). Various other Upanishadic
units of purport neither present such an attributeless Brahman nor negotiate an identification of self (atman)
with Brahman. On the contrary, much Upanishadic discourse is invested in unfolding the complex makeup
and constitution of the world and the individual (in terms of the three bodies, five sheaths, five elements etc.).
Commenting on BS 3.2.14: “(Brahman) of course is devoid of any form, because, that is the main purport (of

the Scriptures)”, Samkara notes:

Brahman ought to be understood to be without any form etc. and not as having form.
Whence is it so? Because that is the main purport (tatpradbanatvai) (of the Scriptures). That,
those scriptural passages such as ‘Neither gross not fine, nor short nor long” (BU 3.8.8); ‘(It
is) without any sound, touch, form, decay’ (KU 3.15; MukU 2.72) [etc.]—have the same
Brahman-Self, which is without any transmigratory nature i.e. without any extension
(Nispraparica), and nothing else, as their only purport, has already been established... All other
passages which refer to qualified Brahman as having a form, are not passages which display

37 This will become clear in the ensuing section on instrumentality (sadhanatva), where the relevant passage (BUB 4.4.22) is
discussed at length.

38 jfianakandartha-Sesatvarn karmakandasya yat punah | viniyojakahetv etat tayor vakyaikavakyatah. BUBV 278.
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the chief purport (#a tatpradbanani). Their purport is to speak of an injunction to
meditation.?

As before, the question of interpretation or the correct textual ‘hermeneutics’ of such a passage is
about what is efficacious. Just as with Jaimini’s ritually ordered universe, it is the results accrued by the
subsidiary elements, the positive descriptions of self and reality, to the primary—the unqualified Brahman as
the underlying nature of self—that guarantees the final result of realization of self as non-actional (wiskriya).
Any other ordering, for instance, regarding such passages as having equal weight, will not produce a definite
result. The primary difference (from its sister Mimamsa), however, is that the nature of accrual of vatrious
sub-elements to the primary in the Advaitic ritual is noetic, not causal. The results and changes are of the
nature of a correction/revision in my perception, cognition or understanding; they are not attempts to alter
extant states of affairs or bring something into new into being. While the various conflicting positive accounts
may seem to lack conceptual coherence, both amidst themselves and in their opposition to more
negative/apophatic accounts of self and world, the criteria of fruitfulness and purport—exceeding merely
semantic or conceptual import to include practical purposivity—negotiate a deeper performative coherence.

To the extent that such a unit of purport (for instance, the exposition of the five sheaths of the self
in the Taittiriya or the three bodies in the Mandikya) cannot directly accomplish a result but contributes to the
realization of the final fruit of the Advaitic ritual (the knowledge of identity of self with the attributeless
Brahman) in some manner, it partakes of angatva or subsidiaryness. Advaitic methodology as a set of noetic
procedures works precisely with such subsidiary and primary elements, mirroring the ritual organization of
parts and wholes, instruments and ends. They shate a complex and dynamic relationship where the more
subsidiary elements lend their purposes to primary ones which, absorbing the output of the subsidiary

elements, effect the final outcome. The contributory elements themselves display a complex inner division of

3 ripadyakararahitameva brahmavadharayitavyam na riipadimat | kasmat | tatpradhanatvat asthiilamananvarhrasvamadirdham
asabdamaspar$amartipamavyayam akaso vai nama namaripayornirvahita te yadantara tadbrahma ‘divyo hyamiirtah purusah
sabahyabhyantaro hyajah tadetadbrahmaptirvamanaparamanantaramabrahmamayamatma brahagma sarvanabhiih’ ityevamadini
vakyani nisprapaiicabrahmatmatattvapradhanani narthantarapradhananityetatpratisthapitam ‘tattu samanvayat’ ityatra |
tasmadevaifijatiyakesu vakyesu yathasrutam nirakarameva brahmavadharayitavyam | itarani tvakarapavadbrahmavisayani vakyani
na tatpradhanani. BSB 3.2.14. Apte tr.
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actional or productive contributors on one hand, and noetic contributors on the other; a distinction that will
become explicit in the discussion of instrumentality (sadbanatva) that follows, where I further elaborate on

angatva in terms of an internal-external (antaranga-babiraiga) division. We may hear directly from Samkara:

[W]hile the cognition of the unity of Brahman is the instrument of freedom (moksasidbana),
there is nothing to show that any independent result (svatantrameva kasmaicit phaldya) is
connected with the view of Brahman, by undergoing a modification, passing over into the
form of this world...We have then to accept the following conclusion that, in the sections
treating of Brahman, an independent result (phalasiddhau satyam) belongs only to the
knowledge of Brahman as devoid of all attributes and distinctions, and that hence whatever
is stated as having no special fruit (aphalam) of its own—as, for instance, the passages about
Brahman modifying itself into the form of this wotld—is merely to be applied (viniyujyate) as
a means for the cognition of the absolute Brahman (brabmadarsanopayatvena), but does not
bring about an independent result; according to the principle that whatever has no result of
its own, but is mentioned in connection with something else which has such a result (phalavar
sannidhan), is subordinate to the latter (fadangan).*0

The principle invoked here, that whatever has no result of its own, but is mentioned in connection
with something else that does, is subordinate to that (phalavat sannidban aphalam tadangam), has a clear basis in
the adjudication of the relative place of a given rite within a larger ritual hierarchy. In fact it seems to be

Samkara’s paraphrase of Jaimini’s principle regarding the relative placement of rites, worth reproducing in

full:

MS 4.4.34: The characteristic of the primary (rite) is that it has a result; if [a sacrifice] not
concerned [with a result] is mentioned in close proximity to such a primary, [that sacrifice]
should be regarded as subsidiary to that primary.*!

The terms mukhya, yatphalavattva, tatsannidhan and tadanga confirm that Samkara is recalling this sitra to
conceive the relationship of various Upanishadic elements and sees them as analogously arranged. While the

passages just noted exemplify dependence or auxiliaryness, Samkara is explicit that knowledge of Brahman

40 brahmaprakarane sarvadharmavi$esarahitabrahmadaréanadeva phalasiddhau satyam yattatraphalam $riiyate brahmano
jagadakaraparinamitvadi tadbrahmadarsanopayatvenaiva viniyujyate, phalavatsamnidhavaphalam tadangamitivat | natu
svatantram phalaya kalpyata iti. BSB 2.1.14. Thibaut tr.

4! tatpunarmukhyalaksanam yatphalavatvam tatsannidhav asamyuktam tadangamsyadbhagitvat. MS 4.4.34
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alone constitutes the primary (pradhana) element towards which other Upanishadic elements contribute. The
concept of arthaksiptatva (BSB 1.1.1) also comes into play, meaning not only that subsidiary elements bestow
or confer their meanings to the primary but that they contribute their subordinate purposes to the purpose of
generating self-knowledge. Even if Samkara’s project as a Brahmasitra commentator is to seek hermenentic
coherence and confirmation of the attributeless Brahman as the central teaching of the Upanisads, the
manner in which Upanishadic elements arrange themselves is ultimately a matter of performative coherence.
Brahman’s centrality (pradbanata) as the primary hermeneutic object established through a detailed
consideration of Upanishadic passages (padasamanvaya) is only propaedeutic to its centrality (pradhanatd) as the
primary object of attainment, a result to be accomplished in a ritual-like telos.

The ritually expedient and subsidiary feature of various Upanishadic units of purport will also
become evident in Samkara’s conception of sadhanatva and updyatva, both ideas occurring in the above
passage. Instrumentality (sadhanatva) is the fourth element extracted in consideration of the primary elements
undergirding the Advaitic ritual architecture. ‘Updya’, however, is a difficult term to translate. Samkara often
means something like a pragmatic means, instrument or maneuver, even an artifice, employed to achieve a
certain end. The sense of expediency is reminiscent of early Buddhist uses of #paya. An upaya is necessarily an
anga, bearing no independent fruit of its own, but implicated (viniyujyate) in the accomplishment of the central
result. It connotes the same sense of ritual expediency and pragmatic relevance that undergird Advaitic

method in general, but is especially related to the conception of a prakriyd that will be discussed next.

IViii Prakriya (Procedure/Production/Enaction)
Prakriyas are standard grammatical procedures used to derive fully-formed words from smaller
morphological units. ‘Prakriya’ has been translated as derivation, selection procedure, method, performance,

enaction, even production?2. This is not surprising as the derivation of the final word is conceived as its

42 Often meaning ‘manner’, ‘method’ or ‘production’, it has a more technical use in grammar with respect to derivation
procedures of verbs and nouns. I follow Edwin Gerow’s recommendation—enaction procedure—to emphasize the dynamic
recruitment of rules and siitras to accomplish a purpose within a functional whole. As he observes: “This ‘enaction’ of grammar,
now seen as a total functional system, is termed prakriya, which here acquires its most trenchant sense: something like
performance or ‘production’” (Gerow 2002, 684).
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production, and a prakriya involves whatever it takes, initial morphological units, rules of deployment,
principles ordering the application of rules etc., to ensure such production. A quasi-ritual logic is operative in
the generation of an end, the final word (pada), by recruiting subsidiary elements arranged in terms of their
operational relevance according to extensive rules stipulating their application. Different types of words
require different selection/productive procedures. Prakriya can denote either the type of procedure or the
token instance of actually carrying one out. Even outside of its technical grammatical use, prakriyd can carry a
sense of either procedure or production, and its Advaitic use too is informed by both senses: the production
of a final knowledge by means of a set of noetic procedures.

The terminology of prakriya came to be increasingly applied by post-Samkara Advaitins as a
retrospective organizational scheme to order Upanishadic units of purport. The question of when it was so
ubiquitously adopted into contemporary Advaitic method remains open. I will venture a more concrete claim
regarding the why and how of its adoption. Advaitins came to increasingly employ the category of prakriya to
explicate what can be seen as latent in Advaitic method from very early on (since at least the time of Samkara)
thus capable of serving as an invaluable analytic category to decode Advaita method, insofar it displays a ritual
organization. The production of the final result (phala) of the Advaitic noetic performance (Section IV.i)
through the adoption of various subsidiary elements or angas (Section IV.ii) can be understood along the
model of the grammatical prakriya. Both evince a movement from part to whole, subsidiary to primary, means
to end. The Advaita prakriya is the operation activating and recruiting subsidiary elements and expedients
(upayas) in the noetic ritual to effect the product of self-knowledge. A prakriya thus enlivens the Advaita text
in the realization of its purport (artha as purpose-import). Following Edwin Gerow, I translate it as ‘enaction
procedure’ (Gerow 2002). Before offering my arguments, I briefly address the prehistory of the term.

While not a stock term in Samkara, his few allusions to it provide a clue to its subsequent adoption
history. Samkara is discussing a Taittiriya passage in context of an all important sizra, BS 3.2.22: “For (the
clause ‘Not so, not so’) denies (of Brahman) the suchness which forms the topic of discussion; and (the text)
announces something more than that (Thibaut tr.)”. It clarifies that the famous two negatives ‘Not this, not

this’ of the Brbadaranyaka does not negate, as might be imagined, the conditioned reality as well as the
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unconditioned Brahman (corresponding to each of the two negations). The opponent says, “We feel that by
the first, the phenomenal (i.e. the corporeal and the incorporeal) aspects of Brahman are denied, and by the
other, Brahman, of which they are the two phenomenal aspects, that is denied” (BSB 2.1.22); the spirit of the
objection being that the negative or apophatic accounts of Brahman—such as the Tai#firiya ‘From where the
speech together with the mind turns back’—render it practically non-existent, since any such reality beyond
mind and speech, not possessing any positive attributes, simply does not exist. This denial is the function of
the second ‘Not so’. Samkara, predictably, counters that an unqualified, non-phenomenal reality is not equivalent

to a non-existent one. Citing the very same verse introduced by the objection, he says:

The statement that Brahman is beyond comprehension by speech and mind is not meant to
imply its total non-existence. After expounding Brahman in the Vedanta with such great
trouble, by means of such scriptural passages as ‘One who knows Brahman attains that
transcendent one’ (TU 2.1.1), ‘Brahman is Truth, Knowledge, and Eternity’ (TU 2.1.1), no
one would seek to imply its non-existence...The [above] scriptural passage is but a technical
manner of expounding (pratipddanaprakriya) it, and it means that, Brahman is beyond
(comprehension by) speech and the mind, that it does not fall into the category of any
(external phenomenal) object, that it forms the Universal Self.43

Non-comprehension is thus not non-existence. Samkara’s argument here is that the very effort and
elaborate schematics of expounding Brahman would be futile if it were not indicating something real and,
further, fruitful—by the scriptural declaration of the fruit (phalasruti) of the teaching at the very beginning,
‘The knower of Brahman attains the Transcendent One’. It is in this performative and pedagogical context
that the negation of Brahman (as non-phenomenal) must be understood as a ‘technical manner of
expounding’ (pratipddanaprakriya tn esd). Thibaut alternatively translates it as ‘intimating Brahman’. Both
translations are quite general. The suggestion seems to be that the Upanisad may adopt a style or method of
teaching or expounding that is expedient in generating a particular insight (in this case, the understanding of a

being that is both existent and attributeless or non-phenomenal).

43 yanmanasatitatvamapi brahmano nabhavabhiprayenabhidhiyate | nahi mahata parikarabandhena brahmavidapnoti param
satyam jiianamanantam brahma ityevamadina vedantesu brahmapratipadya tasyaiva punarabhavo ‘bhilapyeta | praksalanaddhi
pan kasya duradasparsam varam iti hi nyayah | pratipadanaprakriya tvesa ‘yato vaco nivartante | aprapya manasa saha iti |
etaduktam bhavati vanmanasatitamavisayantahpati pratyagatmabhiitam. BSB 3.2.22. Apte tr.
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A similar sense is conveyed by his reference to prakriyd while opening and introducing the important
second part of the Brabmasitra (BS 2.1.1) on non-conflict (avirodhadhyaya), whose purpose is to establish the
deeper coherence of seemingly conflicting passages. He says: “Now the second adhyaya is begun for the
purpose of propounding the refutation of the opposition of Smriti and Nyaya to our own view i.e. to
show...as to how in every Vedanta the doctrines about the mode of Genesis of all things in general
(srstyadiprakriyd), are not in conflict with each other (avigitatvam).”** The reader will be reminded of BSB 1.4.14
treated eatlier (under ‘Phalavattva’) where Samkara suggests that conflict with respect to accounts of creation
(vigana) does not amount to conflict (avigitatva) with respect to the deeper motive or function of such accounts:
“The Scriptures further do indicate how the account of creation i extenso has the purpose of making one
understand Brahman from it (brabmapratipattyarthata). .. Those who are conversant with the tradition of the
Scriptures also say similatly—The different illustrations about clay, gold and the sparks of fire, which make
us understand the diversity of creation in different places, are only meant to serve as an expedient (#paya) for
making a person realize (Brahman), though Brahman as such does not admit of any differences’.*>

Prakriya suggests here a sense of a style, manner or method of exposition, ‘syszyddiprakriya’ above
indicating the particulatly cosmogonic modes of teaching. Indeed, later Advaitic method will rather explicitly
designate, by the term ‘sysziprakriyd, the subset of enaction procedures (prakriyds) dealing with cosmogonic
passages. In Samkara this sense is latent, but prakriyd has not quite morphed into a stock Advaitic
methodological term. My rendering of ‘enaction procedure’ presupposes this development, also serving to
concentrate the performative thrust of such procedures. Nonetheless, the contexts of application indicate that
the use of the term was still largely restricted to particulatly cosmogonic contexts of teaching, as illumined by
Suresvara’s use of the term. It is, now, to Suresvara that we must turn in order for a more explicit definition.
He makes ample use of it and, in a revealing set of verses, sets the tone for the subsequent use of prakriyd well

into pre-modern and modern eras:

srstyadiprakriyaya avigitatvamisyarthajatasya pratipadanaya dvitiyo ‘dhyaya arabhyate. BSB 2.1.1; Apte tr.
4 mrllohavisphulingadyaih srstirya coditanyatha | upayah so ‘vataraya nasti bhedah kathaficana. BSB 1.4.14. Apte tr.
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1.4.401 There is no limitation/rule for a prakriya since what is primary is the generation of
knowledge in the human being. They are also seen to be differently articulated/presented in
different Vedic statements.

1.4.402 By whatever (means) a human being comes to the knowledge of the innermost self,
that is a prakriya, and is effective without there being any fixity about it#6.47

A prakriya, then, is whatever aids the student in coming to an understanding or knowledge (vyuzpatti)
without any clear systematicity or fixity about their use (anavasthita), except that they must culminate in a
result (phala), which is how the commentator glosses ‘sadbvi’. But prakriya is a difficult term to translate in this
period. It is likely that the term means nothing more than ‘creation’ or ‘production’ here, suggested by the
context of Upanishadic cosmogonies being treated in these verses. The meaning, then, would be restricted to
different models of creation adopted by 74 and the question of their performative coherence, and not a
generic sense of any Advaitic teaching procedure. This is closer to the meaning of ‘production’ than
‘procedure’ that it subsequently comes to acquire.

Nonetheless, such productive or cosmogonic passages of the Upanisads comprised (as they do today)
the paradigmatic instances of Advaitic method at work. Almost every major Upanisad (and various minor
ones) contains a rehearsal of creation from an original or primordial being to a fully manifest and sentient
universe, whose purposivity, as explained already, lay in showing the underlying unity of the present being of
the self with the being before creation or name-form (namaripa). It is therefore understandable why the term
‘prakriya’ then comes to designate Advaitic procedure generally. Not only such cosmogonic passages but any
result-driven procedure effecting certain insights in the student has been incorporated into its fold over time.
I first address the prehistory of the term in grammatical circles before arriving at the mature sense of the term

in post-Samkara Advaita.

46 Or perhaps, “[T1hat prakriva is here effective without there being any fixity about it.”
47 prakriya niyamo napi pumvyutpattipradhanatah | pratisrutivigitiéca prakriyanam samiksyate. BUBV 1.4.401.
yaya yaya bhavet pumsam vyutpattih pratyagatmani | sa saiva prakriyeh syatsadhvi sa canavasthita. BUBV 1.4.402. My tr.
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Post-Sambkara Maturation and Develgpment of Enaction Procedures

Grammarians generally speak of two basic methods or styles of studying grammar following either an
Astadhyayi-krama (AK) or Prakriya-krama (PK). Texts that explain the si#ras by following the order in the
Astadhyayi are said to follow the AK method, while those which do not follow the Astadhyayi sequence but
thematically arrange them to according to grammatical topics follow the PK method. The VVajyikarana Siddhanta
Kaumundi, while not the first of its kind, marks a landmark shift towards the PK method that is now standard
in traditional and university grammar studies in India.*8 What recommends the PK approach is its ease and
approachability. Panini’s organization of sitras, sometimes thematic, is dependent on more complex
considerations of operational ordering and an intricate intra-textual coherence that necessitates a mastery (and
memortization) of text. The PK may be said to do some violence to this tight intra-textuality and internal
coherence by a thematic organization of its material such that s#fras relevant to a given prakriya are placed
alongside to the extent possible. That such reorganization of the source text (the .Astadhyayi) was especially
supposed to recommend it to the mediocre (anda) and the middling (madhyama) student shows that the
prakriya approach was considered more ‘user-friendly’ in the context of shifting institutional and pedagogical
environments where recitation, memorization and traditional mastery become increasingly difficult or
irrelevant.

Now I argue that something like this logic may be operative in the practice of isolating Advaitic
prakriyas from its own source texts, the Upanisads. Passages and statements distributed across different
Upanisads or at different textual locations in the same Upanisad, are now culled together under the same
topic or theme insofar as they are potential components of the same noetic operation awaiting enaction.*”
What precisely are these procedures? An enaction procedure, as we will see, is what does the actual work of
redirecting attention and generating knowledge in a noetic ritual. Alternative taxonomies of prakriya

somewhat differ in their enumeration of these procedures, but we may safely bifurcate a majority of them

48 Scholars have then spoken of a ‘prakriya age> somewhat loosely, from the 15th century onwards.

49 This may have well begun with Samkara’s own heavy intra-textual and inter-textual citational practices with respect to the
culling together of pedagogically and performatively similar Upanishadic passages.
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under two heads: objective and subjective enaction-procedures or, less misleadingly, fat-pada and tvam-pada
centered procedures, focusing on the two poles of the mabdvikya Y ou are that’ (fat tvam asi). The former work
towards a reassessment of what we posit as truly existent and the criteria employed in such judgment; shifting
our ascription of reality from things or beings to Brahman as the hotizonal Being of beings. The latter work
towards reassessing our conception of our own existence as conscious beings, in short, subjectivity; realigning
our sense of subjectivity away from episodic and changeful consciousness to the underlying witness-
consciousness. To put it differently, the former deal with the existential (sa#) aspect of reality, the latter with
the conscious (7). Under the former are collected the cosmogonic enaction-procedures (systiprakriyd) and the
cause-effect procedures (karanakdryaprakriya). Under the latter, most famously, the three states (avasthatraya),
five sheaths (pasicakosa) and seer-seen (digdrsya) procedures, all of the above extracted from various
Upanishadic passages. Each one can take multiple Upanishadic points of reference as exemplary of the same
procedure, such that very differently situated accounts, dispersed across the corpus, may nonetheless be said
to be performatively identical or equivalent.

There are other arrangements of prakriya. Vidyaranya in his Pasicadasi follows a complex textual
organization mixing such an objective-subjective classification with sections chapterized according to the
description of creation in terms of one of three vddas, reflection model (pratibinrbavada), qualification model
(avacchedavada) and appearance model (vivartavada), each serving a unique pedagogic purpose. Other manuals
(including, if we may, the Upadesasabasri itself) loosely follow the Advaitic ordering of listening (sravana),
reflection (manana) and meditation (nididhydsana). Satchidanandendra’s masterful Vedantaprakriyapratyabyijiia

offers an extensive, if not exhaustive, account of Advaitic prakriyas adopted over its long history.

Adpaitic Manuals

This may help to clarify its relationship with another term ‘prakarana’ (topic/theme) and the creation of
namesake texts (prakarana-grantha), many of which seem to be preoccupied with the project of identifying and
isolating such procedures. In grammar the two terms prakriyda-grantha and prakarana-grantha are often used

interchangeably. To be sure, as in the case of prakriya, the term is only retrospectively applied to a variety of
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texts that do not necessarily employ such self-description. But it is evident that such texts are involved in
synthesizing statements and teachings distributed in ‘disorderly’ fashion across the Upanisads under a single
umbrella or theme. Upanishadic statements now may be said to follow a ‘prakriya-krama’, not their own
original textual ordering. As if to help the disciple recall and mentally bring to the fore all the pertinent
Upanishadic »dkyas to be employed in a given pedagogic scenario, a prakarana-grantha arranges them under the
same topic or theme. But it is important to note that such ordering is an aid, a post-hoc thematization of what
are originally parts of an organic and active pedagogic operation. That is to say, a prakarana-grantha is a register
or record of prakriyds, Upanishadic units of purport united by the common operations or selection procedures
they will undergo in the performance of the Advaitic noetic ritual. It is performative coherence that ties
passages and statements under the same head, since they will be employed towards the production of the
same result (phala). The ritual sense of prakarana, as one of the six pramanas or criteria of application0 of
organizing Vedic language, is also worth noting. Prakarana, meaning contextual unity or mutual expectancy,
signifies the mutual need or context that statements may have when they are in each othet’s environment but
with no explicit indication of their relationship. It requires bringing together utterances and statements that
were not originally found together. A prakarana-grantha also relies on contextual unity to identify statements
under one prakriyd or integrate prakriyas subserving the same goal.

The appellation of ‘manual’ serves well to describe their contents to the extent that they constitute a
set of tools, rules and instructions to self-operate the Upanishadic machine so to speak. So while ‘prakarana’
can often just mean ‘theme/topic” or ‘discussion/treatment’, its Advaita employment, as argued, is best
understood as a thematization based on a pedagogical organization of meaning units. Different manuals,
however, may execute such purposivity along very different styles and the term ‘prakarand itself comes to
stand, in Advaita, for any textual production outside of the §w# and syt (and their commentarial lineages), so

that it will become almost impossible to provide a stylistic definition that can be all-accommodative.5!

0 The six being sruti, linga, vakya, prakarana, krama, samakhya.

31 One very general definition offered by the Nyayamrtadvaitasiddht goes as follows: Sastraikadesasambaddham
Sastrakaryantare sthitam | ahuh prakaranam nama granthabhedam vipascitah.
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Nonetheless my attempt is to describe a set of criteria that can explain the dynamics at work in the
production of a large number of Advaitic manuals as registers of enaction procedures.

Advaitic manuals also borrow the idea, from grammar, that such texts are meant to aid the middling
or mediocre student. As in evolving attitudes towards the Agtadhyayz, they complement and sometimes may
even render superfluous a direct study of the Upanisads themselves so long as they retain their pedagogic
spitit and function. Upanishadic passages may either be paraphrased or quoted directly into a manual verse to
inform its pedagogy, such that it is an essential function of these manuals to point back to the original
passages and statements (Upanishadic vakyas) whence they derive their efficacy. In either case, they attempt to
simulate the Upanishadic pedagogic environment in a more user-friendly presentation of the teaching so that
the aspirant may clearly discern the teaching methodologies and spiritual itineraries she is expected to follow.
This can happen in two ways. Either a manual aims to furnish the entire span of Advaitic pedagogy and
[prakriyas as an organic whole (such as Atmabodha or VVivekaciidamani), or it presents a special set of prakriyds
united by a common function. VVedantaparibhasa and Dygdysyaviveka would be instances of the latter52, A fuller
consideration of Advaitic manual production will take us beyond our immediate concerns but I will note that
manuals are typically punctuated on either end by a discussion of the fourfold preamble (annbandhacatustaya),
dilating especially on the qualifications of the aspirant (adbikdra) and ending with the final fruit or result of the
study (phala), mirroring the Upanishadic phalasruti. Some, like the Pajicadasi of Vidyaranya, are lengthy,
exhaustive works extending into hundreds of verses. In either case their structure, style and purpose may be

understood in terms of the actual enaction procedures they circulate.

IV.iv Sadhanatva (Instrumentality) & Upakarakatva (Assistance)

With sadhanatva we come squarely back to the ritual domain of instrumentalities and purposes.
Advaita displays an evident ritual organization of parts in being likewise arranged along a gradient of
proximate and distant instrumentalities, mediate and direct causalities. .4ngatva (auxiliaryness) is a more

abstract and fluid principle functional in the grammatical and ritual realms. Sadbanatva is deeply entrenched in

32 Drgdrsyaviveka explicates its namesake enaction procedure, the ‘discrimination of the seer and the seen’ in detail.
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the ritual terminology of means (sadhya) and ends (sadhana), and the ritual preoccupation with productivity and
bringing into being (bhdavand). Its pertinence to Advaita is evident in the question, ‘What is the Advaitic means
to freedom (moksasidbana)?’. While knowledge (jsana) will come to mind, the answer is more complicated.
Advaita takes recourse to a miscellany of means (sddhana) comprising both ritual and epistemic components in
the ‘production’ of final liberation, even if it ostensibly denies the role of any non-noetic component in the
generation of self-knowledge.

Here, as before, the same purposivity paradox presents itself under a different guise. Strictly
speaking, a sidhana is deeply implicated in the cansal nexus of productivities and results, and Samkara, in
discussing sadhanatva, is typically in the mode of critique, trying to establish that the realm of means and ends
(the realm of ritual) is limited and not conducive to ultimate well-being. But metaphorically he will also
sometimes speak of knowledge as a means (sadbana) to freedom, as a moksasidhana (as in BSB 2.1.1, 2.1.4,
2.1.14, 2.2.1 etc.), although it is clear that jiiana and moksa cannot, strictly speaking, share a means-end
(sadhanasadhya) relationship insofar as freedom and/or Brahman are the already obtaining intrinsic nature of
self; they can neither be ‘attained’ nor brought into being: “[S]ince everything is our own Self, and we are the
Self of everything; and just because it is our Self, It cannot be produced, attained, modified or improved by
any means” and, “Since action is impossible when the Self is known, as is expressed in the words, ‘What
should one see and through what?’—only reflection can take place” and further, “There are no means to be
desired for realizing this Self that is free from all such relative attributes as ends and means”.53

This presents itself as a dual problem: How can knowledge (jiiana) be an instrument or means
(sadhana) of moksa—Dbeing outside of the causal network of means and ends—but, further, how can anything
else but knowledge be the moksasadbana, by the Advaitin’s own criterion that only knowledge dispels

ignorance?

3 tasmannatmadar$anavyatirekenanyadvyutthanakaranamapeksate...sarvam hyasmakamatmabhiitameva sarvasya ca
vayamatmabhiitah | atma ca na’tmatvadeva na kenacitsadhanenotpadya apyo vikaryah samskaryo va...tatkena kam
pasyedvijinayiditi ca...na ca.’sya’tmanah sadhyasadhanadisarvasamsaradharmavinirmuktasya sadhanam kificidesitavyam |
sadhyasya hi sadhananvesana kriyate. BUB 4.4.22. Madhavananda tr.
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It is perfectly consistent to maintain, as an Advaitin, that nothing is a means (sddbana) for moksa, since
it is the ‘attainment’ of what always already obtains (praprasya prapti) as one’s first-personal being; except that it
is not very helpful in explaining the intricate network of instrumentalities and purposes it takes for granted. It
is better to jettison the language of literal and metaphorical since it has little explanatory purchase. Knowledge
is, in a very real sense, a moksasadbana insofar as it is supposed to result in the removal of ignorance and
ensuing suffering. The counterfactual—no knowledge, no end to ignorance/suffering—brings this into relief.
But such instrumentality is evidently of a different order. And we already have a vocabulary to render this
intelligible. I suggest that instrumentality (sddbhanatva) is implicated in two very different orders of meaning in
Advaita: a cansal and a noetic one.

We are already familiar with the basic contours of a noetic performance, and the contrast between
noetic and causal orders of explanation. With this distinction at our disposal, the intricate ordering of Advaitic
means (sadhana) will be much more intelligible. In essence, I argue that we see two sorts of instrumentality at
work—causal and noetic, finely adjusted in a complex coalition culminating in liberation. To be sure, it is
knowledge alone, and the attendant noetic and attentional ordering, that is directly instrumental in the
removal of ignorance, since the problem happens to be one of misapprehension and superimposition. But
Samkara also lays out a complex hierarchy of ritual, meditative and ethical activity instrumental to self-
knowledge and liberation. Following the ritual organization of primary actions and those that are accessory to
them (upakdraka), Samkara conceives Advaitic sadhana precisely in terms of the contribution of various
accessotry activities to the primary and direct instrumentality of knowledge (jiana) in the removal of ignorance.
He even adopts from Parva Mimamsa the sub-categorization (see further below) of ritual assistance
(npakdrakatra) into two types, direct assistance (drid-upakdrakatva) and proximate assistance (sannipatya-
upakdrakatva).5* This is not because, as might be claimed, Samkara adapts Puarva Mimamsaka ‘hermeneutic
terminology’ to his own purposes as an Uttara Mimamsaka. Rather, more directly, he can do this because

Advaita is as such ritually ordered.

3 For a detailed discussion of kinds of ritual assistance and their Advaitic employment, refer Uskokov 2018 and Pereverzev
2015.
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To begin with, as discussed in the topic of auxiliaryness (angatva), the self-knowledge conveyed by the
Upanisads as a whole is not subsidiary (sesa/anga) to something else (the ritual section of the Veda); it is
ananyasesa (BUB 1.3.1). In fact, under Samkara’s Copernican turn, it turns out to be the reverse, with the Veda
as such being about self-knowledge, all action being subservient to that. Interestingly now, in the language of
instrumentality (sadbanatva), one may say that it is action and ritual that are instrumental to the birth of self-
knowledge; they now, counterintuitively, assume the status of being an instrument (sadhana) of Advaitic
liberation: “Thus the entire body of regular rites—not rites that have material ends—serves as a means to
liberation (moksasidbanatvam pratipadyate) through the attainment of self-knowledge. Hence we see that the
section of the Vedas dealing with knowledge has the same import as that dealing with rites”.55

The Veda as such, in the Advaitic reading, is ultimately organized and instrumentalized towards the
realization of the non-actional Self spoken of by the Upanisads (the aupanisadan purusam of BU 3.9.26). This is
one way in which, as I argue, Advaita constitutes a metareflection on the nature of the agent of (ritual) action;
the purpose of all positive engagement with action and desire being its sublimation in a liberating cognition of
self (as the non-actional witness dimension of all activity and change). This is what grants action its ultimate
relevance and purport (purpose + import), as Samkara explains in introducing the Brhadaranyaka section to be

commented:

Now it has to be shown how the whole of the Vedas is applicable (#payukta) to this subject
of Self; hence the present paragraph is introduced. By recapitulating the topic of Self-
knowledge with its results in the way it has been dealt with in this chapter, it is sought to
show that the entire Vedas, except the portion treating of ceremonies having material ends,
are applicable (#payoga) to this.56

As we will see, this function of action is mediated by the purification of mind resulting from the
performance of the regular ritual (nityakarma). Moreover, we understand the way in which Advaita is ritually

ordered, even if its ritual organization ultimately repurposes the very point and significance of ritual action:

35 evam kamyavarjitam nityam karmajatam sarvamatmajiianotpattidvarena moksasadhanatvam pritapadyate / evam
karmakandenasyaikavakyatavagatih. BUB 4.4.22.

36 tacca tathasminprapathake ‘bhihitam saprayojanamaniidyatraivopayogah krtsnasya vedasya kamyarasivarjitasyetyevamartham
uktarthanuvadah sa va esa ityadih. BUB 4.4.22.
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the realization of the self as free from all actional frameworks and entanglements. The language of
use/applicability (#payoga/ npayukta) in the above passage further clarifies the interpretation of the sense of
various units of meaning—belonging either to the ritual portion (karmakdnda) or knowledge portion
(jrianakanda) of the Veda—according to their pertinence to the generation of a transformative
cognition/insight in the acting, desiring, engaged and embodied self. The following section deals with the
precise make-up of actional and causal components of Advaitic sadhana functioning in tandem with the

noetic.

Apntaranga & Bahiranga Instrumentalities

The principle of auxiliaryness (aigafva) as manifest in the internal-external or central-peripheral (antaranga-
bahiraiga) distinction of grammarians and ritualists is further utilized by Samkara to arbitrate the relative
ordering of Advaitic instrumentalities. In grammar, the antaranga-babiranga distinction is a relatively fluid
framework distinguishing the contextually more central and immediate operations from the peripheral or
distant ones. It helps to determine the order of priority and sequencing of operations. In ritual, again, it helps
to determine which elements or rites are more immediately or urgently implicated in a ritual context and
which contextually peripheral. Advaita displays the same rituogrammatic organization in arranging the various
components of self-knowledge in a center-periphery logic. The relativity of the distinction is also carried over.
An element of Advaitic ritual causality can be central relative to a more external component, but itself
peripheral to a more central one.

More concretely, I argue that noetic instrumentality—mediated by the employment of various Advaitic
insight-generative prakriyas or enaction procedures—makes up the innermost and direct means to self-
knowledge, while cansal instrumentality makes up the relatively outer frame of the instrumental hierarchy.
Further, within the latter, proximate assistance (sannipatya-npakadrakatva) is relatively inner to direct assistance
(arad-npakdrakatva). Assistance (upakdrakatva), then, still functions somewhat within the realm of ritual

causality (the domain of creating, modifying, generating, bringing not being) even if it is repurposed along
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Advaitic lines. With the pedagogical employment of the enaction procedures (prakriyas), however, we are
strictly within the noetic domain of direct instrumentality in the removal of ignorance and supetimpositions.

It is helpful to hear from Samkara himself:

We therefore accept as settled the following conclusion: All works of permanent obligation,
such as the Agnihotra—whether joined with or devoid of knowledge—which have been
performed before the rise of true knowledge, either in the present state of existence or the
former one, by a person desirous of release with a view to release; all such works act,
according to their capacities, as means of the extinction of evil desert which obstructs the
attainment of Brahman, and thus become causes of such attainment (brabmaidbigamakdrana),

subserving the more immediate causes (antarangakdrandapeksa) such as the hearing of and
reflecting on the sacred texts, faith, meditation, devotion, etc. They therefore operate
towards the same effect (¢kakdrya) as the knowledge of Brahman.5”

Samkara gives us a sense of what is really internal (anzaranga) in the Advaitic noetic performance—the
processes of listening and reflecting (making up the domain of operation of prakriyas) along with some other
meditative, devotional and ethical comportments and practices. These are relatively internal to the ritual and
asrama practices enjoined for the Vaidika. Even here, the actual noetic component of listening and reflecting,
comprising the domain of knowledge (jiiana), is further internal to devotional and ethical components
(Samkara is here likely referring to the six qualities of the disciple or satsampatti to which we will just come).

Here the precise Advaitic makeup and allotment of direct (arid) and proximate (sannipatya) assistance
(pakarakatva) can be spelt out. Under direct-assistance (dnid-upakdrakatva) Samkara has in mind Vedic ritual
but also other distinct asrama activities. The idea is that performing such activity dutifully, without seeking
reward and accompanied by #pdsana can bring about purification of mind (sattvasuddbi), an essential
component of the knowledge process.’ By proximate assistance (sannipatya-upakarakatva), Samkara refers
variously to ethical and ascetic qualities and practices, often in the form of the six virtues or qualities of the

aspiring disciple (satsampatti). These are familiar technologies and virtues employed and inculcated by Vaidika,

57 tasmat vidyasamyuktam nityam agnihotradi vidyavihinam ca ubhayam api mumuksuna moksaprayojana uddesena iha janmani
janmantare ca prak jiiana utpatteh krtam yat tat yathasamarthyam brahma adhigamapratibandhakarana
upattaduritaksayahetutvadvarena brahma adhigamakaranatvam pratipadyamanam $§ravana manana $raddha tatparyadi
antarangakaranapeksam brahmavidyaya saha ekakarya bhavati iti sthitam. BSB 4.1.18. Thibaut tr.

38 atmasamskaradvarena atmajiianasadhanatvam api karmanam. BUB 4.5.15.
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yogic and ascetic traditions, and it is natural that Samkara conceived them to be integral to the soteriological
process. Notably, and unsurprisingly, they will be more integral to the process than direct assistance offered
by disinterested ritual performance. These qualities, so to say, are the natural accompaniments of the aspirant
on the path of knowledge and persist as lifelong virtues. Alexander Uskokov has explained the manner in
which Samkara derives the Advaitic #pakarakas from Parva Mimamsa, arguing that this segment of the
knowledge process is modeled after Bhatta-Mimamsa ritual causality. Also helpful is the suggestion that
Samkara endorses a model of mediate causality (paramparya)® influenced by his Mimamsa predecessor. He

explains:

Both ritual and renunciation of ritual had direct relationship to knowledge, but under
different causal models. The first was an arad-upakdraka, while Samkara called the second,
the sar-sampatti complex, sannipatyopakdrakas, essentially related to knowledge. This was so
because without mind and sense control and a healthy dose of humility, knowledge—
dispassion—was impossible. And, the first was related to liberation, the result of knowledge,
mediately, through giving rise to knowledge which independently produces its own result,

while the second, competent to give rise to knowledge, was necessary after such rise had taken
place, and until the full understanding of unity...(Uskokov 2018, 370-71).

Samkara finds a way to fill the Parva Mimamsaka conceptions of drid- and sannipdtya- upakaraka with
an Advaitic purposivity, as being instrumental in the knowledge process leading to freedom. They lead to the
kind of discriminative dispassion and non-involvement in other pursuits desirable both at the very outset and
later as one progtesses towards perfect abidance in knowledge (jdnanistha).®® Their sidbanatva
(instrumentality) is also evident in their relationship to the well-known Advaitic fourfold means
(sadbanacatustaya). The practice of the safsampatti, the spiritual practices proper, directly results in the
purification of the mind/self while disinterested ritual performance can independently result in attainment of
discrimination (viveka) and dispassion (vairagya) by the purification resulting from such disinterested practice.

Insofar as these practices result in the actual purification and transformation of the individual, her

habits, psychological makeup and traits, their instrumentality remains causal and, therefore, external

3 As opposed to a samuccaya or combinatory model of causality.

60 Also refer Pereverzev 2015 for Sureévara’s understanding of proximate and direct assistance closely tracking Samkara.
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(babiranga), even if the spiritual practices propet (safsampatti) are inner (antaranga) to ritual performance. The
Advaitic noetic performance mediated by the employment of enaction procedures (prakriyas) during listening
(Sravana) and reflecting (manana) constitutes the Advaitic method proper, being directly productive of
knowledge. The performance has here moved from the causal order to the noetic. Finally, it will yield the
phala (fruit/result) of the elimination of ignorance simultaneously as freedom (moksa) is ‘attained’. Crucially
the fusion of attentional, noetic and non-noetic productive elements constitutes a complex ordering of
Advaitic rituality generative of the final result. Samkara can thus accommodate action (arma) into what is
primatily the path of knowledge (j7ana). Moreover, the intricate adjustment of causal and noetic orders in the
production of knowledge follows a ritual paradigm of productivity even if it reverses, as I argue, the very
teleology of ritual productivity. As an interiorized and noetic anti-ritual, it stays firmly within the ritual

paradigm.
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CHAPTER 3: SARIRAKA MIMAMSA AND THE HERMENEUTICS OF EMBODIMENT

I. The Enactment of the Advaitic Ritual

Not only the Advaitic ritual architecture (Chapter 2), but the very texture, the process and content of
self-knowledge, is rituogrammatically underpinned. Such knowledge will, in every case, be seen to result from
some rituogrammatic operation, the focus in this chapter being the corporeal and embodied dimension of the
noetic performance. As before, the argument is a stronger one than the claim of Advaita’s hermeneutic or
terminological indebtedness to Mimamsa that has often been made. Following Clooney’s suggestion of
reading the knowledge of Brahman (brabmajiiana) along ritual lines, particulatly as a ‘ritual event’ (Clooney
1993), the argument is that Advaita is able to transpose an extant repertoire of hermeneutic and grammatical
tools precisely because it is already rituogrammatically structured and operates in the manner of a ritual
performance. Grammatical and ritual procedures are synthetically constitutive of the knowledge that can put
an end to ignorance. Since subjectivity is permeated by language!, Advaitic non-dual grammar (Chapters 4
and 5) can act upon the landscape of subjectivity towards the transformation of self-identity. If, as argued
there, Upanishadic language operates as a grammar, its field of operation is the linguistically coded subject
seeking an altered relationship with language. Here I continue to focus on the performative aspect of the
Advaitic rituogrammatic repertoire; how self-knowledge (the insight into the non-actional dimension of self
Advaita calls Brahman) is achieved ot generated through quasi-grammatical noetic procedures. As Dilip Loundo
has argued (while explicating the method of adhydropapavada), the attempt will be “to re-energize the pragmatic
principle of self-transformation as the ultimate criterion to assess discursive consistency” (Loundo 2015, 66).

He goes on to say:

Samkarﬁcﬁrya and, above all, the Upanisads, are, therefore and ultimately, the name for an
efficient epistemological event of self-transformation...[T]he expression ‘non-duality’
(advaita) is descriptive of the method’s operationality, rather than of any monist metaphysics:
Wherever an erroneous ‘substantive other-ness’ (dvaita) is detected, the cutting edge of non-
duality’ should be applied; instead of affirming an ontology of the One at the expenses of

! Refer chapters 1 and 4 for Samkara’s explication of ndmariipa (name-form) as permeating the subject and world, derived from
passages in the Brhadaranyaka and Chandogya, particularly BU 1.4.
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Many, advaita acts as an ontology of disclosure, resorting to the concept of brahman to
critically rebut ‘substantive other-ness’ and ‘substantive self-ness’ (Loundo 2015, 66).

It is this performative context that must situate the elusive discursive purport (artha ot tatparya) of
Advaita, accommodating its subsequent framing in terms of one of the three dominant interpretive frames we
have seen (in Chapter 1): Advaita as philosophy, theological hermeneutics or direct personal experience.
Loundo also identifies another dimension emphasized in the dissertation, namely that advaita is not so much a
view to be argued/defended but a result to be achieved/realized, disclosing its ritual-like function.? Uskokov
has also noted that Advaita “developed as a soteriological enterprise, and ventured into theology and
philosophy out of apologetic concerns. Although Vedic theology was fully dominated by action and
meditation....it also provided the categories in which the Advaita form of soteriology wad expressed—as
results, means, procedures, forms of causality, the central role of desire and the suitable candidate (adbikdrin)”
(Uskokov 2018, 143). He prefers to use the language of soteriology and theology, but the same result-
orientedness undergirds his reading of the Advaitic enterprise. While this action-centrism seeps into
Samkara’s philosophy of language as the normative paradigm of meaning-making driving the conventional
and shastric realms—and challenged, as I argue, by his ‘non-dual grammat’ of Being—here such action-
centrism determines the operative paradigm undergirding Advaitic method. In either case, both Samkara’s
thematic and methodological contributions respond to an extant action-centric paradigm. Thematically, as 1
have argued, his Advaita may be read as a meta-reflection on the nature of the ritual and ritual agent—
concluding in the insight that such an agent is ultimately non-agent (akar#r) partaking of a non-actional
(niskriya) or witness (sdksin) dimension. Methodologically, his Advaita functions like a ritual, immersed in the

wortld of instrumentalities, means, ends, expedients and enaction procedures (as explored in Chapter 2).

2 Loundo bases his conclusions primarily on Satchidanandendra’s reading of Shankarite method. While this is an important
contemporary explication of Samkara’s Advaita, I also rely more directly on Samkara’s commentarial corpus.
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The Search for a Method

The principle behind taxonomies of prakriya, referred to as adhyaropapavada, derives from Advaita’s
commitment to the ineffability of Brabman. But Advaita is equally committed to sabda (language) as the
primary instrument of self-knowledge.? Advaita’s unique challenge may be said to lie in its negotiation of
these two seemingly inconsistent commitments. The Advaitic prakriyd is fundamentally a procedure of
unfolding what defies words, through words, the disclosure of the self-confessed extralinguistic nature of
Brahman linguistically.* Advaitins have always thought this not only possible but definitive of their method. It
is worth noting that they often considered their approach superior to the Buddhist’s because of their alleged
possession of such a method. Accepting that the results of a philosophy like Madhyamaka are often
indistinguishable from their own—such as the idea that the real is free of any conceptual imputations or,
more generally, sharing anti-realist/non-realist intuitions about the world—it really comes down to the
superior #paya (means). Advaita often attempts to distinguish itself as a pedagogical method, a set of tools and
schemes compassionately employed by the Upanisads themselves to lead the student out of suffering. Suthren

Hirst has noted that

Scripture provides the Advaitin teacher and commentator not only with the content but with
the methods of an Advaitin way of teaching, thereby guaranteeing their effectiveness in
contrast to the expedient and contradictory methods of the Buddhists and others who ignore
a proper scriptural foundation for their soteriology. The methods, like the content, have
been faithfully transmitted by the author of the Brabmasitras and others in the correct
teaching tradition, and Samkara...implements them as such. Finally, his fundamental
framework of superimposition and elimination, which functions in complex conceptual and
methodological ways, is safely grounded and erected, for it is seen to be scripture’s own
(Suthren Hirst 2005, 88).

3 Refer BSB 1.1.4 and statements dispersed across Samkara’s works arguing that Sabda as the primary epistemic means
(pramana) in the generation of the knowledge of Brahman (brahmajiiana). Similarly, his comments on the well-known Taittiriya
verse “From where words turn back...” (TU 2.1) and elsewhere stress that Brahman is outside the reach of language.

4 The recourse to grammatical resources that permit this disclosure is dealt with in chapters 4 and 5; it remains to be shown how
such grammar is put into practice or instrumentalized towards such disclosure.
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The Advaitic commitment to method, resulting in the employment of prakriyas or enaction
procedures, is meant to echo the Upanishadic concern for the ultimate well-being of the aspirant. Of course,
the Madhyamika will deny that he lacks a soteriological method, and the notion of #pdya has a long prehistory
in Buddhism. In either case, it is worth noting that Advaita, in its own self-conception, considers itself as
having developed a sophisticated and systematic method of disclosing the extralinguistic linguistically. Such a
method is what is identified as that which must come to define Advaita, not some representation of its results
abstracted from its performance and presented as an account or philosophy of Brahman or d#man-Brahman
identity.5

This “fundamental framework of superimposition and elimination” (as Suthren Hirst calls it) or
adhydropapavada is at the performative core of Advaitic method, named as such by Samkara in his Gita
commentary (BGB 13.13).6 _Adhyaropapavada is itself not a prakriyd or enaction procedure, but the operative
principle (#yaya) behind it. The essence of the principle is based on Advaita’s double commitment, as
indicated, to the inexpressibility of Brahman and the epistemic capacity of words (Sebdpramanatva) to disclose
Brahman, the linguistic disclosure of an extralinguistic reality. This is negotiated by an ad hoc avowal of an
ontological or phenomenological scheme followed by its subsequent relinquishment. The principle simply
recognizes that any conceptual category, classification or scheme adopted by the Advaitin serves a specific
(ritual) telos and its provisional acceptance does not imply a commitment to an underlying ontology.
Pedagogical, performative and ritual imperatives thus come together in the principle of adhyaropdpavada
employing both affirmative (cataphatic) and negative (apophatic) language in the unfoldment of the real (brabman),
even if it is committed to Brabman’s ineffability.

Particularly, I explore the relationship of the Advaitic noetic ritual, described as a mode of attentional
governance in Chapter 2, with the principle of adbyaropapavida. 1f, as argued, Advaita is primarily an exercise

in the governance of the modes and objects of attention, what kinds of attention does Advaita commend and

3 As discussed in Chapter 1, such a performative lens to interpret Advaitic import has been emphasized by Clooney, Suthren Hirst
and others along different trajectories, but each may be seen to adopt pragmatic frames in its reading of Advaita contextualizing
and grounding its more philosophical and hermeneutic dimensions.

%I render it differently as ‘strategic affirmation/assertion and subsequent negation/retraction’ for reasons that will soon become
clear.
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what are their object-domains? What are the elements of subjectivity one must attend to in order to recognize
the actionless dimension of self? Briefly, I show that the field of attention and operation of the Advaitic
noetic ritual is the embodying environment of the subject, that is, all the overt and covert phenomena making
up the physical, psychical and phenomenal life of the individual. The enactment of the Advaitic noetic ritual
thus occurs over the phenomenal landscape of the body, expansively understood; that is, understood in a
more expansive sense of the psycho-physical sheathing enveloping the embodied one than a narrower
reference to the physical body.”

To anticipate the argument, in the noetic ritual attention is directed from more gross and material
levels of phenomenal sheathing towards finer and subtler ones until, finally, it recognizes the still, non-
actional domain of self Advaita calls ‘brabman’ typically covered over by the everyday preoccupation of
attention by grosser realities. Attention is cautiously led through a graded succession of stages towards subtler
truths that would not be possible in a direct renegotiation of self-identity, for consciousness must be
sensitized to the finer realms of bodily inhabitation before acknowledging the subtlest reality of ‘pure’
consciousness (Suddhacaitanya). Samkara often addresses a recurrent anxiety that the student may take the
Advaitic self/Brahman to be non-existent because it lacks any positive attributes (TUB 2.1, BSB 3.2.22, CUB
8.1, for instance). The guiding of the attentional order is meant precisely to condition consciousness to
acknowledge subliminal features of subjectivity in a graded itinerary; in the same way as eyes need to adjust to
the darkness of a room one walks into, before beginning to sense the outlines of shapes and objects. Being
made to simply attend to specific features of self, realizations dawn that eventually lead to understanding a
core dimension of self as #iskriya. This in any case, I argue, is what the self-Brahman identity effectively
amounts to, insofar as Brahman is but the non-actional dimension of self and existence. And it is negotiated
through such a governing of the attentional landscape in a strategic synthesis of affirmations and negations.

The schemes or classifications set up by Advaita will often be seen to constitute phenomenal maps of

the body affirmed (adhyaropita) by scripture and unavailable prior to such shastric indication. This adhyaropa

7 This is typical of Indic conceptions of materiality where the physical body and what we understand by ‘mind’, ‘psyche’ or
‘consciousness’ rest on the same side of the material sheathing of existent things. On the other side lies what is called, as in
Advaita and Samkhya-Yoga ontologies, the witness consciousness (cit or saksicaitanya).

113



functions differently from another synonymous term, adhydsa, describing the nature of existence as mutual
superimposition, famously in Samkara s commentary to the Brabmasitra (BSB 1.1.1). While both pertain to
the interpenetration of the subject and object, consciousness and body, the latter is typically of the nature of
universal error (avidya) leading to all sorts of suffering, while the former appears as a set of deliberate
superimpositions affirmed by scripture. In parsing their difference, I take a lead from Samkara’s own
depiction of his project as a Sariraka Mimamsa, a hermeneutics of embodiment, in his Brabmasitra
commentary. I thus articulate what Samkara envisions as a core agenda of the Brahmasitra, clatifying the
relationship between attentional governance and embodiment crucial to grasping Advaitic method.

We can thus appreciate the relation between Uttara Mimamsa as a zexzual hermeneutics (1 edanta
Mimimsa) and an embodied hermeneutics (Sdriraka Mimdmsi)—both terms employed by Samkara at the
inception of his Brabmassitra commentary (BSB 1.1.1)—seeing how a hermeneutics of text or Vedic language
becomes a potent tool for reconfiguring corporeal identity. Since embodiment occurs by way of the
successive grossification of name and form (namaripa),® the materiality of self is the outcome of the
materialization of the metaphysical dimensions of language. The individual subject is therefore a linguistically
coded subject susceptible to transmutation under a textual-cum-embodied hermeneutics. Together they lead
self-identity away from that of an agent-enjoyer (kartr-bhokty) to the non-actional witness self (Brabman).
Chapters 4 and 5 explore how some functions and features of language are exploited by the Advaitin to
disclose a non-actional (n#skriya) non-dual dimension of the subject. Here I discuss the dynamics of the
underlying methodology of strategic affirmation and negation, that is, the precise domain and manner of

operation of the principle of adbhyaropapavida.

8 “This universe was then unmanifest. It manifested itself only as name and form—it got such and such name and such and such
form. So even now the universe is manifest only as name and form...This Self has penetrated into all these bodies up to the nail
ends—just as a razor lies in its sheath, or fire in its source”; tad dhedam tarhy avyakrtam asit | tan namariipabhyam eva
vyakriyatasau namayam idamripa iti | tad idam apy etarhi namarGipabhyam eva vyakriyata asau namayam idamriipa iti | sa esa
iha pravista a nakhagrebhyo yatha ksurah ksuradhane ‘vahitah syad vi§vambharo va vi§vambharakulaye. BU 1.4.7.
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II. The Bodily Arena of the Noetic Ritual: Attention & the Hermeneutics of Embodiment

Amongst the many names for what is most familiar to us as Advaita Vedanta, ‘Sariraka Mimamsa’ is
lesser known and understood. Another term, ‘Uttara Mimamsa’, and its equivalent “Vedanta Mimamsa’, come
to designate the differentia of a tradition centering the Upanisads as the hermeneutic focus of attention (as
opposed to the Parva Mimamsa focus on ritual performance). Thematically, terms like advaitavada (non-
dualism), brabmavada (docttine of Brabman) ot maydvada (doctrine of maya) have been alternatively used,
sometimes inaccurately, to identify the core concerns of tradition. The first (‘advaita’) at some historical
juncture comes to retrospectively crystallize a homogeneous tradition with a central thematic (non-dualism,
literally, a-dvaita) becoming definitive of its program, although perhaps it is most pertinent only to Vedantin
inter-sectarian disputes around the question of the relation between the individual (/) and the whole
(&Svara).” None of the above terms is consistently or persistently used by Advaitins to definitively identify the
central method or import of their own scholarly activity. Here the term ‘Sariraka Mimamsa’ (that I translate as
‘hermeneutics of embodiment’), employed by Samkara at the inception of his Brahmasiitra commentary (BSB
1.1.1), may provide a key resource to think with Advaitins and address the question of what is really at stake
for Samkara and his successors.!” Amongst other things, I show that Sariraka Mimamsa captures core

concerns and insights of the tradition, which, when approached as a philosophy of non-dualism, can be

9 That is, it is most germane to positions of other Vedanta traditions (Dvaita, Visistadvaita, Suddhadvaita etc.) that disagree with
Advaita on the disputed relation between the individual (jiva) and godhead (brahman/isvara). Outside of this, ‘advaita’ is not the
privileged form of identifying the core concerns of tradition. As seen earlier, non-dualism itself can mean many things in the
various contexts that invoke the name. In the Neo-Advaita popularization of the tradition globally, Advaita is presented as
expounding a mystical, unitive cosmic consciousness. Early Western Indological attention to Vedantic inter-school polemics
emphasized the non-duality of self and Brahman/Isvara (god) as its defining feature. Non-dualism can also mean the non-
difference of subject and object. Lastly, it could simply mean the underlying oneness of all existents by virtue of sharing in a
common ontological substratum. In each case, it is historical context, intersectarian and doxographic identification that
determines the emphases of ‘Advaita’ tradition: it was brahmavada and atmavada to the Buddhists, but mayavada and
advaitavada to its Vedantic neighbors. The last becomes a preferred form of self-identification in the increasingly polemical
atmosphere of the second millennium as noted. Samkara’s own preferred terms are Vedanta Mimamsa and Uttara Mimamsa (as
declared in the Brahmasiitra Bhasya along with the reference to Sariraka Mimamsa). The majority of texts employing the label
of ‘advaita’ (such as Advaitasiddhi, Advaitamakaranda, Advaitadipika and others), for the same reason, were composed in the
second millennium CE, especially from the 15th century. There is indeed another term, ‘abheda’, in the semantic environs of
‘advaita’, often used by Samkara, but this often connotes, not the oneness of self and Brahman, but the underlying non-difference
when the functional differences emerging from action along with its attendant factors (kriyakarakabheda) are rendered quiescent
or deactivated.

10 While the focus of the paper is Samkara, the continued use of tools and tropes adopted by him (including that of “Sariraka
Mimamsa’) well into premodern and contemporary Advaita reveals a more enduring Shankarite embodied hermeneutics. As we
will see, not only his immediate successors such as Sure$vara and Sarvajfiatman, but later thinkers like Sadananda and
Vidyaranya follow him closely in tracking such an embodied hermeneutics, and emphasizing pedagogical and methodological
principles such as adhyaropapavada.
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obscured.!! Advaita, following the Upanisads, is on this account invested in clarifying the dynamics of human
embodiment and the subject’s immersion in various domains of materiality.

The term is employed by Samkara at the inception of his Brabmasitra commentary, setting the stage
for his subsequent exegetical project: “How this is the meaning of all Vedanta we will endeavor to show in
this present Sariraka Mimamsa.”!? The meaning that Samkara is specifying here, as we will see, refers to the
embodied condition of the subject, enveloped in layers of bodily identity to be individually discerned and
teased out for the ‘innermost self’, i.e., Brahman, to be discerned with respect to them. The Advaitic noetic
ritual (Chapter 2) is operative over this embodied landscape of the subject. In traditional circles ‘Sarirakan’
persists as a preferred appellation for Samkara’s Brahmasitra commentary, also contained in many colophons
to the text. The important Chapter 4.3 of Bphadiranyaka is also referred to as the Sariraka Bribmana, and the

later Sariraka Upanisad also draws upon such ideas (in combination with a Samkhyaesque metaphysics).

ILi Advaita and Embodiment

By realigning the emphases of tradition towards mapping and articulating embodied being (and away
from expounding some disembodied cosmic unity or oneness portrayed under its various modern framings),
Advaita is well-placed to make significant interventions in the materialist turn in philosophy and religion,
permitting a uniquely Advaitic articulation of the body and its relationship to mind/consciousness.
Particularly, it can intervene in the vexed question of the relation of material and immaterial dimensions of
being, steering clear of both materialist reductionisms and idealist reifications of self, such as the very
dichotomy of soul or mind and body that undergird these schemes. More pertinently for us, though, it is
essential to grasping the way in which adhydropdapavada works as method. Recent theological approaches to

Advaita have pointed out the ritually embodied dimension of Advaitic praxis (Clooney 1993; Locklin 2011).

1 As discussed in Chapter 1, F.X. Clooney has also questioned the framing of Advaita as primarily a philosophy, focusing on its
deep, textually embedded thinking about Brahman. He says, ‘To generalize, we can say that Advaita Vedanta is a philosophy
insofar as it stresses the role of the Upanisads as indicative of a reality beyond them, and that it is an exegesis insofar as it treats
the Upanisads as the location where brahman is to be known and “read”. The interplay of these two tendencies, not either alone,
shows us the full texture of Vedanta’ (Clooney 1991, 49). I only add that, beyond these, it is an embodied hermeneutics insofar as
the Upanishadic text is itself vivified by and intended to clarify the dynamics of embodiment.

12 yatha cayamarthah sarvesam vedantanam tatha vayamasyam $arirakamimamsayam pradarSayisyamah. BSB 1.1.1. Apte tr.
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Nor has the possibility gone unnoticed to Vedanta-influenced thinkers of the last century, such as K.C.
Bhattacharyya and Debabrata Sinha, the latter having this to say about the Advaitic conception of jiva as a

total subject:

[TThe understanding of the human body as the network of subtly interacting factors and
forces—corporeal, vital, sensory, and even mental, that is, pertaining to the internal organ
(antahkarana)—cuts across the dualism of the physical body vis-a-vis nonphysical mind as in
traditional Western metaphysics. On the other hand, it almost seems to anticipate a current
trend in phenomenologically-oriented philosophical anthropology to view the ‘body-proper’
as a phenomenon (Sinha 1985, 241).

Sinha goes on to develop an Advaitic account of the embodied subject and its resonance with late-
twentieth century phenomenological insights into the body as lived and experienced, noting that Vedanta
would “find a closer ally in Merleau-Ponty, in respect of this accent on the union or identification between
body ad subjectivity. Both would agree that the so called body-soul relation does not simply indicate the
juxtaposition of two mutually external terms, that is, the objective-material process in itself and cogitatio, but
that it is rather a case of ‘the living subject of my own body’.”” (Sinha 1985, 244) The Advaitic appeal to a
deeper subjective core (atman) further recognizes a dimension of self that, in grounding the lived, experienced
totality of the body-phenomenon, escapes the ‘natural-objective attitude’. This core of subjectivity would
represent the “mystic fringe of the inner dimension” resisting any facile identification or indication as obyect:
‘What is intended by the word I cannot be characterized even in the lowest stage of subjectivity as simply #bis
object’. (Bhattacharya 1976, Chapter 3).13

I reiterate this commitment to the thoroughgoing entanglement of the immaterial and material
dimensions of self, of the self as subject azd object—theorized, as we will see, in Samkara’s diagnosis of the
human condition in terms of supetrimposition (adhydsa)—as the existential horizon of any search for greater
subjective depths. From this perspective, it is the framing of Advaita as a hermenentics of embodiment that
provides the most pertinent lens to understand its discursive and methodological commitments. ‘Sariraka’,

Saririn’, ‘debin’ are used interchangeably in Advaita to stand for that which is present or which obzains in the

13 As quoted in Sinha 1985.
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body (sarira, deha),'* and therefore not entirely assimilable to it. This is the argument, then, that the use of
such terms is not incidental or arbitrary. ‘Sarraka’—literally, the embodied one—as a linguistic form closely
associated to its primitive ‘Sarira’ (body) (ot ‘debin’ with ‘deha’) mirrors an ontology where the one that obtains
in the body bears an intimate relation with the body without being reducible to it. On this account, the central
task of Satiraka Mimamsa is to disclose a dimension of self not entirely assimilable to materialist explanations
of self but intelligible in relation to them.

The body (sarira/ deha) is here the locus, the abode or domicile, to locate the elusive presence of the
embodied one (§aririn/ dehin) behind the material constitution of self. Just as one is likely to find the inhabitant
of a house (purasvamin) in the environs of his home (pura), so the body is the appropriate locus to seatrch for
the embodied.!5 This could mean a couple of things. Firstly, it suggests the pedagogical imperative of where
to direct the student to go looking for the self—in the intimate bodily environs of the subject. As we will see,
this is what we find when we look at the breadth of the Upanishadic corpus, which may be said to unfold
numerous relations of the embodied with materiality.

But, further, it comprises the stronger claim that it makes sense to even speak of the embodied one,
the Upanishadic self, only in its relationality to the body. That the deba (body) is the dwelling-place of the debin
(embodied) implies that the body is the ontological and linguistic hotizon that renders intelligible the non-
empiricality of the embodied. This suggestion is in agreement with actual Advaitic soteriological practice
where selfhood is ascertained by a negative determination of what it is not, a practice famously associated
with the Brhadaranyaka directive of ‘Not this, not this’ (BU 2.3.6.). That is to say, determining the self
proceeds by discerning what it is #o#, yet sufficiently proximate with it so as to be indiscernible. The
subsequent Sariraka Brahmana (the ‘Chapter on the Embodied one’) of Brhadirapyaka exemplifies this
approach, initiating a detailed engagement with various faculties and phenomena of the embodied subject.

Samkara reads: “Though the Self has been proved to be other than the body and organs, yet...Janaka cannot

14 While all three are found in the works of Samkara and other Advaitins, the third, ‘dehin’, is especially pertinent to the
Bhagavadgita whose second chapter presents a metaphysics of dehin and deha.

15 Following Upanishadic allusions to the body as a pur/pura, Samkara also sometimes refers to the deha-dehin relation in term
of the pura-purasvamin dynamic. Refer BSB 1.3.13, for instance.
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decide whether the Self is just one amongst the organs (bodily components) or something different...The
misconception is quite natural, for the logic involved is too subtle to grasp easily.”¢ It is, then, the invocation
of the immediate bodily environs that is directly instrumental in the realization of what the Self is—by the
result that the embodied (§aririn) or innermost self (pratyagatman) is what is found when the bodily environs
have been thoroughly surveyed.

It is noteworthy that here Samkara himself adopts the vocabulary of attention (azadhina) employed in
this chapter to interpret Advaitic method as a mode of attentional governance. The innermost self is pointed
to, indeed recognized as such, by the aid of the superimposition and subsequent negation of successively
subtler realities (body, mind, intelligence) in a graded itinerary such that attention is slowly sensitized to the
subtlest of all realities, the Self without any attributes or parts. One place Samkara outlines such an approach

is his Brabmasiitra commentary:

[W]hat is denoted by the term ‘thou’ is the inward Self, the hearer, is (successively)
apprehended as the inward Self of all the outward involucra beginning with the gross body,
and finally ascertained to be the nature of consciousness...And although the object to be
known, viz. the Self, does not consist of patts, yet the attribute of being composed of many
parts is superimposed (adhyaropita) on it, such as the body, senses, mind, intelligence, sense-
objects, sensations etc. Now by one act of attention (avadhanena) we may discard one of these
parts, and by another act of attention another part; so that a successively progressive

cognition may take place.!”

The Self is thus presented as if composed of parts and various bodily identities are supetimposed
upon it in order to direct attention to it by pointing to the nearest tangible reality and negating its being as
being non-Self. As we will see, adhyargpa initiates such a thorough reclamation and recalibration of the

corporeal landscape in search of the embodied one. As the subject surveys its phenomenal field (in reflection

16 yadyapi vyatiriktatvadi siddham tathapi samanajatiyanugrahakatvadar$ananimittabhrantya karananamevanyatamo vyatirikto
vetyavivekatah prcchati-katama iti | nyayasiiksmataya durvijiieyatvadupapadyate bhrantih. BUB 4.3.7.

17 tatha tvampadarthah api pratyagatma $rota dehat arabhya pratyagatmataya sambhavyamanah caitanyaparyantatvena
avadharitah | tatra yesam etau padarthau ajiiana samsaya viparyaya pratibaddhau tesam tatvamasi ityetat vakyam svarthe pramam
na utpadayitum $aknoti padarthajiianapiirvakatvat vakyarthasya iti atastat pratyestavyah padarthavivekaprayojanah
sastrayuktyabhyasah | yadyapi ca pratipattavya atma nirams$ah tatha api adhyaropitam tasmin bahu asatvam deha indriya mano
buddhi visaya vedanadi laksanam tatra ekena avadhanena ekam am$am apohati aparena aparam iti yujyate tatra kramavati
pratipattih | tat tu pirvartipameva atmapratipatteh. BSB 4.1.2. Thibaut tr.
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and meditation), it unearths deeply embedded entanglements of subject and object, layers of bodily identity
subsisting below conscious life. Every hidden layer of corporeal being is owned up as “This is I, this is also I".
But, paradoxically, by the same movement, the I senses, ‘I am more than this, vaster than this’. And, perhaps,
even ‘I am not this’—the capacity to objectify a bodily landscape permits the realization that the one
surveilling the bodily phenomena must be something other than the surveilled. There must be a phenomenal
distance of the subject as seer from the subject as entangled subject-object. This is captured by the well-
known procedure of discriminating between the seer and the seen (djgdrsyaviveka), first making appearance in
the Brbaddranyaka, and subsequently diffusing into a variety of texts, including the Advaitic manual
Dygdrsyaviveka. Following this, Jonardon Ganeri, for instance, has interpreted the Upanishadic metaphor of
the self hidden in the cave as the claim that the self is not a possible object of consciousness. It is just too
close to be seen, or, as present in any act of seeing, is itself non-objectifiable (Ganeri 2007, Chapter 1).

This ‘more’, of course, is not numerical; not a plus one, a something beyond or above the body. Its
otherness, moreness, is its privative relation with concreteness; the relational emptiness of the seer-witness
surveying and traversing its phenomenal field. The ‘embodied one’ is nothing but the very breadth or extent
of the body as the horizon of its surveying ‘activity’. The Advaitic self is, in this light, a #ohing that receives
depth, form, intelligibility in the mirror of its bodily inhabitations, its essence determined as its difference from
the tangible, perceptible, material. The appatrent neutrality and indefiniteness of the term ‘embodied one’
captures precisely this insight, deliberately evading a more positivist or concrete reference to its nature (such
as ‘spitit’ or ‘soul’). Like the crystal that assumes the color of the cloth placed behind, a stock Advaitic
metaphort, the embodied one is identifiable (and intelligible) only in terms of the corporeal layers that envelop
and color it. For the same reason, the final discernment of a conscious being irreducible to the body is a
painstaking and subtle art that must disclose a presence so subtle (because non-objectifiable) that it can be

mistaken as non-existent.!8

18 This anxiety is addressed, for example, in TUB 2.1, BSB 3.2.22 or CUB 8.1, where it is acknowledged that Brahman may
come across as a bare nothing or emptiness owing to its non-objectifiability, subtlety or lack of attributes.
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This explains the perhaps slightly distinct points of emphases in this exposition and Sinha’s reading
of embodiment. For him Sariraka Mimamsa names an inquiry into the individual self, the jiva in its phenomenal
totality: “[TThe very naming of Vedanta as “Sariraka Mimdamsa'—that is, the enquiry pertaining to the essential
nature of the individual self as residing in the body—expresses the truism that the individual has primarily to
be considered as embodied, notwithstanding the ultimate identity of his nature with self as equivalent of pure
consciousness (cdatman)” (Sinha 1985, 240). On our reading, the phrase, in its very phrasing, names the
unnameable moreness of subjectivity—$ariraka/ debin’ naming this subjective being both as exhausted by and as
something more than the §z7ira/ deha—as the true subject-matter of Sariraka Mimamsa. That is, the so-called
‘pure consciousness’ even as the grounding principle of embodiment, and therefore transcendent to it, is
precisely what a hermeneutics of embodiment must be about. It is not so much the individual self that is
embodied; it is the elusive debin, the embodied one, whose embodying event and environment we term
‘individuality’. Further, the focus here is on Sariraka Mimamsa as a ‘hermeneutics’ of embodiment, a more
literal reading of the phrase than Sinha’s emphasis on a ‘phenomenology’ of embodiment. Sinha is in
conversation with Continental phenomenological theories of the body, showing how the Advaitic
intervention can overcome embedded dualisms of mind-body. Here I dwell on tools and methods employed
by Samkara in articulating a hermeneutics of embodiment, in particular, how textual hermeneutics becomes a
potent tool for reconfiguring corporeal identity in the application of adhydropapavada.

This witness dimension is indicated by identifying the brabmatva (the being Brabman) of the self, which
most typically denotes a domain of self impervious to the calculus of agents, actions, desires and results
regulating everyday life.1? It is otherwise spoken of by Samkara, Suresvara, Sarvajfiatman and others as the
niskriya (still, non-actional, quiescent) dimension of self.2? On this account, the subject, by virtue of being the

surveillor of all phenomenal activity, falls outside of it. Its non-participative witness dimension salvages a

19 <Kriyakdrakaphalalaksana’ (‘of the nature of action, actional factors and results’) is a favorite phrase of Samkara (in
characterizing the world) occurring throughout his commentarial corpus. For this and other discussions of the actional being of
the world, refer BSB (for example, 2.2.40) CUB Chapter 6, BUB chapters 3 and 4.

20 The term is ubiquitous in Samkara, along with others such as niskarma, akaraka, akarya, naiskarmya, etc., the last figuring in
the title of Suresvara’s Naiskarmyasiddhi, whose thought tracks Samkara closely. Refer to the Samksepasdrikam for
Sarvajiiatman’s use of the words. In light of this commitment, I hope to realign Advaitic foci along the discursive center of
niskriyatva (stillness, actionlessness) as informing Samkara’s Sariraka Mimamsa.
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freedom from the very domain of everyday action it participates in as the fuller, more robust jva. This is tied
to the observation that seeing is not another activity, another doing, the very being of the embodied one
constitutes its seeing, just as the being of the sun may be referred to as its ‘activity’ of shining and emanating
heat (BSB 1.1.5).

A final note of caution. The above account might seem to suggest that the brabmatva (being Brabman)
of the self is somehow dependent or at least minimally tied to the body, a suggestion not always consistent
with more ‘transcendent’ Upanishadic accounts of self. But it is in agreement with other descriptions. And it
explains why the Upanisads, in spite of ostensibly occupied with ‘pure consciousness’, indulge in such
elaborate descriptions of the self’s material immersion and constitution (discussed below). Moreover, it is
perfectly consistent with the Advaitic emphasis on the possibility, even desirability, of living liberation
(ivanmufkrs). This implies that the self can come to a clear insight into its own being even as it continues to
occupy and persist in its bodily environs. One may say that it can come to such an insight precisely becasnse of
its proximity to its bodily environs—no other insight into or account of the embodied one can be meaningful
to xs; which is not to deny a post-mortem, disembodied or extra-material being of Brahman, but only to
assert that such a conception has less pertinence or intelligibility for us while we are living, Sariraka Mimamsa
captures what it means to uncover this subtle dimension of self (and live with a certain degree of freedom
incumbent on this knowledge) even as we persist on this earth as walking, talking, breathing, bleeding,

embodied beings.

III. Adhyiasa & the Metaphysics of Embodiment

The textual locus of Samkara’s articulation of a Satiraka Mimamsa is informative for other reasons.
Called the ‘adhydsabhdsya’, it introduces the text of the Brabmassitra simultaneously as it articulates what
becomes the preferred articulation of the problem of existence for Advaitins. Adhydsa (superimposition) is
here presented as the basic feature of everyday life, making desuperimposition, as we will see, the core task of
Advaitic practice. That we inhabit a world of superimposition means that for Samkara two starkly distinct

domains have been conflated with each other such that we can hardly tell them apart in everyday life
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(although we have ample indications to the contrary). These are the domains of seer (conscious presence) and

the seen or objectifiable (inert, material being):

That the object (visaya) and the subject (visayin) within the range of the denotative power of
the words ‘you’ and ‘I’ respectively, and have natures as opposed to each other as darkness
and light, cannot assume each other’s nature, being firmly established...therefore, the
superimposition of the objects within the range of the denotative power of the word ‘you’
and its attributes, on the subject within the range of the denotative power of the word T, of

the nature of consciousness, and its attributes, is necessarily erroneous...2!

One must note the idiosyncratic nature of this peculiar opening statement to the fundamental text of
all schools of Vedanta well into modernity. .Adhydsa is nowhere a concern in the text of the Brabmasitra itself,
and it is clear that Samkara is wrapping the text with an entirely new and characteristically Advaitic
hermeneutic frame. This allows Samkara to accomplish a few things. Firstly, in presenting adhydsa as the
mutual superimposition of the domains of self and non-self, he lends the ensuing hermeneutic project of the
Brabmasitra (of correctly interpreting the central purport of the Upanisads) a pressing urgency. Distilling the
meaning of the term ‘brahman’ from its myriad Upanishadic uses, a central task of the Brabmasitra, is not a
mere academic or intellectual enterprise but immediately relevant to the well-being of the individual whose
insight into the brabmatva (being Brahman) of her own self can liberate her from immense suffering.
Samkara’s opening statement—that we always already find ourselves in a world where the domains of self and
non-self are superimposed upon each other leading to all sorts of confusions—grants the project of the
Brabmasitra the urgent instrumentality of leading us out of such confusion.

Further, the focus on adhydsa, and the subsequent reference to a hermeneutics of embodiment,
permits Samkara to capture something essential about the subject matter and concerns of the Upanisads,
Brabmasitra and the Vedanta traditions they spur, that is, they are primarily invested in offering alternative
accounts of embodiment and the self’s complex phenomenal relations with and implication in various

domains of materiality. So while the Vedantic enterprise may be framed in terms of God or Brahman as its

21 yusmadasmatpratyayagocarayor visayavisayinos tamahprakasavdviruddhasvabhavayor iteretarabhavanupapattau
siddhayam...ityatah asmadpratyayagocare visayini cidatmake yusmadpratyayagocarasya visayasya taddharmanam cadhyasah,
tadviparyayena visayinastaddharmanam ca visaye’dhyaso mithyeti bhavitum yuktam. BSB 1.1.1. My tr.
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hermeneutic center, it is the unfoldment of the nature and conditions of the szrrin, the embodied, that drives
the project at the first place. Seen this way, the Vedantic project, at least from an Advaitic lens, articulates the
existential and phenomenal environment in which the self is implicated in its ordinary being, eventually
working towards generating the conditions for a more salutary or wholesome state of being. This latter is
achieved by identitying a feature of the self—its brabmatva, that is, its freedom from any implication in action,
agency and the network of desire, performance and result driving the Vedic and mundane realms—whose
recognition permits an immediate freedom from the infinite calculus of ends and means in which we are
ordinarily entangled.

Samkara’s adhydsabhisya lays out these superimpositions at the rudimentary level, and one must note
that for him they are universally applicable to all beings human and animal. These ate the identification of self
with attributes of i. the physical body (debadbarman), ii. the senses (indriyadharman), and iii. the inner instrument

(antabhkaranadbarman)®?, which, as Uskokov explains exhibit a mirror-like recursivity:

These are like mirrors within mirrors, and the Self could potentially identify—have the
notion “This is who I am”—in regard to any of them, contingent on one’s discriminative
ability... The buddhi/ antabkarana/ vijiana is the first adjunct of the Self, giving it the name
vijitanatman, but the rest become its adjuncts as well. This principle can be extended even to
things that are merely related to oneself, considered “my,” and Samkara calls the whole field
of potential items of identification abans-mama-gocara, ‘the sphere of I’ and ‘my.”” This field
or sphere is concretized in relation to the sense of Self and becomes “the notion of ‘this’,”
idam-dhi, where idam is a variable that stands as a complement to the notion of “I”” and
forming a complex with it—*“1 am #hi”—whose value can be anything from the sphere of “I
and mine,” any property of the non-Self that one can superimpose over the Self...We can
now appreciate one of the most striking passages written in the history of Indian philosophy:
“As we said, superimposition, to define it, is the notion of something in regard to something
else. It is like when one superimposes external properties over the Self, thinking, “I myself
am injured” or “I myself am whole” when one’s son or wife is injured or whole; or when
one superimposes properties of the body and thinks, “I am fat,” “I am lean,” “I am fair,” “I
stand,” “I go,” or “I leap;” or when one superimposes properties of the senses, as in “I am
dumb,” “I am blind in one eye,” “I am emasculated,” or “I am blind;” or when one

22 “Just as it is, for instance, when a person superimposes on his Self attributes external to his own Self, i.e., when his son or wife
etc. are in sound health or otherwise, he considers himself to be in sound health or otherwise, or when he superimposes the
attributes of the body on his Self, thus--"I am stout or lean or fair, or I am standing or going or crossing over”, or when he
superimposes the attributes of his sense-organs on his Self, thus-- “I am dumb or squint-eyed or impotent or deaf or blind”, or
when he superimposes on his own Self the attributes of his internal sense (antahkarana) i.e., the mind, viz., desire, intention,
doubt, determination etc.” BSB 1.1.1; Apte tr.
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superimposes propetties of the internal organ, such as desire, resolve, doubt and certainty

(Uskokov 2018, 304-05).

For Samkara, these are on par with what appear to be more evident cases of superimposition, as
when I am affected when a family member or dear one is unwell. All these comprise paradigmatic cases of
adhydsa. One would presume, then, that subsequent work requires their undoing or desuperimposition such
that they are recognized for what they are: attributes assumed by the self in its phenomenal being but not
intrinsic to it. As Samkara says, “In this manner there is beginningless and endless natural
superimposition...which promotes the notion of the Self as agent and enjoyer, perceived by all. It is with a
view to undo this cause of all anguish...that Vedanta is begun. How this is the meaning of all Vedanta we will
endeavor to show in this present Sariraka Mimamsa”.?

Discerning superimposed layers of identity and patiently exfoliating each one therefore becomes the
central task of a fariraka mimamsa. However, as I argue, this is not simply a negative process of withdrawing an
‘authentic” self from its subsequent entanglements in domains of material and psychic life, a process we may
term desuperimposition or apavada. Rather, Advaitic method relies on an embrace of the self’s immersion in its
bodily environs as a necessary passage to the recognition of an agentless, egoless witness dimension of self,
negotiated in the Advaitic maneuver of adhydrgpa. Here it may help to pause on the actual dynamics of
superimposition. Desuperimposition can work because everyday life as such, for Advaita, is already
constituted as a play of superimpositions, the appearance of one thing as/in another (called adhydsa by
Samkara). Thus the sotetiological path can take the precise form of desuperimposition or apavida. The
obtaining dynamic of our collective human condition sets up the therapeutic response. Advaitic pedagogy
thus responds in the terms already set up by the human condition: undo or de-superimpose every layer of
identity the self assumes in its phenomenal being (and therefore undo the suffering borne of such

identification).

23 evamayamandirananto naisargiko’dhyaso mithyapratyayariipah kartrtvabhoktrtvapravartakah sarvalokapratyaksah |
asyanarthahetoh prahanaya atmaikatvavidyapratipattaye sarve vedanta arabhyante | yatha cayamarthah sarvesam vedantanam
tatha vayamasyam $arirakamimamsayam pradarsayisyamah. BSB 1.1.1. Apte tr.
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However, what one actually finds in Advaitic method is the exact reverse. Following the lead of the
Upanisads, Advaita indulges the aspirant in a series of novel material and psychic identities to which she is
quite likely unacquainted prior to her exposure to Advaita $astra. It is as if Advaita amplifies one’s extant
material entanglements with a set of newly acquainted identities on the material plane. Or, rather, it opens up
the phenomenal landscape of consciousness to hitherto unrecognized domains of corporeal being submerged
underneath conscious awareness; but which need to be unearthed and owned up before one may commence
on the journey of dissociating the embodied one from its embodying habitat. This is an expansive process
that, as I show, reconfigures and expands one’s sense of self-identity preparing it for more subtle forms of

discernment that follow upon it.

IV. Advaita as Method: Adhyaropa and Apavada

Advaitins employ another term, ‘adhyaropa’, when speaking of superimposition, often synonymous
with ‘adbyasa’. However, distinguishing their semantic nuances and contexts of use can disclose something
about why and how Advaita takes recourse to a process of ‘resuperimposition’ as suggested above, as
opposed to a desuperimposition of acquired identities. I show that adhyaropa is deeply implicated in the
resuperimposition of corporeal identities as a core Advaitic tool, and therefore carries an additional semantic
layer in compatrison to adhydsa, which is typically used to identify the problem of existence and its Advaitic
diagnosis. In other words, although both mean the same thing (supetimposition), adhyasa marks the existing
state of affairs leading to all sorts of suffering (and therefore to be undone), while adhydropa is a desirable,
motivated and manufactured imposition of identity serving to distinguish the embodied from its phenomenal
embodiments. Notably, later Advaitins like Sadananda also include views of other schools under the category
of adlydrgpa.2* The idea seems to be that such a consideration of other views of self and being can

complement the extant Upanishadic repertoire of superimpositions in providing the student with alternative

24 Refer Vedantasara, Chapter 3.
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maps of selthood, ultimately misguided but instrumental in overcoming grosser or mote erroneous views of
self.25 But more needs to be said about adhyaropa before 1 present the argument.

Research on adhyaropa (and adbyaropapavada as method) is still fledgling.26 Swami Satchidanandendra’s
Vedantaprakriyapratyabbijiia®’ is the first detailed historical treatment of the method. Loundo conducts an
analysis of Satchidanandendra’s treatment focusing on the pragmatic and result-oriented nature of the
method, briefly noting that adhyargpa ought to be distinguished from natural superimposition (adhydsa) as it is
deliberately framed by instructional process (Loundo 2015, 70). Suthren Hirst, on the other hand, provides a
wider context of its use in Samkara. For her superimposition (adhyasa/ adbyaropa) provides the basic
framework for Samkara’s teaching, determining its pedagogical procedures, and itself informed by scripture as
exemplifying such procedures. Comans 2000, Mahadevan 1985, Bouthillette 2020 and others have addressed
it circumstantially.2® Nowhere are adhydropa and ad)ydsa compared in their contextual nuance as proposed
here.

Adpyaropa constitutes the first half of a central Advaitic method known as adbyaropapavada,
superimposition or assertion followed by negation or retraction. Samkara’s clearest statement of the principle
is found in the Bhagavadgita commentary: fathd bhi sampradayavidam vacanam adbyaropapavadabhyam nisprapaiicam
prapaiicyate iti (BG 13.13), asserting that the inexpressible/indescribable can be expressed by
affirmation/superimposition and negation/retraction.?? Samkara is here explicating the verse: “With hands

and feet everywhere, with eyes and heads and mouths everywhere, with hearing everywhere, That exists

25 C.S. Bouthillette notes a structural feature of some Advaitic doxographies where a subsequent view is used to counter the
previous in a graded succession of ‘right view’ culminating in the Advaitic position. Each view, then, is both useful, in capturing
some insight into the nature of self and being, but also eventually misguided and to be eventually discarded (Bouthillette 2020).
This mirrors the pedagogical insights undergirding adhyaropapavada.

26 Professor Daniel Arnold has brought to my attention a fairly typical reference to the pairs adhyaropa-apavada and samaropa-
apavada by Buddhist thinkers (samaropa is sometimes used synonymously with adhyaropa in Advaita too). Samaropa/
adhyaropa refers to the tendency to superimpose or reify, that is, erroneously attribute a quality to an object it does not possess,
such as imputing self-nature (svabhava) to phenomena. Apavada, in contrast, denies the presence of something or some positive
quality, such as denying the conventional reality of phenomena. Further inquiry is called for in this regard. But preliminarily it
appears that the Advaitic usage of the terms is strategic: adhyaropa/samaropa and apavada are deliberate pedagogical moves
whose provisional acceptance does not commit one to an underlying ontology. The Buddhist usage appears to be identifying
incorrect or mistakenly held views or doctrines about the self and world.

27 Translated into English as The Method of the Vedanta by A.J. Alston (1989).
28 Traditional Advaitic pedagogy in contemporary India, in any case, has come to regard it as definitive of Advaitic method.
%9 tatha hi sampradayavidam vacanam adhyaropapavadabhyam nisprapaficam prapaficyate iti. BGB 13.13.
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enveloping all”.3 The thirteenth chapter operates with the terminology of the field (&sera) and the field-
knower (ksetrajia), roughly parallel with the terms at stake here, the body (deba/ sarira) and the embodied
(debin/ Saririn). The problem immediately presents itself as to how the field-knower, the Advaitic witness-
consciousness, can partake of limbs, eyes, mouths and sensible functions, a concern also illustrative of other
scriptural passages where Brahman is spoken of in positivist terms. In this context Samkara explains the
reference to limbs, capacities and the like by arguing that any such reference is a methodological tool to

convey what cannot be conveyed by other means:

The existence of the Field-Knower (ksetrajiia) is indicated by the limiting adjuncts of the
sense-organs of all living beings. Field-Knower...is so called because of the limiting adjunct
of the Field (kysefra); and this Field is of various forms, such as hands, feet etc. All the variety
caused in the Field-Knower by the variety of limiting adjuncts of Field is but illusory, and it
has therefore been said—in the words “It is not said to be either ‘sa#’ or ‘asat”—that It
should be known as devoid of all variety. Though what is caused in the Field Knower by
limiting adjuncts is unreal, still it is spoken of as though it were an attribute of the Knowable
(7iteya) only with a view to indicate Its existence (astitvadhigamaya). Accordingly there is the
saying of those who know the right traditional method of teaching—which runs as follows:
“That which is devoid of all verbality/expressibility (nisprapasica) is expressed (prapasicyate) by
adhydropa and apavada, i.e. by superimposition and negation, by attribution and denial”.3!

Here, according to Samkara, the purported teaching is the indication of the existence
(astitvadbigamaya) of the field-knower (&setrajiia) through reference to the limiting adjuncts (#pddhis) of the field
(ksetra). The logic, as explained eatlier, seems to be that the non-objectifiable seer/surveillor can only be
reached or indicated by reference to the seen/surveilled; the field-knower by reference to the field; the
intangible by reference to the closest tangible realities it is associated with. Also notable is the reference to
those who know the tradition (sampradayavii), a move typically made by Samkara to indicate something of

central importance. Elsewhere he will use terms like ‘apoba/ apohana’ (BSB 4.1.2; BUB 1.4.10; 2.3.6) ‘apagama’

30 sarvatah panipadam tat sarvato ‘ksi$iromukham | sarvatah $rutimal loke sarvam avrtya tisthati. BG 13.13 (Shastri tr).

mithyaiva ksetrajfiasya, iti tad-apanayanena jiieyatvam uktam na sat tan nasad ucyate iti | upadhikrtam mithyartipam apy
astitvadhigamaya jiieyadharmavat parikalpya ucyate sarvatah pani-padam ity adi | tatha hi sampradayavidam vacanam
adhyaropapavadabhyam nisprapaficam prapaficyate iti. BGB 13.13. Shastri tr. I have substituted English words for those left
untranslated (‘field knower’ for ksetrajiia, ‘limiting adjunct’ for upadhi), and used ‘verbality/expressibility’ for nispraparica
instead of ‘devoid of all duality’.
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(BUB 1.4.10) or ‘navrtti/ nivartakatva®? and their cognates in place of apavada. The principle is further adopted
by later thinkers such as Sadananda and Vidyaranya. Its centrality is also attested to by the Paicikarana, a text
of disputed date and authorship but whose importance to Advaita praxis is well known (as a manual for
Advaitic renunciants or paramabamsas). Various Advaitic manuals come to endorse the principle, especially the
Paricadasi of Vidyaranya (Chapter 7.68) and edantasdra of Sadananda (chapters 2, 3, 4).

Adpyaropa represents the affirmative stage of the method, the categories and classifications it sets up.
(In the passage above, this will comprise the reference to all the limiting adjuncts, sense-organs, eyes, limbs,
hands, feet etc.) Apavada indicates their subsequent suspension or disavowal. But what is gained in the
assertion and subsequent retraction if the latter cancels out the effect of the former? It will be clear that this
technique permits the Advaitin to disclose phenomena typically below the phenomenal radar. The affirmative
stage acts as a rung to climb and negotiate an evolved, expansive or subtler conception of self. Ultimately it
will lead, as Samkara stresses above, to conveying the existence (astitivadhigamdiya) of the subtlest Being lacking
any positive empirical attributes ascertained as the innermost nature of the self. Often this will require the
articulation and disclosure of subliminal phenomenal structures of subjectivity (see the five-sheath and three-
state analysis below) typically unavailable to conscious awareness. The negation signifies the ad hoc avowal of
these conceptual schemes to be subsequently discarded. The student is thus slowly and cautiously led through
a graded succession of stages towards subtler and harder to grasp truths that would be impossible in a direct
leap from gross to subtle. Advaitic method thus adapts to the phenomenal structures of the person inhabiting
a complex layered individuality, each layer needing to be teased out, brought into relief, before it can be
surpassed. This requires an affirmation of our complex corporeality and its implication in vaster networks and

matrices of nature as we will see.

2 CUB 6.2.1; 6.16.3; BUB 1.1.1; 1.3.1; BGB 2.18; BSB 1.1.4
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IV.i  Corporeal Landscapes of Consciousness: Adhyasa, Adhyaropa and Embodiment

While the above explanation accounts for the methodological work done by the adhyaropapavida
principle, what permits this principle to work at the first place is the happy concurrence of superimposition-
desuperimposition as the central Advaitic explanation of how things are; a coincidence of method and
metaphysics crucial to understanding why the method works in the first place. It can work because, as
pointed out, everyday existence is already constituted as a play of superimpositions, the appearance of one
thing as/in another (adbydso nama atasmimstadbuddhir, BSB 1.1.1). Adhyasa, then, marks the existing ontological
condition borne of (and often equated with) ignorance (avidya). Adhyaropa names the methodological
counterpart exploiting this condition by reconfiguring superimposed identities along lines more conducive to
an expansion of self-identity intended by Advaitic method.3?

In other words, adhydsa and adhyargpa, although mapping the same fundamental dynamics of
existence, are somewhat different in their construal of the precise texture and form of superimposition. That
is, the superimpositions we naturally make (#aisargika) and the superimpositions the Veda wants us to make
(let us call them shastric) do not map onto each other. And for good reason. Failure to appreciate the fine
distinction between them (henceforth naisargika and shastric superimposition) can obscure the precise
methodological work done by deliberate superimposition. The latter is, propetly speaking, a thoughtfully
contrived set of identifications unavailable prior to shastric indication. To this extent I second Loundo and
Suthren Hirst in emphasizing the pedagogical and pragmatic character of Samkara’s Advaita; that Samkara is
first a teacher and then commentator or philosopher. Correspondingly, his Advaita is more intelligible in

terms of what it does or achieves than what it says or expounds.3*

33 1t is thus possible to construe Advaita talk of Brahman, and the concurrent non-realism of the world, in short, its metaphysics
(Refer Ram-Prasad 2002 for reading Advaita in non-realist terms), in correlation with its method or procedures, such that they
eventually converge. This is not to shirk away from what may be extracted as its underlying metaphysical scheme. Any
methodology may be said to presuppose a metaphysics, even if unstated, and, as mentioned earlier, the method works precisely
because reality as such is already set up this way. However, the perspectival shift helps to construe Advaita as primarily a set of
pragmatic tools and procedures to undo the work done by natural adhydsa. Superimposition happens. Non-deliberately and
universally. Undoing it takes work, the kind that Advaita sets out to do and conceives as its very raison d’étre. Realigning
Advaitic foci along such operational lines of addressing and countering natural superimposition better situates its Brahman-talk.

34 For other performative framings of Advaita, refer Clooney 1993, Suthren Hirst 1990, 2005, Loundo 2015, Halbfass 1991.
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To be sure, Samkara sometimes uses adhydrgpa synonymously with adhydsa to indicate the mutual
superimpositions of the witness self with the wider, fully robust self possessing agency (kartrfva) and
enjoyership (bhoktrtva) (See, for instance, BUB 1.1.1; 1.4.7; 1.4.10; BGB 4.18; 13.2 and elsewhere). These are
natural (naisargika).’ In the adbyasabhasya, Samkara identifies other con-fusions of identity characterizing
everyday existence, extending from the corporeal to sensory and psychological. Samkara conceives them as
universally obtaining across culture, race, gender and species. On the other hand, contexts where deliberate
shastric superimposition is discussed, adhyaropa is the preferred terminology. It alone occurs in the hyphenated
phrase identifying Advaitic method as such (adhydropa-apavada) in Samkara’s commentary, Pasicikarana or, later,
in Sadananda’s 1eddntasira, Vidyaranya’s Pajicadasi and other manuals. In Samkara (BGB 13.13) it appears as a
borrowed phraseology from a more ancient tradition. Elsewhere in Samkara’s corpus, it is referred to as
adhyaropapagama BUB 1.4.10) or, abstractly, adbyaropana-nivartakatva BGB 2.18). It is clear that what is
intended to be expressed here is the self-conscious and deliberate pedagogical prerogative of setting up
superimpositions and retracting them. In contrast, the point of emphasis in the use of ‘adhyasa’, since
Samkara, has been the superimposition borne of ignorance (avidyd), therefore natural and non-deliberate. And
while adhyargpa may also carry this sense, its further location in contexts of metareflection on Advaitic method
(in Samkara or later works stated above), connotes a sense of deliberate and active superimposition. Advaitins
often speak of adhydsa as a part of the problem we find ourselves in and adhyaropa as the shastric response or
solution. Or we could parse the difference in terms of adhyasa as explanatory/metaphysical versus adhyargpa as
methodological category without assuming a watertight distinction. In his Brbadaranyaka commentary,

Samkara will summarize the essence of the principle as follows:

This is the purport of the whole Upanisad put in a nutshell. It is to bring home this purport
that ideas of projection, maintenance, dissolution etc., as well as those of action, its factors
and results were supetimposed on the Self. Again, by their negation (apohana)—Dby the
elimination (apanaya) of the superimposed (adhyaropita) attributes through a process of ‘Not
this, not this’—the truth has been made known. Just as, in order to explain the nature of

numbers from one up to a hundred thousand billions, a man superimposes them on certain

35 Moreover, either of them may be used to denote meditative superimposition (upd@sand) defined by Samkara as the imaginative
imposition of a form/symbol/image upon something else (BUB 1.1.1). I focus here on the epistemic dimension of adhydsa/
adhyaropa as cognitive error and correction unrelated to the contexts of meditative praxis.
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lines (digits), calling one of them one, another ten, another hundred, yet another thousand,
and so on, and in doing so he only expounds the nature of numbers but never says that the
numbers are the lines; or just as, in order to teach the alphabet, he has recourse to a
combination of leaf, ink, lines, etc. and through them explains the nature of letters, but never
says that the letters are the ink, lines etc., similarly in this exposition the one entity, the
brabmatattva, has been inculcated through various means such as the projection (of the
universe). Again, to eliminate the differences created by those hypothetical means
(kalpitopaya), the truth has been summed up as ‘Not this, not this’.36

Samkara makes explicit here the difference between what we have called natural (#aisargika) and
deliberate (shastric) superimposition, the latter strategically employed by the Upanisads and, following them,
the Advaitin, as convenient fictions pointing to the real. These latter are also not available to us outside of
their Upanishadic presentation, such as the above reference to ‘projection, maintenance etc.” referring to the
cosmogonic enaction-procedure (sz5zjprakriya) central to Advaitic method (refer Chapter 2). Keeping with this
working distinction, it may be possible to draw out the special character and purpose of shastric
superimposition. These are almost never presented in the simple terms of naisargika superimposition (‘T am
the mind, body, senses’ etc.). Rather, depending on the Upanisad, a highly complex and contrived ordering of
the subject is presented, in terms of which the subject is not likely to conceive herself before the presentation,
but which can nonetheless function as persuasive alternative snapshots of the subjective landscape. I focus on
two such textual locations from the Taittiriya and Mandikya, describing the pasicakosa (five sheaths) and
avasthatraya (three states) procedures respectively. Similar corporeal ‘maps’ may be found in almost all the
primary Upanisads. The former partitions the individual according to five layers of self-identity from the

grossest (the physical or annamaya self) to the subtlest (blissful or anandamaya) with three others intervening:

Now, a man here is formed from the essence of food. This here is his head; this is his right
side; this is his left side; this is his torso (a#nan); and this is his bottom on which he rests. On
this, too, we have the following verse: From food, surely, are they born; all creatures that live
on earth. On food alone, once born, they live; and into food in the end they pass...From

36 etasyaivarthas samyakprabodhayotpattisthitipralayadikalpana kriyakarakaphaladhyaropana ca’tmani krta tadapohena ca neti
netityadhyaropitavisesapanayadvarenapunastatvamaveditam | yathaikaprabhrtyaparardhasamkhyasvariipaparijiianaya
rekhadhyaropanam krtvaikeyam rekha daseyam Sateyam sahasreyamiti grahayatyavagamayati samkhyasvariipam kevalam na tu
samkhyaya rekhatmatvameva yatha cakaradinyaksarani grahayati tatha cehotpatyadyanekopayamasthayaikam
brahmatattvamaveditam | punastatkalpitopayajanitavisesapariéodhanartham neti netiti tattvopasamharah krtah | tadupasamhrtam
punah pariSuddham kevalameva saphalam jfianamante ‘sya kandikayamiti. BUB 4.4.25.
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food beings come into being; By food, once born, they grow. ‘It is eaten and it eats beings.’
Therefore it is called ‘food.” Different from and lying within this man formed from the
essence of food is the self (aznan) consisting of lifebreath, which suffuses that man
completely...the self consisting of lifebreath assumes a manlike appearance. Of this self, the
head is simply the out-breath; the right side is the inter-breath; the left side is the in-breath;
the torso (atman) is space; and the bottom on which it rests is the earth...For lifebreath is the
life of beings, so it’s called ‘all life.” Of that, this here is the embodied self (atwan); this
belongs to the former.3

I enlist here the first two bodily sheaths in the progression of five, of food and breath. As the passage
unfolds, it secks to recalibrate self-identity from ordinary superimpositions (of the physical body, senses or
mind as enlisted in the adbydasabhasya) towards a deeper understanding of the impersonal basis of individuality.
The physical body is nothing but food (anna). It is an unstable point of intercourse between the body as the
agent, object and locus of consumption. We are the consumer and the consumed. We partake in a cosmic
cycle of give and take where we are food to others and others to us. This recognition, then, achieves a
perspectival shift on the body, locating its materiality in a more expansive and non-localized environment of
material exchange. Likewise, the body is next conceived as a subtler material of energy-breath, a localized
intersection of cosmic energies distinguished by their vatious bodily functions. Through such a graded
phenomenal itinerary the self gains insight into the most subtle of all insights, the recognition of the non-
objectifiable, non-participative and nonactional (#iskriya) dimension of self. Samkara takes recourse to the
Advaitic ‘moon on the bough’ technique (f7&bacandranyaya) to explicate the process (TUB 2.1.1). While the
technique is well-known, its application towards an embodied itinerary of attention deserves emphasis. Says

Samkara:

The intention here is to make that very human being enter into the innermost Brahman
through knowledge. But his intellect, that remains engaged in the particulars that simulate

37 sa va esa puruso ‘nnarasamayah | tasyedameva $irah | ayam daksinah paksah | ayamuttarah paksah | ayamatma | idam puccham
pratistha | tadapyesa $loko bhavati annadvai prajah prajayante | yah kasca prthivimsritah | atho annenaiva jivanti | athainadapi
yantyantatah | annam hi bhiitanam jyestham | tasmat sarvausadhamucyate | sarvam vai te ‘nnamapnuvanti | ye ‘nnam
brahmopasate | annam hi bhiitanam jyestham | tasmat sarvausadhamucyate | annadbhiitani jayante | jatanyannena vardhante |
adyate ‘tti ca bhiitani | tasmadannam taducyata iti | tasmadva etasmadannarasamayat | anyo ‘ntara atma pranamayah / tenaisa
ptrnah | sa va esa purusavidha eva | tasya purusavidhatam | anvayam purusavidhah | tasya prana eva Sirah | vyano daksinah
paksah | apana uttarah paksah | akasa atma | prthivi puccham pratistha... pranam deva anu prananti | manusyah pasavasca ye |
prano hi bhiitanamayuh | tasmat sarvayusamucyate | sarvameva ta ayuryanti / ye pranam brahmopasate | prano hi bhiitanamayuh /
tasmat sarvayusamucyata iti | tasyaisa eva $arira atma | yah ptrvasya. TU 2.1-3. Olivelle tr.
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the outer objects, thinking them to be the Self, though they are non-Selves, cannot without
the support of some distinct object, be suddenly made contentless and engaged in the
thoughts of the inmost, indwelling Self. Therefore, on the analogy of the moon on the
bough, the text takes the help of a fiction that has affinity with the identification of the Self
and the physical body; and leading thereby the intellect inward.38

The intended recalibration of self-identity, from the entanglement of subject-object Advaita calls jiva
to the recognition of the subject as the witness-seer (disentangled from its material immersions), would be
impossible without the patient steps up the phenomenal ladder $astra lays out; just as the moon hidden
behind the trees cannot be located without bringing the onlooker successively closer by pointing to the (sub-)
branches ‘surrounding’ the moon. Each step up is significant in its own right, negotiating an expansion of self
beyond its materially circumscribed gross body before finally yielding the subtlest self of all, the subject in its
witness dimension sutveying and therefore one with what it surveilles—most intimately, its own bodily
environs—but, by the same movement, something more; an excess and a nothing simultaneously. The
Mandsnkya indicates this exvess by partitioning the individual and phenomenal expetience into three states
(avasthas); three layers of subjectivity (visva, taijasa, prajia) corresponding to three domains across which the
subject traverses in its daily existence (waking, dream and deep sleep). Notably, the fourth ‘state’ (ot
Brahman) beyond is not some deeper spititual reality hiding underneath; it is not something in excess of
them, but simply the #othing that secures embodiment in their material folds, the sheer transparency of the

seet, as in the crystal metaphor, absorbed, commingled in the objects it sees:

Brabman is this self; that [brabman] is this self (atman) consisting of four quarters. The first
quarter is 1 aisvanara—the Universal One—situated in the waking state, perceiving what is
outside, possessing seven limbs and nineteen mouths, and enjoying gross things. The second
quarter is Tajasa—the Brilliant One—situated in the state of dream, perceiving what is
inside, possessing seven limbs and nineteen mouths, and enjoying refined things. The third
quarter is Prajia—the Intelligent One—situated in the state of deep sleep—deep sleep is
when a sleeping man entertains no desires or sees no dreams—become one, and thus being a
single mass of perception; consisting of bliss, thus enjoying bliss...Thus consider the fourth
quarter as perceiving neither what is inside nor what is outside, nor even both together; not

as a mass of perception, neither as perceiving nor as not perceiving; as unseen; as beyond the

38 sa hi purusa iha vidyaya antaratamam brahma sankramayitum istas tasya ca bahyakaravisesesv anatmasvatmabhavita buddhir
analambya visesam kascit sahasa antaratam apratyagatmavisaya niralambana ca kartum asakyeti
drstasariratmasamanyakalpanaya §akhacandranidar§anavadantah pravesayann aha. TUB 2.1.1. Gambhirananda tr.
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reach of ordinary transaction; as ungraspable; as without distinguishing marks; as
unthinkable; as indescribable. .. That is the self (a#zan), and it is that which should be

perceived.?

The Mdandiikya recalibration of the phenomenal self takes it further beyond the individuality of the
waking self towards a vaster sphere of functioning in dream and deep sleep. As before, such a renegotiation
of personal identity further unhinges the self from its grossest identifications towards subtler loci of
phenomenal inhabitation masked underneath conscious awareness. Similar Upanishadic passages elsewhere
work to bring hidden domains of subjectivity into the clear light of awareness, expanding and reorienting self-
identity along certain phenomenal channels. From this perspective, brabman itself is nothing but this most
newly acquired and deeper sense of self in relation to its environment. Eventually these renegotiations of self
will culminate in its recognition as the quiescent, stillness of the subtlest brabman, the brahman without any
attributes (#irguna) equivalent to the ‘fourth quarter’ above.

Evidently the spiritual aspirant did not conceive of herself in such terms before shastric
superimposition. Yet she must subsequently reimagine and readjust her phenomenal being in such terms.
Firstly, Advaitic method works on the presumption that such a readjustment is realistic and negotiable. But
what is gained by such a recalibration of the subjective landscape? It seems that through such recalibration,
itself ad hoc and intermediary, sas#ra can better fulfill its aim of leading the aspirant cautiously away from the
most corporeal ‘earth-bound’ identities we assume, and which occupy our utmost attention, to subtler ones in
a graded and realistic phenomenal itinerary. Subliminal layers of adhyasa hiding underneath the overt
awareness of self as a psychophysical being are teased out and made the explicit object of attention.

To go with the analogy of landscape, each of the two procedures magnifies, so to speak, the texture

of bodily inhabitation, as if under a lens, bringing into relief hidden features of the subjective terrain. The

39 sarvam hy etad brahmayam atma brahma so ‘yam atma catuspat | jagaritasthano bahihprajfiah saptanga ekonavimsatimukhah
sthiilabhug vaisvanarah prathamah padah | svaprasthano ‘ntahprajfiah saptanga ekonavims$atimukhah praviviktabhuktaijaso
dvitiyah padah | yatra supto na kaficana kamam kamayate na kaficana svapnam pasyati tat susuptam | susuptasthana ekibhiitah
prajiianaghana evandamayo hy anandabhukcetomukhah prajiiah trtiyah padah | esah sarve$vara esa sarvajiia eso ‘ntaryamy esa
yonih sarvasya prabhavapyayau hi bhiitanam | nantahprajfiam na bahihprajiiam nobhayatahprajiiam na prajiianaghanam na
prajiiam naprajfiam | adrstam avyavaharyam agrahyam alaksanam acintyam avyapadesyam ekatmapratyayasaram
prapaficopasamam $antam §ivam advaitam caturtham manyante | sa atma sa vijiieyah. MU 2-7. Olivelle tr.
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avasthatraya (three-state) procedure further uncouples personal identity from its narrow identification with the
physical body by extending its domain into the selves we inhabit in dream and deep sleep. First, the sense of
self is enlarged beyond the physical plane in the manner above. Subsequently, all the planes of habitation
(waking, dream and deep sleep) are shown to be manifestations of an indeterminate elusive conscious
presence Advaita calls caztanya (Brabman in its aspect of witness consciousness). This already constitutes the
apavida, since, from the newly acquired vision, the three ‘states’ and corresponding selves are not
autonomously existing realities but manifestations in/of Brabman; not unreal but, now, real as Brahman. Such a
graded transition is what makes the transfer of personal identity from the psychophysical to non-objectifiable
non-actional (#iskriya) being possible. Lastly, nothing else need be ‘done’ apart from such a management of
the attentional landscape. Sastra being merely informative (jigpaka), not prescriptive (kdraka) (Refer BUB
1.4.10), it is only necessary to direct awareness towards obtaining features of self covered over by grosser
realities saturating ordinary awareness. Through this work, shastric superimposition can gradually disentwine
the embodied one from its embodying environs, just as the inner stalk of the mwija grass is extracted from its

surrounding blades.*

Conclusion

Sariraka Mimamsa situates Samkara’s hermeneutic, philosophical and pedagogical imperatives in the
unfoldment of the complex dynamics of embodied being. This embodied being—an entangled lattice of
intersecting forces and material planes enmeshed over one another—must be the point of departure for any
inquiry into a deeper self, world or God. This body is all I have. As both the subject and object of self-
inquiry, the expansive and conscious body determines for Advaita the existential and interrogative horizon of
philosophical and hermeneutic activity. Even if, therefore, the ostensible subject-matter of Advaitic

hermeneutics is some sacred zxz (such as the Upanisads) in need of clarification or interpretation, what is

40 Samkara often takes this example (as in BUB 4.3.7) to show the fineness and subtlety of the process of ‘extracting’ the witness
self from its embodying environs.
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really at stake is the nature of the embodied one (§a77rin), and the event of embodiment. Textual hermeneutics
thus becomes a device for recalibrating corporeal identity.

For Advaita, interrogating the phenomenon of embodiment points to a subtle presence non-different
from yet in excess of the body it both surveilles and inhabits. Any endeavor to recognize or track this
conscious fringe of embodiment must first pass through and embrace every material entrenchment of
consciousness (adhydropa), every entanglement of subject and object. The Upanishadic indication of the self’s
oneness with all existence (sarvatmabhava) is thus a deeply embodied experience drawing on the subject’s
material engrossment at vatious levels. Se/knowledge, for Advaita, must therefore be knowledge of the other,
of the matrices and energies that interpenetrate nature and self, mind and body, object and subject. The
Advaitic self is discernible only in this other-orientedness, recognizing itself in the mirror of the spaces and

identities it inhabits in ordinary life.
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PART II: THE NON-DUAL GRAMMAR OF ADVAITA
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CHAPTER 4: KARAKATVA, EXISTENTIAL AND NOETIC VERBS

I. Introduction

If Advaita comports itself as a ritual it can do so because its rituality manifests at the noetic plane, as
the subtle regulation and adjustment of the noetic landscape. Pre-Upanishadic Vedic ritual operated with
grossified forms of materiality, involving embodied activity and material instruments geared towards the
realization of material gains. Vedic language subserved these purposes with the ritual philosophers eliciting a
productive result-oriented teleology from the very grammar of Vedic language—bbavana (bringing into being)
was thought to regulate the very construction and import of verbal and sentential meaning. But bhavand was
just one amongst other linguistic devices exploited to articulate a characteristically actional account of
language and its workings. Nor was this a purely Mimamsaka innovation. Sanskrit grammar, as I show,
already offered a paradigmatic model of explanation inclined towards an actional account of grammar and its
relationship to real world items. Parva Mimamsa thus found itself felicitously placed upon an extant
foundation of an actional grammar, semantics and morphology articulated in semantic analysis (nirukta) and
grammar (vyakarand) reflecting a ritually inscribed action-centrism (kriygparatva).!

Advaita, displaying its own level of noetic rituality, demands its own grammar disclosing the
brahmatva of being, that is, the dimension of being unrelated to the actional (kriyakdrakaphala) framework of
existence. If, as in Mimamsa, a productive teleology is mirrored in the very structure and import of Vedic
injunctions and ritual language, which import is exploited in the ritual production of some entity, the
obtaining Advaitic identity of self and Brahman (and their non-actional basis) are equally mirrored in Vedic
language. It is only a matter of recovering those linguistic phenomena making them the new hermeneutic
center of gravity.

This sets up Advaita’s fundamental challenge: how to conceive a philosophy of language outside the

circuits that have historically tracked and organized themselves around a deeply actional account of language.

! I render kriyapara/kriyaparatva as action-centric/action-centrism. The related kriyartha/kriyarthatva is translated, depending on
the context, either as ‘the meaning of action/action-meaning’ or ‘purposivity of action’ or just ‘action-orientedness’, conveying
the distinct senses of ‘artha’ as both meaning and purpose.
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The productive ethos of a ritual philosophy of language is at odds with the non-productive, non-proliferative
thrust of Advaita. Here the primary task is the recognition of an obtaining state of affairs (siddhavasts) mediated
through the governance of attention (as seen in Chapter 2), as opposed to the production of new realities
(sadhyavastr). Nothing new ought to be brought into being. Samkara’s innovations (and those of Advaitins
generally), I argue, primarily lie in the elaboration of such a non-actional (niskriya) grammar, the disclosure of
linguistic phenomena that, so to speak, betray or leak non-dualism and non-action in a language that is
otherwise geared towards formulating diversity, difference and action. This may be true of language generally
(not merely Sanskrit) insofar as worldly life, as mirrored in language, is characterized by action, achievement,
change, purposivity and intentionality. The Advaitic genius, on this account, may be said to lie in the exposure
of those linguistic features, in principle extant in any language, that are able to communicate the non-dual
non-actional aspects of existence. Thus while such instances may typically be outweighed by the everyday
thrust of language towards the description of the diversity and diversifying activity of mundane life —the
namaripakarma of Brhadaranyaka 1.4—the Advaitic wager is that language can be refined and reapplied so as to
communicate non-difference and non-action. Advaita may thus be defined as a set of tools systematically
employing words to communicate what is not the primary function of language, but which capacity may be
teased out of language itself and exploited towards disclosing non-actional features of the world.

The argument takes the form that Advaita recuperates certain linguistic outliers or heterotypes—
phenomena that were considered marginal or peripheral to the mainstream grammar of action—making them
the new discursive center of attention. This presupposes the notion that extant grammar, as well as
philosophy and hermeneutics, worked with a paradigmatic model of how meaning is generated, what and
how words mean, what constitutes correct syntax, semantics and etymology, such that certain other forms
were considered non-paradigmatic or anomalous. I bring this paradigm into focus by appealing to the notion
of bbava, showing that while it comprised a central criterion of meaning and intelligibility for the grammarians,

semantic analysts, Vedic exegetes and others, it was saz, Being as conceived in the Upanisads, that came to
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crystallize the new intellectual center of gravity around which Advaita organized its grammar, meaning and
syntax.?

A crucial argument will be that Advaitic self-knowledge conceives itself precisely in terms of the
negation of action and factors of action that make up the building blocks of Sanskrit grammar, Mimamsa
hermeneutics and, one may say, mundane existence. The very dismantling of such categories constitutes self-
knowledge. The categories of agency (kartrfva) and enjoyership (bhok#rtva) connected to grammar theory
pervade human subjectivity, leading to suffering. The Advaitic response is to indicate an alternative dimension
of the subject—an awareness free of any sense of agency, enjoyership or factors of action (kdraka)—with its
own attendant non-dual grammar that discloses a non-actional (akriya/ niskriya), non-agential (akart) and non-
causal (akdraka) conscious being. Brahman is just another name for this conscious being prior to its
entanglement in the complex web of actional relations we call samsara.? The Advaitic critique of action, turned
towards the ritual world of Purva Mimamsa, is therefore not merely preparatory to Advaita proper, to its core
‘doctrines’ of Brahman, »aya, consciousness, personal identity etc. Rather, all these become pertinent and
meaningful in the final disclosure of the non-actional (#iskriya) and quiescent dimension of self called

Brahman.

Li Situating Advaitic Grammar: Advaita, Piarva Mimamsa & Vakyasastra
In rendering explicit an Advaitic grammar, I consider Advaita’s contribution to and exploitation of

linguistic theory and philosophy of language, already considerably developed in Vyakarana and Purva-

2 The final and core (anifaranga) Advaitic event of self-knowledge was articulated (in Chapter 2) as being rituogrammatically
constituted, i.e., constituted as a set of result-driven procedures exploiting the depth-grammar of reality. A grammar (what I refer
to here as a non-dual depth-grammar) is deployed towards the generation of a final result and, conversely, such generative
procedures are grammatically ordered. This interplay and co-extensiveness of language and being comprise a central feature of
the rituogrammatic paradigm, along with the accompanying notion that a grammar of language can be uncovered to disclose the
grammar of being. In Advaita this transpires as a noetic performance orchestrating attention towards certain obtaining features of
selthood. The prakriyas or enaction procedures of Chapter 2 operated with linguistic data and phenomena—Upanishadic
statements deciphered through laksanda, continued presence and absence (anvayavyatireka) etc.—leading a language-inscribed
consciousness along certain directions of psychic and corporeal awareness. There the emphasis lay on the performativity and
rituality of Advaitic knowledge procedures. Here I elaborate on the dynamics of an Advaitic grammar, rounding up the account
of Advaitic rituogrammatics.

3 Samkara and Sure$vara define samsara as nothing but such an infinite web of action, actors and results; for instance, BGB
18.41: sarvah samsarah kriyakarakaphalalaksanah.
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Mimamsa but reconceived in Samkara’s establishment of non-action (niskriyatva/ naiskarmya) as the central
purport of Advaita, and therefore, controversially, of the Veda itself.# Samkaradvaita is, first and foremost, a
vakyasdstra, a discipline of sentential comprehension, in particular, a non-dual depth-grammar of the real,
whose disclosure of sentential #nities—as opposed to intra- and inter-sentential relations preoccupying
grammar and ritual theory—is directly instrumental in the generation of self-knowledge. The items requiring
the keenest grammatical attention are nominal co-reference (sup-samanadhikaranya®), special classes of verbs
with their related root clusters (bhsi-as-vid and budh-jia-cif) and the nominal sentence. As will be argued, it is the
notion of nominal co-reference, taken over from grammar, that comes to regulate Advaitic grammar,
becoming an indispensable cognitive tool for attaining self-knowledge. That is to say, liberation is deemed
possible on the recognition of a non-dual depth-grammar that is the task of Advaita to render transparent.
By the term ‘depth-grammar’ I direct attention to Samkara’s presentation of the deeper semantics,
syntax and morphology of various features of Upanishadic language. In uncovering such a depth-grammar, he
is only following the lead of Purva Mimamsa, which claimed to uncover its own order of a deeper level of
morpheme-, word- and sentence-level semantics and morphology. The term ‘non-dual’ tends to indicate its
differentia: For Samkara Upanishadic words and sentences work (i.e., generate knowledge of Brahman /self)

by processes of negation, retraction and exclusion that render transparent aspects of reality not accessible to

4 Piirva and Uttara Mimamsa do not merely attempt at interpreting their respective portions of the Vedic canon, the karma- and
Jjhiana-kandas respectively, but seek to subsume the whole Veda under one overarching interpretive model. While for the Parva
Mimamsakas this is the Veda’s kriyarthatva (having action and its results as the primary aim or purpose), it will be shown that
the core idea of Samkara’s non-dual grammar is niskriyatva/naiskarmya (non-action) as the final purport of the whole Veda.
Thus, paradoxically, for Samkara, the causal, motivating and obligatory power of the Vedic word with respect to action is
secondary and preparatory to the recognition of the actionlessness of the self, and karakatva (involvement or participation in
action) is enjoined ultimately only as a means to realizing the self as akaraka. Of course, the distinction between jiianakanda
(knowledge portion) and karmakanda (ritual portion) is itself a later innovation since, according to Piirva Mimamsa, whatever is
purportedly the content of jiianakanda is explicable within its own actional paradigm. But Advaitic grammar does not merely
stop at carving out a separate domain for the interpretation of Upanisad vakyas; it claims that the Veda as a whole ultimately
conveys the truth of naiskarmya (BUB 4.4.22; US 1.17 and elsewhere).

3 Paninian technical term for ‘nominal co-reference’ or synthetic co-presence. This is opposed to verbal co-reference, tiri-
samandadhikaranya, the former being by far the more common. ‘Sup* and ‘#iri denote the nominal or verbal affixes turning a stem
either into a nominal or verb. I work with nominal co-reference and will simply use ‘samandadhikaranya’ to refer to it.

6 This does not discount the role of other elements active in Samkara’s system, especially the complicated relationship persisting
between Sruti (revelation), yukti (reason) and anubhava (experience), not the least because Samkara speaks of different kinds of
reasoning, some more directly pertinent, others less. If anything, the focus will be on ‘grammatical reason’, synthesizing the often
seemingly conflicting domains of reason and revelation, insofar as the latter as explored here, operates as a non-dual grammar.
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positivist and empirical uses of language, but which are nonetheless available to a non-actional depth-
grammar that co-exists with the surface-grammar mirroring the actional being of the world.

Some attention has been directed to the hermeneutic and exegetical character of Samkara’s Vedanta,
its continuity with Parva Mimamsa, and its exploitation and application of typically Mimamsa tools of
interpretation and analysis.” These efforts have questioned the construal of Advaita Vedanta as a mere
philosophy or school of thought whose doctrines can be extracted from its literary corpus and presented as
an autonomous teaching or ‘position’ on ontological, epistemological or other topics of philosophy. This
chapter attempts to build on this project by construing Samkara’s Advaita primarily as a tradition of sentential
interpretation and analysis, with special emphasis on its linguistic basis and horizon. Significant progress has
been made in this direction with respect to Parva Mimamsa itself8, which is shown to have been deeply
immersed in a ritual context, its detailed exegesis and discussion of seemingly philosophically irrelevant ritual
concerns and problems. Scholarship on Advaita/Uttara Mimamsa, on the other hand, does not seem to be on
par with its sister discipline in the acknowledgment of its ritual-performative basis. For one, the explicit ritual
concerns of Parva Mimamsa somewhat explains the (if only unjust) separation of its ‘philosophy’ from its
exegesis of ritual performance. But in the case of Advaita there does not appear, at first glance, any ostensible
pragmatic concern driving the system (except perhaps its emphasis on liberation). But, as Clooney (1993) and
others have pointed out, it would be a disservice to the tradition of Advaita to ignore the exegetical, even
ritual, grounding of the tradition, portraying it as primarily philosophical. This dissertation builds on his
observation that “though Advaita may appear much more philosophical than Mimamsa, its articulation of
theory and doctrine resides within the confines of Mimamsa’s practical emphasis; it too keeps all theoretical
and doctrinal pronouncements rooted in textual knowledge, and so persistently orients the understanding
reader back into a wotld of practice” (Clooney 1993, 25). This perspective provides another key to

understanding its debt to and continuity with Mimamsa.

7 Refer, for instance, Nakamura 1983, Modi 1956, Parpola 1981, Clooney 1993, Bronkhorst (ed.) 2007.

8 For instance, Clooney 1990, and McCrea 2000: “Any serious effort to come to terms with the fundamental project of Mimamsa
will have to treat it as a system, rather than as an adjunct to the epistemological and ontological theories advanced in the
Tarkapada or as a collection of more or less unrelated observations on specific points of ritual procedure” (McCrea 2000, 451).
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At the same time, while the apologetics, hermeneutical and ritual context of Parva Mimamsa have led
scholars to under-appreciate some of its philosophical contributions (Arnold 2001), important aspects of
Advaita are sidelined owing to the perception that its texture is primatily philosophical. Taking this as a point
of departure, by paying attention to its grounding in vakyasastra, vyakarana and mimamsa, 1 intend to trace ‘the
wortld of practice’ in which the reader/listener closely patticipates in the text of Advaita initiating an ongoing
process of self-transformation that self-reflexively deconstructs the ‘text’ on which it is based as much as it
deconstructs the embodied textuality of the subject as reader/listenet.

In systematically expanding the mimamsa repertoire of hermeneutic theory, supplementing a pre-
existent action-centric (&77ydpara) hermeneutics of process and action (of Parva Mimamsa) with a non-actional
(niskriya) hermeneutics of non-processual being, Advaita therefore represents the dialectical completion of the
discipline of hermeneutics initiated by the Parva Mimamsakas, appropriating their own methods and
principles and applying them for converse ends. That is, for showing that the central purport (#izparya) of the
Veda lies in the disclosure of the non-actional dimension of subjectivity, not the injunction to action: “Now it
has to be shown how the whole of the Vedas is applicable (#payukta) to this subject of Self...[I]t is sought to
show that the entire Vedas, except the portion treating of ceremonies having material ends, are applicable
(upayoga) to this.” Just as Purva Mimamsakas seck grammatical confirmation and resources in the
etymological, verbal, optative and morphological features of Sanskrit language, or the theories of the
grammatical tradition, to justify and establish the action-orientedness (£riyarthatva) of the Veda, so Samkara
finds an alternative linguistic center of gravity—features of nominals, special verbs, nominal sentential
analyses etc.—to establish non-action (#iskriyatva) as its final purport. Together, the two systems thus give a
comprehensive account of the nature of Vedic language, one may say, of language generally, each
emphasizing one of two critical functions language may be said to serve—denote action and relation (the

fundamental feature of the mundane and Vedic worlds), and disclose non-action and non-processual being, a

9 etasminn atmavisaye sarvo vedo yathopayukto bhavati tat tatha vaktavyam...tac ca yatha asmin prapathake abhihitarh
saprayojanam antuidya atraivopayogah krtsnasya vedasya kamya-rasi-varjitasya. BUB 4.4.22. Madhavananda tr.
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somewhat underdeveloped aspect of the Indian grammatical and hermeneutic traditions (one may say, of
grammar and hermeneutics generally) that eventually finds a sophisticated articulation in Advaita.

Section II attempts to delineate certain paradigmatic features discernible in the grammatical tradition
as early as Panini and his commentators that appear to rest on a structure of desire and action found in the
Vedic tradition, and which Samkara eventually attempts to dismantle. Sections I1I and IV explore the non-
dual grammar of existential and noetic verbs, the two limiting cases of verbality that are arguably better
explained under a non-actional grammar than an actional one. Panini’s Astidhyayi and its commentators
Katyayana and Patafijali will form the basis of the analysis of the grammatical sources. Amongst Samkara’s
works the focus will be on sections of his commentaries on the Bhagavadgita, Chandogya and Taittiriya and the
Upadesasihasri, while the Mimamsa Sitra of Jaimini in the lineage of Sabara and Kumarila will be the focal point

of the Purva Mimamsa tradition.

ILi Karaka Theory & the Desire-Action-Actor Framework

Following the Upanisads, Samkara targets an underlying actional framework of the ritual paradigm
that comes to hegemonize linguistic, ritual, philosophical and hermeneutic discourse. While I have elsewhere
spoken of action-centrism as such a hegemonizing discourse, I here develop its relation with desire, insofar as
desire is a primary motivator of action,!” particularly focusing on the &draka theory and what Samkara’s
perspective on it. As one would imagine, desire-impelled activity is the root of the problem of worldly
existence for Samkara—avidydkamakarma (ignorance-desire-action) being a stock idiom in his works—and its
negation takes precisely the form of the negation of grammatical £drakatva, along with an attendant discourse
of desire.!" Samkara directly attacks such a framework of desire and action instantiated in Sanskrit grammar in

more than one place:

19 The other being duty or obligation. Some schools like the Prabhakara Mimamsa, for instance, question the centrality of desire
as a motivating factor in ritual performance, emphasizing, instead, on one’s obligation to do so.

T understand this association as prefiguring grammar theory, resting on a structure of desire (kama/icchd/abhilasa/raga) and its
satisfaction through action (kriya/karman/yajiia/kratu) presumed in Vedic ritual. Creation in the Vedic corpus is often depicted as
a product of an original desire motivating the creative act, a structure paralleled in ritual performance. Desire—construed more
broadly as an aspiration for the sum of all ends salutary and advantageous from the human perspective—was a crucial component
in the set of factors preceding and impelling the ritual act, setting in motion various ritual procedures. One may, going further,
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US121.18.119 As [the object of perception] is most desired, it is the object of an action. One
who is desirous of obtaining it is enjoined to perform the action...

US 1.18.132 The object of an action is declared to be that which it is intended should be
always affected by the action of some agent. Therefore it is accepted that the object of an
action depends upon the agent [and] not upon anything else.!3

Samkara is here directly quoting the Paninian definition of the grammatical object! as regulating the
structure of behavior of the enjoined or desire-motivated individual. Grammar, so articulated, appears to
structurally exemplify a logic of action and desire. Kdraka analysis and terminology have been studied from
the point of view of their relationship to Vedic ritual (Renou 1941-42, Deshpande 1991), where Renou admits
a limited correspondence between £draka categories and ritual terminology, Deshpande arriving at a more
direct correspondence. There are some clear parallels between the central ritual act, the yajiakarma, and the
action-actor (kriyakdraka) analysis of the grammarians. The involvement of the various nominal items in
accomplishing the central action denoted by the verb is reflective of the use (prayoga) of the various sacrificial
elements in a ritual as construed by Jaimini. Cardona observes that “[a] £draka is not a thing in itself but
viewed in relation to an action. As Patafijali says, a thing becomes a kdraka with respect to the

accomplishment of an action in which it participates...Since, moreover, such a thing plays a role in the

generalize from this a logic of desire and performative satisfaction governing mundane existence as much as it regulated the
ritually circumscribed life of the Vaidika (a significant difference being the often supernatural ends and accompanying means
found in the Vedic arena). Its precise historical diffusion may be difficult to assess. The systematization of the purusartha (the
four ends of life) scheme rested on the idea that no one ever initiates an action without a desire or end purpose, and that such
purposes could be schematized as a way to regulate Vedic life. The term ‘purusartha’ itself may be traced to the pertinence of the
Vedic ritual to its performers and beneficiaries, as opposed to other orders of meaning within which the ritual act could be be
framed, such as kratvartha or sabdartha. Piirva Mimamsa theory was already founded on a logic of desire and its performative
satisfaction, captured in such Vedic utterances as the paradigmatic ‘svargakamo ’yajet’ (‘May one desirous of heaven sacrifice’)
establishing the casual link between desire and ritual. The shramanic milieu may also be described as bearing a certain
axiological skepticism with respect to such a desire-action framework. From the perspective of the Buddhist analysis of
experience, tanhd (yearning/craving) was seen as the driving impulse behind worldly existence (samsara), leading to suffering-
generative activity, mirroring the desire-action framework. Words like raga (desire/attachment) and dvesa (hatred/repulsion),
moreover, become stock terms in the vocabulary of Yoga, Vedanta and even the epics, presenting a fundamental problem
confronting the individual who finds his everyday life determined by a network of desires and ends, further reinforced, in the
Brahmanic lifestyle, by Vedic ritual, but is faced with an evolving ethic that prioritizes their regulation and eventual cessation.
GTta’s proposal of action without desire (niskamakarma) is one late response to the problems opened up by the diffused presence
of the desire-action (kamakarma) framework in Indian thought. As a Vedic auxiliary discipline (vedanga), grammar may thus be
also seen to assimilate elements of such a desire-action framework.

12 All translations of the Upadesasahasri follow Mayeda 1979.

13 karmepsitatamatvat sa tadvan karye niyujyate | akaro yatra carpyeta karanam tad ihocyate. US 1.18.119.

vyaptum istam ca yat kartuh kriyaya karma tat smrtam | ato hi kartrtantratvam tasyestam nanyatantrata. US 1.18.132. Mayeda tr.
14 kartuh Tpsitatamam karma. A 1.4.49.
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accomplishment of an action, it is also spoken of as the locus of a capacity (2, simarthya)” (Cardona 1974,
2406). This echoes Jaimini’s notion of dharma as the “functional description of a sacrificial element” (Clooney
1990, 155), further explicated as follows: “To know the dharma of some element is to know what the element
does, what is done to it, what it is related to, when it appears in the sacrifice and when it leaves it” (1990,
155).

If one replaced the term ‘sacrifice’ by ‘sentence’—both comprising the larger wholes which other
subordinate ritual and sentential elements subserve—we have here a good patraphrase of the functional
existence of nominal items in a typical verbal sentence, whose existence is justified primarily by their
involvement in action-accomplishment. Just as in the sacrifice, neither the puusa nor the karman nor the phala
constitutes the focus and center of sacrificial meaning and value (Clooney 1990, 147), the human performer
too being an accessory in the central motivating act, so sentential meaning is ultimately referenced, not to the
initiating agent, object etc., but to the overall activity (£77y4) to be accomplished.

To whatever extent the action-orientedness (£r7ydrthatva) of the sentence (vdkya) or language tracks
the action-orientedness of the Veda and Vedic ritual—as in Jaimini’s statement about the action-centrism of
the Veda, that whatever is not so subject to or contributes towards it, is [rendered] meaningless”!5—it is clear
that the Vedic ritual was truly an anthropocentric event involving conscious agents with desires and
intentions who self-consciously collaborated to execute an action. The scope of language, on the other hand,
extends beyond such a rhetoric of self-conscious performers with patent intentions and desires, to
accommodate inert subjects, inanimate processes and a variety of usages that fall outside the realm of the
agent-action-reward schema. Linguistic analysis cannot follow the structural paradigm of desire and action as
prototypical without doing violence to the complexity and diversity of linguistic usage. Nonetheless, it does
appear that the grammarians (as their Mimamsaka counterparts) beginning with Panini himself, assumed such
a desire-action framework and attempted to accommodate unassimilable elements by its extension to other

cases.!¢ Below are some of the important semantic rules from the Adraka section of the Astadhyayi:

15 amnayasya kriyarthatvat anarthakyam atadarthanam. MS 1.2.1.
16 Refer Deshpande 1991.
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A1.4.24 dbrmvam apaye apadanam (definition of ablative as ‘a point of departure’)

A1.4.32 karmana yam abbipraiti sa sampradanam (dative as ‘one whom (an agent) intends as
goal of the object of his action’)

A1.4.42 sdadbakataman karanam (instrumental as ‘the means par excellence of accomplishing
an action’)

A1.4.45 ddbaro ‘dhikaranam (locus as ‘a substratum’ of activity)

A1.4.49 kartur ipsitatamam karma (accusative as ‘what the agent most desires to attain through
his action’)

A1.4.54 svatantrah karta (agent as that kdraka which is independent relative to others)

Firstly, there is no patent logic determining why certain meanings are primary or paradigmatic for
each karaka. For instance, the karmakaraka (object/goal) is defined as kartur jpsitataman (1.4.49), that which
the agent most desires to attain through his action. It suggests an anthropocentric semantics presupposing
deliberate action and accomplishment. Note as well the vocabulary of desite (psitatama). The rule links the
object explicitly with the agent (kar#r) as the goal of her desire. The agent, moreover, is defined as
autonomous (svatantra) relative to other participatory elements in the action. The agent therefore is one who,
desiring a specific goal, willfully and independently initiates an action involving one or more other subordinate
accessoties. Panini takes as paradigmatic the event of individuals undertaking desire-motivated actions, often
leaving out instances where the paradigm is not explanatorily ideal or where the schema of agent, desire and
action appears forced. Nonetheless it becomes theoretically possible to accommodate them under a kdraka
paradigm, with the various nominal components regarded as instantiating some draka. For instance,
Devadatta becomes the ‘agent’ of the act of inhabiting in a sentence such as ‘Devadatta is in the room’ (one
could replace Devadatta with an inanimate object) even if we do not intuitively understand inhabiting, being
or occupying a space as an activity. The general tendency therefore is to extend the scope of self-conscious
human-agentive action to a wider grammatical application. It becomes the regulative ideal by which
commentators conduct semantic analyses of Paninian grammar.

Deshpande argues that such prototypicality—of self-conscious human-agentive action—is not only a

typical feature of Paninian grammar, it also reflects everyday linguistic behavior. To be sute, the term
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‘prototype’ is reused by Deshpande with respect to its applicability to Paninian grammar, different from

Langacket’s own prototype-based grammat:

Is Panini’s grammar a kind of prototype-based linguistics like that of Ronald Langacker
(1987)? I would argue that it is not, in that it does not create, as its final theoretical stand, a
prototype-based grammatical description of Sanskrit. It does not say that its rules are applied
in degrees of any kind. However, the notion of prototype is important in understanding
Paninian syntax, in that the process of defining the £draka terms begins with some sort of
cultural profotypes and ends up with non-prototypical formal categories. We can possibly come
up with a list of what Panini considered to be prototypical kdraka conceptions. (Deshpande
1991, 468).

Proceeding by an analysis of ‘pre-formal’ elements in Paninian semantics, he argues that the &drakas
represent prototypical semantic associations that fit extremely well with the participant categories of Vedic
ritual. He observes that certain &drakas in the Agtadhyayi are explicitly defined in term of a conscious and
volitional vocabulary—the prototypical agent (as svatantra) or the receiver (sampradana) defined as ‘one whom
the agent intends goal of his action’). For others an inanimate terminology is instead applied. In cases of the
instrument (Rarana) (defined in impersonal terms as sadhakatama), locus or adhikarana (the inert basis of
action) and ablative or apadina (as ‘dbruva, the stable source or point of departure). But when formalized
these definitions take on non-prototypical cases: “[TThe formal term £ar#ris not understood in the
prototypical sense of the word ‘agent’. Just as the term ‘action’ is extended to include stative verbs, so is the
term ‘agent’ extended to include the ‘most independent’ element in the case of stative verbs” (1991, 472),
thereby explaining cases such as ‘Devadatta is in the room’ earlier.

This distinction, more importantly, mirrors precisely the animate-inanimate differentiation of Vedic
ritual: the agent and receivers of ritual are conscious human beings while the instruments, oblations, locus etc.
are inanimate objects. Panini’s £draka allocation, therefore, appears to mirror ritual dynamics at least at a pre-
formal prototypical level, although the formalization of the theory implies an extension of &draka allocation
to types of non-assimilable elements that are non-prototypical. This also results in the ‘syntacticization’ of
nominal semantics by which what was originally purely semantic (kdraka) role-play transfers to a syntactic

categorization irrespective of the specific meanings of nominal items and their (non-)association with action.
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He concludes that “Panini’s syntactic prototypes, in all likelihood, have a genetic connection with his
acquaintance with Vedic ritual, as well as with his keen analysis of prototypical linguistic behavior” (1991,
478), thus making a case for both the deep Vedic cultural entrenchment of &draka theory, as well as,
paradoxically, its resonance with recent work in cognitive psychology and linguistic theory (Lakoff, Rosch,

Langacker) describing prototypical linguistic behavior.!?

ILii  Samkara’s Critique of the Linguistic Paradigm of Action & Desire

Such linguistic prototypicality in grammar has some of the following significant consequences:

i. The paradigmatic sentence is the verbal, containing a verb and exemplifying action.
ii. A verbal root typically denote an action (&77y4d).
iii. The agent (kar?y) is typically animate, human, volitional and responsible.

iv. Nominal items are construed as &drakas'8 engaged in the accomplishment of action.!?

Even if, as Deshpande argues, Paninian grammar extends the scope of terms to include non-prototypical
elements, the broader action-centric philosophy of language of traditional grammar (vyikarana) as such
remains unaltered. We will note, for instance, the durability and historical persistence of the following
phenomena in subsequent linguistic theory (of Katyayana, Patafijali and later commentators): nominal
sentences are either not linguistically permissible or reduced to surface-level verbal sentences; existential verbs
are interpreted along the model of action verbs; nominal items not involved in action accomplishment atre

nonetheless construed along a semantics of action; etymological roots necessarily possess an actional sense.

171t should not come as a surprise that such behavior follows the same prototypical structure of a conscious volitional agent
responsible for bringing about a transformation in the patient (object) in a single event uniting the two as found in Vedic ritual.
The Vedic paradigm of desire and action may be read as a specific, intensified form of the structure of human motivation and
agency that may be prototypical of general natural language behavior. That is to say, the fire-ritual or rite symbolizes the deed in
its purest, most intensified form providing a paradigm of desire and performative fulfillment that may be said to percolate into the
action-centrism of language, for our purposes the explicit linguistic analyses of the grammatical tradition, as much as it enters
into Mimamsa hermeneutics.

18 Or words in co-reference with kdrakas, the so-called adjectives, which, by virtue of the co-reference, fall within karaka
designation as much as nouns.

19 Refer Deshpande 1991 for a fuller treatment of the various prototypes.
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Parva Mimamsa does not merely take up a neutral grammatical register, applying its resources to a
hermeneutics of ritual (and eventually developing sophisticated theories of bhavana, tin-samandadhikaranya,
anvitabbidanavada or abbibitanvayavada) but the grammatical tradition is already complicit in a deeply actional
philosophy of language. This complicity defines the double task ahead of a truly Advaitic grammar: the
recuperation of an alternative interpretive paradigm that explains apparent linguistic anomalies for what they
are—features that can only be interpreted along the action-centric paradigm with violence—thus liberating
language from the straitjacket of an actional semantics; and secondly, the establishment of the proper object
of Advaitic grammar through such an expansion and reformulation of linguistic theory. This object is
Brahman, and its non-actional being (niskriyatva) becomes its proper subject-matter, providing the theoretical
basis for a non-actional grammar of Sanskrit. Samkara can thus justify the possibility of knowledge arising
from sentential comprehension (vedavikyajanyajiiana) purely on the basis of the semantic, morphological and
syntactic features of language.

Each subsequent section shows how Samkara’s Advaita prioritizes precisely those linguistic
phenomena not amenable to a &riyartha semantics—existential and noetic verbs, the controversial nominal
sentence, statements of identity and particular nominal types—applying specific linguistic resources of verbal
morphology (#nartha analysis), nominal co-reference (sdmdnddbikaranya), oblique indication (Jaksand) etc. to
build an Advaitic grammar from the ground up. Apart from these positive interventions he conducts a
scathing critique of the desire-action framework in general and the £rjydkarakabhava in particular as

representative of the human situation, with which I commence.

Sambkara on Action, Actors and Agency

We noted earlier Samkara’s articulation (in the US) of the desire-action framework exemplified in Sanskrit
grammar as keeping the individual bound in the nexus of action and desire. The overall program of the text is
to lead the disciple’s sense of self away from such an actional framework, particularly from agency (kartrtva) as
definitive of his identity, towards understanding the self in terms of the witness dimension of self. More

generally, in his corpus, Samkara negates agency/doership (kartrtva and kdrakatva) as a category descriptive of
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the self, arguing that it is superimposed on the self through ignorance (avidyd) and the real self is, in fact,
akaraka (US 1.17.80), quiescent and free of any participation in action. It lies outside the web of kdraka
relationships. However, I make the error of seeing my everyday being as entirely assimilated into this web of
relationships, this structure of desire and action resting on erroneous understanding (conveyed by the stock
phrase ‘avidyakamakarma across Samkara’s works). As a subject of desire T am the enjoyer (bhok#); as the
agent seeking to fulfill that desire through action I am now the agent (kar7), the two original forms of egoity
(abamkara) for Samkara.20

Samkara deploys this analysis of the structure of desire and its fulfillment against the basic feature of
Vedic existence, the desire-action framework of the Vedic rite to which the Vaidika is subject. Vedic
injunctions are incumbent only upon those capable of purposively engaging in action, that is, possessing a
sense of agency with respect to an intended goal. In his Brabmasitra commentary Samkara says that the
injunctive portion of the Veda operates only by recourse to the idea of agency created by ignorance (BSB
2.2.40).2! In other words, the Vaidika must take himself to be determined by and assimilated into the network
of kdraka relationships necessary for the pursuit of goals. In particular, he must identify himself as the agent
(the grammatical £ar#r), the independent initiator of action as defined by Panini, through the identity ‘I am the
doer’. This ego is the prerequisite for an individual to be even legitimately subject to (adbikrta) Vedic
injunction, and authority in general. The grammar of actional involvement, it appears, is directly tied to

metaphysical ignorance and existential suffering:

20 The manner by which the subject expresses and is subject to desire is as follows (This explanation tracks Samkara’s exposition
of Brhadaranyaka 4.3). The self, to begin with, is not an individualized entity separate from the world. Being minimally (i.e.
prior to any superimposed identities) of the nature of the horizonal being-consciousness immanent in everything, the core of self-
identity is at the same time the underlying nature of all existents. Being so it cannot possibly desire any object because nothing is
external to it. But owing to ignorance and the imposition of name-form (n@mariipa) it identifies itself with the limited mind-
body-sense complex and therefore creates the intentional space for the now circumscribed self to desire and seek the objects
external to it. An intentionality of desire (bhoktrtva) turns the subject towards sensual objects. Being inherently whole, the self is
ever-content (nityatrpta) and one whose desires are ever fulfilled (@ptakama), but ignorance and the accompanying false
imposition of name-form ensure that the reality is now approached through a self-other relation, constructing a false distance
between the now name-form-delimited individual self and ‘external’ object. Owing to such ‘transfer’ of being-consciousness to
the now individualized self and delimited worldly objects. This alienation explains the original causality of desire, and what
‘desire’ means in Samkara’s Vedanta—the attempt of the self to reunite with itself, its own nature apparently externalized—thus
indicating the futility of desire itself.

21 avidyakrtam kartrtvam upadaya vidhi$astram pravartisyate. BSB 2.2.40.

152



The ordinary man has such notions as— “I shall perform these actions, the Agnihotra and
the rest”, “I am entitled to the performance”, “The results of these acts I shall enjoy in this
wortld and in the other’ or “Having done these acts, I shall be happy and contended”— all
these notions, which involve the idea of the Se/f being the actual performer and enjoyer, are
set aside by the assertion that “Thou art That Being which is the root of the universe, one,
without a second”, for the man who has become awakened to true knowledge; that the said
notions are set aside by this last assertion follows from the fact that the two are mutually
contradictory.??

The negation of agency (kartrva) and enjoyership (bhoktrtva) often followes upon the mention of
ignorance (avidya) as its two accompanying effects covering up the self’s being Brahman (brabmatva).
Superimposition (adhydsa), likewise, in the Brabma Sitra Bhdsya (BSB 1.1.1) is described the instigator of agency
and enjoyership (kartrtvabboktrtvapravartaka).?> Elsewhere he explicitly employs the term ‘akdraka’ for the self
indicating that it lies outside the network of &draka relationships defining Vedic and mundane existence?4, and
makes clear reference to the grammatical £drakas while refuting them: “Based on differences of
apprehensions of gdrakas such as agent, the action itself, the result etc., the Vedic injunctions on the rites
operate”.25 Even ordinary epistemic means presuppose the gdraka framework, such that the knower-
knowledge (pramaty-prama) relation is assimilated into that of agent-action.26

Elsewhere he explains the limits of action in terms of one of the four possible ways an agent can
relate to an object: creating or bringing the object into existence (##padya), modifying it (vikarya), cleansing or
purifying it (samskarya) and attaining or reaching it (@pya); the point being that Brahman can neither be
brought into being, transformed, purified or attained. The scheme was in fact employed by Mimamsakas to
classify sub-types of ritual assistance (sannipatyopakdrakatva) where the four processes were employed to

produce results subordinate to ritual elements.?”

22 aham evam karisyami agihotradini karmani, aham adhikrtah, esam ca karmanam phalam iha amutra ca bhoksye krtesu va
karmasu krtakartavyas syam ity evam kartrtva-bhoktrtvayor adhikrto ‘smi ity atmani yadvijiianam abht tasya, yad sajjagato
miilam ekam eva advitlyam tat tvam asi ity anena vakyena pratibuddhasya nivartate, virodhat. CUB 6.16.3. Jha tr.

23 evam ayam anadir ananto naiasrgiko’ dhyaso mithyapratyayartipah kartrtvabhoktrtvapravartakas sarvalokapratyaksah. BSB
1.1.1.

24 niskriyo ‘karako’ dvayah. US 1.17.80.

25 kartradikarakakriyaphalabhedapratyayavatvam hi nimittam upadaya karmavidhayah pravrttah. CUB 2.23 and elsewhere.
26 pratyaksam anumanam va vyavahare yad icchasi, kriyakarakabhedais tad abhyupeyam dhruvam bhavet. US 1.18.150.

27 Refer Uskokov 2018 for a more detailed account.
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But it appears that even the grammarians came to speak of the grammatical object in precisely these
terms; another instance of the rituogrammatic sphere of application of these categories. The options above
are used to explain the way in which a grammatical object is created (nivartya), modified (vikdrya) or
attained/reached (prapya), thus specifying the kinds of grammatical object (karman) there are.?8 It is clear that
each of the terms in the three pairs is related semantically, and it is likely that the non-ritual context of
grammar permitted them to do away with the fourth, Samskarya’ (referring to purificatory rites and the ritual
objects so purified), as being less pertinent to a generalized (and not only Vedic) account of grammatical
objects. Samkara’s ‘adaptive reuse’ of this classification provides a moral twist to an extant rituogrammatic
category: the fourfold or threefold classification manifest in grammar and ritual theory furnishes for us the
very limits of the actional paradigm, of what action accomplishes with respect to its object of attainment.
Understanding the self requires a transcendence of this framework of agent-action-acted upon.

In the Gita commentary (BGB 18.41) the world is itself understood as a conglomeration of &7y and
kdrakas.?* Such usages suggest that Samkara saw the world as circumscribed, in fact defined, by the same
relationships emphasized in the sentential analysis of the grammarians. This ontolinguistic pervasion of
language, world and self by actional relationships is the real cause of suffering binding the self in an unending
cycle of desire, action and result extending into innumerable lifetimes. The only possible exit, for Samkara, is
to understand oneself as non-actional (nzskriya) and actorless (akdraka), a realization made possible by
indicating an alternative ontolinguistic order whose operation, just like the dynamics of an actional (kriyapara)
grammar, may be recovered by linguistic analysis.

We noted that the theoretical attention to ritual provides a likely milieu for Sanskritic philosophy of
language and Mimamsa hermeneutics prioritizing the categories of action, actors and results. But further, this
grammatical representation of the actional paradigm may be said to have an ontological equivalent elevating
sitnations (ot states of affairs) and situational wholes over individuals, relationships over autonomous realities,

actions over substance, how over what, futurity over the present, and engaged actors or doers over passive

28 Refer, for instance, Vakyapadiya 3.7.79 or Kasika on A 3.2.1.
29 sarvah samsarah kriyakarakaphalalaksanah. BGB 18.41.
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epistemic subjects. These categories would account for a characteristically Sanskritic philosophy of action and
process thought, towards which I make some intimations but whose articulation lies beyond the scope of the
dissertation. What is directly pertinent to us is that Samkara’s interventions comprise a linguistic and
theoretical resistance to this actional paradigm without succumbing, at the other end, to a substance
metaphysics prioritizing autonomous self-sufficient realities at the expense of their mutual dependence,
relationality and actional involvement. The Advaitic Brahman evades both formulations of process ot
substance metaphysics recuperating a dimension of non-actional being that persists underneath and alongside

the actional web of relationships constraining and defining mundane existence.

IIL. The Non-Dual Grammar of Existential Verbs

Samkara’s non-dual grammar first challenges the hegemonic extension of a semantics of action to
encompass all verbal forms. Some ‘verbs’ simply fall outside the realm of action. The first group of such
forms is the existential, the root clustet bhsi-as-vid. Their meaning, in order to be correctly comprehended,
requires an altogether new grammar grounded upon non-action (nzskriyatva). 1 first consider the treatment of
existential verbs by grammarians and Mimamsakas whose accounts may be said to largely cohere on many
fronts in spite of differences of emphasis. As I show, they collectively read all verbs, including existential, as
having to do primarily with bhava (and bhavana), terms that are glossed and interpreted along slightly different
trajectories by various commentators but indicative of, as I argue, a single bhava (process/becoming) paradigm
of being. I progress towards articulating the tension between this paradigm of being and one inaugurated by
the Upanisads in their Advaitic interpretation—the sa7 (Being) paradigm most famously associated with
Uddalaka’s sadvidya (the science of Being) of Chdndogya 6. 1 then come to the treatment of existential verbs
under Samkara’s non-dual grammar, and how their meaning is interpreted under the Upanishadic paradigm to
disclose the non-actional horizonal Being comprising the core of self-identity, as affirmed in the identity

statements, and therefore instrumental in the correct comprehension of such statements.
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ITI.i  Existential Verbs in Vyakarana & Parva Mimamsa

While Samkara recovers existential verbs as a primary object of a non-dual grammar, the question of
their nature and status was already addressed by the grammatical and Mimamsa traditions along somewhat
independent lines; in fact, the case of existential verbs is recognized as a prima facie objection to claiming the
action-meaning (kryarthatva) of all verbs, since, by their very nomenclature and function, they denote mere
existence or being, not ostensibly some kind of act. Patafijali’s Mahdbhasya remains the locus classicus of the
discussion clearly prefiguring later debates within hermeneutics and grammar, Kumarila included, at the same
time bringing eatlier conceptions of Panini and his commentator Katyayana into relief. Katyayana and
Patafijali are here explicating Panini’s definition of a verbal root (dhatx): ‘Bhs etc. are the roots™? (A 1.3.1).
Katyayana offers two possible interpretations of its meaning in order to arrive at a general definition free of
defects. They may be called i. £7iya-based and, ii. bhava-based definitions. The £riya-based definition
understands verbal meaning on the paradigm of the meaning of the root Vkr (to do), referred to as
‘karotyartha’, whose meaning is glossed as “having the sense [he/she/it] ‘does™. According to the grammarian
Patafjali®!, this paradigmatic sense is presupposed by, literally is in co-reference (sdmdnddbikaranya) with, the
sense of every verb. Thus, when one is asked, ‘What is he doing?’, one responds ‘He eats/walks/cooks etc.’
(MB 3.1.1). Verbs and verbal roots are, at bottom, about doing.

Soon after considering the first possibility of a &#iya-based definition, that roots refer to action
(kriyavacana), Katyayana considers that existential roots be included in the definition, thus accommodating the
bba-as-vid complex into verbal meaning interpreted as action.’? That is, Nbhit, Nas and \vid are also to be
construed as verbal roots whose meaning (dhatvartha) denotes activity, simply by virtue of the fact that they
are roots. It is to be noted that Panini himself makes no direct indication that such verbs must necessarily be
included within an existential, stative or dynamic understanding of root-meaning, although he does inherit the
general Vedic presumption of the action-meaning (£riydrthatva) of roots in general. In any case, at this point

Patafijali considers a possible objection that one never answers the question ‘What is he doing?’, by saying,

30 bhiivadayo dhatavah. A 1.3.1.
31 See footnote 35 on how Kumarila tracks Patafijali closely in his own discussion of verbal meaning.
32 astibhavatividyatinam ca dhatutvam. MB 1.3.1.
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‘He is existing.” Our common-sense intuitions tell us that existential roots do not, perhaps, indicate a doing or
acting.®

After considering some resolutions, Patafijali offers the alternative, bhdva-based definition,
interpreting verbal meaning on the paradigm of the meaning of N bhii (‘to be’). Interestingly here too a co-
reference is observed, somewhat forced, understanding all verbs on the pattern of the meaning of ‘to be’
(bbvartha), i.e., as denoting existence or being.3* The reasoning is something like this: every activity, eating,
cooking, walking etc. may be understood as a kind of be-ing, where every verb conveys the specific manner in
which this being is accomplished, as a walking, sitting, eating etc. On this analysis too, then, the point can be
expressed in terms of all verbs being co-referential with being: “The one who is cooking, eating etc. exists’ etc.
Patafijali will later find this alternative inadequate, but it is worth noting that this presages the later
Mimamsaka interpretation of activity in terms of bhavana. Indeed, just later Patafijali offers three alternative
ways to understand the word ‘bhava’: as meaning existing (bbavana), what comes into being (bhavatiti) and what
is brought into being (bhavyate yah), ultimately settling on the second meaning of ‘what comes into being’. It is
clear that Kumarila picks up and develops the meaning of bhdva in the second and third senses, and
interpreting the latter in terms of the former by reading bhavana to be the final and settled meaning of action
(kriyartha). Here, of course, he is only exploiting the interpretive space opened up by Jaimini’s original

conjunction of bhava and kriyd in the definition of a verb.3

33 na tathastyadinam nidar$yate, na hi bhavati— kim karoti, astiti. MB 1.3.1.
34 etesam bhavatina samandadhikaranyam. MB 1.3.1.

35 phavarthah karmasabdds tebhyah kriva pratityetaisa hy artho vidhivate. MS 2.1.1. Much earlier Sabara’s reading of Jaimini’s
definition already opened the interpretive space in which such an interpretation as Kumarila’s could be developed. The term
‘kriya’ in Jaimini’s definition is crucially read, not merely as an act but as the production of a result, a bringing into being.
Kumarila himself narrows down the generality and ambiguity of bhava by two other words commonly used to denote the
underlying activity, vyapara and kriya. Kumarila defines vyapara (TV, 376-77) as “that thing which is provided with a definite
power, whose ‘being what it is; is fundamentally processual, whose nature is dispersed across multiple points, which is organized
into prior and subsequent parts, and which has left its initial state without having attained its final state”. Opposed to this,
nominals denote relatively static referents not subject to changes of state, self-identically persistent over time and, crucially,
lacking the power (sakti) that actions possess. This definition, and the reference to power, is crucial to Kumarila’s broader project
of interpreting all action-meaning (kriyartha) as a ‘bringing into being’ (bhavand). A first moment in Kumarila’s thought process
is to distinguish a common meaning to all verbs, which he discovers as ‘doing’, since to the question “What is he doing?’ the
response is some or the other activity. But this meaning of ‘doing’ (karotyartha) is found to be wanting on many fronts and
Kumarila eventually arrives at the articulation of verbal meaning as bhavana. In this way bhavanda comes to be understood as
consisting of action (krivatmaka) or of the form of action (kriyarupa). As the reader will note, his discussion of karotyartha
closely tracks Pataijali’s. Further, the Mimamsa reorganization of the semantics of action is grounded in a parallel morphological
reconfiguration. While from a strictly grammatical perspective the root meaning (dhatvartha) signified the pure underlying
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To recapitulate, Patafijali sees no reason to deviate from Katyayana’s comments accommodating
existential verbs (bhsi-as-vid) into a structure of action, either as an explicit doing (karo#i) or as a being (bhavati),
which still carries a thin semantics of action, a semantics that the Mimamsakas exploit to the fullest. In fact,
faced with the same question of the unique status of the bhs-as-vid cluster, Kumarila himself offers an
alternative explanation of how being may be construed as an activity. Bezng a doctor, for instance, would
consist in being an agent who ‘brings into being’ the requisite conditions (knowledge, skills etc.) justifying his
appellation as a such. Ollett explains, “[I]n order to explain the injunction ‘therefore on the days of the initial
offerings one should become an ik’ (tasmat prayaniyasyabna rtvija bhavitavyam), Kumarila reformulates it as: ‘a
person who already exists in a certain state (s7ddha) should ‘bring into being’ (bhavaye?) something which
‘comes into being’ (bhaval) and which can provide the basis for construing this activity with a goal, namely the
state of his being a ik, by means of particular activities of speech, body and mind’. By construing a state of
being (italics mine) as something that can be ‘brought into being,” Kumarila opens up a pathway for fitting
even existential verbs into the tripartite structure of bbavana.” (Ollett 2013, 243). The state of being a ik
(ptiest) is manifested precisely by doing the kinds of things, in body, speech and mind, that most
characteristically instantiate being a priest. In fact this logic will be reminiscent of Brhadaranyaka 1.4 (Chapter
1) according to which an existent is defined by what action or purpose it accomplishes, even if, as here, it is
one of mere subsistence or existence. We are thus furnished with two distinct senses of the verb ‘to be’ at

play, along the trajectoties of bhava and sat as 1 develop below.

activity (for example, ‘cooking’), and the suffix indicated the agency or kartrtva (‘He cooks’) of the act in active voice, the
Mimamsakas sought to somehow read bhdavana into the root-suffix (prakrti-pratyaya) schema, and the question arose as to the
specific part wherein rested the actualizing power of bhavana. Kumarila was non-committal regards this, often tending towards
the suffix as the seat of bhavana and this seems to have eventually become the standard position. I do not here pursue the long
and rich history of the transition of the meaning of a verb from bhava to bhavana in the Mimamsa tradition, its subsequent
refinement, and the exegetical uses to which it is put. It is clear that it signifies Mimamsa’s divergence from the grammarian’s
understanding of verbal meaning as mere change of state or ‘becoming’ (although it is clearly based on that notion) to
accommodate a sense of energeia or force that allows the Mimamsaka to center injunctive language (vidhi) as Vedic language, or
simply language, par excellence. That is, if verbs are the core of a sentence then, further, the core of all verbal meaning is the
power of bringing something into being inherent in all verbs. The Veda is about enjoining and producing what is not yet in
existence, a sadhyavastu, and not a pre-existing thing, siddhavastu, for which our ordinary means of perception are sufficient.
Thus a statement like ‘One desirous of heaven should sacrifice’ (svargakamo yajet) has the following deeper structure (in terms
of bhavana): One desirous of heaven, by means of sacrifice, should bring heaven into being (svargakamo yajiiena svargam
bhavayet). Later Mimamsakas engaged in more nuanced philosophical reflection on the nature of action, its product and their
relationship.
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Weighing various pros and cons, Patafijali eventually offers his own definition of &7y again secking
to explain existential verbs in actional terms, offering two more arguments worth citing. Firstly, he argues,
being/existing shares with all verbs the quality of association with time37, something echoed again in
Kumarila. Secondly, it is stressed that the six famous modifications of being (bhavavikara) of the Nirnkta also
include as# (existence) as one amongst the various kinds of modification possible (others being birth, growth,
transformation, deterioration and cessation). The novelty in these two arguments lies in their explicit
inclusion of the meaning of root as (astyartha), and not merely the meaning of root N bhii (bbavatyartha) into
the structure of action. Later grammarians and Mimamsakas further refine these ideas but none
fundamentally challenge the action-centrism (&7iydparatva) of verbal meaning in general.’

This also raises the question of the precise sense of the individual roots treated collectively as
existential. While they clearly have their specific contexts of use, the grammarians and Mimamsakas
collectively read them as connoting being/existing as an explicit doing, occurring or self-maintaining. The
Advaitins and Samkara will, however, seize upon Vas to convey a meaning that wrests it—and along with it
the very sense of existential verbs—away from process, becoming and action. This sense will interpret
existential verbs as conveying the bare ontological fact haf something is, the Being of beings independent of
its actional involvements. There is, in fact, something in the semantic domains of these verbs that justifies the
respective interpretations. Words emerging from N bhii—bhdva, bhavand, bbavya etc.—have been used across
disciplines and genres, from Buddhist meditation and Mimamsa hermeneutics to Sanskrit poetics and theatre,
in the sense of generating or bringing a reality, psychical or physical, internal or external, into being.?* Words
emerging from Vas do not carry this sense, often suggesting simply the ontological fact of the bare existence

of something, as Samkara’s reference to aszita (‘isness’, derived from \/ax) will show.

36 Kriya as karakanam pravrttivisesah. MB 1.3.1.

37 bhiitabhavisyadvartamanah kala vyajyante. MB 1.3.1.

38 One difference in their approaches is that grammarians generally tend to be more pragmatic in their approach, considering and
disregarding various proposals as they work to describe the actual behavior of language. Thus while introducing interesting
philosophical ideas, they do not care much about articulating them thoroughly or even defending them beyond a point.
Mimamsakas, as other philosophers, tend to be a little more dogmatic to the extent that they must explicitly vouch for and
‘confess’ a philosophical position characteristic of their school.

39 Often bhavana, especially in the context of meditative and yogic praxis, Buddhist and Brahmanic, is rendered as ‘cultivation’,
suggesting the idea of bringing something into being mentally and sustaining it for definite periods.
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III.ii Bhava & Being

The two possible alternatives set up by Patafijali and Katyayana in considering the ambiguous status
of existential verbs—whether a verbal root (dhatz) denotes activity (kriyapradhana) or becoming
(bbavapradhana)—while in apparent tension, presume a singular overarching paradigm of temporal becoming
and processuality. This paradigm applies equally to existential verbs in the sense of existing or being as a process
unfolding in time. Being as such, on this account, is literally (as the action noun reveals) a be-ing, a taking place
or occurring, an active self-maintenance or enduring as oneself in time. All this, as noted, is already prefigured in
the oft-quoted and favorite reference to the bhavavikdra scheme attributed to Varsyayani, incorporating
existence (‘as#/’) as one of the six modifications (vikdra) of being (bhdva). This being is articulated by Patafijali
and his commentators variously in terms of i. association with time (bhitabbavisyadvartamanab kala vyajyante), ii.
six modifications of being (sadbbavavikaras), iii. existence (conveyed by existential verbs) conceived as an
active self-maintainence (@#mabbarana), and in other ways. Kaiyata, Patafijali’s commentator, glosses bhdva as
action (kr7yd) in general or simply actionality (&riyasamanyatva), and elsewhere as bare actionality (&riydmatratva).
As Edwin Gerow notes, following K.A.S. Iyer, “Words for ‘being’ when they do occur in the discussion [i.e.
grammatical discussions of bhava] (as in the VVarttika ‘bhavavacano dhatahy’ or Yaska’s ‘bbavaparadhanam
akhyatanr’) are invariably interpreted in actional terms (as Kaiyata, ‘bbavavacanal kriyamatravac?)” (Gerow 1982,
90). Later grammarians and Mimamsakas pick up many of these threads, often regarding £riya and bbava as
synonymous.

In making the radical Vas the core of his non-dual grammar, Samkara attempts to recuperate the
atemporal dimension of being as comprising a coherent alternative to such a metaphysics. As we will see, its
derivative ‘sa? as elaborated in the Upanisads—and particulatly the sadvidya (science of Being) of the
Chandogya—standing for atemporal, unconditioned Being, opens up a genuine alternative to thinking being in
Indian philosophy. This constitutes, as argued here, nothing less than a paradigm shift in the conception of
being in Indian, particularly Vedic, thought up until the time, a new deployment of grammar, centered on the

root Vas, that initiates Samkara’s presentation of a ‘radical metaphysics’, as Chakravarthi Ram-Prasad has
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noted (Ram-Prasad 2013, 2). In short, it is a conception of being that wrests it away from a metaphysics of
process, becoming and action, which I collectively address as the metaphysics of bhava.

The philosophical problem here is one of whether reality as such is to be construed in actional or non-
actional terms at the most fundamental level. Edwin Gerow suggested something like this a long time ago in
his exposition of &arman: [A]nd this surely is the general issue that focuses our interest in the Indian’s
‘exaggeration’ of karmic matters, and expresses best the alienation we feel in the presence of the notion
‘karma’; for (to capture its philosophical seriousness) we ought to be able to translate it not as 1o npaypx but
as 0 ov” (Gerow 1982, 90). That is, £arma gestures a discourse not only about action or deed but, more
fundamentally, about the nature of reality, a discourse I have articulated in terms of the metaphysics of bhava.
Gerow goes on to discuss the significance of emerging notions of bhava in shaping the discourse around the
pan-Indic theory of karma, further noting the grammatical tradition’s “rationale for the transformation of a
word for ‘action’ (karma) into the status of a wotld- or reality-principle in Indian speculation, a status that
words for ‘being’ enjoy in our own” (Gerow 1982, 90). Jessica Frazier has also noted that the theoretical
articulation of bhava* is an “instructive challenge to Western thinking about fundamental ontology” and that
“such approaches challenge our own basic ontological categories at the root...While the cross-cultural study
of categories can help us to build an effective model of the wotld, they also expose the contingency of
metaphysical narratives, showing us ways in which reality could admit of quite different cuts than those to
which we are most accustomed” (Frazier 2014, 160). Kahrs has similarly attempted to draw out “a different
model of the absolute” from that of Upanishadic monism and Brahman as a changeless, inert trans-individual
entity. He proceeds to cite the historical influence of the Upanishadic Absolute from classical Brahmanism
well into contemporary Neo-Hinduism in opposition to another lesser acknowledged strand of thought: “The
thinking seen in the works of Yaska, Durga, and others draws attention to a different strand in Brahmanical

thought, a dynamic non-duality where the absolute is not an unchanging, inert entity as it is for Vedantins

40 She particularly has in mind the ‘sequential embodied’ definition of bhdva in grammar, interpreting being as a process or train
of events.
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such as Mandana Misra and Samkara, but rather a universal of action. To widen this picture just a little,
Bhartrhari does not exclude action, nor does the later Kashmirian Pratyabhijiia” (KKahrs 2013, 328).

All these attempts ate concerned with elaborating an alternative Brahmanic conception of the
‘absolute’, ‘to ov’, ultimate reality. It may be tempting, however, to ascribe to such a metaphysics of bhava a
derivative or marginal status owing to the dominance of such “Western thinking about fundamental ontology’
rooted in a static or timeless conception of Being, apparently reflected in the hegemony of the Vedantic
Brahman in Indian thought (not to speak of the Nyaya conception of being as sa#ta). In Chapter 1 1
approached this question in the context of extant narratives of early Indian intellectual history that see a
substance-process dichotomy of Western thought reflected, in a South Asian context, in the metaphysical
faultlines assumed to hold between Brahmanism and Buddhism; the former, Vedanta and Nyaya-VaiSesika
included, representing the exemplary case of fundamental ontology, and the latter introducing more anti-
essentialist, non-reificatory intuitions about the world. I argued that it is misleading to transpose this
opposition upon the trajectory of early Indian intellectual history which reflects a very different reality. If
anything, the dissertation pursues action as an analytic category, along with attendant categories of becoming
and process, as best capturing the texture of Vedic and Brahmanic thought (and more generally cross-
disciplinary and intersectarian discourse). The thinking of Yaska and Durga, Jaimini and Kumarila, Patafijali
and Bhartrhari (one could go on) does not represent the exception but the norm of Brahmanic thinking about
being. Perhaps, the inclination to recuperate bhava as conveying a ‘different model of the absolute’ originates
precisely from taking for granted such a dominant reading of Indian intellectual history, such that the bhava
paradigm appears as the exception. Once the reading is set aside, we see that a metaphysics of bhava was the
status guo against which the Upanisads, in their Advaitic lineage, inaugurate a truly novel paradigm of Being,
and which seems to have attained a more normative status in more recent history. Outside of the neo-Hindu
recuperation of Advaita as the alleged core of Hinduism, and the more general expansion of Vedanta into
pre-modernity and modernity, the Advaitic ‘“Absolute’ is more of an exception with respect to the normative
action-centrism (&riydparatva) of Brahmanism as articulated here, the truly ‘radical metaphysics’ as Ram-Prasad

has obsetved (Ram-Prasad 2013, 2).

162



Frazier’s reference to ‘fundamental ontology’ is therefore quite on point, if only somewhat ironically.
As a term reminiscent, most of all, of the Heideggerian conception of Being—which is in fact adduced here
to explicate features of the Upanishadic conception of Being—it tends to connote the very same idea of a
fundamental Absolute, the Being of beings beyond time and change. For one, as a thinker of process,
Heidegger is deeply critical of the metaphysical-theological tradition (onzotheology as he calls it) placing being
over becoming, substance over process.*! While my arguments only pertain to Advaita, both (Advaita and
Heidegger) may be read as synthesizing or at least complementing the metaphysics that go by the call-signs of
‘substance’ and ‘process’.#2 With respect to Advaita, this manifests in terms of the complementarity of action
and non-action, becoming and being as the two poles of subjectivity—the former representing the everyday
actional-existential being of the individual (abamkarty/ kartr), and the latter conveying the non-actional witness
dimension of self.

For Heidegger, posing the question of Being is to return to the marvel of the bare fact of existence—
that beings are, as opposed to what they are, their causal relations or their empirical characteristics—a marvel
succinctly captured in what ought to be for Heidegger (taking the lead from Leibniz) the first question of
metaphysics: Why is there being and not nothing? Steiner elaborates on what the question of Being (the

Seinsfrage) amounts to:

It is the unique and specific business of philosophy, therein and at all times referential to its
Greek inception, to be incessantly astonished at and focused on the fact that all things are;
that there is a universal and totally determinant attribute to things, which is that of existence.
This astonishment and the meditation which it entails—what Heidegger will call ‘the
thinking of Being’, ‘the endeavour to think Being’ — sets philosophy on the way towards the
question of what #is that z;, of what it is that indwells in all extant things, of what it is that
constitutes beingness (Steiner 1987, 32).

41 Fundamental ontology, in its Heideggerian iteration, may in fact be said to embrace processual philosophical accounts of
reality; its distinction, for Heidegger, being that it sought to return Western thought to what ought to have been its central task, an
inquiry into the Being of beings, something that was, for him, already lost with the Greeks.

42 What is more, as Chapter 2 shows, Advaita fulfills its task—of disclosing the horizonal Being of beings—by confirming to a
ritual paradigm of thinking in its adoption of performative and operational modes of thought and praxis. It thus responds to and
absorbs elements of the ritual and action-centric paradigm both methodologically and philosophically.
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Samkara, following the lead of the Upanisads, has some such conception of Being in mind (that T
capitalize as ‘Being’ to distinguish it from the action noun ‘being’) in his elaboration of the nature of
Brahman, which is the interrogative center of, and finally answerable to, the inquiry: ‘What it is that 4. Its
metaphysics may be read as concerned with the question of understanding #hat by virtue of which entities are
entities, evading the very tension of a substance-process opposition. Samkara articulates such a conception of
Being in his commentary on Chapter 6 of Chandogya, also referred to as the ‘science of Being’ (sadvidya), which

begins with the namesake:

In the beginning, son, this world was simply what is existent (sa/)—one only, without a
second. Now, on this point some do say: ‘In the beginning this wotld was simply what is
nonexistent (asaf)—one only, without a second. And from what is nonexistent was born
what is existent.” But, son, how can that possibly be?”” he continued. “How can what is
existent be born from what is nonexistent? On the contrary, son, in the beginning this world
was simply what is existent—one only, without a second.”...”The existent (sa#), my son, is
the root of all these creatures—the existent is their resting place, the existent is their
foundation. I have already explained to you, son, how, when they enter a man, each of these
three deities become threefold. When a man is dying, my son, his speech merges into his
mind; his mind, into his breath; his breath, into heat; and heat, into the highest deity. The
finest essence here—that constitutes the self of this whole wotld; that is the truth (sa#ya); that
is the self (azman). And that’s how you are, Svetaketu. 3

Samkara immediately glosses ‘s as ‘mere isness’ (astitamitra), the bare fact of being, going on to
discuss how this Being constitutes the ontological ground of all beings; as the bare Zsess of existence,
indistinguishable from non-being or nothingness (asa?).** The very next lines address this dilemma: “Now, on
this point some do say: ‘In the beginning this world was simply what is nonexistent (asa)”’ (CU 6.2.1). Two

things are then emphasized by the Upanisad itself: that there is an ontological basis of all existents by virtue

43 sad eva somyedam agra asid ekam evadvitiyam | taddhaika ahur asad evedam agra asid ekam evadvitiyam | tasmad asatah saj
jayata. kutas tu khalu somyaivam syad iti hovaca | katham asatah saj jayeta | sat tv eva somyedam agra asid ekam
evadvitiyam...sanmiilah somyemah sarvah prajah sad ayatanah satpratisthah | yatha nu khalu somyemas tisro devatah purusam
prapya trivrt trivrd ekaika bhavati tad uktam purastad eva bhavati | asya somya purusasya prayato van manasi sampadyate manah
prane pranas tejasi tejah parasyam devatayam. sa ya eso ‘nimaitad atmyam idam sarvam | tat satyam | sa atma | tat tvam asi
$vetaketo iti | bhiiya eva ma bhagavan vijiiapayatv iti | tatha somyeti hovaca. CU 6.2-11. Note Olivelle’s choice of rendering
‘tattvamasi’ as ‘that’s how you are’, not ‘that you are’.

4 Commenting on ‘this’ (in “Being indeed this was in the beginning”), he further explains: “As a matter of fact it is only the
Being or Entity that comes to subsist and be spoken of ‘this’” (CUB 6.2.2), the demonstrative pronoun serving to identify any
potential object available to experience.
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of which they may be said ‘to be’. Secondly, this Being does not have any tangible features or positivity, so
that it is literally indistinguishable from nothingness or non-existence. Indeed, Heidegger will address the
same anxiety about such a pure, rarified idea of Being: “The Being that we are asking about is almost like
Nothing... The word ‘Being’ is then finally just an empty word. It means nothing actual, tangible, real”
(Heidegger 2014, 39). This particularly comes into focus in Uddalaka’s subsequent example (CU 6.12) of the
nyagrodha seed and tree. Finally, on being told to break open the seed, and finding nothing but emptiness
inside, Svetaketu is reminded of the core teaching of the chapter; that this (seeming emptiness) is the Self, is
Being, and ‘That you are’.45

Chandogya’s engagement with non-being is brief, and meant to finally convey that beings cannot
emerge from mere emptiness, even if the two, Being and Nothingness, ate finally indistinguishable. This
emergence is articulated in terms of the three fundamental constituents of every ontological emergent, the
three ‘deities’ above, Food, Water and Fire, which further diversify into the plurality of the world. The
pedagogical point, which will soon emerge, is that philosophic-scientific inquiry often proceeds by reducing
emergent realities to mote basic or primitive ones in an ontological ladder. However, for the Upanisad, as for
Heidegger, the discourse of Being itself, while in one sense at the top of the ontological ladder, belongs to a
wholly different order of explanation, insofar as Being is not another entity or reality, howsoever
fundamental, to which others can be reduced. It is simply that by virtue of which beings are. Samkara will
therefore comment on why Being as such is not subject to ontological reduction as other realities, including
the universe as a whole. Speaking of the ontological makeup of existents, in terms of finer and deeper

realities, each more ontologically primitive than the previous, he says:

[O]f the universe (jaga?) also, the universeness (jagattva) should vanish. Similatly, food also
being a product of water, water alone would be the only real element in it, and the food
would only be a modification of words. Similarly, Water also being the product of fire, water
would be a mere modification of words, and Fire would be the only real factor in it. Of fire

41 track the traditional Vedantic reading of tattvamasi as ‘That you are’ as opposed to Olivelle’s ‘That’s how you are’.
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also—inasmuch as it is the product of Being—fire would be a mere modification of words,

and Being would be the only real factor.#6

Hence, my dear, all the creatures—in the shape of animate and inanimate things—have their
root—cause—in Being. It is not only that they have their root in Being—even now, during
the time of their existence, they reside in Being—subsisting in Being itself; as for example,
without subsisting in clay, the jar has no existence or continuance; hence, as Being is the root
of all creatures, like the clay of jar etc. These creatures reside in Being; and at the end they
rest in Being, that is, they have their rest, they become merged, and have their end, in the

same said Being.*”

The concluding statement, ‘Being would be the only real factor’ sounds almost trivial in Sanskrit: “Sad
eva iti satyam’ 1.e., ‘Being alone has being (o1, is real)’. Whatever may be said to emerge as an independent
reality s insofar as it has Being: “[A]ll through this infinite series of constituents, there runs the notion of
their being ‘Beings’—there is no cessation of their ‘existence’ (character of ‘being’)” (CUB 6.2.2). So reality
may be ascribed to whatever it is that, at any given moment, appears as real and autonomously existing, but
the very assertion x has being’ implies that Being as such may be ontologically distinguished from whatever it
is predicated of. In the Chandogya, Giti and Taittiriya, as 1 discuss below, Samkara goes on to develop an
account of how every entity may be said to have a twin dimension: Being (s#7) and name-form (namarsipa), the
latter accounting for the specific features individuating it, reliant on language (vacarambhana). The difference is
parsed precisely in terms of Being as that element by virtue of which entities ‘are’ (astitamatra); while namaripa
individuates an entity isolating its particular features, it could not be said to ‘be’ or ‘exist’, were it not for the
existential element furnished by what is referred to as ‘Being’.

Fundamental ontology, so understood, is empathetic to processual accounts of reality, insofar as its
claims do not intervene at the actional and temporal level of description. This position may be distinguished
from an ontology of substance, such as that of Vaisesika, where things and realities 7z the world and in time are

claimed to have substantial being and autonomous existence. Samkara in fact fully endorses a dynamic and

46 adapagajjagato jagattvam | tathannasyapyapsungatvadapa ityeva satyam vacarambhanamatramannam | tathapamapi
tejahsungatvadvacarambhanatvam teja ityeva satyam | tejaso ‘pi sacchungatvadvacarambhanatvam sadityeva satyamityesor’tho
vivaksitah. CUB 6.4.4. All translations of the Chandogya commentary use Jha 1942 unless specified otherwise.

47 yasminsarvamidam vaca’rambhanam vikaro namadheyamanrtam rajjvamiva sarpadivikalpajatamadhyastam avidyaya tadasya
jagato miilamatah sanmiilah satkarana he somyemah sthavarajangamalaksanah sarvah praja na kevalam sanmiila evedanimapi
sthitikale sadayatanah sadasraya eva |nahi mrdamanasritya ghatadeh sattvam sthitirvasti. CUB 6.8.4.
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processual account of the world such that nothing may be said to have an essential nature or autonomous
being, everything being subject to modification (vikdra) and reliant on linguistic construction (vacdrambbana).
The very nature of the wotld (jagat/ samsara) is to be subject to action (£77ya) and process (bhava): “The whole
wortld is a conglomeration of action, factors of action and their results”.*8 The only qualification is that for
him the metaphysics of bhava or—in his preferred vocabulary in Chandogya 6—vikdra, does not exhaust the
description of reality, but is simply the conditioned, actional or temporal dimension of being (what Samkara
otherwise just terms sazsara). And the so-called Advaitic ‘absolute’ comptises the unconditioned/atemporal
dimension of reality, not the ‘inert absolute’ or metaphysical ‘entity’ as it is sometimes referred. Adopting the
temporal and actional perspective on reality**—emphasizing its dynamic and fecund aspects exploited towards
the production and transformation of being—results in a metaphysics of bhava; the atemporal perspective in
the Upanishadic metaphysics of Being (sa#/ satya).

Such a move away from a preoccupation with beings to the very Being of beings is familiar to us in
the context of Western thought (in such thinkers as Heidegger), but it is useful to remind ourselves of the
paradigm shift it inaugurates with respect to the obtaining conception of processual and dynamic being with
which Vedic thinkers were occupied. As we have seen, in spite of their different senses, bhava and kriyd are
often explicated in terms of each other such that action (£r7yd) gets integrated within a broader metaphysics of
bbava, and bhava, in turn, is often read in actional terms, that is, as processual goal-oriented intentional or
sentient activity. The task of an Advaitic non-dual grammar, on this account, is to extricate Being from this
paradigm of action and becoming, explicating it in terms of pure presence, isness (as#ia) and thatness (fattva).

Thus, corresponding to the distinction set up between two different paradigms of being (being as
bbava or temporal, conditioned being, and being as sat or atemporal, unconditioned being), we find two
Sanskrit radicals (\/b/ﬂi and \/ax) at the core of each metaphysics. The former, capturing the temporal, dynamic
dimension of being, generates its core metaphysical terms, bhava and bhavand. The latter, generating the terms

sat, satta, sattva, astita etc., stands at the root of the Upanishadic conception of Being. It is worth noting that

48 sarvah samsarah kriyakarakaphalalaksanah. BGB 18.41. My fr.
4 Note that grammarians often defined action in close association with the notion of time.
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Heidegger too, in Introduction to Metaphysics, parses the Sanskrit radicals along some such terms.> Both the
roots, \bhi and Nas, stand for being, and for two discernibly distinct sorts of permanence; the former (related
to the Greek phuo) indicating the permanence of continual becoming, and the latter (related to the Greek einai,
ousia, parousia and Latin esse) meaning the permanent as such, the exduring, closer to a Parmenidean conception
of Being (and cognate with sa#/satya of the Upanisads). The latter also furnishes two of the central words for
Being in the history of Western thought (according to Heidegger), ousia and parousia. Mistakenly translated as
‘substance,’ parousia, as George Steiner explains, carries a sense of integral presentness or thereness, a standing
in and by itself, and is patently contrasted with physis: ““/O]usia signifies stable, enduring being. Being in its
dynamic aspects is physis” (Steiner 1987, 50).

This is precisely the difference between bhdva and sat (cognate, respectively, with physis and ousia) as
they are respectively elaborated by the grammarians and ritualists on one hand and Advaitins on the other.
Within the Upanishadic canon, the lucid existential thrust of existential verbs, clustering around the root \/ax,
comes to indicate the very horizon of Being encompassing the temporal being of entities. Its derived forms
like satya, satt or astitd indicate, for Samkara, pure ‘thatness’ (literally, 7az7v4). When subjected to the right
grammar, a non-dual grammar, they can therefore generate direct ‘realization’ of Brahman.

Naturally the semantic domains bhava and sat ovetlap and, as mentioned eatlier, verbs from the
existential root-cluster bhi-as-vid are often used interchangeably, conveying a generic sense of being/
becoming/ existence. But their theoretical elaboration leads them along different semantic trajectories. The
existential root cluster is theoretically interpreted as being conditioned by the two different senses of being
elaborated above. That is, its semantics is either made to gravitate, as a whole, towards the sense and

metaphysics of bhii, or the sense and metaphysics of Vas insofar as it is the elaboration of these two radicals

30 Heidegger’s engagement with the Sanskrit etymology of existential verbs is largely restricted to one book. Early on in 4n
Introduction to Metaphysics (Heidegger 1959, 53-4), Heidegger distinguishes between three origins of the meaning of our
modern conception of being, introduced through the Sanskrit radicals Vb/i and Vas—which comprise, as we saw, the first two of
existential root cluster treated by Patafijali and Katyayana. To summarize, the first (related to the Greek phuo), giving us the
modern term ‘physics,” denotes, most generally, the domain of nature. Heidegger associates it with a sense of growing, emerging.
This agrees with the family of meanings of words associated with the root Vbhi, such as bhava, bhavand, bhavana, connoting a
sense of dynamic becoming or occurring. The second root Vas (related to the Greek einai, ousia, parousia and Latin esse) means
for Heidegger the self-standing, the enduring or permanent, pure or self-enclosed being, and comes to correspond, as we will see,
to the meaning of being seized by Samkara as the definitive meaning of Being in the Upanishadic canon.
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in particular that occupies, respectively, the ritual exegetes and grammarians on one hand, and Advaitins on
the other. These two roots and their accompanying semantic fields, then, form the gravitational centers
around which the very sense of existential verbs is determined; including the question of whether we should
even designate them as ‘existential verbs (sa#tdvicaka),” ‘stative verbs (bhavavacaka)’ or a limiting case of ‘action
verbs (kriydvicaka).” 1 engage primarily with Samkara’s commentaries on three texts, Taittiriya 2.1. Chandogya 6
and Bhagavadgita 2.16. The profuse cross-referencing by Samkara himself across these three textual sources

also justifies the recuperation of a unified account of a non-dual grammar of Being.

ITILiii The Brahman Definition

How does Samkara mediate the transition grammatically from the bhava paradigm to that of Being
(sa)? From the point of view of Kumarila and the Mimamsakas, Samkara’s response is to locate an alternative
center of gravity that grounds grammatical theory on a semantics of non-action (niskriyatva) as opposed to
action (kr7yd), Being (sa?) as opposed to becoming and process (bhdva), and the present or presence
(vidyamdna/ bhiita) as opposed to the future (bhavya). This is accomplished by a double stroke: While Mimamsa
makes imperative verbal forms the paradigm of all verbs—even taking ordinary finite verbs to contain a
deeper structure of bhdvani—Samkara sees in existential verbs the truest reflection and representation of
reality in language. This is related to a more specific revision of Vedic values: while £aro#/ (‘does’) symbolized
the verb par excellence for Mimamsakas and, to a lesser extent, grammarians, Samkara makes as# (is’) basic
to his grammar. This is achieved by leading the semantics of existential verbs away from any notion of action
ot becoming into the realm of pure ontology (sattamatratva), a reotientation of Vedic values based on an
innovative hermeneutics of the Vedic word. This section shows how the metaphysics of as guides and
regulates the spiritual-intellectual itinerary of the Advaitic student-practitioner. Crucially, it is by means of the
access granted by the Upanishadic terms for being and their correct grammatical analysis, that the cognition
of Brahman is grammatically mediated.

The textual locus of the discussion of Being in Taittiriya revolves around the famous definition of

Brahman: Being, Consciousness, Unconditioned (satyam jiianam anantam brahman, TU 2.1). ‘Satya’ of Taittiriya is
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practically equivalent with “sa7 in the Chandagya and elsewhere in Samkara’s corpus. It occurs eatly on in the
second chapter clarifying the intrinsic nature of Brahman whose knowledge is the desired objective. It is
answerable to the claim just made that the knower of Brahman attains the highest. The definition initiates an
extended treatment of the five sheaths of embodied being culminating in the innermost being of Brahman;
the very same Brahman that stands at the beginning of the evolution of elements resulting in the psycho-
physical makeup of the human being. In its own way, therefore, the text enacts a version of the identity
conveyed by the well-known identity-statements (ahdvikyas). The Being of beings, at the bottom of and
from which all psychophysical creation springs, stands at the subjective core of sentient being. The

commentary opens as follows:

[Statement:|>! The sentence satyam jiianam anantam brahma—Brahman is being, consciousness,
infinite—is meant as a definition of Brahman. For the three words beginning with safya are
meant to distinguish Brahman which is the substantive...And just because (Brahman and
satya etc.) are related as the substantive and attributives, the words beginning with sa#ya have
the same case-ending, and they stand in apposition. Brahman, being qualified by the three
adjectives, satya etc., is marked out from other nouns. Thus indeed does a thing become
known when it is differentiated from others; as for instance, in common patlance, a
particular lotus is known when it is described as blue, big and sweet-smelling.

[Objection:] A noun can be distinguished only when there is the possibility of its ruling out
some other adjective (that does not belong to it), as for instance a (white) lotus can be
distinguished by ruling out either red or blue. An adjective is meaningful when there are
many nouns which belong to the same class and which are capable of having many
adjectives; but it can have no meaning with regard to a single noun, where there is no
possibility of any alternative adjective. There is a single Brahman, just as there is a single sun;
there do not exist other Brahmans from which It can be distinguished, unlike a blue lotus...

[Answer:] No, there is nothing wrong since the adjectives are used by way of
definition...Since the adjectives bear a predominantly defining sense and not a qualifying
sense...An adjective distinguishes a noun from things of its own class, whereas a definition
marks it out from everything else, as for instance (the definition of) ddsa is that which

provides space.52

5t All translations of Samkara’s Taittirfya commentary are from Gambhirananda 1957, unless otherwise specified. I go with the
terms predicate and subject for ‘visesana’ and visesya, as opposed to the translator’s ‘adjective’ and ‘substantive’; also I render
‘satya’ as ‘being’ (not ‘truth’) and jiiana’ as consciousness. Lastly, following Lipner, I translate ‘vacya’ as ‘signified” and
‘laksand’ as ‘oblique indication’.

2 satyam jfianam anantam brahma iti brahmano laksanartham vakyam | satyadini hi trini viSesanarthani padani visesyasya
brahmanah | visesyam brahma vivaksitatvad vedyataya | vedyatvena yato brahma pradhanyena vivaksitam, tasmad visesyam
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Samkara explains that the three defining terms are predicative (visesana) of the subject (visesya)
Brahman, which elicits an objection from the opponent to the effect that predicates are meaningful when
there are multiple nominal items belonging to the same class and capable of assuming various predications.
But the singularity of Brahman vitiates this possibility. The rationale seems to be that substantives, such as
‘Totus’, admit of being potentially qualified by alternative predicates, such qualification being the only mode of
distinguishing one from another. Predicative activity presupposes the existence of multiple substantives of the
same species distinguishable from each other by virtue of picking out a set of attributes. Conversely,
predication presumes that a substantive can possess multiple attributes, simultaneously or sequentially.
Brahman, however, is allegedly one of its kind and admits neither of genera nor species. It cannot be
distinguished from other kinds of brahman, neither is there any genus outside of Brahman. All this is because,
as noted earlier, Brahman is simply the constitutive ontological hotizon within which beings appear as beings.
Samkara subjects the definition to closer scrutiny, comparing it to a standard case of predication. The Taittiriya

definition of Brahman is stated below, with the example to which Samkara compares it:

1. satyam jiianam anantam brabma

il. nilam mabat sugandhi utpalam

Both are instances of three predicative items qualifying a subject. After acknowledging that the predicative

items—being (satya), consciousness (jiiana), infinite (anantay—are in grammatical co-reference, Samkara goes
on to distinguish such co-reference from that occurring in ordinary statements. That is, he attempts to show
that i. and ii. although bearing a superficial resemblance hide a deeper difference, and that satya, jiiana, ananta

are, in fact, not really predicative (visesana) but definitional (laksana). Predicates usually serve to distinguish an

vijiileyam | ata asmad visesanavisesyatvad eva satyadiny ekavibhaktyantani padani samanadhikaranani | satyadibhis tribhir
visesanair visesyamanam brahma visesyantarebhyo nirdharyate | evam hi tajjiiatam bhavati yad anyebhyo nirdharitam | yatha
loke nilam mahatsundhyutpalam iti | nanu vi§esyam visesanantaram vyabhicaradvisesyate, yatha nilam raktam cotpalam iti | yada
hy anekani dravyany ekajatiyany anekavisesanayogini, tada visesanasyarthavattvam | na hy kasminn eva vastuni
vi$esanantarayogad yathasav eka aditya iti, tathaikam eva ca brahma, na brahmantarani yebhyo visesyeta nilotpalavat | na |
laksanarthatvad visesananam | nayam dosah | kasmat | yasmal laksanarthapradhanani visesanani, na visesanapradhananyeva | kah
punar laksanalaksyayor visesanavisesyayor va visesa iti | ucyate | samanajatiyebhya eva nivartakani viSesanani visesyasya,
laksanam tu sarvata eva, yathavakasapradatrakasam iti. TUB 2.1.1.
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entity from comparable entities, that is, from entities of the same class (ja), but a definition (laksana)
distinguishes it from everything else. A definition, then, does not even distinguish Brahman so much as zsolate it
altogether in its three-fold nature (being, consciousness, infinite) as being entirely unique. There ate thus at
least two kinds of co-reference for Samkara, one wherein the co-referential terms mark off the referent from
others of its class or genus (samanajatiyebbyah nivartakah), and the other where they isolate the referent
(Brabman) from every existent thing (sarvatal nivartakah). We will see what this singularity of Brahman
amounts to. On my account, the definition specifies that such ‘Brahman-talk’ must submit to a different order
of discourse insofar as Brahman is the transcendental horizon of being and experience, and not itself

something within the horizon it thus constitutes.

The Fourfold Ground of the Application of Words

For Samkara the three terms of the definiens do not bear a subject-predicate or qualifier-qualified relation
with Brahman (invoked only to initially point out Brahman as that which stands to be defined). We may
formulate this in terms of the standard syntax of predicative assertions of the kind, x is y, where the copula
identifies a state, attribute, action, class property or any predicative relationship between x and y in the above
schema—x is y. Samkara has just identified class (jiz)) as a predicative relation that does not hold with respect
to Brahman (because it does not belong to any class): “An adjective distinguishes a noun from things of its
own class, whereas a definition marks it out from everything else”. A little further down the commentary,
Samkara furnishes a more exhaustive list of such copulative relations with class being the first—class (jiz2),
quality (guna), action (kriyd) and relation (sambandha)—as the fourfold set determining the very application of

wortds (Sabdapravritibetn):

Hence Brahman is not the direct referent (vdcya) of the word junana. Still, it is defined (lakgyate)
by the word jnana’ (which must be given a bbavavyutpatti). . It is not directly designated by the
term since it is devoid of properties, such as class-property (ja#), [quality, action and relation]
which are the grounds for the applications of words (Sabdapravyttibetn).s?

33 jhanasabdena tal laksyate, na tiicyate, $abdapravrttihetujatyadidharmarahitatvat | tatha satyasabdenapi. TUB 2.1.1. Bartley tr.
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This is in fact a stock reference across Samkara’s corpus identifying all the copulative relations
expressible in language, to which Brahman does not submit. We may understand Samkara to say that here,
through this fourfold schema—class, quality, action and relation—all predicative or copulative assertions of
the kind, x is y, are exhausted. Of course, this treatment of assertions does not include what is, from an
Advaitic perspective, the most significant set of propositions in ordinary language, the so-called identity
statements (superficially mirroring an x is y’ syntax). They atre of a radically different order: no genuine
relationship obtains between the two items ‘related’ in the proposition (such as class-membership, substance-
attribute relation etc.) for what is intended is the very identity of the relatables. Excepting this limiting case,
then, language needs the crutch of the four categories in order to function (sabdapravrtt) and possess
significative power (abbidhdnasakti).

On this reading—that by the fourfold criteria stated above, Samkara has in mind all predicative
activity of the kind, “x is y’—Samkara already gives us a clue as to why the Brahman definition is unique: the
obtaining relation amongst words in the definition cannot be represented as a subject-predicate (visesyavisesana)
relation where something (a quality, action, class property etc.) is predicated of something else. Rather,
Samkara will show, in a gradually progressing logic through his Taitiriya 2.1 commentary, how the terms in
the definition disclose the nature of ultimate reality without appealing to this fourfold ground of linguistic
application (sabdapravrttibetn). The underlying rationale seems to be that if it were subject to the fourfold
ground (quality, class property, action or relation), it would not be fundamentally distinct in nature from other
entities; since it would also possess some quality, class property, action or relation.5* But since we are talking
about the Being of beings, we need to appeal to a different order of discourse, a different mode of linguistic
unfoldment of its sense. The Brahman definition is simply not zuformative in this way, if we understand by
‘information’ the knowledge of an entity’s states, attributes, actional involvements, class-memberships or

relationships with other entities. In fact, Samkara intends to say that the Brahman definition is simply not

54 As Samkara has just argued, for an item x to assume the subject position (to be the visesya) in the syntax ‘x is y,” it is
presupposed that x be subject to predicative activity and identifiable according to its class or universal (TUB 2.1.1).
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informative in any way insofar as the above characterizations of an object exhaust our knowledge of it.
Nonetheless, while not submitting to the normal modes of linguistic operation, the unique relation of the
definitional terms can be drawn out by a deeper grammatical analysis of the sentence. This is mediated by
Samkara, as I show, by distinguishing three levels at which the predication-definition (visesana-laksana)

distinction can be interpreted, all of which are introduced by Samkara but need to be individually drawn out.

Four Levels of Discernment in the Brahman Definition

LEVEL 1: Distinguishing Description from Definition
Samkara has early on in his commentary affirmed that the Brahman definition is not like other definitions or

empirical descriptions:

[Opponent:] An adjective is meaningful when there are many nouns which belong to the
same class and which are capable of having many adjectives; but it can have no meaning with
regard to a single noun, where there is no possibility of any alternative adjective. There is a
single Brahman, just as there is a single sun; there do not exist other Brahmans from which
It can be distinguished, unlike a blue lotus (that can be marked out from a red one).
[Response:] No, there is nothing wrong, since the ‘adjectives’ are used by way of definition.
[Opponent] How? [Response:] Since the adjectives bear a predominantly defining sense and

not a gualifying sense.>

At this first level, it appears that the distinction seeks to separate an empirical deseription from a
definition. Descriptions tend towards isolating the individual detail and depth of things, how one existent thing
is different from a similar or distinct one. Definitions aspire to capture the generality that assimilates diverse
individuals under the same category. The statement “The lotus is fragrant, blue and large’ isolates a specific
lotus distinct from others by naming its unique predicates. A different set of predicates will isolate a different
lotus of the same class. Samkara has said of descriptions: “Brahman, being qualified by the three adjectives,

satya etc., is marked out from other nouns. Thus, indeed, does a thing become known when it is differentiated

5 yada hy anekani dravyany ekajatlyany anekaviSesanayogini, tada viSesanasyarthavattvam / na hy kasminn eva vastuni
viSesanantarayogad yathasav eka aditya iti, tathaikam eva ca brahma, na brahmantarani yebhyo visesyeta nilotpalavat / na /
laksanarthatvad visesananam / nayam dosah / kasmat / yasmal laksanarthapradhanani visesanani, na viesanapradhananyeva.
TUB2.1.1.
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from others; as for instance, in common parlance, a particular lotus is known when it is described as blue,
large and fragrant” (TUB 2.1.1). Initially, then, Samkara simply marks the general character or structure of the
Brahman definition, as isolating a substantive by means of pointing out its specific set of attributes (the
viSesanavisesyabhava). But, soon enough, this is found to be inadequate since Brahman is not something that can
be subject to description; it is not an empirically available entity like others (as the ontological hotizon of
being). Moreover, there are not other brahmans from which it can be distinguished in its unique collocation
of predicates. Rather, the verse under question is better read as an instance of a definition (faksana) than
description (visesana).

The uniqueness of a definition is marked out here from any general collocation of predicables
isolating a subject, such as we find in typical descriptions. That is, the above verse is now to be understood as
a definiens-definiendum relation, and not a general subject-predicate relation typical of descriptions. But equally,
while it appears that Samkara is merely carving out a sub-class of subject-predicate relations in distinguishing
definitions from descriptions (See, for instance, Uskokov 2018, 415)—i.e., laksanalaksya as a sub-type of
visesanavisesya—he is really after an altogether different order of relation obtaining in the Brahman definition,
clarified at the next level below. Here, we must be mindful of two different senses in which the term “visesana’
is employed, as predicate and as description. As the former, it can very well persist into the domain of
definitions marking them as a sub-type of a generic subject-predicate or qualifier-qualified structure, the most
general form of such statements (see Level 2). As the latter, it marks the specific trait of Level 1 (that of
description).

Definitions, in any case, pick out precisely those features that are general enough to classify an entire
range of entities sharing common characteristics. They often work to single out the essential aspects of an
entity as opposed to descriptions. This is precisely what, at the preliminary level, the Brahman definition secks
to do, marking out the essence of Brahman as characterized by infinite/unconditioned being and
consciousness. This is how the lksana-visesana (definition-description) distinction may be parsed at the most
rudimentary level, and this is where, I argue, further nuance is possible. The Brahman definition may thus be

read as marking the constraints upon a discourse of ultimacy or ‘Brahman-talk’, allowing a further refinement
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of the nature of the Brahman definition. By a ‘discourse of ultimacy’ I refer to the radical distinction of
Brahman-talk as isolating the horizonal and constitutive dimension of reality from existents available within
this hotizon constituted by/as Brahman. This isolation is mediated precisely by invoking a different order of
word and sentential reference than regular predication and signification. Chris Bartley has explained this with
respect to the term jiana, but it applies equally to saya, the two primary items in the Brahman definition: “The
term jiana usually has as its direct referents (vdrya) transitory and discrete cognitive episodes which are in fact
reflections, captured in the buddhi, of the transcendental and immutable consciousness that is the identity of
ultimate reality (Brahman-a#man). When semantically refined, the term can disclose that ultimate state
definitionally. When applied in this extraordinary sense, it differentiates Brahman from everything else”
(Bartley 1986, 111). The successive narrowing of the sense and definition of Brahman as the commentary
progresses is meant precisely to convey the ‘extraordinariness’ of Brahman; the ‘ultimate state’ as Bartley calls

it, but whose ‘ultimacy’ is perhaps not so much a ‘state’ but the transcendental horizon of being-experiencing.

LEVEL 2: Distinguishing Predicative Definition from Transcendental Definition

If we were merely distinguishing a definition (laksana) from a description (visesana) we would not get very far
in conceiving the singularity of Brahman-talk. While the former indicates a more abstract theoretical level of
engagement with existents than descriptions, it is susceptible to the same kind of predicative activity. For
instance, the definition of a table (‘a piece of furniture with a flat top and one or more legs, providing a level
surface on which objects may be placed’) must take recourse to a vatiety of genus and differentia, all
predicables (visesanas) in their own manner, such as furniture, legs, surface, flat etc., in order to reach the
essence of tableness. The description-definition distinction as understood above, therefore, can only go so far
in isolating the uniqueness of a discourse of ultimacy even if it has, at the first stage, marked out the abstract
character of Brahman. For our purposes we may call a definition of the former sort predicative.

The next step would be to further distinguish such definition dependent on predicative activity—
otherwise articulated in terms of the fourfold criterion of the application of words (sabdapravrttibetn)—from a

definition that does not. But what sort of definition would identify the definiendum without appealing to this
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fourfold criterion? Samkara provides a clue in a subsequent passage: “An adjective distinguishes a noun from
things of its own class, whereas a definition marks it out from everything else, as for instance, (the definition
of) space is that which accommodates or provides space (avakdsat atra akasamiti). And we said that the
sentence (under discussion) stands for a definition” (TUB 2.1.1). In the definition of space as ‘that which
accommodates or provides space’ we have an interesting case of isolating a reality not ostensibly taking
recourse to predicative activity. Space is #othing but a constituting criterion for extended things to subsist. It
cannot be marked off from other things by identifying features it does or does not possess with respect to
them. While it is absolutely unique, this uniqueness does not lie in its possessing a unique set of predicates.
Rather the definition somewhere transcends a subject-predicate syntax owing to its abstractness or
transcendentality.

Space is such an ontologically basic kind. As it happens, the Taittiriya passage under discussion almost
immediately proceeds to the indication of space (dkasa) as the first product or creation from ultimate reality
(brahman) that is infinite being and consciousness. It is ‘first’ because, as the very principle of spatiality, it is
the constitutive basis for any further material evolution to proceed. From the next evolute (vay#) onwards,
down to the most material and evolved, all products subsist zz space. Another such an ontologically basic kind
would be light (prakdsa/jyoti). As it happens, Brahman is time and again compared by Samkara to space and
light in order to convey aspects of its nature by pointing to these two as its closest analogies. Firstly, they are
closest to Brahman in their subtlety and primitiveness; they come before anything else, and are, in a sense,
constitutive. Further, the former (space) is often used to convey Brahman’s omnipresence, infinitude (dnantya)
and its remaining unaffected by what it accommodates. Light is used to convey its self-illuming/ self-aware
nature while also indicating Brahman as constituting the principle of disclosure of all things. One may say, in
fact, that space provides the closest conventional example to indicate putre Being (sa#ya), while light pure
Consciousness or self-disclosedness (¢#) of Brahman.

It is clear that Samkara’s use of the term “/aksana’ does not simply refer to any attempt at abstraction

or essential definition. It is a peculiar kind of definition that is only applicable to certain ontologically
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constitutive or basic kinds. We may refer to it as a #ranscendental definition, that which constitutes or opens up

a domain of being and action but whose own features cannot be positively identified.>

LEVEL 3: Distinguishing Transcendental Definition from the Brabman Definition

If the Brahman definition appears as a kind of transcendental definition, aiming to single out the unique
nature of the absolute as undergirding and constituting all conventional activity and languaging, it is still a step
removed from the cases furnished above. For Samkara, space (or light), while sharing with ultimate reality the
nature of being constitutive, non-empirical, ontologically primitive or subtle, nonetheless fall within the
domain of phenomenality and conditionedness, even it is not of the same nature as existent entities. Finally,
the language employed in a discourse of ultimacy or Brahman-talk must be of a radically different order than
anything else. And space is considered by Samkara to be itself a product; he says, in discussing the three kinds

of infinitude:

There are three kinds of infinitude: spatial, temporal and inter-objective. To illustrate: Space
is infinite spatially, for it has no spatial conditionedness. But space is not infinite zemporally or
inter-objectively. Why? Since it is a product. Ultimate reality (Brabman) is thus not finite in time
like space, since it is not a product. A created thing is circumscribed by time, but ultimate
reality is not created. Hence it is infinite temporally as well. Similatly, inter-
objectively...Since it is non-different from all objects. An object that is different (from
another) limits the other. For when the intellect gets occupied with something, it becomes
detached from something else. That because of which an idea becomes circumscribed, acts
as a limit to that idea. To illustrate: The idea of cowness is repelled by the idea of horseness;
hence horseness debars cowness and the idea (of cowness) becomes limited indeed. This
limitation is seen for distinct objects. Brahman in not differentiated this way...57

36 Spinoza’s definition of substance, ‘That which in itself and conceived through itself (Ethics 1.3), comes to mind.

57 tatra trividham hy anantyam deSatah kalato vastuta$ ceti | tad yatha de$ato ‘nanta akaso, na hi desatas tasya paricchedo ‘sti | na
tu kalatas canantyam vastuta$ cakasasya | kasmat karyatvat | naivam brahmana akasavat kalato ‘py antavattvam akaryatvat | karya
hi vastu kalena paricchidyate | akaryam ca brahma | tasmat kalato ‘py anantam | tatha vastutah | katham punar vastuta anantyam
sarvananyatvat | bhinnam hi vastu vastvantarasyanto bhavati | vastvantarabuddhir hi prasaktad vastvantaran nivartate | yato yasya
buddher nivrttih sa tasyantah | tad yatha gotvabuddhir asvatvad vinivartata ity a§vatvantam gotvam ity antavad eva bhavati | sa
canto bhinnesu vastusu drsto, naivam brahmano bhedal | ato vastuto ‘py anantyam. TUB 2.1.1. My tr.
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Clearly Samkara is making the point that the very notion of ultimate reality is not limited by anything
created or derivative (and, therefore, by anything at all) since everything, according to Advaitic logic, is
created, partite, produced, conditioned, emergent; and nothing in the phenomenal, conditioned domain can
be included in a definition of Brabman, since ultimate reality must be, on its account, ontologically primitive,
i.e., uncreated and non-emergent. Otherwise it loses its status as such. A discourse of ultimacy cannot take
recourse to any such derivative, emergent or conditioned concepts.

This can be expressed differently. Another feature of a conditioned entity is that it is potentially
subject to referential and predicative activity. Insofar as anything has an identifiable form or mark (rpa) it
must have a corresponding name (nama). While space, time, light etc. do not possess any ostensible form, they
are nonetheless subtle emergents reciprocally tied up with (and inferable from) existents that persist in space
and time. And they can be identified by their referential terms. Every emergent entity, physical ot
psychological, is thus subject to #amarsipa. This terminology of namaripa of the Brbaddranyaka (borrowed and
converted by Samkara into a stock Advaitic term) is closely tied with another from the Chandagya, from the
well-known statement, “Just as through a clod of clay, all that is made of clay would become known; all
products being reliant on words, a mere name...” (CU 6.1.4). Samkara comments; “What is reliant upon
wordsP—All product, which thus, is mere name; the term “wamadbeya’ is formed with the term “zaman’ having
the reflexive suffix ‘dbeya’ added to it; the sense is that there is no real entity in the form of the Product, it
exists in name only, being based upon words”.58 ‘I dcarambbana’ means something like supported by or reliant
on speech (vdr). Note as well the reference to “vikara’ (product/ modification). Anything created or emergent
is accompanied by name and reliant on speech. Samkara, though, often uses derivatives of Vvac to refer
specifically to signification, tied to the direct referential connection between a name and corresponding form.
Indeed, further along in the commentary (see below), Samkara will stress the difference between the relation
of the terms ‘being’ and ‘consciousness’ with their referential domain, and any typical relation between

signifier and signified.

8 ko ‘sau vikaro namadheyam namaiva namadheyam svarthe dheyapratyayah |vagalambanamatram namaiva kevalam na vikaro
nama vastvasti paramarthato. CUB 6.1.4.
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What we see, as Samkara proceeds further in his commentary, is a subtle transition in the meaning of
‘laksandrtha’. While we saw the sequentially finer and restricted sense in which Samkara intends the Brabman
definition, he now takes recourse to a different oppositional scheme, the distinction between primary

meaning (abbidhina/ Sabdavacya) and secondary or oblique meaning (sabdalaksya):

It (ultimate reality) cannot even be signified by the word idna’ (knowledge). Still ultimate
reality is obliquely indicated, but not signified by the word “siana’ which really stands for a
semblance of consciousness referring to an attribute of the intellect; for ultimate reality is
free from such things as class etc. which make the use of the word (‘knowledge’) possible.
Similarly ultimate reality is not signified even by the word ‘sazya’ (being), since it is by nature
devoid of all distinctions. In this way, the word “sa#ya,” which means external reality in general
(bahyasattasamanya), can obliquely indicate ultimate reality (in expressions) as ‘Brabman is
being,’ but it cannot signify it. Thus the words ‘being etc.” occurring in mutual proximity, and
restricting and being restricted by each other, distinguish ultimate reality from other objects
signified by the words ‘being etc.” and thus become fit for defining/obliquely indicating it.

So in line with the Vedic texts, ‘Failing to reach which words, along with the mind, turn
back’...it is proved that ultimate reality is indesctibable, and that unlike the construction of
the expression, ‘a blue lotus’, ultimate reality is not to be construed as the import of any
sentence.>

Julius Lipner (1997) has pointed to this subtle shift of meaning in the course of the argument,
arguing that Samkara exploits the double meaning inherent in his use of the compound “/uksandrtha.’
According to the new scheme, the conventional denotation (§zbdavacya) of the term ‘Being’ continues to be
“external reality in general” but its oblique function (fzbdalaksya), in the second meaning of the compound
(laksana + artha) points to the Being beyond all attributes and distinctions. From the Chdndogya, Gita and other
commentaries of Samkara, this ‘sazya’ is to be grasped as none other than ‘sz the pure Thatness of existence
(astitamatra/ sanmatra/ fattva). This sense is the inner meaning ‘obliquely” indicated (/akgya) by the Upanishadic
terms for Being through, as seen in Chapter 2, an elaborate noetic ritual aimed towards the discernment of

the inner meaning—we may say, the non-dual grammar—of the words for Being. As suggested in the passage

% tasmad eva ca na jianasabdavacyam api tadbrahma | tathapi tadabhasavacakena buddhidharmavisayena | jfianasabdena tal
laksyate, na tlicyate, $abdapravrttihetujatyadidharmarahitatvat | tatha satyasabdenapi | sarvavisesapratyastamitasvartipatvad
brahmano bahyasattasamanyavisayena satyasabdena laksyate satyam brahmeti | na tu satyasabdavacyam eva brahma | evam
satyadisabda itaretarasannidhanad anyonyaniyamyaniyamakah santah satyadi§abdavacyat tannivartaka brahmano, laksanarthas ca

bhavantiti | atah siddham “yato vaco nivartante | aprapya manasa saha”, “anirukto ‘nilayane” iti cavacyatvam,
nilotpalavadavakyarthatvam ca brahmanah. TUB 2.1.1 My tr.
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above, this ‘meaning’ is radically different from that disclosed by the signifying or denotative function of
those terms.®0 While Samkara has named the grammatical alternative (leksana as oblique reference) that can
successfully ‘reach’ Brahman, it still remains to be seen how this is accomplished. In anticipation, the
argument will be that the words ‘being’ and ‘consciousness’ are unique (in any language) in singling out
precisely that dimension of existence that is available to us prior and independent of any denotative/
signification function. One may say, we possess a pre-theoretical and pre-linguistic familiarity with the oblique
(laksya) sense of those words by virtue of simply existing as conscious beings. We are. And we are
conscious.t! These two features of our being are ontologically primitive, non-emergent and unsublatable.
Languaging, including the signification function by which all words, including these two, assume their

significative function (abhidhdanasakti) is subsequent and derivative.

Infinitude (Anantya)

On the above explanation, for Samkara, each of the three definitional items (being, consciousness, infinite)
provides an ontologically basic and constitutive aspect of ultimate reality—a way of talking about the non-
emergent, non-derivative constitutive horizon of reality—without sharing with the definiendum the typical
relationships between subjects and predicates, and without sharing with their object domains the typical
signifier-signified relations. But what relations obtain amongst them mutually? Looked at one way, no relation
can obtain amongst them. Such relationships are typical of predicative assertions where each predicate, in
tandem with others, restricts the overall meaning of a sentence to isolate the individual subject of predication
(such as in ‘the lotus is large, blue and fragrant’). In other words, typical descriptions and predicative

assertions set up complex intra-sentential relations such that the overall sentence meaning is the product of

60 Samkara will say in his Chdndogya 7 commentary that the very distinction between the signified (abhidheya) and signifier
(abhidhana) is ontologically derivative: abhidhanabhidheyabhedasya-vikaratvat. CUB 7.1.3.

1 Of course, this formulation reverses the Advaita logic according to which, it is not so much existence and consciousness that
are predicative of the individual (‘I am/conscious’) but the other way around. In either case, the two are not emergent or
derivative ‘features’ possessed by existents but the very constitutive horizon encircling them. I discuss further below (I11.iv)
Samkara's comment on Gitd 2.16 which can be read as the Advaitic equivalent of what is more well-known in its Kantian
formulation, that existence is not a predicate.
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the mutually qualifying function of the individual words in a sentence. This would hold true for almost all
statements in language (excluding of course the identity statements picked out by Advaitins). Advaitins
cannot accept this implication in the Brahman definition—thus Samkara’s clarification above that ultimate
reality is not to be construed as the import of a sentence (avakydrthatvam ca brabmanah)—Dbecause it would
result in the verbality of Brahman knowledge. This ties into a larger debate amongst s (significantly between
Samkara and Mandana Misra) about whether sentential knowledge is necessary and sufficient for the
knowledge of Brahman, or whether it needs a further action of meditation or contemplation upon sentential
meaning, thus conferring a more direct, extralinguistic realization of Brahman.

Samkara is clear that no such extra ‘realization’ is incumbent beyond simple sentential or linguistic
comprehension. To understand the real meaning of words (in a sentence such as ‘you are that’ or ‘ultimate
reality is being, consciousness, unlimited’) is to be immediately cognizant of truth. No further extra-linguistic
‘experience’ need be sought to confirm this. This would, in fact, be silly since sentential comprehension is a
self-sufficient pramana needing no further corroboration. The only problem is that typical sentential
relationships are verbal, relying on the kind of predicative relations we have discussed. The Advaitin challenge
is to find the middle way of a linguistic domain that permits sentential comprehension without relying on
sentential relation and predication.t? One solution is taking recourse to identity statements, since they are
structured precisely as cancelling intra-sentential relationship (See Chapter 5). The other is taking recourse to
laksana) laksana as Samkara does here. By doing this, the real import of the Brahman definition can be shown
to be non-reliant on both the signification function (vdryatva) and intra-sentential or verbal meaning
(vakyarthatva).

But, further, no relation zeed obtain amongst the three terms because, like the definition of space,
each independently comprises a constitutive criterion of ultimate reality: ultimate reality 7 Being, it is
Consciousness, it s Unconditioned. We can look at ultimate reality in ezther of these three ways, each

constituting an autonomous definition. Samkara says, “The words, sa#ya etc., are unrelated among themselves,

%2 This is taken up under the Advaitic methodological principle of adhyaropapavada (Chapter 3): how to communicate the
extralinguistic linguistically.
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since they subserve something else; they are meant to be applied to what is qualified by them (visesydrtha hi e).
Accordingly each of the qualifying terms is related with the word ‘brahman’ without expecting the other:
ultimate reality is satya, ultimate reality is jiZana, ultimate reality is ananta’ (TUB 2.1.1). This does away with the
requirement to posit a predicative relation amongst them.

Nonetheless, there is a negative or privative way in which the defining terms ate internally ‘related’,
compelling Samkara to say (in the passage above) that “the words ‘being etc.” occurring in mutual proximity,
and restricting and being restricted in turn by each other (amyonyaniyamyaniyamakab), distinguish ultimate
reality” (TUB 2.1.1). A little eatlier, he is addressing the concern that if the definitional terms serve merely to
negate the opposites of being, consciousness and infinite, then, lacking a positive sense, Brahman would be
no different from mere nothingness. The term ‘consciousness’, for instance, serves merely to indicate that
ultimate reality cannot be non-conscious. If it meant to positively assert consciousness or sentience as a
quality or feature of Brahman, it would cease to be Brahman: “If Brahman be the agent of knowing, being
and infinitude cannot justly be attributed to it; for as an agent of knowing, it becomes subject to
modification” (TUB 2.1.1). That is to say, if consciousness is construed as an empirical predicate or feature—
equivalent to making a positive claim about the nature of ultimate reality (as conscious)—then this cannot
comprise a discourse of ultimacy. But this is prevented by the mutual work done by the other two words in
cancelling its empiricality—‘being’ and ‘infinite’ guarantee that this consciousness is not an empirical ‘feature’
of the ultimate reality; it /s ultimate reality as the constitutive expetiential hotizon of everything.

He goes on to say: “Among these (three) words, the word ‘ananta’ serves as a qualification by
negating finitude; whereas the words “satya’ and S7iana’ do so even while imparting their own positive senses to
the substantive” (TUB 2.1.1). We are now to understand that while all three terms serve to negate their
opposite meanings (non-being, non-consciousness, conditionedness/ finitude) even as they mutually cancel
the undesirable empirical sense of their meanings, the first two retain a certain residue of positivity. This is
because while any empiricality must be eradicated from their senses—with help from the third item (ananta)
that restricts their meaning to ‘infinite being” and ‘infinite consciousness’—they indicate that ultimate reality is

not an absolute nothing. It is a conscious presence (almost) indistinguishable from nothingness owing to its
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lack of any positive empirical features. But it . And it is not non-conscious. In other words, while me may
bracket or suspend judgment on all our conventional claims to knowledge, minimally two things can never be
doubted: that there is something, and an awareness acknowledging this.

The definition thus shows how Brahman-talk is radically different from standard language use. For
Samkara, as mentioned, derivatives of Vvar convey standard referential activity presuming a signifier-signified
relationship, i.e., the power or function of signification (abhidhinasakti). This may be influenced by the well-
known verse (occurring later in the Taittiriya) “From where words turn back...” (yato vaco nivartante) often used
to suggest Brahman’s ineffability. Samkara’s project (and the Advaitin project generally) may be understood as
recuperating a grammar and syntax of words that disclose ultimate reality on the premise that words (vacah) in
their typical significative/referential sense cannot be employed in a discourse of ultimacy explicating the
horizonal being-consciousness encompassing all experience. This is the grammatical resolution of how the
extralinguistic may nonetheless communicated linguistically.

Howsoever one interprets the sense of ‘/aksana(d)—either as setting up a distinction between
transcendental definition and predication (as we see early on in the Tai#tiriya 2.1 commentary), or between
direct signification and oblique indication (the later sense that emerges in the commentary)—the point seems
to be that standard predication and signification fail in undergirding a discourse of ultimate reality. Employing
such linguistic tools and forms in a discourse of ultimacy will end up reducing the ultimate to the status of an
existent (howsoever divine, exalted or special, such as god); an existent that is emergent (and therefore non-
primitive), nameable and circumscribable by its form or identifying marks. The alternative is to employ words
in a way that subverts their significative use without rendering them futile. Advaita, after all, is deeply
committed to language as the only means to the knowledge of reality (tattvajiana). We will subsequently see, in
our reading of parallel passages from Chandogya and Gita, just how a non-dual grammar resting on oblique
indication permits the terms ‘being’ and ‘consciousness’ to disclose their ‘object’ (Brahman) without resorting

to predicative or significative language use.
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I3

ITILiv The Cognition of Being in the Gita: Samkara on Sadbuddhi

Verses 16-21 of Bhagavadgita Chapter 2 are well-known for their presentation of the nature of ultimate
reality. Verse 16, to which Samkara devotes significant attention, asserts that the unreal has no being, and the
real is never found to have non-being. The seers of reality/thatness (faffva) see the final truth of both.63
Samkara cites two reasons for the non-being (#a bhava) of that which is unreal (asad). It is a modification or
emergent (vikdra) and hence, being ontologically dependent on its material cause, has no autonomous reality
of its own. Relatedly, any such emergent is not available prior to its origin and posterior to its cessation;
unlike Being (sa/) that perdures through the origin and cessation of emergent entities. At this point Samkara
addresses an objection that if every entity is reducible to its material cause and the cause itself to its own
material cause and so on, then there follows the consequence of nihilism, since nothing can be said to truly

exist at bottom. He responds:

For, every fact of experience involves twofold consciousness (buddhi), the cognition of Being
(sa?) and the cognition of non-being (asa?). Now that is Being which forms the objective
correlate of cognition not subject to change. And that is non-being which forms the
objective correlate of that cognition which is subject to change. Thus the distinction of real
and unreal depends on cognition. Now in all our experience, this twofold cognition is
available with reference to one and the same substratum, as ‘an existent cloth,” “an existent
pot,” ‘an existent elephant’ etc.—not as in the expression ‘a blue lotus.” Of the two, the
cognition of pot etc., is subject to change, as already pointed out, but not the cognition of
Being. Thus, the objective correlate of the cognition of pot etc., is unreal, because subject to
change; but the correlate of the cognition of Being is real because it is not subject to

change.®4

Thus in every perception there exists a twofold cognition, the cognition of Being (sadbuddhi) and the
perception of everything else (asadbuddhbi). The latter tracks the career of each entity as it comes into or goes
out of existence. For instance, it attaches itself to a pot when it is created out of clay, and, if the pot is broken,

it attaches itself to the pot-shards that may now be said to come into being. But sat-buddpi tracks the

%3 nasato vidyate bhavo nabhavo vidyate satah | ubhayor api drsto 'ntas tv anayos tattva-darsibhih BG 2.16

%4 sarvatra buddhi-dvayopalabdheh, sad-buddhir asad-buddhir iti | yad-visaya buddhir na vyabhicarati, tat sat | yad-visaya
vyabhicarati, tad asat | iti sad-asad-vibhage buddhi-tantre sthite | sarvatra dve buddhi sarvair upalabhyete samanadhikarane na
nilotpalavat, san ghatah san patah, san hast1 iti | evam sarvatra | tayor buddhyoh ghatadi-buddhir vyabhicarati | tatha ca darsitam |
na tu sad-buddhih | tasmat ghatadi-buddhi-visayo ‘san, vyabhicarat | na tu sad-buddhi-visayah, avyabhicarat. BGB 2.16. My tr.

185



existential element of entities, their pute Zsess, as they come in and out of existence. For example, if the pot
breaks, the cognition of Being simply attaches itself to pot-shards that have now come into existence. The
bare sense of being perdures through all change and the subject’s phenomenal experiences even if individual
things and experiences are changeful and subject to cessation. For the same reason such isness (sa#ta/ astita) is
often referred to as avikriya, not subject to change, being the one unchanging element in all experience.

How precisely does the blue lotus serve as a counterexample—to that of the existent cloth, pot
etc.—as Samkara intends it? Unfortunately, he is himself quite laconic on this point. One difference emerges
from his earlier discussion of the Tuittiriya use of the large, blue, fragrant lotus. There the Brahman definition
was distinguished from the example of the lotus to the extent that the terms in the latter description share a
predicate-subject (visesanavisesya) relation. It was also clarified that this is possible because the lotus is an
existent thing that may be discerned from others of its type by virtue of the application of one or more
predicates. ‘Being’, on the contrary, was not predicative of Brahman, merely serving to isolate the bate
existential element of reality; what is here (in the Gita) tracked by sadbuddhi. More generally, we may say,
evoking a Kantian formulation, that Being (sa/) is not a predicate at all. If it were, it would appeal to precisely
the kinds of predicative relations put out of play in the context of Brahman. These, in the Tattiriya, were
expressed in terms of the fourfold ground of the application of words (Sabdapravritibetu), class-property,
quality etc. None of the terms in the Brahman definition invoke these relations. This is because, as we saw,
Being names the very ontological horizon within which emergent entities appear as entities. The sub-
commentator Anandagiri, glossing on Samkara’s Gita commentary above, supports this point by noting that
the counterexample of the blue lotus works by setting up a substance-attribute (dharmadharmin) relation
between the items in apposition. ‘Existent cloth’, on the other hand, works by a relation of continuance and
cessation (anuvytti and vyavrita). Both are instances of nominal apposition where two or more terms are in co-
reference. In the former, both have terms the same ontological status and qualify each other, that is, blue and

lotus are both conventional and derivative realities. In the latter, one is real—saz or the existential element—
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and the other conventional and derivative upon this reality.®5 Thus, existence as su#ch or Being is simply not of
the same ontological order as clothes, pots, lotuses etc. sharing a relation of subject-predicate with their
respective qualifiers. We take note of the account of sadbuddhi and asadbuddhi here as we track his discussion
of Being in the Chandogya below in order to recover a coherent account of how the linguistic disclosure of

Brahman is different from the linguistic expression of other realities.

III.v  Chandogya on the Science of Being (Sadvidya)

Chandogya's sadvidyd was briefly introduced eatlier (Section 1I) in interpreting the Advaitic project as
the disclosure of Being, that which lends being (sa/) or isness (astitd) to all existents. I here consider
subsequent sections of Samkara’s exposition of sadvidyd pertinent to the linguistic/extralinguistic
understanding of Brahman pursued here; ‘linguistic’ since the knowledge of Brahman is primarily sentential,
‘extralinguistic’ insofar as this knowledge does appeal to the conventional functions of verbal and sentential
meaning, such as signification (vacyatva and abhidhanasakt) and predication (visesanatva). Samkara begins by

considering an objection;

[Objection:] Is not this Being there now, at the present time—that it has been qualified—as
‘Being so in the beginning? [Answer:] Not so. [Objection:] Then why the qualification ‘In the
beginning?” [Answer:] What is meant is that even now, at the present moment, it is Being, but
it is accompanied by differentiation of Name and Form, the object of the idea of the term
‘this’, and as such it becomes #is. Before birth—in the beginning—however, it was answerable
only to the idea and term ‘Being’; hence it is emphasized that ‘4 the beginning this was Being
only’. Before its birth, no object can be apprehended as being such and such name, or having
such and such a form; It is exactly as during the time of deep sleep...What is meant that
immediately on waking from deep sleep, all that one is conscious of is mere existence of
things, while during deep sleep, he is conscious of pure Being alone as the only entity; and so
also in the beginning—before the birth of the universe. It is just as all this is spoken of in the
ordinary world. In the morning, one sees the potter spreading out clay for making the jar and
other things, and then having gone away to another village, and returning in the afternoon,
sees in the same place, many products in the shape of jars, saucers and other articles, all of

%5 nilamutpalamitivaddharmadharmivisayataya samanadhikaranyasya suvacatvanna vastvaikyavisayatvamiticenetyaha na nileti.
nahi samanyavisesyorbhede’bhedeca tadbhavo bhedabhedau ca viruddhavato jativyaktayoh samanadhikaranyam nilotpalayoriva
na gaunam kimtu vyavrttamanuvrtteh kalpitamityekanisthamityarthah. Anandagirivyakhya on BGB 2.16.
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diverse kinds. One says that ‘all #his, jar, saucer and the rest, was, in the morning, clay only’—
so it is said here that ‘zn the beginning this was Being only’.66

Samkara’s entire treatment of the Chindggya Chapter 6 proceeds to unlock the real meaning of this
past tense ‘dsit’ (‘'was’) of the opening verse, ‘In the beginning there was being alone’®’, by showing that the
only difference between as# and asi?, is’ and ‘was’, is the appendage of name-form (namaripa) to Being (sa?).
Prior to creation, reality may be indicated directly by the mere term for and cognition of ‘Being’ (kevala-sat-
Sabda-buddhi-matra-gamya). But the activity (kr7ya) of creation (‘May I become many’/‘May I be born as
many’)—and all that it brings into being, as in the metaphor of the clay jars, saucers etc.—does not detract
from the underlying cognition of being (sadbuddhi) that continues in co-reference with whatever novelty the
act of creation introduces. This runs parallel, therefore, with his commentary above on the Gita where the
undetlying cognition of Being (sadbuddhi) is concurrent with the changing perceptions of whatever it is that is
being perceived. Here the context is more trans-historical: process, change and history leave the undetlying
thatness of being unaltered, so that the Upanisad can subsequently claim “You are that’ (faf tvam asi) in the
present tense. The Being that was Zs the Being that obtains here and now, as your obtaining nature (with, of
course, additional layers of identity that may in principle be distinguished from the bare being/existentiality
immanent in them). The central play of “was’ (asi), is’ (asti) and ‘|[you] are’ (asz) in the dialogue is meant to
indicate the non-actional (niskriya) being prior to creation is unaffected by the activity of creation and coeval
with it.

Reading the two commentaries together in their treatment of the cognition of Being (saz-buddhi)—
both taking recourse to the idea of sadbuddhi—we observe that such a cognition is presented from both
cosmic-cosmogonic (Chandogya) as well as phenomenal-phenomenological (G##a) standpoints. The former

unfolds Brahman as the underlying ontological substratum of everything past, present or future insofar as we

% kim nedanimidam yadyenagra asiditi viesyate | na, katham tarhi viSesanam | idanimapidam sadeva kintu
namaripavisesanavad idam$abdabuddhivisayam cetidam ca bhavati | pragutpattestvagre
kevalasacchabdabuddhimatragamyameveti sadevedamagra asidityavadharyate | na hi pragutpatternamavadriipavadvedamiti
grahttum $akyam vastu susuptakala iva |...yathedamucyate loke ptrvahne ghatadi sisrksuna kulalena mrtpindam
prasaritamupalabhya gramantaram gatva pratyagato ‘parahne tatraiva ghatasaravadyanekabhedabhinnam karyamupalabhya
mrdevedam ghatasaravadi kevalam plirvahne asiditi tathehapyucyate sadevedamagra asiditi. CUB 6.2.1.

%7 sadeva saumya idamagre asit. CU 6.2.1
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may say of it, ‘It is’. The latter establishes the undetlying persistence of being from a phenomenological point
of view, perduring through all our everyday activities, states and relationships. However, by combining the
phraseology of the two commentaries it is possible to decode the precise difference between the cognition of
Being and the perception of ontologically derivative and conventional realities. The phrase ‘kevala-sat-sabda-

buddhi-matra-gamya’ is composed of two parts that may be parsed as follows:

1. sat-Sabda-matra-gamya: intelligible through the mere term ‘being’

ii. sat-buddhi-matra-gamya: intelligible through the mere cognition of being

This is in contrast to the situation where Brahman has evolved into the world such that this world or any
wortldly object is now approachable not only as existing, but as existing p/us name-form (namarsipa). For
instance, as Samkara will go on to say, the perception of an emergent reality like fire is available as ‘agni-sabda-

buddhi-gamya’ (CU 06.4) that is parsed as follows:

iil. agni-sabda-gamya: intelligible through the term ‘fire’

iv. agni-buddhi-gamya: intelligible through the consciousness of fire

Here the form (rpa) of fire and the corresponding name (zdma) mediate the perception of Being (CUB 6.2).
Being perdures as the underlying cognition in and through all states of affairs and states of expetience;
phenomenally, however, we ate aware of an additional layering of the cognition of the specific name and form
(namarsnpa) of phenomenal objects. Even these, of course, strictly speaking address and identify the undetlying
Being insofar as it is the ontological element in them. Therefore, a few passages down (CUB 6.2.3), Samkara
clarifies that when manifest entities or products are seen to be what they are—modifications (vikdra)—and
Being as such (sa7) is recognized as the ontologically perduring element in all perception, then effortlessly any
modification-related names and cognitions vanish away (anyavikarasabdabuddhi nivartante). Moreover, he
remarks: “Because Fire still exists as mere consciousness and word, as declared in the text—Fire is only a
modification of words, a mere name, nothing more than a name—hence, the consciousness of fire is also

unreal” (TUB 6.4.2).
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A crucial difference thus emerges between the word (§26da) and consciousness/cognition (buddhi) of
Being on one hand, and everything else on the other: the latter are entirely dependent on language and
linguistic representation in order to be cognized and rendered intelligible. The perception of fire is not
possible without its linguistic mark ‘fire’ and this is true for all »ikaras (products/ emergents/ modifications).
The cognition of Being, on the other hand, is possible without the mediation of language and linguistic
representation. That is, even in the absence of name and form (namaripa), the cognition of Being does not
cease, something which cannot be said of phenomenal beings or entities. This is precisely the question posed

to Samkara at the inception of his Chapter 7 commentary:

[Opponent:| But the Self is also denoted (abhidbiyate) by the term ‘Self’ (atman) (so that it
would be a product)?

[Samkara:] Not so, because of the following Vedic declarations ‘Wherefrom speech recoils’
(Taittiriya 2.9.1), “‘Wherein one sees nothing else,” and so forth (which shows that the self is
beyond words).

[Opponent:] How then do such words as ‘the Self below,” ‘that is Self” and the like convey
the idea of the Self?

[Samkara:] What happens is that the word “a@tman’ ‘Self is actually applied in usage to the
Counter-self (the ‘Living Self born in the body), which is subject to notions of
differentiation—and when the idea of body and other appurtenances being ‘Self’ is, one by
one, set aside, then by the process of elimination, it comes to indirectly #ndicate the Being,

even though this latter is beyond the reach of the wotd (sadavacyamapi pratyayayati).®s

This is a crucial passage to understand Samkara’s views on linguistic comprehension and its inefficacy
with respect to Brahman. The set of distinctions at play here anticipate Samkara’s treatment of nominal
signification in the Taittiriya to which we proceed next. Just eatlier Samkara has condensed his core argument
by saying that the very distinction between the denoted (abbidbeya) and its denotation (abhidhdna) is
ontologically derivative; it only applied to emergent entities and is itself emergent.®® Apparently, as the
Taittiriya commentary will clarify, the terms for Being (and Self) do not share the same relation with the reality

they circumscribe as other terms do with their referents, the signifier-signified relationship. In Samkara’s

% nanvatmapyatmasabdenabhidhiyate | na “yato vaco nivartante” | “yatra nanya pasyati” ityadisruteh | katham
tarhya’tmaivadhastat’ ‘sa atme’tyadisabda atmanam pratyayayanti | naisa dosah | dehavati pratyagatmani bhedavisaye
prayujyamanah $abdo dehadinamatmatve pratyakhyayamane yatparisistam sadavacyamapi pratyayayati. CUB 7.1.3.

% abhidhanabhidheyabhedasyavikaratvat. CUB 7.1.3.

”|“
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terminology this is consistently clarified as the abbidbana-abhidbeya or vacaka-vagya relation, such that Being
remains avdcya (non-signified). Two things must be noted. Firstly, the words and language of Being cannot
signify Being.”® Nonetheless, they may be employed in Advaitic pedagogy to obliquely indicate this Being
otherwise incommunicable.

Sadbuddhi, in any case, is of a radically different order of knowing than the awareness of ontologically
derivative entities (asadbuddhi ot vikdrabuddhi). For Samkara, there is no existent entity, and no concurrent
awareness of it, in the absence of a corresponding namaripa. Expressions iii. and iv. above may thus be said to
be mutually implicating and necessary. Expression ii., however, is not tied with or dependent on 1. in the same
manner. The cognition of Being is independent of any reference to language; in fact pre-exists all language
use. Nonetheless, as pointed out, the terms for Being can be used as to oblignely indicate this extralinguistic
reality through a manipulation of their direct sense (and reference) by exploiting its underlying non-dual
grammar. This is done quite patently in the Taittiriya (and partially in Chandagya Chapter 7) in Samkara’s
treatment of nominal signification.

We can thus recreate a coherent picture of the deeper grammar of Being from Samkara’s intimations
about sadbuddhi (the cognition of Being) and sat-sabda (the terms for Being) in the Chandogya and Gita, along
with the term ‘sazya’ in the Taittiriya. We already know from the first two sources that the cognition of Being is
perdures through all subjective experience and objective history. The Taittiriya analysis can further reveal
precisely how and why, linguistically, the cognition of Being is different from the perception of everything
else (i.e., things that are derivative, conventional). The latter require the crutch of language and linguistic
capacities that make signification (abhidhinasakti) possible, by exploiting the fourfold ground of the
application of words (class property; quality, action and relation). On the other hand, Being (s2/) is the
obtaining reality we are ‘aware of” simply by virtue of being or existing. We live in (to use a Heideggerian turn
of phrase) a pre-reflective, but also prelinguistic ‘understanding’ of Being simply by virtue of the fact that we

exist. The cognition of Being (sadbuddbi) is natural and intrinsic to all experience. It is both pre- and

70 Samkara’s entire discussion of sadbuddhi in the Gita commentary also occurs independently of any reference to sat-Sabda, the
words for Being.
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extralinguistic. For, Brahman, in its aspect of Being (sanmatra), is the ontological hotizon within which beings
appear as beings, and which begins to diversify and multiply ontolinguistically in time, that is, proliferate
simultaneously in language and being as the world evolves and grows more complex. The generation of
asadbuddhi (cognition of what does not have intrinsic being) or vikarabuddhi (cognition of
modification/product), however, needs the mediation of language. This mediation is such that, by taking
recourse to the categories of class, attribute, relation etc., a word can delimit and identify its signified from
other signifieds. The perception of anything but Being—because it is a modification, product, emergent—
requires its corresponding verbal handle (namadheya).

The term ‘Being’ (sat-fabda) then shares a very different relationship with its referent (Being) insofar
as Being is capable of being directly perceived or intuited under the mode of oblique indication (laksana) to
the extent that we inhabit such a pre-reflective prelinguistic awareness of it. If the definitional terms were
merely serving a negative function, warding of erroneous conceptions of Brahman, we would not get very far.
Laksand points to the constitutive and obtaining horizon of Being-Consciousness that is pre-linguistic and
accompanying every cognition and experience, even as ananta negates their finite or limited understanding as
qualifying particular existent things (‘an existent tree’, “a conscions person’’). Referring to the mode of negation
(apavada) adopted by Advaita here and elsewhere, exemplified by the famous ‘ne#i neti’ of the Brbadaranyaka,

Comans says:

Thus I believe there is a single method in the hermeneutics of liberation in the Advaita of
Samkara, and this method necessitates the use of lksand. . It is true that for Samkara the
Upanisads culminate in the statement “ne# net?” which negates all superimpositions in their
entirety. But the negation itself functions in the context of our ignorance of something
which cannot be removed without pointing out the nature of the thing about which there is
ignorance...I believe that all the major statements, those which reveal in a “positive”
fashion, as well as those which negate, such as “nef/ net7” are ultimately to be understood
through laksand. There is more than one technique (prakriya) in the Upanisads to reveal the
acosmic (nisprapanica) Brahman: there is the discussion of Brahman as the cause of the world
(kdranakaryaprakriyd); there is the analysis of the three states of experience, waking, dream
and deep sleep (avasthatrayaprakriya), and there is the analysis of the “five sheaths”
(paricakosaprakriyd) as we see in the Taittiriya. Yet there is a single fundamental method in the
Upanisads and it consists in negation coupled with the use of lksana: to negate the unreal
and point to the real (Comans 2000, 289; 300).
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Of course, in a sense Brahman is always so intuited as our very nature, the horizonal being and
awareness accompanying all experience. But Advaitic language operates to turn one’s attention (avadhana)
explicitly towards this bare fact in order for the self to realize it as constitutive of its identity. Being and
consciousness enjoy this privilege since they alone are directly available as one’s own self, as the conscious
presence that does not require the aid of language to mediate between the self and world. Everything else falls
in the domain of ndmaripa or, to use the Chandogya formulation, namadheya, dependence on names. While
Being and the cognition of Being are always obtaining facts, directing attention to them—for they are easily
overlooked owing to their subtlety—requires the occasioning of oblique indication through the term ‘a7 in
an appropriate pedagogical environment. The real grammar of ‘being’ therefore accounts for how the
ultimately real is beyond all language and reference—famously captured by the Taittiriya formulation,
‘wherefrom words recoil’ (yato vaco nivartante) (TU 2.9.1)—yet capable of being obliquely indicated by certain
words if subjected to the right grammar.”" We now consider its accompanying aspect of consciousness as

implicated in a non-dual grammar.

IV. The Non-Dual Grammar of Noetic Verbs

As the last section argued, existential verbs (derived from the root cluster bhs-as-vid) found
themselves at the center of two opposed metaphysical paradigms, leading their collective sense either,
following the grammarians and Mimamsakas, towards action and becoming (£77yd and bhava) or, following the
Advaitins, non-actional being (sa7). While Samkara admits, in fact endorses, the actional basis of wortldly
existence, language provides certain limiting cases, such as existential verbs and noetic verbs that cannot be
fully accounted for without taking leave of a bhava-centric metaphysics. Bringing rather contrary intuitions
about being (bhdva/ sal) into play, existential verbs indicated for Samkara a dimension outside the framework
of time, change and action. Noetic verbs, those which denote the process of knowing, will also be found to

have such a non-actional and non-processual basis. Samkara’s analysis of forms such as janati or bodhati will

71 Chapter 5 will further explore how this element of isness conveyed by existential verbs is implicated in the cognition of
sentential meaning in the analysis of the identity statements (mahavakyas) and nominal sentences.
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identify their semantic core as indicating the horizonal awareness constitutive of particular knowledge acts,
instead of the particular acts themselves. Unless this non-processual dimension of the grammar of budh-jiia-cit
is extracted out of its processual surface grammar, one cannot rightly understand the consciousness
component of the Brahman definition (The Taittiriya definition: satyam jianam anantam brabma), thwarting the
correct comprehension of the identity statements equating the self and Brahman.

Language may thus point to this actionless substratum of existence, but not without a process Chris
Bartley has referred to as ‘semantic refinement’ (Bartley 1986), which refers to the process of extracting this
non-dual and non-actional depth-grammar of noetic and existential verbs from their overt processual sense.
In Advaita this occurs in a few ways, including distinguishing the significative and the indirect oblique
functions of nominals, thus ‘refining’ their meaning; particulatly those standing on either side of the
Upanishadic identity statement, the ‘you’ (#am) and ‘that’ (fa?) of tattvamasi. Indeed, the core objective of the
Advaitic noetic ritual, dealt with elsewhere, is nothing but the refining of everyday language in the correct
comprehension of statements of identity. The non-dual grammar of existential verbs directed attention to the
non-actional (niskriya) dimension of being, conveyed most emphatically by Vas and its derivatives. What T
refer to as noetic verbs (derived from the root cluster budh-jia-cif) provide the other limiting case of words
indicating a dimension of being outside of the bhava paradigm. The fact that there exist in language these two
sets of limiting cases (existential and noetic verbs) of a generalized theory of verbal semantics centered on
action, and exactly these two, is not accidental. As Taittiriya 2.1 indicates, they comprise the only two sets of
words that can disclose the actionless being underneath the surface actional semantics and syntax of everyday
language; of course only after they have undergone the refinement disclosing their depth structure. As in the
Taittiriya definition (satyam jiianam anantam brabma), Being and knowledge/consciousness alone unambiguously
atmabodha, cit, caitanya etc., but it is in their verbal form that their actionlessness is most polemically relevant,
since it is argued that even as verbs they may carry a non-actional sense. As I show, both can be interpreted
actionally and temporally: existing and knowing as processes in time; as well as non-actionally and atemporally: as the

horizonal being-consciousness accompanying all expetience. The former is the familiar turf of grammar and
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Mimamsa hermeneutics. The latter introduces Advaita’s grammatical interventions. The correct grammar of
such verbs will be directly effective in the cognition of Brahman, that is, recognizing a core dimension of self
(atman) as non-actional.

We saw earlier that both grammarians and Parva Mimamsakas at least recognize the problem of the
inclusion of existential verbs within a purely action-centric paradigm attempting to accommodate them in all
sorts of ways. Words derivative of noetic roots, on the other hand, are often unproblematically taken to stand
for some kind of process or action, as for instance, sense-perception. For the Advaitin, while knowing
includes processual elements, it is founded on a non-processual and non-actional substratum of a witness self,
understood as a field of consciousness accommodating particular knowledge events. This can be stated as the
thesis that knowing is not an activity or process but the very nature of the self. Andrew Fort has discussed the
notion of a ‘field (&setra) of consciousness’ as one of the two ways in which witness-consciousness
(sakysicaitanya) is conceived by Advaitins, the other being that of a more literal witnesser of events or actions,

itself actionless:

Adherents of Advaita Vedanta in particular have examined the fundamental difference
between the knowing self and the intellect. In Advaita, the knowing self is often called the
saksin, commonly rendered witness...It is eternal, non-dual, and unchanging; moreovert, it is
particularly differentiated from the mind or intellect (antahkarana, dhi, buddhi) and the
perceiver, perceiving, perceived triad. The sdksin is also linked with pure consciousness
(¢caitanya) and the self (atman, versus the jiva ot ifvara). It is self-luminous and self-evidencing.
The image of pure light is suggestive here: like the sakgn, light immediately reveals all objects
and is not dependent on them; the sz&yin and light are pervasive and unconditioned (Fort
1984, 278-9).

My task will be to uncover the grammatical basis of this distinction in Samkara, showing how the two
paradigms of knowing—knowing as actional/processual or the non-actional field or witness—are grounded
in distinct linguistic features of noetic verbs, partaking of both actional and non-actional features, beginning

with the non-dual/non-actional grammar of noetic verbs laid out by Samkara in his Taittiriya 2 commentary
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and then the Upadesasabasri.? The discussion of knowledge/consciousness (jizana, jiiapti, cit, caitanya, bodha) in
Samkara will show, parallel to the case of Being (sa#), that self-knowledge is incumbent on the disclosure of

the appropriate depth-grammar and semantics of certain key words and sentences.

IV.i  The Depth-Semantics of Knowing in Taittiriya 2.1

We are already partially familiar with Samkara’s treatment of knowing/knowledge, particularly the
semantics of Jidna’, from his general discussion of the Taittiriya Brahman definition. At one level, the non-
dual grammar of &nowing operates in parallel with the grammar of being; the deeper semantics of both “satya
and 7iana’ is uncovered by parallel grammatical procedures, such as the demonstration of the impossibility of
denotative (abbidhanabhidbeya) and predicative (visesanavisesya) activity with respect to them, the two linguistic
procedures singled out by Samkara as natural to conventional language, but ineffective in the disclosure of
Brahman. Predication (as the attribution of a predicate to a subject, schematized in x is y’) is impossible with
respect to the definitional items of the Brahman definition because of the absence, in them, of the fourfold
ground of the application of words (class, attribute, action, relation). Signification (abbidbanatva ot vicyatva as a
relation between words and their reference) is also put out of play owing to the activation of the oblique
function (laksana).’> Samkara will eventually engages the specificity of the term Giana’ a little further down in

the commentary:

Jiiana means knowledge (jiiapti)™, consciousness (avabodha). The word jiana’ conveys the
abstract notion of the verb (i, to know); and being an attribute of Brahman along with
being and infinitude, it does not indicate the agent of knowing. If Brahman be the agent of
knowing, being and infinitude cannot justly be attributed to it. For as the agent of knowing,
It becomes changeful and, as such, how can it be true and infinite? That, indeed, is infinite
which is not separated from anything. If it be the agent of knowing, It becomes delimited by

72 The naming of the root cluster budh-jiia-cit (as noetic roots) is my own. But it reflects Advaita’s unitary treatment of those
verbs, just as existential roots (bhii-as-vid), in spite of their subtle differences, were considered one unit for all practical purposes
by the grammarians. Having the well-accepted meaning of knowing, being aware, registering, the real debate will wage around
the question whether this meaning ought to be understood actionally or non-actionally. Samkara alternates between these roots
and their radical meanings depending on the text he is commenting on and its preferred vocabulary. For Taittiriya it is
jhana/jiiapti.

73 Both of these, signification (vacyatva) and predication (visesanatva), are treated at length in the earlier discussion of TUB 2.1.

74 Samkara wants to suggest, by the term ‘jiiapti’, the bare sense of the root, i.e., ‘knowing’, at this point understood actionally, as
all verb-meanings, but later to be explicated in non-actional terms.
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the knowable and the knowledge, and hence there cannot be infinitude, in accordance with
another Vedic text: “That is the Infinite in which one does not know anything else. And that
in which one knows anything else is limited (CU 7.24.1)”.75

Samkara here chooses to go with derivatives of \/jﬂ?z’ and budh in glossing jidna, but elsewhere
derivatives of Veiz are the preferred mode of explanation. He is here clarifying that the sense of the root in
play is to be understood as the ‘abstract notion’, what grammatians refer to as bhavasidbana, i.e., the root-
meaning is manifest in the general and abstract processuality intimated by the root, without the particular
instrumentality or role of any actional factors or gdrakas. It might be supposed that the self is the agent of
knowing, owing to the inclusion of iana’ in the Brahman definition.”¢ To address this possible misreading,
Samkara enters into asemantic analysis of the term %iana’ as founded on the abstract sense of its root. This
avoids the unwanted implication that self-Brahman is an agent who may sometime know and sometimes not
know, since with agency come choice and impermanency; one is an agent only insofar one is engaged in an
activity requiring an agent. Consciousness, however, is an abiding condition or capacity. Chris Bartley

explains:

It is possible to analyze a word such as jiana as meaning either one of the six factors
associated with an action (kgrakavynipatti) or as expressive of a static condition
(bbavavyutpatti). It could be the case that jiana means ‘means of knowledge’ (jnayate’ neneti
Jjrianam). This would be an instance of a karaka-vyutpatti, specifically karanavyutpatti (v. Panini
1.4.42) Sadhakatam karanam ‘that which is especially effective is called the instrument’.
Alternatively, it could be construed as expressing the kartr-kdaraka and meaning cognitive
agency. Samkara thinks that in this context jiiana, since it refers to the Absolute, cannot be
analyzed as expressing a £draka since that would imply modification and distinction between
subject, means and object. The word must therefore be construed as conveying a static
condition (bhava) (Bartley 1986, 107-8).

75 jfianam jhaptir avabodho bhavasadhano jiianasabdo na tu jidnakartr, brahmavisesanatvat satyanantabhyam saha | na hi
satyatanantata ca jiianakartrttve saty upapadyete | jianakartrtvena hi vikriyamanam katham satyam bhavedanantam ca? yad dhi
na kutascit pravibhajyate tad anantam | jianakartrtve ca jiieyajiianabhyam pravibhaktam ity anantata na syat | yatra
nanyadvijanati sa bhimatha yatranyad vijanati tadalpam. TUB 2.1.1.

76 It may appear that the present context is the definition of Brahman and not the nature of self but it is typical of Advaita to
switch talk of Brahman and self since they indicate the same reality, the horizonal conscious presence behind the seemingly
distinct referential domains demarcated by the words.

197



Note Bartley’s rendering of bhavasidhana as “static condition’. Its virtue is that it conveys Samkara’s
emphasis on the non-actional or ‘static’ nature of consciousness, as opposed to the dynamism of mind and
intelligence (manas/ buddhi). But I go with Ganganath Jha’s ‘abstract notion’ since as a standard grammatical
procedure, it tends to convey the pure actionality of the verb/verbal root in the absence of any patticular
factors of action. This can be understood with reference to the Sanskrit voice-system, comprising the active
(kartari), passive (karmani) and impersonal (bhave). While the first two require the activation of an agent or
object as the subject of a sentence, thus involving a &draka analysis, the last absolves the requirement of any
actional factor taking the subject position. Now bhava itself—the bare processuality or activity conveyed by
the verb—is the primary reference of the sentence. Such processuality, moreover, is the generic sense of
every verb (kriydsamanyatva), for instance, eating, walking, cutting, cooking etc. In the same way, at the
derivational (vyutpatti) level (etymological as opposed to morphological or sentential), bbavasadhana conveys the
bare processuality without any further isolation of a &draka in relation to the process or action conveyed by a
wotd prior fo its sentential role/location.

Gerow has (in the same paper ‘What is Karma?’) considered the relationship of the passivization of
Sanskrit syntax, and the increasing prevalence of the impersonal, with the philosophies of Advaita and
Buddhism, arguing that they overcome &arman by a process similar to the syntactic passivization of Sanskrit.
Put simply, it is no co-incidence that the two philosophies locate the crux of the problem of existence in the
sense of agency accompanying worldly existence, or ego (ehamkara) in Advaitic parlance. The Advaitic appeal
to the impersonal Brahman cannot therefore be far removed from the linguistic recourse to the passive
‘impersonal’ leading sentence-meaning away from resting in the agent or object. Actions without agents—or
at least without an accompanying sesse of agency, i.e., kartrtva—is exactly the cure commended by Samkara.
For Gerow, in all Advaitas, including Bhartrhari’s Sabdddyaita, it is the proper understanding of agency that

unlocks the basic ontological confusion. He concludes,

We can say, if agency goes, all that remains on which to ground the assertion is ‘karmani’ (for
those propositions where the act does pertain to an external ‘object’ (‘the town is walked to
[by...X] 9 ot ‘bhave (for intransitive verbs and existential predications, where no ground is
available ex hypothesi save the act asserted itself: It is sat down [by...X]. We thus see in the
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proper (true) Advaitic assertions the correct realization of the grammatical categories
themselves. Which came first, the chicken or the egg? The ‘grammatical’ problem for

Advaita is neatly solved by making all sentences with real content ‘passive’ (karmani/ bhave), in
fact ‘impersonal’ (Gerow 1982, 112-13).

Consciousness is at the center of this re-evaluation of experience and language, for, to continue in
Gerow’s voice, “the point of philosophical re-evaluation of this experience...is to disassociate consciousness
and agency: the ‘unconscious’ (prakr#) becoming the ‘agent’ of all true propositions, the conscious ‘subject’
being liberated of all predicates” (Gerow 1982, 112). This is precisely Samkara’s agenda in the Taittiriya
commentary. Real activity, active knowing, belong to the mind-intellect (manas-buddhi) complex, while the self
is the pure non-actional witness (sasin). Moreover, this realization is grammatical; it is the knowledge of the
correct denotation of ‘I’ (and other personal pronouns)—as indicating the witness consciousness and not the
agent of action—that leads to the realization of self as the actionless substratum of experience.

I address two further considerations that Gerow’s thesis leaves open. For him, the Advaitic
grammatical solution is ultimately insufficient insofar as it does not adequately account for contentless
sentences, even if it is able to account for agentless ones (by making sentences passive/impersonal): “We now
assert two instead of one: « I#is cold, hot... » and « I am (...) ». Grammatically speaking, simple assertive
propositions involving personal agents are no longer possible, and each one has to be analytically dissolved
into a predicate (or content: hot, etc.) and a « subject ». But terms as such cannot be propositions; in the place
of one, we must apply a « dummy » subject for the real predicate (the English « it » - praks#i) and an empty
predicate for the real subject (purusa/ datman, as unqualified « consciousness »)” (Gerow 1982, 112). However,
the recuperation of an Advaitic non-dual grammar can address this concern. As Chapter 2 discussed, the
crucial Advaitic move is to communicate the extra-linguistic linguistically by recovering a grammar that can
do so. Such an alternative non-dual grammar can account for both contentless and agentless sentences
without giving up the subject/self as ontologically primitive. One only has to recover sentences that do not
rely on predication, thereby salvaging sentential meaning without positing otherness or content. This is
exactly what Advaitic mahavikyas (identity statements) seek to do, as a special case of identity statements in

language, such as ‘x is y’ where the copula is not predicative but assertive of identity (such as the statement
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‘the morning star /s the evening star’). Moreover, it is not so much that pure consciousness or Brahman—the
non-actional sentential subject—is now rendered contentless. Rather, it is the content of any predicate freed
from its limiting or conditioning features; ‘pure’ Being and Consciousness (as the Tai#tiriya Brahman
definition eatlier clarified)”” simply isolate the existential and conscious element of every existent thus
becoming, on the one hand, contentless but, on the other hand, representing the real substantial element of
any content, furnishing its existential concreteness, not its particularities.

Identity statements and nominal sentences thus provide one subset of the kinds of linguistic
phenomena seized by Advaita to disclose a non-actional grammar of self. While appearing to be trivially
true—for identity statements only affirm an obtaining identity couched in appatent difference—they are
contentful in their own right insofar as they do the work of pointing to an underlying identity not apparent to
the untrained eye.”® This is the underlying logic of ‘I am Brahman’ (aban brabmasni). The ‘1" undergoes
semantic shifts in its domain of application, never vanishing entirely. Or, more accurately, emptied of all
positive content (the body, mind, ego etc. being negated of the self), the ‘I’ is simultaneously expanded to a
non-localized universal signifier: ‘I am Brahman’ means that the self is non-different from whatever it
encounters in its field of awareness and activity, by way of isolating its underlying horizonal aspects of being
and consciousness. This is one reading of the ample references, in the Brhadiranyaka and elsewhere, to the
liberated condition as one of sarvatmabhava (a condition of oneness with everything). In either case, the typical
Advaitic negation of each and every positive or determinate content associated with the I’ (in any statement
with T’ as subject) runs parallel with a deeper identity with the non-actional substratum (Brahman) of its
predicated content.

More pertinently, while the emphasis on bhava and kriya offers one path to the overcoming of
agency/egoity in the manner developed by Gerow, permitting actions without actors, processes without
agents, it is still intimately tied to the bhdva paradigm that Samkara will eventually take leave of. It is the

eventual substitution of bhdva by sat as the alternate linguistic center of gravity that furnishes the genuine

77 “Brahman (is) being consciousness infinite”; satyam jfianam anantam brahma. TU 2.1.
78 Identity statements are treated at length in Chapter 5.
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alternative of a non-agential, non-actional Advaitic grammar. For, the presuppositions of the bhava paradigm
seep right into the standard procedutes of the grammarians, from the passive impersonal (bhdve-prayoga) to the
conception of the radical abstract notion (bhava-sadhana), indicating the bare processuality conveyed by verbs.
The real meaning of iana’, however, can have nothing to do with the processuality or becoming
characteristic of root meaning (dhatvartha). This is where, it seems, the radical difference of noetic and
existential verbs from all others is located by Samkara. He will therefore take leave of even his eatlier recourse

to bhavasadhana, as a kind of intermediary means (#paya) to be discarded:

[Objection:] For even if it be considered that jidna is understood as Consciousness, in the
sense of bhdva (bhavaripata)™, Brahman will still be open to the charge of impermanence and
dependence. For the meanings of verbal roots are dependent on actional factors
(dbatvarthanam kdrakapeksatvar). And Giana’ too is a root-meaning. ..

[Response:] No, since without implying that knowledge is separable from Brahman, it is
referred to as an activity only conventionally...Knowing is the nature of the self, is
inseparable from the Self, and so is eternal. Still the intellect, the limiting adjunct of the Self,
gets transformed in the shape of the objects while issuing forth through the eyes etc... These
semblances (avabbasa) of Self-consciousness...designated by the word idana’
(vijiianasabdavacyah) and bearing the root-meaning (dhatvarthabhsitalh) are imagined by the non-
discriminating to be qualities of the Self...Thus, since this knowing is not a form of action
(akriyaripatvad), it does not also bear the root-meaning of the verbal root (\//;ici) ..And again
because of this, Brahman cannot even be signified by the word ‘iiana’. Still Brahman is
obliquely indicated (lakgyate), not signified (#a ucyate), by the word Yiiana’ which really stands
for a semblance of Consciousness referring to an attribute of the intellect; for Brahman is
free from such things as class etc., which make the use of the word idna’ possible.8®

7% Owing to the use of bhavasadhana in its interpretation.

80 yadi nama jfiaptir jianam iti bhavariipata brahmanah tadapy anityatvam prasajyeta, paratantryam ca | dhatvarthanam
karakapeksatvat | jianam ca dhatvarthah...na, svartipavyatirekena karyatvopacarat | atmanah svariipam jiiaptir na tato
vyatiricyata ato nityaiva | tathapi buddher upadhilaksanayas caksuradidvarair visayakarena parinaminya ye
sabdadyakaravabhasah ta atmavijiianasya visayabhiita | utpadyamana eva atmavijfianena vyapta utpadyante | tasmad

| yat tu brahmano vijiianam tatsavitrprakasavad agnyusnatvavac ca brahmasvartipavyatiriktam svariipam eva tat | na
tatkaranantarasavyapeksam | nityasvartipatvat sarvabhavanam ca tenavibhaktade$akalatvat kalakasadikaranatvac ca
nirati§ayastiksmatvac ca | na tasyanyad avijieyam siksmam vyavahitam viprakrstam bhiitam bhavad bhavisyad vasti | tasmat
sarvajilam tadbrahma | mantravarnas ca — “apanipado javano grahita pasyaty acaksuh sa Srnoty akarnah | sa vetti vedyam na ca
tasyasti vetta tam ahur agryam purusam mahantam” iti | ”na hi vijiatur vijiiater viparilopo vidyate ‘vinasitvan na tu tadaidvitiyam
asti” ity adisrute$ ca | vijiatrsvaripavyatirekat karanadinimittanapeksatvas ca brahmano jiianasvartpatve ‘pi nityatvaprasiddhih |
ato naiva dhatvarthas tadakriyaripatvat | ata eva ca na jiianakartr, tasmad eva ca na jiianasabdavacyam api tadbrahma | tathapi
tadabhasavacakena buddhidharmavisayena | jianasabdena tal laksyate, na tiicyate, Sabdapravrttihetujatyadidharmarahitatvat.
TUB 2.1.1. My tr.
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The opponent’s argument that root-meanings are intrinsically tied to actions and actors
(dbatvarthanam karakdpeksatvdl) is meant to directly weaken Samkara’s claim that the word Giana’ be
understood in its bare root sense, for this sense, its ‘bhavaripatd’, would make knowledge/consciousness
impermanent and conditional. Samkara responds by presenting an argument for the absence of any action
and actional factors in consciousness. Consciousness is the very nature of the Self and, not being other than
the Self, any “&arya discourse’ with respect to it—i.e., talk of knowledge/consciousness having to be produced
as an outcome of a process or act—is only metaphorical or conventional (#pacira). What then does root-
meaning denote? For it must denote something and all root-meaning conveys a sense of an undetlying
processuality or activity. It is the limiting adjunct (#padhi) of the intellect that takes on the role of the
underlying activity denoted by the verbal root (dhatvarthabhita). Knowledge as such is actionless, akriyarsipa,
being the witness-dimension of self.

The vdcya-laksya distinction is already familiar to us as a device for Samkara to isolate the non-actional
inner or depth-semantics of ‘satya’ and jiana’. Brahman is outside the significative reach of words because of
the absence in Brahman of the fourfold criterion of application of words (class, action, attribute, relation). By
mutual control, the three definitional items (satya, jiiana, ananta) are able to restrict and lead each othet’s
meaning to a non-actional conscious presence behind the actional semantics of conventional language. The
novelty of this argument, however, is to relate root meaning as such (dhatvartha) with the significative and
referential reach of words. We are now to understand that the very etymological basis or ground (literally,
dhatn) of language, the root-meanings, operate entirely within the actional grammar laid out by the
grammarians and Mimamsakas. Verbal meanings thus refer to and isolate the realm of sazbdavacya, the
signification of words. But the verbal root cluster budh-jiia-cit (noetic verbs), as well as bhi-as-vid (existential
verbs), are subject to a further deep structure uncovered by the obligne function of words (Sabdalaksya),
revealing the underlying non-actional basis of Being and Consciousness: “Still Brahman is obliquely indicated
(lakgsyate), not signified (na uncyate), by the word $ana’ which really stands for a verisimilitude of Consciousness

as referring to an attribute of the intellect; for Brahman is free from such things as class etc., which make the
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use of the word ana’ possible.” This relation of consciousness with the active intellect is articulated in the

Upadesasahasri.

IV.ii The Grammar of Conventional Knowing: Agency and Subjectivity in US 1.18

The Advaitic analysis of noetic roots such as \/jﬂ?z’ is meant to lead the concept and language of
knowing from a familiar actional paradigm to a non-actional one. Knowing is explained as an intrinsic quality
or feature of being (atmasvaripa) than an episodic act of the self. It is fundamentally a being rather than doing.
As Mayeda states, “Samkara and other Advaitins, however, stand on the Upanishadic axiom that knowledge
or perception is Atman itself. But the word ‘perception’ (upalabdhi) is generally conceived to mean an ‘action’
of perceiving which is indicated by the verbal root (dhatn) upa-labb; action is nothing but change (Mayeda
1992, 38).” Mayeda immediately addresses the grammatical point at the heart of the problem: all roots
indicate activity; how then can verbs like ‘knows’ (janati) that apply to perception make reference to a non-
actional being? Mayeda is here paraphrasing a view expressed in US 11.2: “Perception is what is meant by the
verbal root, that is, nothing but change (vi&riya); it is contradictory [to this fact] to say that [the nature of] the
perceiver is transcendentally changeless” (US 11.2.76). We will see just how Samkara responds to this, but the
grammatical basis of both the interjection and subsequent response is worth noting. The interjection is in fact
reminiscent of the problematic status of existential roots discussed eatlier which, while often just connoting
bare existence, were nonetheless construed along a processual mode. The liminal status of existential verbs in
Patafijali’s discussion is here assumed by noetic verbs: like all verbal roots they must connote action/process,
yet be revelatory of an actionless dimension of knowledge emphasized by Advaita. As before, the Advaitic
response will take the form of an appeal to a non-actional/non-dual grammar, this time of noetic verbs, that
permits words to transcend their changeful (v/&ry4) nature articulated in traditional grammar.

As in the case of the nominal 7ana’ (from the Taittiriya Brahman definition), this unchanging being
element (as opposed to the doing element) of knowing can be carefully extracted from its overt processuality
by directing attention to an unsublatable-unchanging aspect of the meaning of words for knowing. This is

mediated, as suggested in Samkara’s Taittiriya commentary, by separating the knowledge process into two
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halves: the first, an element of bare consciousness, the basic capacity to be aware, to register, and a processual
element involving actual and active apprehensions. The first, witness consciousness (saksicaitanya or simply
caitanya) can be understood as a capacity, field or hotizon in which particular cognitions can occur. It is just
there, as an ever-present field or substratum of potential cognitions; not quite assimilable into the domain of
bhava (action/becoming/process) but serving as the ground for patticular acts of knowing,.

This bifurcation reappears in US 1.18, with slightly different emphases. Conventional knowledge is
set up on the obtaining fact of superimposition (adhydsa), between the self and non-self, as having already
occurred. This is what guides Samkara’s treatment of knowing in US 1.18 as opposed to Taittiriya, wherte at
issue was the nominal term Y7iana’ as a definitional item (crucial to understanding Brahman as infinite
consciousness). Here, Samkara is concerned with explaining conventional knowledge exemplified in the
verbal form ‘anat? (‘knows’) as a post hoc feature of experience founded on supetimposition (adhydsa), and
therefore reminiscent of his treatment of superimposition (adhydsa) in the Brabmasitra. In terms of a non-dual
grammayr, it is significant because it illumines what, according to Advaitins, comprises subjectivity or agency in
a sentence such as ‘I know’, ‘S/he knows’ (or any statement of the kind ‘S/he does or acts’) involving agential
actions. Samkara thus provides an Advaitic perspective on actional statements—the paradigmatic kind of
statements for Sanskrit grammarians—the precise relation between their agents and actions, what constitutes
conventional agency and, more generally, the conventional self or ‘I’. Moreover, the discussion in US 1.18
sheds light on the designation of indexical items, such as ‘I, “You’, “This’, “That’. It is only be clarifying their
overt and covert referential domains that Advaitic sentences, particularly the mahavikyas, can be rendered

soteriologically effective.

The Knowledge Process in the US

Samkara’s Taittiriya commentary, as we saw, set up the intellect-consciousness bifurcation in terms of the
signified (vdcya) and obliquely indicated (lzksita) domains of the term ‘iana’ respectively, the point being that

the denotative reach of words typically extends to the domain of action (&#iya) and actional factors (Raraka);
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as if language was primatily, if not exclusively, meant to designate action. Here the distinction is articulated in

terms of the constitution of the verbal suffix in any statement containing finite verbs:

[Objection:] The meaning of the verbal root and verbal suffix, though different [from each
other], are seen to have one and the same subject as in ‘karo#?” (he does), ‘gacchat? (he goes),
etc., according to universally accepted opinion...Explain why in construing “anat? (he
knows) there should be two subjects.

[Reply:] It is the reflection of A#man that is expressed by the verbal termination whereas the
meaning of the root is the action of the intellect. And it is on this account of the absence of
discriminating knowledge that the two [A#man and intellect] are wrongly said to ‘know’
(janati). Knowledge does not belong to the intellect and A#wan has no action. Therefore ‘to
know’ is not applicable to either of them. Therefore the word ‘consciousness’ (japti), which
implies action, has no application [to .A#wan] either. For it is not anything changing. .. Atman
is never taken to be expressible by words or cognizable, according to those who [realize that]
Atman is only one, free from pain and changeless. If the bearer of the ‘T-notion were Atman,
then [A#man] would be the primary meaning of a word. But as [the bearer of the T-notion]
has hunger etc., it is not in the Sruti taken to be Asmans!

The above passage highlights Samkara’s grammatical articulation of a framework that is pervasive in
the US, indeed may be the core framework by which the US approaches Advaitic metaphysics and
epistemology. One way to express this is to note that the US is largely preoccupied with the subjective aspect of
its metaphysics, conveyed by the personal pronouns in a mahavikya—the you of “You are that’, the I of Tam
Brahman’. It is of course finally shown to be non-different from the objective dimension articulated through
various Upanishadic accounts of cosmogony (sz5#), god (ivara) and nature (bhita). In the language of enaction
procedures (prakriyas) discussed in Chapter 2, we may say that the US focuses on subject-centric procedures
as opposed to nature or wotld-centric. This framework, dispersed across its chapters, is that of the everyday

self or I” as a hybrid of an underlying changeless consciousness and a changeful intellect coming together in a

81 prakrtipratyayarthau yau bhinnav ekasrayau yatha | karoti gacchatityadau drstau lokaprasiddhitah.
nanayor dvyasrayatvam tu loke drstam smrtau tatha | janatyarthesu ko hetur dvyasrayatve nigadyatam.
atmabhasas tu tinvacyo dhatvartha$ ca dhiyah kriya | ubhayam cavivekena janatity ucyate mrsa.

na buddher avabodho ‘sti natmano vidyate kriya | ato nanyatarasyapi janatiti ca yujyate.

napy ato bhavasabdena jiiaptir ity api yujyate | na hy atma vikriyamatro nitya atmetisasanat.

na buddher buddhivacyatvam karanam na hy akartrkam | napi jiidyata ity evam karmasabdair nirucyate.
na yesam eka evatma nirduhkho ‘vikriyah sada | tesam syac chabdavacyatvam jiieyatvam catmanah sada.

yadahamkartur atmatvam tada §abdarthamukhyata | nasanayadimattvat tu §rutau tasyatmatesyate. US 1.18.51-58. All US
translations use Mayeda 1992.
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cognitive act. The former grants the cognition its conscious or perceptive capacity, the latter its processual or
actional dimension that responds to an external or internal object or stimulus.

A discourse of reflection (a@bhdsa) is invoked to explain their relation. It is because of the reflection of
the self-effulgent self in the intellect (taking the place of the mirror in the reflection metaphor), by nature
unconscious, that the latter appears conscious and, conversely, the underlying self (that which is reflected),
owing to its proximity with the mirror of the intellect, is mistakenly conceived as changeful (in the same way
as any features of a reflecting medium, such as a scratch or blot on the mirror, will tarnish the image, without
affecting the original). This conventional self, the conscious agent, is thus a hybrid product of consciousness
and agency as really belonging to two different orders: reality as such (as infinite/unconditioned
consciousness) and the emergent or evolute of buddhi which, owing to its emergent nature, is changeful like
everything else. The mutual superimposition of self and non-self generates the everyday sense of ‘I’ where
one is unable to distinguish oneself as the underlying witness-consciousness free of the actional and changeful
attributes superimposed by the intellect. The US thus closely tracks the superimposition (adhyasa) discourse of
Samkara’s Brahmasiitra commentary giving it further detail and depth.

It is this scheme that is grammaticalized in the verses quoted above. Verse 57 echoes the Taittiriya
understanding that the real self (a#nan) can never be directly expressible by words (#a sabdavacyatvam), only
obliquely indicated (lakgsita). As we saw, derivatives of Vvac —as when he denies that the dfman is expressible
(vacya) by words—are ascribed a technical sense of conventional linguistic reference/signification by him.
Such reference is only possible with respect to the everyday self (abamkdra) that exists and functions within
the realm of everyday language. The US here repeats the Taittiriya argument that this is owing to the fact that
the conventional I’ is subject to the fourfold ground of the application of words (class, action, quality and
relation) and therefore subject to signification (vdcyatva). Further, in any actional sentence, the verbal
counterpart of the nominal ‘I’ reflects this very distinction between the real and conventional self in its own

internal morphology outlined in the verses above. Mayeda explains:

One expresses one’s experience of perception by means of language and says, jandami (1

know) ot jandti (he knows). According to the ordinarily accepted understanding of this
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sentence, ‘1" or ‘he’ who is the subject of knowledge, knows’ some object of knowledge, just
as, in case of the sentence devadattah karoti, Devadatta, who is the agent of action, performs a
certain action by himself. The verbal root denotes action while the verbal suffix indicates an
agent. Thus the meanings of the verbal root (prakrti) and the verbal suffix (pratyaya) are
different from each other, but they have a common substratum, namely Devadatta.
Therefore, the two meanings belong to one and the same subject; Devadatta is the agent
who actually performs an action. Likewise the verbal root jiia refers to the action of
perceiving while the verbal suffix -# or -/ indicates the agent. Therefore, ‘I’ or ‘he’, like
Devadatta, is the agent who actually perceives the object of perception. Ordinary people
consider this ‘I’ or ‘he’ to be atman and think of themselves as different from Brahman,
which is actionless (akriya) and constant (nitya).

Rejecting this ordinary understanding, Samkara asserts that the verbal suffix indicates merely
the reflection (@bhdsa) of Atman which is in the buddhi, and that the verbal root means action
(kriyd) of the buddhi. People say janati because they fail to distinguish A#man from its
reflection and the buddhi (Upad 1,18,53). Perception (avabodha) does not belong to the buddhi
and action does not belong to A#man. For this reason the expression janati is applicable
neither to the buddhi nor to Atman (Upad 1,18,54). Neither Atman nor the buddhi can be the
subject of the sentence janatz, which requires the subject to be possessed of both perception
and action.

Then what is the subject of this sentence? When consciousness (caitanya), the nature of
Atman, is superimposed upon the buddhi which is unconscious and of the nature of action,
the buddhi becomes consciousness-like (cinnibha, Upad 1,18,65; 68), assuming the form of
Atman. .. This ahamkartris the subject of the sentence jandmi ot jandti (Mayeda 1992, 39-40).

I first take up Samkara’s non-dual morphological analysis of verbs considered by Mayeda, set up in
clear opposition to parallel Vyakarana and Mimamsa morphological analysis. Subsequently I discuss the
nature and constitution of this ahamkarty, taking the place of the sentential subject in actional statements. I
show how the status of such an everyday sense of I’ is tied closely with the grammatical categories of kartrtva
(agency/doership) and karakatva (actional factor or constituents). Given this fact, the Advaitic response will
be to refine the referential field of this I” from standing for everyday agency/enjoyership to the narrower
witness-consciousness. This means, as I argue, that the core Advaitic task is to transcend conventional
grammar that keeps us bound in action, desire and samsara. The treatment of the sentential subject
(abamtkarty) and verb (kriya) in the US is mutually reinforcing. Evaluating its content as organized around

these two key sentential components can make the grammatical basis of its insights more transpatrent.
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IV.iii Advaitic Morphology of the Stem-Suffix

The mode of deep structure analysis found in Parva Mimamsa finds a new articulation in Samkara’s
explication of the ultimate-conventional framework. The ultimate (pdramarthika) truth of non-action
constitutes the deep structure of the surface level action-centrism of Vedic and conventional language. It may
thus be possible to recover a non-actional aspect to all verbs even if noetic and existential verbs stand out as
the privileged instances of a non-actional semantics. In the Upadesasihasri Samkara offers a morphological
basis to non-action, just as Kumarila and others more famously attempted along action-centric lines. As
mentioned earlier, Kumarila reads the force of bhdvana into the very meaning of the verbal affix. Panini and
his commentators simply understood the suffix as supplying agency (kartrtva) (in the active voice) to the finite
verb along with other essential information like tense, mood and number. This common-sense view of the
grammarians is transformed by Purva Mimamsa into one centered on not merely the central verbal action but
the injunction to action. Samkara too senses the need to locate his hermeneutic within a linguistic framework.
But how is it possible to read non-action (igkriyatva) into verb-meaning itself?

Samkara’s solution is to read the ultimate-conventional (paramarthika-vydviharika) distinction into the
morphology of the verb. The verb stem derived from the root typically denotes the specific kind of activity
under consideration. Regarding the verbal suffix, Samkara is in agreement with the general grammatical
principle that it is symbolic of the doer (kar#) of the activity (in active voice), hence in direct agreement with
the noun signifying the agent in the sentence. However, from Samkara’s point of view agency (kartrtva) is a
product of the superimposition of the non-self upon the self. The non-actional self appears to be involved in
activity on account of its identification with the real agent, the abamkara/ ahamkartr (T-sense/ego), that is the
locus of all action and worldly experience. Redolent of the superimposition account of Brabmasitra, Samkara

here provides a more detailed grammatical account of the nature of superimposition (adhydsa):

US 1.18.64 And because they do not discriminate between this [A#wan] which becomes
falsely manifest in that [intellect] and that [intellect] in which this [.A##an] becomes falsely
manifest, all people naturally use the verb ‘anats.
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US 1.18.65 Superimposing the agency of the intellect [upon Aman), [they] say that the
Knower (= Atman) ‘knows’ (janati). In like manner superimposing the Pure Consciousness
[of Atman upon the intellect], [they] say in this world that the intellect is the knower.52

The everyday self or ego (ahamkara) is the product of this mutual superimposition, constituting the
sentential agent and what any references to the self isolate. This ego is entirely within the domain of verbal
reference, while any reference to the witness self, as we saw eatlier in the Taittiriya and US commentaries,
must happen indirectly through oblique function (laksana), not direct reference (vacyatva): “If the bearer of the
‘P-notion (ahamkdra) were Atman, then [Atman] would be the primary meaning of a word. But as [the bearer
of the T-notion] has hunger etc., it is not in the Sruti taken to be A#man” (US 1.18.58).

It is this abamkara/ ahamkriya, as the begetter of agency, that connects and accommodates the self
within the network of &draka relationships essential to construing any activity. It draws the self down to and
at par with other constituents of and adjuncts to action, by means of which the agent (kar#7) may now interact
with and wield other £drakas to accomplish an act.83 The self does indeed contribute something, the fact of
the individual being ‘conscious’, which is nothing but the consciousness (caifanya) aspect of reality (Brahman)
reflected in the intellect (buddhi), the psycho-physiological element most proximate to the self. This picture
has been outlined above. The ego is the first superimposition on the self as well as the seat for all further
impositions of agency etc. born of the T’-sense. The self reflected in the mind-ego, the atmabhisa, is
fundamentally non-different from the real self (being only a reflection in the reflecting medium of the
intellect) although it appears to take on characteristics of the reflecting medium, thus explaining the
individual’s complete identification and absorption in wotldly existence. It is this reflected self that is denoted
by the verbal suffix. The verbal stem symbolic of the actual activity being undertaken is likewise symbolic of
the ego that is the real originator and locus of all action. Samkara says that “it is the reflection of @man that is
expressed by the verbal termination whereas the meaning of the root is the action of the intellect” (US

1.18.53). The respective morphological perspectives of the three schools may be schematized as follows:

82 yatra yasyavabhasas tu tayor evavivekatah | janatiti kriyam sarvo loko vakti svabhavatah.
buddheh kartrtvam adhyasya janatiti jiia ucyate | tatha caitanyam adhyasya jiiatvam buddher ihocyate. US 1.18.64-5.
83 The ahamkarty or ego is the topic of the next section.
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prakrti (stem) pratyaya (suffix)
Vyakarana dhatvartha kartrtva/ karmatva/ bhava

Parva Mimamsa karotyartha (as the distilled bbdvana
meaning of all dhatvartha)

Advaita/Uttara Mimamsa abamkartul kriya niskriyatmabhasa

The morphological division reflects the Advaitic principle of the stark opposition between action

(karman/ kriya) and knowledge (jiiana/ avabodha), not merely in the trivial sense of its condemnation of Vedic
ritual activity, but by asserting the erroneous nature and origin of activity as s#ch, based on the fabrication of a
sense of I’. The suffix comes to symbolize knowledge or awareness, as the constitutive feature of the
reflected self who is conscious by nature (caifanyaripa). The stem, on the other hand, is symbolic of activity (of
the ego) and designates a ‘lower’ rung in the ladder of reality insofar as all participants in action, including the
central agent (karty), are constructs emergent upon the ‘I-sense, itself a product of ignorance. Samkara’s
understanding of the fundamental human error as one of superimposition (adhydsa) explained as the non-
discrimination between self and non-self (asmad-yusmad) or real and unreal (satyanyta-mithunikarana) is thus
located in grammar, paving the way for liberation by a transformed engagement with and experience of
language. And by taking the verbal suffix to denote the (reflected) Self, Samkara grants non-action the

linguistic space and authority to counter hermeneutic and grammatical action-centrism.

IV.iv Grammatico-Ontological Agents: Ego, Agency & the Everyday Constitution of ‘I’

Samkara’s account in the US provides the grammatical basis of conventional existence, showing how
the agency of the conventional agent, the ahamkartr, is set up and mediated grammatically as a hybrid product
of unchanging consciousness and changing intellect. That is to say, the origin of this sense of ‘I’, or any form
of sentient agency, is grammatical. The everyday subject—the locus of the sense of ‘I’ we ordinarily inhabit—is

tied closely to the notion of the grammatical subject. In other words, conventional subjectivity is set up and
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activated in the course of the actional involvements and projects taken up by the self, and disclosed by the
categories of grammar.

This may appear to attribute too much importance to grammar, lest one remember that it is only
reflective of the categories of action already thought to pervade conventional existence and behavior for
Advaita. As seen eatlier, the world is repeatedly spoken of by Samkara as characterized by action, actional
factors and results of action (&riydkdrakaphalalaksana). These, as I show, reflect the grammatical organization
of the language and the world they mirror. Grammar simply brings these categories to the fore. Samkara
would implicitly endorse the action-centrism of Sanskrit articulated by the grammarians and Mimamsakas.
But for him this means two things. Firstly, the real everyday subject actually conceives and conducts herself
entirely along such actional lines, imagining her being to be completely exhausted by such doership/agency
(kartrtva) and enjoyership (bhokttva). This is a mistake. Secondly, this actional framework must be shown to
be derivative, non-intrinsic and sublatable. Advaitic non-dual grammar is thus meant to provide an alternate
conception of the subject prior to and free of the actional framework, discoverable by the comprehension of
certain non-actional features of language.

The profuse reference to agency and enjoyership as the basic features of existence by Samkara thus
bears directly on the grammatical categories they enlist. More generally, Samkara’s description and evaluation
of wotldly existence (samsara) is determined by its complete subsumption in actional-grammatical (what I've
called ‘rituogrammatic’) categories keeping the self tied to the unending chain of desire, action and result. In
US 1.12.17 Samkara says: “[The notion that] Azman is a doer is due to factors of action [whereas the notion
that It] is not a doer is due to Its own nature. It has been fully ascertained that the understanding ‘I am a
doer’, I am an enjoyer’ is false.” The translation conceals the force of the original assertion—#artrtvam
karakapeksam—showing the complete dependence of the sense of doership/agency upon factors of action
such that agency may be said to be intelligible only with reference to the gdrakas; as one of the kdrakas. The
sense (vijiana) ‘1 am a doer’ (kartabam) is thus informed by and entangled with grammatical categories.

Samkara’s doer/agent (karty) is specifically and concretely the grammatical £ar#r, and not any generic subject
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or agent in the world. This overcoming of the actional grammar and structures of everyday existence is the
driving concern.

Getting rid of existential suffering too therefore has a grammatical basis. One may say, suffering itself
is the result of the self being assimilated into the categories articulated by traditional grammar. The kdraka
scheme thus codifies the ontological framework to which the self is made to assimilate in its identity with the
body and mind. This is how, I argue, the subject’s everyday inhabitation of the world is completely defined by
her assimilation into the actional framework. I cannot ordinarily imagine myself as a being outside of my
wortldly projects, tasks, duties, courses of action, the choices or decisions I make and goals I pursue. This
acting, choosing, experiencing subject constitutes the everyday ‘I’ or abamkdra. In other words, the crucial
Advaitic insight here is that wotldly existence (samsara) or being a subject in in the wotld is nothing but being
subject to desire and action, and therefore be the (grammatical) subject of desire and action, the &artrand bhoktr.
Overcoming samsara therefore implies overcoming this sense (pratyaya/ vijiiana) of agency, enjoyership and the
grounding I-sense (ahamkara) set up in and through them. Nothing more need be done to disclose the real
nature of self as Brahman (as the mabavakyas seek to accomplish) as Brahman is nothing but the remainder
witness-self once it is disentangled from the actional framework. The US, as discussed below, exemplifies this

amply.

Abhamkadra and the I-notion

Agency and enjoyership are something the self assimilates into or ‘takes up’ in its worldly involvements; that
is, Samkara conceives the sense (pratyaya, vijiiana, dhi) of agency and enjoyership—the sense ‘I am an agent’, ‘I
am an enjoyer’— as the necessary prerequisites or conditions for worldly activity; but something that can be
potentially discarded as we will see. I emphasize ‘sense’ because such agency-enjoyership appears as a kind of
non-deliberate or non-conscious understanding of being an agent-enjoyer, a precondition for engaging in
wortldly activity. This sense/understanding is natural and primitive to the everyday self, accompanying all

wortldly cognition and activity; perhaps hiding beneath an overt awareness of the fact, yet something that can
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potentially be recovered upon self-reflection. The US refers to it by the words ‘pratyaya’ and ‘vijidana 8+
‘Pratyaya’, when used in conjunction with ‘I’ (aham) gives tise to the T’-sense or, as Mayeda calls it, the T*-
notion (ahampratyaya), standing for the general sense of egozty or individuality assumed by the self in its
everyday being. As a crucial concept in the US it is referred to by other words such abamdhi, abamkriya and
abamkara or simply aham. Mayeda explains that “[w]hen consciousness (citanya), the nature of the Atman, is
superimposed upon the buddhi which is unconscious and of the nature of action, the buddhi becomes
consciousness-like (cinnibha, Upad 1,18,65; 68), assuming the form of A#man. Then the notion (dhi) that ‘T am
Seeing (Drsi = Atman) occurs to the buddhi (Upad 1,18,84; 89)” (Mayeda 1992, 39-40).

Egoity is the transference of the nature and capacity of consciousness to the actional and
unconscious psychic apparatus beginning with the buddhi. This transference leads to subsequent identification
with the psychic (and subsequently physical) apparatus as myself, as ‘I’. It is not as if a pre-existent sense of
self or identity simply shifts from the real self or A#man to the buddhi. Rather it is set up, generated as such in
the process. While this process is well-known, I emphasize that the ego thereby instantiates the convergence
of two entirely different domains of being, actional and non-actional. Consciousness is the bate capacity of
awareness. The intellect is actional by nature. In fact, not only is the intellect inherently actional, as noted by
Mayeda above, but egoity itself displays an actional structure and origin, set up with respect to and through
the grammatical categories of action. The ego is the sense of self generated in the pursuit of desire and action,
as the grammatical agent of action (&ar#7) and recipient of the fruits of action (bhok#y). This was clearly stated
by Samkara in US 1.12.17: “[The notion that] A#man is a doer is due to factors of action (kartrtvam

karakapeksan)”’. 1 consider some further verses:

US 1.1.14 Knowledge destroys the factors of action as [it destroys] the notion that there is
water in the salt desert...

US 1.14.8 The intellect becomes instrument, object, agent, action, and result in the dreaming
state. Since [the intellect] is also see in the same way in the waking state, the Seer is different
from it.

84 US11.2.52-3; 1.1.19; 1.4.1 etc. Also BSB 2.3.38.
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US 1.4.1 When action, which has the ‘T’-notion as its seed and is in the bearer of the T’-
notion (=intellect), has been burnt up by the fire of the notion that ‘I am not [an agent or an
enjoyer|,” how can it produce a result (karma).

US 1.14.43 Since every change such as the I’-notion, etc. has its agent, it is connected with
the result of actions, and is illumined, as by the sun, on all sides by [A#wan, which is] of the
nature of pure consciousness. . .5

These verses clarify a few points. Firstly, the grammatical &drakas are deeply implicated in the project
of attaining or returning to the non-actional self; as precisely the categories that need to be abandoned or dis-
identified with. Secondly, egoity is deeply intertwined with, one may say, even defined by one’s identification
with the &draka framework, particularly the grammatical agent. Commenting on the US, Anandajiiana and
Ramatirtha read the ‘ndhampratyaya’ (‘1 am not [an agent or an enjoyer]) of US L.4.1 as “ndbam karta bhokta va
ki Ty brabmaivdsmiti (yah pramanajanitah) pratyayaly”’; that is, the very sense of ego or individuality takes the form
‘T am an agent, enjoyer’. This is what it means to be an individual. US 1.14.8 also clarifies that the intellect
functions by way of assuming various &draka roles in accomplishing its functions. We thus witness an
ontologization of the karaka framework or, conversely, the grammaticalization of the subject. The everyday self
moves and functions in this grammaticalized space determined by action and actional categories. And
freedom is incumbent upon dis-identifying with this grammaticalized space of action.

It may be natural to see the ego as some sort of substance or abiding presence or entity inhabiting the
subject. In terms of the tension between substance-metaphysical and process-metaphysical perspectives
broached eatlier, the ego is often be construed along the lines of the former, as some sort of non-physical
entity. However, the account of the US cleatly tends towards a conception of the ego as intrinsically
changeful and generated by virtue of and with respect to the activities it takes up. In US 1.14.43 (above)
Samkara uses four terms in grammatical apposition: abamkriyadyalh, samastavikriyah, sakartrkah, and

karmaphalena sambatah. That is, beginning with the ego itself—described as abam#kriya, literally the action of

85 karakany upamrdnati vidyabbuddhim ivosare. US I.1.14.
karanam karma karta ca kriya svapne phalam ca dhih | jagraty evam yato drsta drasta tasmat tato ‘nyatha. US 1.14.8
ahampratyayabijam yad ahampratyayavatsthitam | nahampratyayavahnyustam katham karma prarohati. US 1.4.1

ahamkriyadya hi samastavikriya sakartrka karmaphalena samhita | citisvarlipena samantato ‘rkavat prakasyamanasitatatmano hy
atah. US 1.14.43.
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taking up ‘I’-ness—all psychological categories and functions are intrinsically changeful, connected with an
agent and the result of action. This is consistent with desctiptions of the ego elsewhere in the US. There is no
abiding or pre-existing ego standing at the basis of worldly existence; what we call ‘egoity’ is nothing but the
psychological apparatus i action, performing this or that function or action that necessitates the generation of
T’-ness. The everyday subject is nothing but this continuous seties of functions and actions that give rise to a
sense of an uninterrupted self.

The specifically Advaitic conception of the ego, therefore, especially as iterated in the US, tends
towards an expedient or pragmatic account of the self; it is something created by, for and through the uses or
functions that call forth the ego to carry themselves out. Its being is set up and intelligible only with respect to
them; it is inherently functional. This is consistent with the general psychology of Vedanta and Samkhya-Yoga
where what we call the mind or psyche is an uninterrupted flow of thought-events (c#avritis) carrying out
some or the other function. There is no reified ‘mind’ or ‘psyche’ standing behind these thought-events. The
same holds true for the ego. This is also in line with the actional basis of the world introduced at the very
outset in Bybaddranyaka 1.4 (Chapter 1): Anything, physical or psychological, 7s to the degree that it carries out
certain allotted functions and purposes endowing it being.

Grammatically, this sense is better conveyed by ‘@hambkriyi—the action of being the self—than
‘ahambkara’ which can suggest a more abstract or stable sense of self. As pointed out, these are only two of the
many words designating the ego in the US (ahampratyaya, abamdhi, abam being the others). The ahamkdra may
be said to designate a generic selthood, a series of potential actions taken up or actualized by the agent in
executing some function. When actuated it takes on the role the abam#kartr, another closely related term
occurring in the US. That is, in an actual and specific act of the intellect (buddhi), this generic sense of self we
call ego is actualized as the agent of this or that action, initiating it towards completion. Mayeda notes that
“|tlhe buddhi as the beatrer of abamkara is called the aham#karty.. . This abamkarty is the subject of the sentence
Janami ot janati (Upad 1,18,65), since the meaning both of the verbal root and verbal suffix belong to it”

(Mayeda 1992, 40).
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The Advaitic agent, as such a sentential agent of ‘I know/do’, ‘S/he knows/does’, is thus only
intelligible with respect to the verbal activity invoking the self’s agency. In other words, if there is no action,
there is no agent or agency independent of the action (as in US 1.12.17: kartrtvam karakapeksam). It is action
that grants the ego its mundane, relative being. And giving up this sense of being an agent, the grammatical
kartr, immediately resolves the self back to its natural non-actional being; in the language of . The ego or
ahamkdra is set up in one’s call to action and assimilation into the desire-action framework. By not initiating
such purpose-driven activity, and not succumbing to the structure of desire and action, one’s identity or being
does not get implicated in action. This is what, in my reading, the realization of the self-Brahman identity
amounts to; understanding the self as free of all actional categories and entanglements. In the language of
Brhadaranyaka 1.4, conceiving being in its unsegmented, undifferentiated wholeness (rzsnatd).

Indeed, the understanding ‘T am Brahman’ cannot co-exist with T am a doer/enjoyer’ and serves as
the countering antidote to the latter. The US states this at various occasions, as in US 1.12.4: “Explain
reasonably how the two incompatible notions “You should act’ and “You are that,” can exist at the same time
and have the same locus.” As the liberating insight of my own non-actional being, the cognition I am
Brahman’ generated by the Advaitic noetic ritual serves the function of keeping the self a safe distance away
from the actional framework of the world. Advaitic practice, in fact, necessitates constant remembrance of
this identity to prevent relapsing back into thinking of agency and enjoyership as my natural traits. In other
wortds, while #heoretically there is no dearth of Advaitic and Upanishadic pronouncements about Brahman as an
eternal, pristine, pure, transcendent or super-sensuous reality, the alleged real nature of the self, what it
practically amounts to is the severance of self-identity from agency-enjoyership and the actional framework at
large. In other words, the pragmatic use of such word as ‘eternal’, ‘everlasting’, ‘pristine’ etc. in the Upanisads
setves the ritual imperative of severing or disentangling the sense of self from the changeful agent/ego. This
is what noetic ‘verbs’ finally clarify, that what is uncovered by their non-dual grammar is the non-actional
witness dimension of knowing, discernible from its actional dimension. It is thus possible to inhabit the world
and live in a way that agency (kartrtra) and ego (ahamkriya) are in a sort of suspended animation; not vanishing

entirely but rendered powerless in their control of the subject’s behavior and sense of self.
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CHAPTER 5: SAMANADHIKARANYA AND SENTENTIAL ANALYSIS

I Vakya and the Nominal Sentence

As argued earlier, the realms of both ritual performance and mundane activity ate articulated by
grammarians, hermeneuts and some philosophers primarily along an actional framework. Goal-oriented
performance—from the secular act of cooking (pak?) to the Vedic rite (yajia)—is taken up as a paradigm of
theoretical explanation and elaboration, and, in fact, comes to determine the theoretical apparatus of many
Brahmanic thinkers. The centrality of actional categories and frameworks articulated in the dissertation with
respect to the disciplines of Vyakarana and Mimamsa (more generally of semantic analysis and ritual theory)
manifests at various levels of analysis. We saw how, at the etymological and verbal level, all semantics is
founded on a processual basis; all root-meanings (dhatvartha) indicate bhava or kriya, often considered
synonymous and glossed in terms of each other. Samkara must take great pains to show how the noetic and
existential verbs are exceptional in further carrying a non-processual and non-actional sense. Certainly, these
two cases are significant insofar as they become the contested ground between two contrasting ideologies of
being and knowing; one ideology conceiving being and knowing along the bhava paradigm, and the other
(Advaita) along saz, knowing and being understood as non-processes; as the horizonal and constitutive
features of all experience. As Samkara notes (BSB 1.1.5) knowing, in fact, is itself a being, not something over
and above it, in the same way as the sun’s ‘activity’ of shining is nothing other than its being, its simply self-
existing.!

But the same action-centrism manifests even more emphatically at the sentential level. Sentences
convey actions, potential or actual, or directives to future action. And sentences not overtly connoting activity
must somehow be explained in terms of it. In this chapter I outline an Advaitic grammar of the sentence,
showing the manner in which the core Advaitic event of self-knowledge is reliant on, indeed constituted as, a

set of quasi-grammatical operations. The inner noetic ritual of Advaita (Chapter 2) is then nothing but the

' We also noted that their unique status as verbs has an ontological basis. Knowing and being, or their nominal equivalents,
Consciousness (jiiana) and Being (satya) define the intrinsic nature of Brahman as the horizonal being-consciousness
accompanying particular experiences and events.
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non-dual grammar of Advaita put into operation. It is grammatical, particularly nominal co-reference
(samanadhikaranya, ot tulyanidatva, the Advaitic counterpart for the grammatical notion) that will ground the
final knowledge of the identity of self and Brahman.

The argument will take the form that the alleged identity of atwan and Brahman whose understanding
is key to liberation in Advaita, is simply the grammatical identity of nominal co-reference (samdnadhikaranya),
and such understanding is therefore grammatically constituted. As discussed in Chapter 1, this does away with
a mystical, transcendental or suprarational reading of the self-Brahman identity allegedly transcending the
proper bounds of reason and what can be said about Brahman from within our ordinary epistemic
constraints, a recurring concern of the framing of Advaita as philosophy. If anything, we are furnished with a
model of an eminently grammatical mode and model of reason, working in tandem with first-person experience
(annbbhava) and hermeneutics. As a further implication, aspects of the nature of Brahman will be rendered
more transparent by considering it as such a grammatical substrate of properties on par with the grammatical
referents of co-reference. But first, the notions of sentence (vdkya) and meaningfulness (sdmarthya) will have to
be first addressed, in order to appreciate the larger shift of grammatical priorities from action-centric
(kriyapara) to non-actional (niskriya) language.

For the grammarians and ritual philosophers, the verb was the hinge of sentence-meaning. Now the
Advaitic intervention at the sentence level may be said to be two-tiered. Firstly, to argue that not only nouns
and nominals but verbal forms too make reference to non-processual and actionless modes of being, so that
the action-centrism (&riydparatva) of verbal sentences, and more broadly language, must finally be questioned.
This actional telos, already latent in grammar theory, is radicalized by Parva Mimamsakas according to whom
it is the element of becoming (bhava) or bringing into being (bhavand) that is the predominant sense of any

sentence. McCrea explains:

[I]t is the verbal element that stands in need of the others, and they aid in, and hence are
subordinate to, that ‘coming into being” which is expressed by the verb. This reasoning is
summed up in the often-cited bhutabbavyanyaya (‘principle of that which exists and that which
must be brought into being’): “When something which exists and something which must be
brought into being are mentioned together, that which exists is pointed out for the sake of
that which is to be brought into being.” McCrea 2000, 434).
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Advaita seeks an ideological reversal of this kind of reasoning (#yaya). The existent or present does
not derive its worth with respect to something else, it is not for the purpose of or subordinate to anything. It
stands whole in its present fullness, a wholeness that must be attended to in a noetic governance or
management of attention (avadhana) (refer Chapter 2). Language may convey this non-actional presence of the
present in a few ways, central amongst which for the Advaitin is the identity statement.

Secondly, Advaita considers the particular case of non-verbal or nominal sentences where the verb
does not comprise the sentential core.2 Can sentences that altogether lack an explicit verb even be considered
autonomously meaningful or valid? This remains a debated problem in grammar as we will see. Further, do
they contribute in any way to countering the action-centrism of the various Vedic sub-disciplines? For if
Sanskrit allows a perfectly meaningful sentence in the absence of a verb, and further, takes such a
construction to be standard, the construal of a verb (d&bydta) as the syntactical-semantic core of a sentence
must be reconsidered. And so must the accompanying action-centrism of its grammar. As we will see, such
non-verbal forms are largely ignored by the action-centric (&riydpara) emphasis of Vyakarana and Mimamsa,
but comes to ground the non-dual grammar of Advaita. It may be worth mentioning that the Nyaya school
also sought a reversal from action to substance in its prioritization of the nominal as the more significant

component of sentence than verb. In this context George Cardona has argued:

Such a shift in addition to ontological considerations, allows the Naiyayikas to reassert the
independence of and the prominence of the nominal sentence and of the nominative as the
focus of the sentence-structure (prathamanta-mukhyavisesyaka-sabdabodba). The Mimamsakas,
on the other hand, remain primarily concerned with the interpretation of the Vedic ritual
texts, and assert the primacy of the verbal sentence type, often referring to Katyayana, and
come up with their theory of the verb-ending as the focus of the sentence (bhavana-
mukhyavisesyaka-sabdabodba). . However, given that these are reductionist theories in essence,
Katyayana and the Mimamsakas are more successful in reducing the nominal sentence type
to the verbal sentence through ellipsis (Deshpande 1987, 87).

2 While not synonymous, nominal sentences are considered to be sub-types of the broader category of non-verbal sentences.
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We will subsequently appreciate some of the reasons for the greater success of the grammarians and
the ritual philosophers. I have stressed the performative focus of ritual thinking as percolating into the style
of thinking of the grammarians and philosophers emphasizing action and, therefore, the verb as the fulcrum
of meaning and sentential syntax. But the Advaitic intervention seeks to accomplish this reversal under a very
different set of presuppositions than Nyaya. For the latter, nominals name substances or essences, there being
almost a one to one correspondence between them. The Advaitic prioritization of the nominal is to direct
attention to the pre-existent (bhsta) dimension of reality completely outside the ritual calculus of ends and
means. It is not a theory of substance (padartha)—that is, not an appeal to a fundamental ontology of
substance or kinds of being—and, as argued earlier, falls outside the straightforward metaphysical evocation
of a substance-process opposition. Nonetheless, as a method of attentional governance (Chapter 2), it seeks
to direct attention to obtaining features of self and being in order to disclose significant facts about the nature
of embodied being. This is the context of the Advaitic preoccupation with nominal constructions. As we will
see, both the Brahman definition and the mabavakya prioritize non-actional nominal relations as determining
the more significant kind of meaning than that generated by verbal forms; thus accomplishing grammatically
the turn from the bhava paradigm, as I have called it, to that of sa+—epitomized in the sadvidya (‘Science of
Being’) of Chandogya 6; the capitalized ‘Being’ serving to mark it off from the temporal and processual being
of all existent things it grounds. At the center of this nominal turn is co-reference (samanadbikaranya). We will
progress from the consideration of the generic notion of sentence (#ikya) to the idea of meaningfulness
(samarthya) that guides the transition to nominal co-reference (samanadbikaranya), tinally to the treatment of

continued presence and absence (anvayavyatireka).

Classical Theory of Vakya

As before, the notion of a sentence (v4kya), in spite of being an ostensibly grammatical category, has parallel
histories in the traditions of Mimamsa and Vyakarana, the former often borrowing and developing the
categories of traditional grammar, although the case of vakya is complicated. Sentential analysis is a crucial

component of Jaimini’s rules where the notion of #ikya is construed inter-sententially. That is, to put it
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crudely, sentences do not necessarily begin and end with full stops. Indeed, at least it appears following its
Mimamsaka articulation, that the #ikya is not so much a syntactic but a syntactic-semantic category. Jaimini
explained the sentence as follows: “A single sentence [exists] because of unity of purpose; it would stand in
need [akdriksd] if there were a division of [of its parts] (MS 2.1.46; McCrea tr.3).”* McCrea explains that “it is
functional unity that determines the unity of the sentence. The individual parts of the sentence connect with
the whole because they subserve the overall purpose of the sentence and are thus ‘needed’ by it. It is only in
response to this ‘need’ (dkdsiksa) that any expressive element of language can associate itself with any other.”
It is ultimately this unity of the sentence (ekavakyatd) that is constitutive of the sentence (McCrea 2000, 433).
This is further elaborated in Sabara and Kumarila to argue for the singular purport (ekavikyatd) of the Veda
along actional, particularly injunctive lines.

As opposed to the Mimamsaka delimitation of the »dkya over potentially larger units of textual
meaning, the grammarians, reflecting the common-sense view, seem to have understood a vikya intra-
sententially. Katyayana defines a sentence as eka-7in, a collection of words with one finite verb. It thus appears
that Katyayana would not permit the existence of purely nominal sentences. Whenever a verb is absent in a
sentence, a form of existential verb must be implied.5 The question remains whether this represents the
unified grammarian view or Katyayana’s innovation. Madhav Deshpande has shown that Panini himself does
not seem to hold on to the view that a sentence must be of necessity eka-#in, and any such reading
understands Panini retrospectively through the eyes of later grammarians (Deshpande 1987). It would seem
Panini had no prima facie objection to the existence of purely nominal sentences, and did not interpret them as

elliptical verbal sentences. Consider the following sentences:

1. ramab sundaral) (‘Rama [is| handsome.’)

ii. devadatta pacaka odanasya (‘Devadatta [is] the cook-er of rice.)

3 In McCrea 2000.
4 arthaikatvad ekam vakyam sakaiksam ced vibhage syat. MS, 2.1.46.

3 astir bhavantiparah prathamapuruso prayujyamano py asti. Vartika 11 on A 2.3.1.

6 “Our judgements about ‘natural ellipsis’ in Sanskrit cannot be imputed into the works of ancient grammarians.” (Deshpande
1987, 57).
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For Panini both these sentences appear to be meaningful without the postulation of a copula or existential
verb like ‘is’ (as bracketed above) to render them complete. The first is a simple instance of a quality
predicated of a subject, the second of an agent involved in an activity. Although this may challenge common-
sense notions of sentential structure, Sanskrit grammar does not seem to require the postulation of copulae or
verbs (apparently omitted at the surface level). ‘Rama handsome’ perfectly well conveys what is intended
without postulating an ‘is’ to complete the assertion. Moreover, in neither case is the speaker necessarily
committed to the existence of Rama (who may very well be a fictional character) and the copula serves more
to establish a relation of prediction than carry an existential thrust. Distinguishing these senses, for instance, is

particularly useful in the interpretation of a sentence like:

ili. The inhabitants of Mars are blond.

For if the copula here serves merely predicative purposes there is no need to worry about the implication of
inhabitants of Mars actually existing which would render the negation of the above sentence ambiguous.”
Appealing to a very different genre of linguistic analysis, we see that George Boole’s treatment of categorical
propositions such as above lay in the revolutionary idea that some propositions simply lack ‘existential
import’.8 Boole himself, of course, does not appeal to the diverse semantics of a copula, staying within a set-
theoretical analysis of propositions in terms of whether the classes involved contain any members to justify
existential import. But it equally suggests that a mere statement of predication need not commit to existential
import. The question, then, from the point of view of Sanskrit grammar, is whether the copula itself is
essential to predication in cases such as ‘ramal) sundaraly (permissible under Paninian rules as we will see), since
it does not seem to accomplish any function not already served by other words.® The oddity of a sentence like

‘Inhabitants of Mars blond’ may atise more from linguistic conditioning than any a priori logical

7 Depending on whether the negation is predicative or existential.

8 As figured in George Boole’s The Mathematical Analysis of Logic (1847) and its subsequent refinement and development in
Brentano, Pierce and Venn.

9 In Sanskrit this work is done by the notion of samanadhikaranya subsisting between nominals, often not requiring the presence
of'a copula.

222



incompleteness. Secondly, we may ask whether the same can be said of statements that really do possess
existential thrust. Sanskrit (like some other languages that permit nominal sentential constructions) does not
seem to distinguish between the two, and a statement like ‘ramalh sundaraly may well reference an existing
person.10

In either case, from a grammatical point of view, as far as various instances of nominal sentences
show, as those above communicating predication (visesanavisesyabhdva) or others indicating relation or
sambandba (‘ramasya pustakarns rendered into English with the possessive verb ‘Rama Jas a book’), the
grammatical notion of nominal co-reference (samanadhikaranya) is uniformly employed to explain the process
of multiple nominal items (such as nouns with their accompanying adjectives or predicative sentences, as in
‘ramal sundaraly’) referencing a single entity, with or without the postulation of a copula or existential verb.!!
This grammatical co-reference will, in fact, come to ground the non-actional (nzskriya) grammar of Advaita.

But where is the grammatical license that annuls verbal ellipsis and permits the existence of nominal
sentences? We must delve a little here into Panini’s conception of case-allocation. Panini allocates case forms
to nominal stems depending on their relation to the overall activity being represented by the sentence, that is,
on their specific roles as £drakas or participants in action. For instance, in ‘Devadatta cooks the rice’
(devadattal) pacati odanam), ‘rice’ takes the accusative representing the object/goal of action in the active voice.
Interestingly, however, the nominative case is not allocated on the basis of &draka relations at all. The crucial
rule here is A 2.3.46: praitipadikartha-linga-parimana vacana-matre prathama. For Panini, while other case-forms

denote particular kdrakas, “the nominative case is used merely to indicate the meaning of the nominal stem

19 For Boole, this condition is satisfied by the explicit mention of existential import (through the sign Y'[x]).

11 At least for Samkara, the only statements that may be said to possess existential import are those denoting Brahman, either
directly through the nominal forms of Brahman/sat/atman etc. or, alternatively, by the presence of a finite existential verb which,
as we have seen, indicates the pure is-ness of Brahman only deceptively appearing to reside in the accompanying nominal owing
to the imposition of name-form (namariipa). All other statements, either predicative or actional, would lack an ontological thrust
accompanying the ostensible sentential meaning. At one point (TUB 1.11) he explicitly states this with respect to actional factors:
“The Veda simply accept the karakas as they are presented in ordinary experience...They are not concerned with affirming that
the kdrakas actually exist”. This implies that for Samkara even if ordinary language behavior establishes its own contingent
reality (vyavaharikasattd), any existential claim must invoke Brahman as the real locus of its existential element, all other
specifics belonging to the domain of name-form (namariipa). The presence of existential and stative verbs or copulae in
predicative or relational sentences may serve a whole variety of purposes from establishing relations to predication to conveying
states of being, without possessing existential import. Brahman would be implicated the moment existence is indicated. This may
be one manner of interpreting Samkara’s position on existentially committed language. Vedantic mahavakyas (identity
statements), although parallel in structure to relational or predicative statements, possess existential import, not by virtue of the
connecting copula which only serves to relate the two terms, but owing to their reference to Brahman.
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(pratipadikartha), its gender and number”. But how then, in the foregoing example for instance, do we impute
agency (kartrtva) to Devadatta as the agent of cooking? In the Paninian system agency is already allocated to
and symbolized by the verbal aftix (#n-pratyaya) so that the nominal only serves to indicate the extra
information such as gender, number and nominal stem meaning. In other words, the nominative, so to say,
lies outside the kdraka system, the network of relationships established to successfully execute an action
represented by the finite verb. The nominative is used whenever any syntactic-semantic roles like ‘agent’,
‘object’ etc. do not remain to be indicated or, more significantly for us, do not need to be; a sort of syntactic-
semantic remainder. Under these conditions, therefore, a nominal sentence like ‘7amalh sundaraly may be
derived without any reference to a finite verb, thus pre-empting the need to posit verbal ellipsis. This could
very well be Panini’s view of the matter.!2 This further corroborates the action-centrism under issue from
another perspective, to the extent that the linguistic weight often attributed to the subject is stripped away
and transferred to the verbal action and its realizers (the kdrakas).

The further peculiarity of a sentence like 1. lies in the fact that the two nominal stems here are
connected by a relation of co-reference (samdnddhikaranya). That is, the same referent (the person Rama) is
identifiable as the potential subject of one or more predicates (like s#ndara etc.), such that multiple predicates
are united by their reference to a single reality. The question arises whether this relation is already covered by

the rule or needs an additional statement. In paraphrasing Katyayana’s view of the matter Paul Thieme notes,

[I]n a sentence like virah purusah. .. we have conveyed not only two notions (vira and purusa)
and their gender and number (by the ending -s), but also an additional idea, the idea of
identification: we understand that the purusa has the characteristics of a vz7a...in a nominal
sentence, where what we call ‘subject” and ‘predicate’ refer to the same concept under
different names, in our case: viras and purusas refer to the same person, because there is
something additional (adhika) [not only just the names of the two concepts and the
designation of their number and gender, namely #he idea of identification (Thieme 1956, 3-4).

Katyayana concludes that an additional statement is unnecessary and the co-presence of the two

words is enough to establish their co-reference (samdnadhikaranya), what Thieme calls ‘identification’. Such

12 Any other case (than the nominative) represents something more than the mere stem meaning, conveying its role in the larger
karaka network. The nominative is therefore, in another way, the default case.
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identification may hold between purely nominal words without positing a finite verb in cases where the
sentence makes no ostensible reference to an action or state. As we will see, Samkara will draw explicitly
ontological implications from this grammatical insight: the alleged oneness of self and Brahman is nothing
but the sentential identity of self and Brahman tracking the same grammatical logic Thieme identifies as
identification, and what Deshpande (1987) calls the eguational sentence—such an equational sentence revealing
the underlying structure of the Advaitic mahdvikya (identity statement). This is one way in which Samkara’s
Advaita, both in its philosophy and soteriology, is grammatically underpinned.

These considerations suggest that the Vyakarana and Mimamsa centralization of the finite verb
symbolic of action, the corresponding £draka paradigm and the verbal sentence in general tends to disregard
other features of sentential semantics; features picked up by the non-dual grammar of Samkara. Minimally, it
suggests that it may be possible to articulate sentential grammar on certain alternative non-processual
elements of language to the extent that these elements, nominal sentences, identity statements etc., may be
construed as an autonomous unit with its own operational dynamic that does not depend on actional
analyses, but on actionless co-reference between nominal items. That is, such sentences rely on a different

order of meaningfulness (samarthya); that of nominal co-reference.

II. Samarthya: Meaningfulness outside the Actional Order

Considerations of the last section have hinted at the specific resource that will be exploited by
Samkara, the analysis of nominal co-reference (samanddhikaranya), to counterbalance the one-sided articulation
of verbal and actional aspects of language. To appreciate this subtle tectonic shift at the core of linguistic
analysis we first approach the grammatical conception of meaningfulness (samarthya). 1 suggested that non-
verbal sentences—which we can understand as those where the verb is not the fulcrum of sentential meaning,
or simply those we refer to as nominal—may be construed as an independent subset with its own dynamics
that does not depend on actional analyses, but on the actionless being or co-reference of nominal items. That
is, such sentences rely on a different order of meaningfulness (sazarthya) than those that are typically parsed

along a kriydkdraka model, the paradigmatic form of sentential analysis in Vyakarana, Mimamsa and
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Nirvacana. Indeed, I here consider if nominal co-reference constitutes an autonomous mode of meaning
generation with a sound grammatical basis. This would require an analysis of the varieties of meaningfulness

possible in grammar.

IT.i Samarthya in Panini and Indian Grammar

Meaningfulness (samarthya) simply refers to the manner in which individual words combine to
produce larger units of meaning, often sentential, but the process by which this is achieved is a contentious
issue in Indian philosophy of language. The Purva Mimamsaka theories of anvitabbidhanavada and
abhitanvayavada are two of many theories offered to explain the generation of meaning at the sentential level.
Bhartrhari’s sphotavida, with its aligned akbandavikyarthavada is another. In spite of their divergent accounts of
meaning generation, they all share, unsurprisingly, the ideology of the primacy of the verb and action. From
the point of view of Panini, however, samarthya appears to be a more flexible, less ideologically motivated
concept which may be investigated at this eatly stage of grammatical theory prior to the more philosophical
accounts subsequently offered by hermeneuts, philosophers and grammarians. Panini is, first and foremost, a
pragmatist and later grammarians often seem to favor theoretical coherence over the bare task of descriptive
analysis. Here any potential resources for an aspiring non-dual grammar may be sought. To begin with, as
discussed by Deshpande (1987), sdmarthya for Panini primarily refers to intra-sentential relationships and is a
more central concept than zikya. While we saw earlier that Katyayana defined a sentence as that which
contains a finite verb, Panini appears to rely more on the notion of samarthya' when requiring to refer to
larger units of meaning than individual words, but which do not necessatily constitute a complete
proposition. Samarthya, translated as ‘syntactic-semantic relationship,” may thus hold for any of the following

kinds of relationship categorized by linguistic analysis:

13 Refer rules A 2.1.1, 4.1.82, 8.1.28.
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Syntactic-semantic relationship

i. Co-Referential: #ilah asvah (‘black horse’) samanddbikaranya
ii. Relational: devadattasya putrah (‘devadatta’s son’) sambandha

iii. Prepositional: gramam anun (‘towards the village’) upapada

iv.14 Actional: pacati odanam (‘cooks the rice’) kriyakdrakabhava

All these may count as alternative models of samarthya for Panini and, as evident, may denote kinds of intra-
sentential relationships often inadequate to convey complete sentential meaning or genuinely novel and useful
information. The last, iv., nonetheless, is an example of a relationship exemplifying £ryakarakabbava and
complete (with an implied agent). Although meaningful relationships in themselves, ii. and iii., indicating
relation in general (sambandha) and prepositional co-occurrence respectively, remain semantically incomplete
in generating full propositional meaning; for Katyayana, an incompleteness of syntax that could be rendered
complete by a finite verb.!5 The last (iv.), it appears, is the only instance of a syntactic-semantic relationship—
other than the paradigmatic action-actor-relation (&riyakdrakabhdiva)—that is not only grammatically
permissible (according to Panini) but also conveys useful information (indicating that the horse is black, or
that there is a black horse) such that the assertion is complete without postulating an implicit verb.

Samarthya is therefore, as noted by Deshpande, a more elastic concept in Paninian grammar. In our
context, it furnishes a path extending beyond the semantic action-centrism and syntactic verb-centrism
prototypical of subsequent linguistic and hermeneutic theorization. Even for Panini, to be clear, the

paradigmatic sentence is the verbal, wherein various £draka relationships unfold in the accomplishment of an

14 Refer Deshpande 1987 for a more detailed analysis of the above scheme.

15 For Panini, as we saw, this condition may be overridden by the consideration that the nominative case may be added to an item
if any semantic roles (karakas) do not need to be indicated (A 2.3.46), thereby potentially permitting the existence of a sentence
without a finite verb. Case-allocation for nominals accompanied by prepositional co-occurrence (upapada), as in iii., is governed
by its own set of rules and does not take the nominative. In either case, iii., may be rendered ‘complete’ with the addition of a
finite verb (say ‘gacchati’) making the sentence ‘(She) goes towards the village’. And ii. could well be an instance of a noun
taking the nominative case by the application of A 2.3.46 merely denoting the stem-meaning (pratipadikartha) in the absence of
any reference to semantic roles, but we are in the dark about what the assertion could mean on its own unless, again, a verb (like
‘asti’ or ‘gacchati’) is supplied.
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action, as described in _Agzadhyay?s karaka section (A1.4.23: karake). Nonetheless he appears to admit the
existence of nominal sentences as a legitimate and autonomous grammatical unit and, as the above examples
show, it is the category of samanadhikaranya or co-reference as a case of samarthya that paradigmatically fulfills
this role. In a statement of co-reference or, what Deshpande calls, an eguational sentence, new and useful
information may be communicated without subserving to the actional category of griydkdrakabhdva
prototypical of grammatical analysis. The Brahman definition and equation of self and Brahman—as we will
see, at least two of the four Upanishadic wabavakyas represent paradigmatic nominal sentences—turn out to

be special cases of such grammatical co-reference.

II1. Co-Reference and the Non-Dual Grammar of Samkara

It is this nominal co-reference (samanadhikaranya)—as both a syntactically valid as well as semantically
meaningful and complete case of syntactic-semantic relationship (samarthya)—that upends the action-actor-
relationship (kriyakarakabbava) as the primary explanandum of an Advaitic grammar. It permits a mode of
sentential analysis that is free of any reference to action or grammatical features descriptive of action,
grounding itself, instead, on the nominal and pure ‘non-actional’ relation of one nominal to another; such as
we find in the relationship between noun and adjective. Samkara and his successors construe this non-
actional sentential meaning as the basis of a non-dual grammar relating the various ‘characteristics’ of
Brahman (satya, jiiana, ananta) on one hand, and the ‘individual’ subject with the ‘universal’ Brahman (as in the
mabavakyas) on the other. The understanding of such co-reference may be said to be the proximate cause of
freedom (moksa) itself. Almost all theories put forward by later Advaitins and Samkara himself to explain the
dynamics of sentential comprehension—f{rom anvayavyatireka to the various theories of laksana
(secondary/indirect meaning)—assume co-reference as a central principle of Advaitic sentential analysis
without always making it explicit; at the same time signaling a general hermeneutic shift towards a paradigm
of nominal language invoking presence and present entities, as opposed to verbal language about processes,

future products and actions.
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But what precisely does the concept mean? It will be outside the scope of the chapter to explore its
rich history in Indian grammar, philosophy and theology but I attempt to address the use of the term in the
domain in which it is most often applied, the analysis of Sanskrit sentences containing nominal items. It will
be helpful to parse a linguistic and an ontological sense of samanadhikaranya. As in the case of the term
‘karakd’, the term appears to cover an ontolinguistic field accommodating words as well as real-world
referents. Philosophers clearly draw ontological implications from it, and it becomes a key concept to analyze
for thinkers such as Samkara and Ramanuja. Calling it correlative predication (CP) Julius Lipner has, for
instance, noted: “[I]t must be kept in mind that the Vedantic discussion in this respect takes place with
reference to Sanskrit. CP is a very important concept for our purposes because the main scriptural statements
of the two kinds distinguished above...conform syntactically to CP. Their correct interpretation would
depend on a correct understanding of CP” (Lipner 1986, 26).

The two kinds of scriptural statements Lipner is referring to were just stated as those that make the
identity of self and Brahman known (of the mahdvikya category), ‘tat tvam asi’ (‘that you are’) being
paradigmatic here, and those that define the intrinsic nature of Brahman, “satyam jiianam anantam brabhman’
being the classic instance of the latter. Our own organization of the discussion will follow the application of
samanddbikaranya to these two cases, noting their contextual application, while appreciating the sense and
significance of an overarching framework of nominal co-reference priotitized by Advaitic grammar. But I first
approach the grammatical understanding of the term, noting the deeper philosophical and ontological

implications it carties i potential, actualized by Samkara subsequently.

III.i  Samanadhikaranya and The ‘Hindu Logic’ of Nominal Co-Reference

Semantically, the concept of nominal co-reference helps determine meaning by construing the
meaning of two or more nominal items together (such as the convergence of the meanings of ‘large’, ‘blue’,
‘fragrant’ and ‘Tlotusness’ in one external referent, the lotus). Syntactically, this is accomplished by identitying
words with the same nominal ending in order to isolate semantically meaningful intra-sentential units. But its

characterization as “samdnddhikaranya’, literally, ‘same-locus-ness’ indicates that the grammarians justified this
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practice by an ontological presupposition along the lines that the various nominal items denote qualities that
are located in one and the same object/locus, thereby permitting the allocation of the same nominal endings
to those items, just as in the phrase ‘the blue lotus’ blueness and lotusness reside in one common external
referent. From the point of view of Sanskrit grammar, there seems to be no prima facie justification for the
ontological priority of a substantive over the attributive, as the real identity or essence of an entity such as a
lotus. The concept of samanadhikaranya merely states that all words in the same case—including the one doing
the contextual work of the ‘noun’—have the same ontological referent, and thus be semantically united. The
ontological referent, therefore, may be said to ground the attribute of ‘lotusness’ in the same way as it
grounds ‘blueness’, being equally neutral to both.

Julius Lipner, calling this a unique characteristic of ‘Hindu logic’ (Lipner 1986), says that ‘lotus’ and

‘blue’ are both equally to be regarded as predicates describing the referent (the external lotus):

Even in this example, where, in accordance with Western logic there appears to be but one
qualifying predicate, ‘blue’...that in CP [correlative predication] more than one
differentiating word is applied to a single referent is justified. For according to Hindu logic
‘lotus’ and ‘blue’ are both regarded as predicates describing the referent (the external lotus).
In other words, through these two terms appropriately inflected in the Sanskrit (here, in the
nominative), this existential statement is saying that there is an object out there which
instantiates the synthetic co-presence of ‘lotusness’ and ‘blueness’. Subsequently, when
clarity seems to requite it, we shall call the term standing for the referent in existential
statements the ‘referent term’ (‘lotus’ in our example), and the other terms predicated of the
referent ‘qualifier terms’ (e.g. ‘blue’) (Lipner 1986, 153-54).

There are, here, two qualifying predicates (lotusness and blueness) and not just one (blueness) as
would be dictated, perhaps, by our standard intuitions. Following this logic to its natural culmination would
require that, strictly speaking, we do not conceive the external referent as the substantive lotus but simply as a
neutral referent or substratum grounding and possessing the characteristic of being ‘lotus’ just as much as
other characteristics (blue, large etc.). This has interesting philosophical implications, suggesting that the mere
existential assertion of an entity contextually picks out an element designated by what Lipner calls the referent
term (here ‘lotus’) while other features may be denoted by the ‘qualifier terms’, without presuming that

‘lotusness’ picks out something more ontologically primitive than ‘blueness’ etc. There, of course, appears to
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be a relation of principal and subordinate obtaining between the adjectival and substantive words occurring in
a sentence such that adjectives are often sub-ordinate to nouns, reflecting a qualifier-qualified (visesanavisesya)
relation between them. Nonetheless, what is important from the point of view of ‘Hindu logic’ that Lipner
identifies—by which he is isolating, more than anything else, the grammarian’s standpoint—is the interesting
insight that bozh kinds of terms be regarded as predicates describing the external lotus, even if there is an
internal relation of priority obtaining between them. George Cardona, following Patafijali, further notes that

in such nominal sentences as “virah purusaly (heroic man) or ‘nilal) ghataly (blue pot):

[The items vira-, purusa-, nila-, ghata- are considered first to denote only somzeone (italics mine)
who is heroic, man, a blue thing, a pot. Hence the nominative occurs. From the
juxtaposition of virah and purusah and nilah and ghatah, one understands that the denotata of
each pair of noun forms are related. More patticularly, one understands that they are related
by identity. These examples allow one to see what is meant by abbeda. With respect to the
semantics of [virah purusah), Patafjali notes that the locus of heroicness (viratva) is the same as
the locus of manhood (purusatva). That is, there is a single referent who is both a man and
heroic (Cardona 1974, 248).

The single referent may thus be said to constitute a kind of the neutral ontological substrate of which
we may predicate all sorts of natures and characteristics, manhood, heroism etc. Both kinds of nominals
(nouns and adjectives) are equally predicative of the neutral existent or substrate—the shared (samana) locus
(adbifarana)—that takes on various linguistic attributions and imputations. Firstly, this manner of thinking
suggests that the substrate itself be conceptually empty of any intrinsic or positive nature described by
nominals; for any positive assertion or description of it may be distinguished from the abstract referent or
substrate free or ‘empty’ to take on such predications. As Lipner and Cardona suggest, this idea is
presupposed in the very practice of samanadhikaranya. Substantive or attributive, all predications identify a
common existent locus that serves to unite diverse descriptions in one common referent. This suggests that
the substrate itself, as already pointed out, be free of the differentiations introduced by the items predicated
of it. That is, the qualifiers applying to it bring with them the distinctions characterizing the object typified in
the qualifier-qualificand (visesanavisesya) relation. Now this represents a clear ontological position on the nature

of existents, as a response to the following question: Is the existent/substance itself internally differentiated
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according to the qualifiers applying to it or, as suggested, they are postetior or, in principle, distinguishable
from the substance such that the substance is not itself internally differentiated?

As it happens, this is precisely the philosophical point of difference between the non-dualists and
qualified non-dualists. Samkara’s and Ramanuja’s readings of the Brahman definition hang on this distinction,
on the philosophical implications of differently reading the grammatical phenomenon of nominal co-
reference. Visistadvaitins affirm that the differentiation introduced by the predicates actually belong to the
substance. Advaitins argue that existence and existent entities are not intrinsically differentiated, but
differentiations atre introduced through our mundane acts of thinking and languaging. They will take the
‘single referent’ of co-reference as indicating the non-relational and homogeneous nature of an essentially
simple entity, subjective modes of presenting “a single, simple thing” as Chris Bartley observes (Bartley 1986,
111).

Ontologically, the Advaitic intuition will lead, as I show, to the idea of the qualityless (#irguna)
Brahman as such; while what Cardona refers to as abbeda indicates the unity of the single referent that
grounds various predications constituting a semantic unity, from an Advaitic perspective, Brahman would
name such a common neutral substrate of any and all positive ascriptions. What Cardona notes of the
grammatical phenomenon—that “the relation called abbeda is simply the semantic counterpart of co-reference
(samanadhikaranya)” (Cardona 1974, 249)—is ontologized as the non-difference (abheda) of all existents by
virtue of being united under the most all-encompassing nominal there is, Brahman. For Advaitins then, as I
hope to show, non-dualism/non-difference (advaita/ abbeda) comprises the radicalization of the philosophical
sense of co-reference. Brahman, on this account, is nothing but this neutral existential substrate, the
existential (sa#/satya) dimension of Being free of and neutral to any positive charactetization; and therefore
capable of grounding or taking any and all characterizations. For Samkara it is therefore only natural that
words pick out specific features (namaripa) of an entity, which all must be in co-reference with each other,
without touching the existential aspect of the entity—the #hat as opposed to what—which, because it is the

neutral substrate awaiting linguistic ascription (picking out one or the other of its features) appropriately takes
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the status of ‘Brahman’ in Advaita. Brahman s, as the discussion of the Taittiriya definition clarified, ‘pure’ or
infinite/unconditioned (ananta) Being (saf), the predicateless substrate of all predications.

This is another way in which a central thesis of the interweaving of actional and non-actional in
mediated in Advaita, overcoming simple substance-process oppositions. From the point of view of the
neutral ontological substrate, reality is both non-qualified (#irguna) and non-actional (niskriya). From the
perspective of the positive qualities and actions predicated of it, that is, all potential predicables standing in
co-reference with respect to the substrate, this reality is qualified (saguna) and actional (sakriya). ‘God’ in
Advaita is thus nothing but the totality of all predicables potentially applicable to reality considered as a
dynamic unity and whole, saguna-brahman. And the Advaitic nirguna-brabman is the neutral substrate awaiting
predication of any and all qualities, relations and actions. The two stand in a complementary, not contrasting
or competitive relation. From this perspective, the question of whether God (isvara) is granted a lower or
secondary status by Advaitins misses the point; which is rather to identify two distinct moments reflectively
discernable in thinking ontologically (and not only theologically).

Morteover, samanadhikaranya may be said to support grammatical action-centrism from another
perspective. As we saw eatlier, in Panini agency is already allocated by the verbal affix, the nominal only
indicating extra information such as gender, number and stem meaning. The nominative, so to say, lies
outside the &draka system, the network of relationships carrying out the central action. Paul Thieme has noted
that “for Panini there exists no grammatical category that would correspond to the concept ‘subject”
(Thieme 1956, 1). The same would hold true for the notion of ‘predicate’. The verb-centrism of Sanskrit
grammar implies that sentence structure is better parsed in terms of the distinction between verbal action and
its nominal realizers taking on various oblique cases (as opposed to a subject-predicate schema). The apparent
sentential ‘subject’ is what the verbal action isolates as the primary initiator of the action (kar#), or its
objective culmination (karman) (in the passive). One implication is the immediate renunciation of the notion
of a grammatical subject corresponding to and naming a metaphysical substrate or substance. What nominals
identify are existents z potency, i.e., in light of their potential recruitment towards some or the other action or

production, reminiscent of the bhaitabbavya logic of the Mimamsakas—the existent is for the purpose of the yer
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to come in existence. On the subject-predicate view, the noun could be identified as isolating a metaphysical
referent whose attributes, modes and activities are identified by predicates. The substantive lotusness of the
lotus is metaphysically basic; other aspects being secondary. As I understand, sdmanadbikaranya makes possible
such an action-realizer logic. It supports the turn away from subject-centrism (the taking the category of the
grammatical subject as primitive) by flattening the subject-predicate distinction and, more generally, the
linguistic weight attributed to the subject—all nominals in co-reference equally qualify the external co-
referential substrate (adhikarana). Both ‘rama’ and ‘sundara’ (in the sentence, 7amah sundaral’), and not merely
the latter, are predicative of the substrate of co-reference. And in a typical verbal sentence, co-reference does
the work of identifying units that collectively patrtake or participate in the realization of an action or function
if they are in apposition. By centering action as metaphysically primitive, and organizing existence and
existent items around it, this view supports a metaphysics according to which we may be said to inhabit a
wortld, not of substances (indicated by the grammatical subject) possessed of attributes (indicated by
grammatical predicates), in certain relationships with each other, but of actions (£77y4) and their
accomplishing factors or instruments (Rdraka).

Of course, the grammarians themselves did not explicitly endorse such a process-philosophical view
of the world. They left ontology and ontological implications of co-reference to the philosophers. And we
know them to have maintained, largely, a position of common-sense realism. But clearly their grammatical
insights were pregnant with deep philosophical implications as I have attempted to draw forth. Purva
Mimamsa exploited many such intuitions that supported a philosophy of action, creation and productivity, as
for instance, the prioritization of the future (bhavya) over present (bbita), or the accompanying notion of
bringing into being (bhdvand). Advaita, likewise, may be said to recuperate Sanskrit grammatical intuitions that
support, in contrast, a philosophy of non-action (#iskriyatva), and non-difference (abbeda). To this extent,
samanddbikaranya and grammatical abbeda clearly furnishes a model of thinking about ontological non-
difference (advaita/ abbeda). It may not always be possible to demonstrate a clear conceptual trajectory from

the grammatical to the philosophical, yet, as we will just see, Samkara’s notion of #uhanidatva (same locus-ness)
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in the US serves as the word for word philosophical equivalent of samanadhikaranya (tnlya = samana; nida =
adhikarana). It is improbable that Samkara did not have the grammatical concept in mind.

Grammatical samanddhikaranya will provide Samkara with an invaluable tool to work out an Advaitic
ontology of the relationship—or identity—of items in certain sentences, just as Parva Mimamsa used
kriyakarakabbava to determine intra-sentential relation. It also redirects attention away from the standard
Sanskrit actional semantics to the semantics of pre-existent (bhsita) being; attending to which is soteriologically
effective insofar as freedom is incumbent on recognizing an obtaining (siddha/ bhsita) state of affairs pertaining

to the self, and not creating, producing or modifying an existent entity towards a projected future purpose.

Mutual Qualification and Control

For the grammarians the specification of this substrate is mediated by the mutually qualifying relationship
now obtaining amongst various words in co-reference. Let us take the sentence ‘nilah asvaly (blue/black
horse). Now there obtain, in this sentence, two ideas or predicates in mutual juxtaposition, one denoting
quality (blueness) and the other class (horseness), between which obtains the relation of nominal co-reference.
Both apply to the neutral substrate collectively describing its nature, kind or specific attributes. Horseness
identifies the class and blueness the particular attribute. The grammarians consider such mutual juxtaposition,
made possible through co-reference, to be the crucial factor in the fixing of this emergent sense of the whole.
That is, it is only because we see or hear certain words (in co-reference) juxtaposed that we ascribe their
senses to converge in a single common substrate. In the process, the various terms in co-reference mutually
restrict each other in order to identify the nature and characteristics of the entity in question. Blueness
restricts the meaning of the universal horseness to apply only to horses that are blue, while horseness restricts
the attributive of blueness to apply only to horses. Capturing Bhartrhari’s view in light of earlier

commentaries, Kapila Deva Sastri explains:

Now, if the two words signify only their basic sense, how can the relation of qualifier and
qualified (visesyavisesana) be established between them? In reply to this, Bhartrhari takes the
instance of the two wortds £rsnal (black) #ilal (sesame). He says that the word &rsnab as a
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universal (sdmanya) denotes some indefinite substance possessing blackness. Similarly, #lah as
a universal denotes a substance with an indefinite quality. In their universal state, there can
be no relation between the two words. For, when the word £&rszah alone is uttered, the
listener cannot determine to what substance it refers. It can refer to substances other than
sesame. Similarly, when the word #/a alone is uttered, the hearer remains undecided as to
what variety or quality of sesame is intended. It is only when they are combined in the
phrase &rsnal tilah that the relation of qualifier and qualified is automatically established
between them. For, then both the words refer to a specific variety of sesame, namely the
black variety (Sastri 1964, 43).

To be sure, there are two positions on the manner of determining sentential meaning from the
premise that words refer to universals, discussed by Mimamsakas (such as Kumarila commenting on Sabara)
and grammarians (Patafijali and Bhartrhari), those of bheda and samsarga. The former works by differentiating
one entity from another, the latter by combining them. Cardona explains, “Suppose that zila signifies any
blue-black thing at all, #fpala any lotus at all. Linking the two terms...has the effect of narrowing down
possible referents, excluding blue things other than lotuses and a lotus that is not blue. Suppose, on the other
hand, that #a signifies the property of being blue-black, ##pala the property of being a lotus. Relating the
terms...has the effect of showing that the two properties are combined in an individual” (Cardona 1981, 89-
90). Advaitins such as Suresvara and Samkarals, adopt the bheda standpoint, insofar as the senses of terms
occurring in the mabhdvakya serve to exclude mutually inconsistent meanings, as in the Naiskarmyasiddhi: “On
our view, that which is not the meaning of any sentence is immediately apprehended as the meaning of ‘that’
and ‘thou’ through the exclusion (vyavrt#) of meanings arising from the grammatical apposition
(samanadhikaranya) of the words etc.”!

But, strictly speaking, the above distinction applies only to relational sentences, that is, sentences
where meaning is determined relationally by the co-occurrence of individual word-meanings. Vedantic
statements, however, do not talk about relations but identities, even if there is a surface-level talk of sentential

relation in terms of qualifiers and qualificands (visesanavisesyabhava).' So Suresvara will go on to say: “Their

16 Sure$vara will often use the term vyavrtti to connote the exclusive function of nominals in apposition (for instance, NS 3.9).
17 samanadhikaranyader ghatetarakhayor iva vyavrtteh syad avakyarthah saksan nas tattvamarthayoh. NS 3.9. Alston tr.

18 A surface-level talk that is subsequently abandoned, as in the cases of the Brahman definition (Zaittiriya 2.1) and mahavakya
analysis.
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presence as qualifier and qualified is for the purpose of indicating something which stand beyond either
synthesis (samsarga) or exclusion (bheda), and so is not the meaning of any sentence (avakyartha).”'* We saw this
in the case of the Brahman definition where its initial affirmation as such a sentence is immediately
overridden by the invocation of a definiens-definiendum (leksanalaksyabhdva) relation. A parallel process will
be seen to be at work in the mahdvikya ‘tat tam as? but suffice it to say that Advaita can affirm the co-
reference at work in nominal relationships, while denying visesanavisesyabhava as intrinsic to parsing such
relationships. At the same time, as we will see, a parallel process of mutual qualification/exclusion is, in fact,
adopted by Advaitins to parse the most important Advaitic statements (both the Brahman definition and “Za#
tvam as?) but, importantly, in a way that does not appeal to the idea of relationality typified by the qualifier-
qualificand relation.

Practically, it is sentential apposition or the placing together of two or more terms that enables the
mutually qualifying function determining the final unitive meaning. The juxtaposition permits the conclusion
that different nominal items refer to the same substrate or external referent. The context of sentence alone
guarantees this further sense of identity (abbeda). In a nominal sentence such as wilah asvaly, this collective and
complete sense would thus emerge without any reference to a verb or action conveyed by it. This is
grammatically permissible because, as we saw, nominal stems can take the nominative without taking on a
kdraka role or being related to the verbal action—the only case which can do so, and which marks the
nominal sentence. Panini’s stipulation in A 2.3.46 indicated that the nominal case is applied to a nominal stem
only to signify its basic sense (pratipadikartha), number and gender. As seen earlier, this stipulation also
permitted nominals to be sententially implicated without any reference to the verbal action, as opposed to the
stipulation of other cases that require some £draka role to be realized through them.?0 Here Katyayana

considered the possibility that, perhaps, the nominal should indicate, over and above the basic sense of the

19 tattvamarthayor vi$esanavi$esyabhavo bhedasamsargarahitavakyarthalaksanayaivety upasamharah. NS 3.26. Alston tr.

20 Deshpande explains that “the nominative case is used when no additional syntactic meanings such as agent or patient need to
be or remain to be denoted. Thus, an expression such as ramah sundarah ‘Rama (is) handsome’ can be derived without any
reference to a finite verb. Here, Rama is neither agent nor patient of any stated or understood verb and hence such roles do not
need to be expressed by any item. This makes the nominals rama and sundara eligible for the residual or default case, the
nominative case” (Deshpande 1987, 72).
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stem, number and gender, the idea of identification in a case of nominal co-reference; and rejected the
possibility on the grounds that this further sense is a sentential emergent, conveyed when two or more terms in
co-reference are mutually juxtaposed. While this point has been briefly discussed, we now see that, by this
process of mutual juxtaposition and qualification, nominal co-reference (samanadbikaranya) becomes the
primary mode of expression and meaning (samarthya) in a nominal sentence, making no reference to the mode
of explanation relying on action and actional factors (kriyikarakabhava). Not unsurprisingly, the realities
communicated by Advaita are often represented in the nominal sentence, including the Taéttiriya Brahman
definition, and the mabavakyas (prajiianam brabma and ayam dtma brabma). One would be reminded here of
Emily Benveniste’s opinion that the nominal assertion in the Indo-European is inherently timeless,
impersonal and non-modal (Benveniste 1971, 137); and therefore outside the domain of time and process
implicated by verbs and verbal action.

A version of mutual qualification and even mutual exclusion will be at play in the Advaitic grammar
of nominal sentences and identity statements. We can thus theorize an open-ended procedure of mutual
qualification/restriction/control at work in the interpretation of nominal constructions, further nuanced by
Advaitins in their focus on nominal sentences and mahavikyas. Sdamandadhikaranya, and the Advaitic equivalent
“ubyanidatvd, will do significant philosophical and ontological work for Samkara mirroring and developing the
grammatical work towards which sawanadhikaranya is deployed. I now take up the two paradigmatic instances
in which samdnadhikaranya/ tubyanidatva is employed by Samkara to articulate an Advaitic non-dual grammar.
Not surprisingly these comprise the two most significant aspects of Advaita Vedanta: i. the definition of

Brahman, and ii. the identity statements or wabavakyas.

ITLii  Grammatical Co-Reference & Brahman

Regarding both, Samkara’s primary motive in the use of co-reference is to establish the identity of
one and the same referent implicated in the reference to two or more nominal items. In this he is only
attempting to mirror the dynamics of samanadhikaranya employed in grammatical analysis but explicating and

elaborating its presuppositions and internal distinctions. In the latter case (the mabavakyas) the question
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pertains to the very possibility of samandadhikaranya (between dtman and Brahman) that must be established,
while in the former (Brahman definition) the question hinges on the nature of the co-reference between the
co-referential terms occurring in the definition. It will be argued here that Samkara’s analysis of the definition
of Brahman (T'U 2.1) provides a unique perspective on the hermeneutics of nominals, developing a
sophisticated account of the nature of samanadhikaranya obtaining between them.

There is a classification of samanadhikaranya that Samkara himself offers in the Brabmasitra (BSB
3.3.9)2, classifying it into four types I refer to as: i. qualifier-qualified relation (visesana), ii. identity (ekatva), iii.
identification (adhydsa), iv. correction (apavada). The first is the typical and most common instance of two
words in a subject-predicate relation, such as ‘the blue lotus’ (#ilotpala). The second identifies the same
substrate or referent implicated in distinct domains of sense, such as, for instance, Frege’s well-known
example ‘the morning star /s the evening star’.22 The third is the deliberate identification of two or more
distinet referents for practical purposes, as in the case of what is pejoratively termed idol-worship, a deity/god
superimposed on what is very well known to be a material object (such as stone).2? Lastly, we have the case of
epistemic correction where two referents are erroneously identified, the statement of co-reference serving to
correct the error, for instance, when we say, ‘the snake is a rope’, or ‘the silver is a shell’. It is evident that this
classification of co-reference is not so much grammatical (what we focus on here) but what subserves
Advaita’s philosophical sensitivities. In fact, all the latter three (ii., iii., iv.) come into relief in Advaitic method.

Although Samkara does not put it this way, the identity of self and Brahman is equivalent to the case of

21 adhyasapavadaikatvaviSesanapaksanam pratibhasanatkatamo ‘tra pakso nyayyah syaditi vicarah | tatradhyaso nama
dvayorvastunoranivartitayamevanyatarabuddhavanyatarabuddhiradhyasyate | yasminnitarabuddhiradhyasyate ‘nuvartata eva
tasmimstadbuddhiradhyastetarabuddhavapi | yatha namni brahmabuddhavadhyasyamanayamapyanuvartata eva namabuddhirna
brahmabuddhya nivartate | yathava pratimadisu visnvadibuddhyadhyasah | evamihapyaksara udgithabuddhiradhyasyata udgithe
vaksarabuddhuriti | apavado nama yatra kasmimscidvastuni piirvanivistayam mithyabuddhau ni$citayam pascadupajayamana
yathartha buddhih ptirvanivistaya mithyabuddhernivartika bhavati | yatha dehendriyasamghata
atmabuddhiratmanyevatmabuddhya pascadbhavinya ‘tattvamasi’ ityanaya yatharthabuddhya nivartate | yatha va
digbhrantibuddhirdigyathatmyabuddhya nivartyate | yatha va digbhrantibuddhirdigyathatmyabuddhya nivartyate |
evamihapyaksarabuddhyodgithabuddhirnivartyata udgithabuddhya vaksarabuddhiriti / ekatvam
tvaksarodgithasabdayoranatiriktarthavrttitvam | yatha dvijottamo brahmano bhiimideva iti / viSesanam punah sarvavedavyapina
omityetasyaksarasya grahanaprasanga audgatravisesasya samarpanam | yatha nilam yadutpalam tadanayeti. BSB 3.3.9.

22 1t is useful to parse ii. in terms of Frege’s sense-reference distinction.

23 Or various kinds of meditations requiring the imaginative imposition of one idea upon something else. At least Samkara is
clear that this is how deity worship or, in the Vedic context, upasana is supposed to work, a self-conscious and deliberate act of
superimposing one thing upon another, the latter often serving as a material locus of the former.
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ekatva, ‘the morning star /s the evening star’ to the extent that it is one and the same reality conventionally
understood as belonging to different semantic fields (the ‘individual self’ and ‘Brahman’). Epistemic
correction becomes pertinent in the context that the embodied individual self is mistakenly identified with
various features of embodiment (body, sense-faculties etc.), thus needing a subsequent corrective of the kind
‘this self is not x or y’, the two sides being in nominal co-reference. And co-reference as identification
(adhyasa) is relevant to the extent that this is precisely what is negated or corrected by iv. (correction), the only
difference being that the identification so corrected is made erroneously, not deliberately (as in typical cases
of iii.).24

We may thus classify nominal co-reference into two major types, dealing either with relations (the
qualifier-qualified relation of 1.) or #dentities (as in ii., iii. and iv.). Naturally Samkara gravitates towards and
centers the latter as the proper subject of a non-dual grammar. As we will see, sentential identities are what
Advaitic nominal and identity statements serve to disclose. The larger sentential meaning is not the product of
intra-sentential ‘relations’ determined by visesanavisesyabhava, but an essentially simple relationless, non-actional
unity of an underlying substrate.

Some stock examples of nominal co-reference will be at play, as before—the blue/black horse, blue
lotus or water-lily?5, heroic person—with reference to and contrast with which Samkara will bring out the
unique nature of nominal relations obtaining amongst items in Advaitic statements. The first case of nominal
co-reference informing the interpretation of a core Upanishadic source is the Taittiriya Brahman definition

(satyam jiianam anantam brabma), considered eatlier in the treatment of existential and noetic verbs. There we

24 The Chapter 3 account of adhydropapavada as an Advaitic methodological principle seems to combine the phraseology of
categories iii. and iv. here. The sense of adhyaropa, a synonym of adhyasa, as we saw there, is deliberate superimposition evoked
in the context of the Advaitic noetic ritual, and not superimposition in the ritual and meditative context of imaginatively
identifying two different domains (as in iii. above). In either case, nominal co-reference may be said to ground not only Advaitic
sentential analysis but also, from the point of view of Chapter 3, the central Advaitic method of attentional governance.

25 There is the question of the interpretation of Samkara’s example of the lotus/water-lily, ‘utpala’ often alternatively translated
as one or the other. This matters because it is an open question whether the example refers to contingent qualities a thing may
possess, like a lotus that just happens to be large, blue and fragrant or whether it ‘defines’ an utpala, referring to its essential
qualities, in which case it is possible to take it as a particular kind of water-lily (possibly the nymphaea nouchali or nymphaea
caerulea) distinguished by its blue color, characteristic fragrance and size. This would completely change the point of the
example. The latter parallels the definition of Brahman more closely than the former where the lotus could be of a different kind,
for instance, small and pink, yet continue being a lotus. In other words, just a description as opposed to a definition. In the latter
interpretation, just as it is Brahman’s defining nature to be satya, jiiana and ananta, so it is the utpala’s defining characteristic to
be blue, large and fragrant. Translations of the above passage do not seem to have addressed this problem. Also note that the first
component of nilasva has been translated as either ‘blue’ or ‘black’.
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considered Samkara’s non-dual/non-actional reading of the words for being (satyam) and knowing (jizananm),
showing that for Samkara, these two special sets of verbal roots indicate a dimension of actionless being-
consciousness free of the processual features characteristic of verbal meaning (dhatvartha). 1 now consider, in
depth, the intra-sentential reciprocal relations obtaining amongst the various nominal items of the Brahman
definition exemplifying the application of sémanddbikaranya. To recapitulate, we saw the following progression

in Samkara’s reading of the definition, each stage qualifying the previous and introducing a new element:

a.  Satya, jitana and ananta are predicates/ gualifiers of Brahman, sharing a relationship of visesanavisesya
(qualifier-qualified) with Brahman.

b. Strictly speaking, they are not qualifiers (visesana) of Brahman, but its definiens (laksana).

They are not even, strictly speaking, regular definiens but, as I argue, comptise a #ranscendental
definition of Brahman, isolating Brahman as absolutely unique and unamenable to predication and
description.

d. Each of the three definitional items constitutes the essential nature of Brahman; it is Brahman, not a
quality/attribute of Brahman.

e. Being so, each construes directly with the substantive (as its essential nature), instead of mutually
qualifying each other, as typical predicates do, to generate sentential meaning (vikyartha).

f.  The Brahman definition, therefore, is not a typical sentence; strictly speaking, its meaning is
avakydrtha, generated by processes that do not rely on mutual relation and sentential dependency.

g.  Nonetheless, there is an element of mutual gualification/ control, insofar as the definitional items
reciprocally govern each other to eliminate undesirable or erroneous notions associated with Being
and Consciousness (for ex. that consciousness is a process/act).

h. Each term thus has a negative function, warding off ideas of what Brahman is not, the first two (satya
and jiana) also retaining a thin positive (svartha) sense above their apophatic function.

i.  The definitional terms communicate the nature of Brahman by oblique predication (laksand) and not
direct reference (abhidhdna or vacya). [As Lipner has shown, this reading dominates the later sections
of Samkara’s analysis on the basis of an alternative reading of the compound /aksandrtha (analyzable
either as laksana + artha, emphasizing the initial focus on definition, or /aksand + artha, emphasizing
the later focus on oblique predication).]

j.  Oblique predication is able to disclose the non-actional and non-processual dimension of Being and
Consciousness covered over by the processual semantics of their overt grammar. That is, Being and
Consciousness name, ultimately, the unconditioned/’infinite’ hotizonal dimension of all experience

not subject to time, change and process.

Now, many of these considerations bear directly upon the relation of co-reference obtaining between
the four items in the definition. That samandadhikaranya determines the sentential dynamics here is beyond

dispute, as both Samkara and Ramanuja agree. The real question is of the precise reading and implications of

241



this relationship. As Julius Lipner and others have noted, the grammar of samanadhikaranya has clear
ontological implications for Advaita (Lipner 19806, 29). And as suggested eatlier, it may be possible to read
two different ontologies into the phenomenon of co-reference, supporting a non-dualist (Shankarite) and a
qualified non-dualist (Ramanujian) reading of the nature of Brahman. The primary issue it all boils down to,
as Ramanuja explains, keenly sensitive to the Advaitin opponent whose view he does an excellent job of
paraphrasing, is the following: Is reality as such—the so called external ‘neutral’ referent/locus of nominal co-
reference—internally differentiated according to the vatious predications asserted of it (the Visistadvaita
view), or is it #7uly neutral to these predications, not internally or ontologically mirroring the natures
predicated of it Znguistically (the Advaita view)? The question then, as I would like to emphasize, pertains to

one or the other ontological reading of a grammatical phenomenon. Bartley explains as follows,

Interpretations of the mahavikya ‘Satyam jianam anantam brabma llustrate the centrality of the
question of the import of samanadhikaranya (co-referentiality) constructions in Vedantic
theological dialectic. Samdnddbikaranya is standardly defined as ‘the application to one object
of a number of words having different grounds for their applications’...For the Advaitin,
ultimate reality—the Brabman-atman identity state—is undifferentiated and objectless
consciousness. The co-referential statement ‘Satyam jiianam anantam brabma allegedly
expresses that state. The Advaitin puts the emphasis on sazdnddhikaranya’s unity of reference
and concludes that the different grounds for the application (pravyttinimitta—*senses’) are not
objective characteristics of the referent but purely subjective modes of presentation
belonging exclusively to the level of understanding. On this view, co-referentiality expresses
pure identity. Its referent is the simple unity of the essential nature of the entity devoid of
properties and relations (Bartley 1986, 104).26

As Lipner has explained in his study of Ramanuja, from the Visistadvaita perspective, nominal co-
reference affirms “a real correspondence between differentiation in the terms predicated and differentiation
in the referent. And this the Advaitic interpretation of the Taittiriya text does not do” (Lipner 1986, 33). For
Ramanuja, the explanation of co-referentiality must essentially presuppose a reference to an entity as qualified

by more than one property. In contrast, the referent of samanadhikaranya, according to the Advaitin, is the

26 Interestingly, Bartley considers the Brahman definition as a mahavakya, a somewhat uncommon position. If anything, as
Uskokov has amply discussed, it is the soon to follow verse ‘fasmad etasmad atmana...” (‘from that Self which is this...”) that
constitutes the Taittiriya iteration of the mahavakya and, as he argues, anchors the very notion of identity statement culminating
in the mahavakya in Sarvajiiatman (Uskokov 2018, 405).
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“simple unity of the essential nature of the entity devoid of properties and relations” (Bartley 1986, 104). Co-
referentiality names pure identity. As he later observes, “the Advaitin puts the emphasis on the unity of the
referent where unity is incompatible with being the substrate of properties” (Bartley 1986, 111). As stated
carlier, this idea is somewhere latent in the very idea of samanadhikaranya: what permits the substrate of co-
reference to serve as the ground of semantic unity, the receptacle of all predications, substantive or
attributive—both manhood and heroicness in the sentence ‘virah purusali—is its apparent neutrality to any
positive nature identified by predication. Cardona has noted, following Patafijali, that “the locus of heroicness
(viratva) is the same as the locus of manhood (purusatva). That is, there is a single referent who is both a man
and heroic” (Cardona 1974, 248).

Nonetheless, this view could be susceptible to the weakness of being unable to explain the apparently
strong, natural relation obtaining between predicates and what they are predicates of. The relation between
them is now, at best, contingent, non-essential, if not purely subjective as Bartley puts it. On our account, as
articulated by Cardona and Lipner, both substantives and attributives equally identify a nameless,
charactetless referent of which they predicate some or the other nature/attribute, thus collectively
categorizable as ‘predicative’. This understanding, as argued, goes against the grain of the more common-
sensical or at least pervasive view of regarding predicates as applying to subjects already possessed of specific
natures. On this account, the question is not so much whether predication is subjective. There may, in fact, be
a real basis of why things are the way they are, why, for instance, cows have horns and hares do not. Advaita
affirms mundane relations as real in their own domain (of convention, subject to sublation if a stronger
counteting pramana, such as the Advaitic Sabdapramana, is able to negate the results of the conventional means
of knowledge). More importantly, this view of predication can preserve the tight natural relation obtaining
between qualificands and their qualifiers (what is called visesanavisesyabbava). The cow, for example, will always
be found to be four-legged and with horns. But reality as such, the neutral substrate subject to predicative
activity, and the unitive basis of the application of sdmanadbikaranya, is, by the same stroke, neutral to the
entirety of visesanavisesyabhava taken together. To reiterate Lipner’s articulation: “‘[L]otus’ and ‘blue’ are both

regarded as predicates describing the referent (the external lotus). In other words, through these two

243



terms. . .this existential statement is saying that there is an object out there which instantiates the synthetic co-
presence of lotusness’ and ‘blueness™ (Lipner 1986, 153-54).

Again, for the Advaitin, this is a point of reflective discrimination. It is neither possible nor desirable to
seek a separation of substrate and predicate—or in terms of their philosophical equivalents, Brahman as
substrate and Isvara as the totality of all predicables—as if they were independent realities; only in one’s
understanding is it possible to distinguish the two reflective moments of the predicateless (nirguna) and
predicated (saguna) aspects of reality. As the constitutive and horizonal Being-Consciousness (satyan: jiianam
anantam), Brahman is the predicateless dimension of reality ontologically grounding conventional reality. This
mirrors the ontological reflection, rather, radicalization of grammatical samdnddbikaranya.

To take the stock example from Chandogya 6,1 may conceive of a pot (ghata) as the predicateless and
formless clay (mritikd) inhabiting a certain shape or, alternatively, in its specificity of shape, size etc. as a
particular and individual being. This is, in fact, the further implication of Samkara’s and Ramanuja’s distinct
stances on the nature of samanadhikaranya, for it grounds the Advaitic distinction between Brahman as the
nirguna (predicateless) aspect of reality and God (#vara) as the saguna (predicative). For Ramanuja the very
distinction is groundless, for the predicateless or unconditioned dimension of reality is simply not admitted.
But for the Advaitin, Brahman as such a neutral ontological substrate, the ‘pure’ qualityless or #irguna
Brahman, is just such ‘a single, simple thing’ (Bartley 1986, 111) taking the role of the paradigmatic locus
(adhikarana) of all predications. Samkara, in fact, often puts things this way, explaining how Brahman as pure
and simple Being serves as the locus of application of all namaripa (name-form), the term identifying all
possible linguistic ascriptions upon the real, substantive or attributive. In his Byhadaranyaka commentary
where the term occurs, Samkara explains the reference to ‘then’ as a past-tense marker in the verse: “This
(universe) was then undifferentiated. It differentiated only into name and form—it was called such and such,

1113

and was of such and such form”.27 He says that ““this’ refers to the universe differentiated into name and
form... The co-ordination of the two words ‘that’ and ‘this’, denoting respectively the past and present states

of the universe, indicates an identity of the universe in the two states, meaning that which was this, and this

%7 tad dhedam tarhy avyakrtam asit | tan namarfipabhyam eva vyakriyatasau namayam idamripa iti. BU 1.4.7.
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which was that was wndifferentiated. . .I#, this sort of universe, having been undifferentiated, differentiated into name
and forn?” (BUB 1.4.7).28 While the distinction is here set up temporally, the whole point of the teaching is to
indicate that even now the undifferentiated aspect of reality co-exists with the differentiated. While this explains
the manifest, differentiated nature of existents possessing specific natures (according to their specific
namaripa), the undetlying undifferentiated Being perdures through their manifestation, and potential
cessation; distinguishing the #hatness of their being from their whatness, the latter being the domain of
predication and visesanavisesyabhava. [This was explained by Samkara in the Gi#a commentary in terms of the
perdurance of the cognition of Being (sadbuddhi) in and through the perception of the particularities of
individual things (BGB 2.13).] And in his Chandogya Chapter 6 commentary, from where we get the clay-pot
metaphor, Samkara says that “all through this infinite series of constituents [existents], there runs the notion
of their being ‘Beings’ (positive entities)—there is no cessation of this ‘existence’ (character of ‘being’)”.? It is
this putely existential dimension of reality—the sat of Chandogya’s sadvidya—that identifies the neutral

ontological substrate of samanadhikaranya, with all predicables identifying the domain of namaripa.

Kenosis and the Brahman Definition

Mutual qualification/control is one way in which grammarians explained the generation of sentential
meaning, showing how predicative items relate, qualify and mutually determine each other’s senses. It was
pointed out that this is exactly the relation that vatious items of the Brahman definition do not possess. Each
item in the definiens independently constitutes the nature of Brahman: Brahman is Being, Brahman is
Consciousness, Brahman is Infinite. At the same time, some kind of relation does obtain between them on
the model of mutual qualification but radically different from the mutually qualifying function of regular
nominals (relying on the fourfold criterion of linguistic operation: class, attribute, relation and action, as seen

in the Taittiriya commentary). Firstly, all the three terms carry a clear negative function of negating

28 tadidamavyakrtam vastu etarhyetasminnapi kale namariipabhyameva vyakriyate asaunamayamidam riipa iti. BUB 1.4.7.

29 ityevam prasangasyanivrtteh sarvatropamardanupapattih | sadbuddhyanuvrtteh sattvanivrttiSceti sadvadinam sata eva
sadutpattih setsyati. CUB 6.2.2. Jha tr.
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characteristics falsely imputed of ultimate reality. The negative force of ‘satyan’ lies in its distinguishing
Brahman from mutable and emergent realities; that of iianan’ in distinguishing Brahman from the inanimate;
and that of “anantan’’ in its negation of Brahman as finite or conditioned. Samkara is here addressing the
objection that it is meaningless to assert the positive existence of something (Brahman) that is, firstly, entirely
unknown and, secondly, is only defined in negative terms. The exclusive or evacuative function of the terms
renders the definiendum an empty and abstract concept (TUB 2.1).

But Samkara clarifies that the two terms “satyan’ and Siianan’ do not lose their proper (svartha) senses.
The invocation of oblique predication (laksana) simply qualifies their primary sense to indicate
infinite/unconditioned being and consciousness, not subject to mutation and action. As Bartley explains with
respect to the latter: “J7ianam loses its connotations of empirical limitations and means neither the subject,
object nor act of knowledge when applied to Brahman” (Bartley 1986, 109). It now stands for the immutable
and horizonal Advaitic field-consciousness. The terms, then, are to be purified of their connotation of
limitation or conditionedness. We are also to understand that the third term (anantam) serves a purely negative
function, and may be construed with each of the other terms to further distinguish their proper sense
(anantam satyam and anantam jiianam). In this way, all the terms mutually control each othet’s sense to

determine the proper meaning of Brahman:

Thus the terms Satyan’ etc., being in mutual proximity and controlling and being controlled
by one another (itaretarasamnidbay anyonyaniyamyaniyamakal) negate of Brahman that which
they do not express and have the force of defining it. Thus it is established that Brahman
cannot be directly designated (avacyatva) and that it is not the object (avakyartha) of statements
such as “The lotus is blue’ in accordance with the su#is, “‘Whence words return with the mind,
not attaining it’ and ‘Inexpressible and without support’.3

Construing together this complex hermeneutic of the definition together from beginning till end, we
can surmise that the Brahman definition constitutes a unique sort of nominal sentence analyzable into three

independent statements about Brahman: satyam brahma, jiianam brabma, anantam brahma. As Bartley notes, “each

30 evam satyadisabda itaretarasannidhanad anyonyaniyamyaniyamakah santah satyadisabdavacyat tannivartaka brahmano,
laksanarthas ca bhavantiti | atah siddham yato vaco nivartante | aprapya manasa saha. TU 2.1.1. Bartley tr.
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differs in subjective sense or cognitive significance in that each negates different properties of the Absolute.
One and the same thing is negatively presented in three ways” (Bartley 1986, 112). Being so, there is no need
to invoke predicative relation (visesanavisesyabbava) to explain the mutual relation of items, which here function
definitionally, not adjectivally. Nonetheless, in being construed with each other, they help negate erroneous
notions about ultimate reality. Nominal co-reference still relies on a version of mutual qualification, that of
mutual control (anyonyaniyamyaniyamakatva), different from that exerted by typical nominal sentences (that is,
nominal sentences relying on visesanavisesyabhava).

Following Bardieu, many scholars have noted how processes of definition in disciplines of Indian
philosophy, logic and grammar work more by identifying the distinguishing or separating mark of an entity
rather than describing features it has in common with others. In the context of Brahman, Samkara’s recourse
to definition (laksana) secks to further isolate Brahman from any possible relationship or similarity with
existent entities. The various items of the Brahman definition not only mutually control each other’s sense
but, in fact, empty each other of any positive or empirical meaning. Julius Lipner, referring to this

phenomenon as the ‘kenotic function’ of the term, notes that

Satyam and jiianam. . .must be eviscerated of that empirical content which fails to do justice to
the utter and simple (viz. divisionless) perfection of their referent, Brahman. In other words,
though they are positive semantic controls, they do not connote any kind of existential or
epistemic mutability. This emptying or kenotic function is signaled by the use of the term
anantam. By negating any principle of division (antavattva) in Brahman, the term ‘infinite’
functions as a negative control and requires of us an epistemically purified understanding of
the nature of Brahman. Brahman is real, but not real in the way empirical objects are.
Brahman is knowing, but not in our way of knowing...Brahman is reality-knowledge per se.
What exactly does this mean? The answer is that the epistemic content of this expression is
methodologically elusive. The negative control of anantam does not permit a straightforward
empirical understanding of the terms satyam and jidnam (Lipner 1997, 311-12).

It is, in other words, a very special case of nominal co-reference (samanadhikaranya) whereby the

‘related’ terms are not really related (asamsarga), and the ensuing sentence meaning is not, strictly speaking, a
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sentence meaning at all (being avikyartha) ! The emergent sense, as dictated by the recovery of the correct
grammar, reveals an essentially simple, one, unrelated, internally undifferentiated Being.

The three definitional terms may thus be said to exhibit an ‘a priori’ function owing to the fact that
they do not pick out anything from the semantic content representing features of the world. Brahman, as
unconditioned/infinite Being-Consciousness, cannot be meaningfully said to exist or be conscious in any
conventional sense, thus preventing the application of sa7and «# to Brahman as attributes or predicates. That
satyam (being) and jizanam (consciousness) constitute the definition (laksana) of Brahman implies that they
empty Brahman of all content whatsoever, simultaneously permitting it to serve as the empty locus of all
predication. Samandadhikaranya in this sense ought, therefore, to assume Brahman as the only true
ground/referent (adhikarana) of predicative ascription. Brahman, being the existential (sa#/satya) aspect of any
existent, its guoddity or thatness (as opposed to its qualitative, empirical features), functions as the unifying
ground for the grammatical application of co-reference over several nominal items, being neutral to actional,
adjectival or generic predication. In the construal of the definition of Brahman as a special case of nominal
co-reference, Samkara thus places nominal relationships, rather nominal identity, at the heart of grammatical
analysis, replacing the action-actor frame of the ritual philosophers and grammarians. Conversely, Advaitic
knowledge of the one non-dual reality is a linguistic cognition accommodating not only co-reference and
oblique predication but, as we will see, the method of agreement and difference (anvayavyatireka) already well-
known to the grammarians. But first, I address another crucial application of nominal co-reference in

Samkara’s Vedanta, as applicable to the mahdvikya or equational /identity statement,

ITIl.iii Co-Reference in the Mahavakya
It is telling that Sure§varacarya in the Naiskarmyasiddhi (The Establishment of Non-Action) takes
Samkara’s example of the blue lotus/water-lily in explicating the dynamics of the mahavakya (NS 3.1).

Although both, the definition of Brahman and the equation of @fwan and Brahman, comprise instances of

31 Since, as explained earlier, sentence meaning is typically relational, emerging from the related and mutually qualifying
function of the nominal terms.
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nominal co-reference, their unfoldment seems to require the application of slightly distinct techniques,
complicating the borrowing of the example. The challenge of explaining the co-reference of atman and
Brahman lies in its frustration or repudiation of common-sense: how can the limited, bodily individual be
identical with the unlimited cause of the universe? This problem is not addressed by an example like the blue
lotus in which the possibility of co-reference is not debated. Samkara’s own example in his mahdvikya analysis
in the US, ‘the black horse’ (niasva), suffers from the same limitation. His intention, though, only seems to be
to indicate a certain parallel between the mabavakya and predicative utterances like ‘the black horse’ (that of
nominal co-reference) without drawing any further implications. In either case, it is nominal co-reference
(samanadhikaranya), again, that stands at the basis of the correct comprehension of the identity statements. As
in the case of the Brahman definition, it is by decoding the correct grammar of certain statements that self-
knowledge becomes possible; the correct grammatical intuition or understanding constituting the core event of
self-knowledge. The final emancipatory knowledge is nothing over and above the linguistic cognition of the
meaning of certain statements, correctly decoded. As we saw, part of this grammatical work requires the
recuperation of kinds of sentences, primarily nominal and non-verbal, as opposed to the conventional
prioritization of the verbal sentence as paradigmatic. This implied securing for non-action (#iskriyatva) or pre-
existent (siddha/ bhita) being an equally strong foundation in grammar as action (£77y4) and becoming (bhava).

Identity statements and nominal sentences take on this role in Advaita’s non-actional grammar.

Identity Statements

Sdamanddhikaranya is one of the core ideas regulating nominal relationships that helps secure this domain. In
the case of the Brahman definition, nominal co-reference regulated the dynamics of primatily the nominal
sentence. The nominal sentence also regulates the syntax of two of the four well-known mahdvikyas (iii. and
iv. below). But the most important one, and the one under consideration in the US, is Chandogya’s “That you
are’ (tat tvam asi). This being a copulative, and particularly an identity statement, demands a slightly different
procedure of unfoldment of co-reference, as Samkara and others set out to do. It will, in fact, require the

application of another grammatical procedure, anvayavyatireka, to be clarified and established, further
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implicating the so-called Brahman ‘realization’ in what are primarily grammatical intuitions and grammatically
induced cognitions. It will be useful to note some peculiarities of the individual identity statements, the so-
called mahdvikyas, preparatory to the subsequent analysis of “Za vam as as discussed by Samkara in light of
grammatical and ontological co-reference. Where do these statements stand in light of the previous

discussion? The four well-known mabdvikyas are32:

1. tat tvam asi. CU 6.8.7
ii. aham brabmasmi. BU 1.4.10
1ii. ayam atma brabma. MaU.2.1

iv. pragianam brabma. AU 3.3

These statements are significant for asserting the identity between the limited, finite self (jivatman) and the
unlimited self (sarvatman/ paramatman), the subjective/personal and objective/impersonal ‘poles” of Brahman,
presupposing a complex propaedeutic required to make the equation intelligible. It is noteworthy that the first
two appear to be on par with verbal sentences while the latter with the nominal sentence. Earlier
considerations suggested that iii. and iv., as nominal sentences do not require the postulation of an s’ to
render them complete. The Upanisads, for that very reason, do not feel compelled to append a verb or
copula. But what of the expressions i. and ii. that explicitly contain finite verbs?

The first thing to note is that i. and ii. are statements in the first and second-person while iii. and iv.
find a neutral third-person expression. Indeed, nominal sentences are most visible in Sanskrit in the third-
person, usually expressive of co-reference already observed in such cases as ‘ramal) sundaral’. The didactic
context may further clarify the situation. The first is integrated in a long dialogue where Uddalaka is
presenting self-knowledge to his son and student Svetaketu who is repeatedly told (eight times) “You are that’
at the end of each provisional unfoldment of the self. In the second case (ii.), ‘I am Brahman’ simply records

the direct first-person realization of Prajapati, and subsequently Vamadeva or another human being, as a

32 1t is not presumed here that the four mahavakyas are especially unique or sacrosanct in some way as compared to other
equational statements occurring in the Upanishadic corpus but, nonetheless, they remain exemplary, especially ‘tat tvam asi’
which is the most important statement of identity for Samkara.
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response to the question ‘What did he know that he became all?’. On the other hand, iii. and iv. are entirely
free of any dialogical context or reference to first-person states, as parts of a complete self-contained
instruction with no assumed speaker or audience. In these cases the identity is expressed as a matter of fact,
as already known and subsequently communicated. In i. and ii., however, the identity is of the nature of a
discovery, conveyed by a teacher (Chandogya) or understood by the subject (Brbaddranyaka). The unknown is
made known. This may in part explain the absence of the copula in other cases. All four are, for Samkara,
cases of an underlying samanadhikaranya where the overt difference between the individual and Brahman co-
exists with a covert non-duality, but only in i. and ii. is non-duality of the manner of a realization, a discovery,
allocating to the copula the task of positively asserting or revealing the oneness. Other cases simply state the
co-reference (samanddhikaranya), the non-duality taken for granted between the terms in apposition. The
copula thus serves the purpose of underscoring an identity not immediately evident, eroding the subject’s
common-sense view. Emily Benveniste’s understanding of the nominal sentence, in his classical treatment of
the nominal sentence in the Indo-European with a keen sensitivity to Sanskritic forms, supports this special
sense of iii. and iv. For him, the nominal sentence conveys, in the Indo-European, a meaning that is
inherently timeless, impersonal and non-modal (Benveniste 1971, 137), therefore ideally suited to denote
timeless or universal scientific or philosophical truths. This is precisely what a statement like ‘pragiiam brabma
(‘consciousness brahman’) intends to convey. Indeed, it suggests the proximity of Advaitic declarations of
self-Brahman identity with the nature of scientific claims as uncovering timeless truths about the self not
subject to change.

This purpose is bolstered by another consideration. The mahavikyas of Chandogya 6 and Brbaddranyaka
1.4 both carry a trans-temporal dimension by which Brahman prior to creation is equated with the temporal
self within creation: ‘Sad eva saumya idam agre dasit (CU 6.2.1) and ‘dtmaiva idam agre asit culminate respectively in
the mahavakyas reproduced here by way of equating dsi# (‘it was’) with as/ (‘you are’) and asmi (‘1 am’). This
equation would not be possible without the presence of the copulae in i. and ii. that explicitly identify the
non-actional pre-existent Brahman (indicated in the past-tense) with the individual here and now, negating

the capacity of time (&d/a) and name-form (namaripa) to separate the being immanent in creation from the
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transcendent Brahman 33 Mabavakyas thus need not be considered elliptical verbal sentences, and verbal
forms, even when they do occur, have no bearing on the actional semantics foregrounded in Vyakarana and
Mimamsa. They either simply denote existence or being, as in a simple existential assertion, or equate two ot

more existent items in a statement of identity, as in identity statements.

IIL.iv Co-Reference and the Atman-Brahman Identity

The Advaitic project can come across as a putely philosophical response to questions pertaining to
selthood and personal identity. Nonetheless aspects of Advaita are better understood as engaging not so
much with the question “‘Who am I?” but “What is the true reference of the term I’?”. This is most evident in
his introduction to the Brabmassitra outlining the confusion of the referential domains of ‘you’ and I’,
regarding which Mattia Salvini has noted: “Advaita is an exercize in clarifying the proper referents of personal
and non-personal pronouns: when propetly understood, some terms refer to the ultimately existent” (Salvini
2017, 103). The question of self-identity is framed as a grammatical problem3* with the ensuing response
attempting to disclose the underlying grammar of the terms ‘I’ (abam), ‘you’ (tvam) or ‘that’ (fa?); such that the
final event of self- knowledge is nothing but the correct ‘fixing’ of their referential domains. The general
dynamics by which this meaning is fixed is well known.?> The noetic ritual proceeds by a sustained and ever
intensifying enquiry into the referential domains of ‘you’ (#vam-pada) and ‘that’ (fat-pada) claritying or ‘refining’
their meanings until the disclosure of a remainder left over after all non-essential or contingent meanings of
the terms drop out. What is really happening through the grammatical inquiry, in any case, is the ontological
discarding of every adhydsa one by one to reach the undetlying basis (or remainder) of all superimpositions.
The grammatical and particularly sentential nature of the inquiry and the ensuing result is affirmed by the US

in I.18, with respect to the most discussed and commented mahavikya:

33 The term ‘transcendent’ is used with caution here, as a possible rendering of nirguna and related concepts. Brahman, as the
Upanisads and Samkara himself is most insistent, is not transcendent in the sense of being epistemically or experientially
unavailable to the embodied subject; being the most familiar, intimate and well-known as the fact of first-personal awareness.

34 yusmadasmatpratyayagocarayor visayavisayinos tamahprakasavdviruddhasvabhavayor iteretarabhavanupapattau
siddhayam...BSB 1.1.1.

35 Advaitic metareflection on its own method often uses the terms ‘vicara’ (deliberation) or ‘Sodhana’ (investigating/refining) to
denote the process.
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US 1.18.196 When the result of the [sentence| “Thou art That’ is understood in such a way,
how is it said that this [sentence] is not the means of knowledge and that it depends upon
action.

US 1.18.199 It is true that [only] indirect knowledge arises from sentences referring to things
other than A#man. But it cannot be doubted that [direct knowledge arises from the sentence]
which refers to the inner Atman, just as the [true] number [ten] was obtained [from the
sentence, “You are the tenth’].3¢

Samkara here cites another ordinary ‘identity statement’ (‘You are the tenth’) to explain the nature of
linguistic cognition resulting from the correct comprehension of non-actional sentences. His emphasis is on
the practical ot efficacions nature of such comprehension, an efficacy that lies outside the action-centric
framework of conventional grammar. That is to say, even non-actional sentences can be fruitful and
soteriologically effective, without their cognition requiting a further application or the proverbial move from
theory to practice. Certain sentences, especially those pertaining to the inner self, can be directly effective
merely by the grasping of their correct sense. We know this to be the case, from previous discussions, with
instances where language works negatively, warding off erroneous conceptions thus thwarting certain
trajectories of action and attention. What, however, are the specific stakes of nominal co-reference in the case

of “You are That’? Uskokov explains:

[O]n the level of the identity statement, the two categories of 7af and #wam, standing for
Brahman the great Being out there...and the inner Self that is tinged by ignorance and is
liable to suffering that is transmigration, restrict one another because of being co-referential,
and there obtains a special meaning of the identity statement in which the reference is
neither external nor liable to transmigration. Samkara makes the point of emphasizing that
this special meaning obtains without the respective categories giving up their individual
meaning. This must be interpreted to mean that the respective categories do not directly
obtain a secondary signification function in the sentence because the primary is

blocked...However, when combining in sentences through the visesyavisesana-bhava, some
restriction of meaning must obtain, as in Bhartrhari’s black sesame or Samkara’s black horse.

This is not an equivalent case, as neither of the two padarthas have a respective class from
which it can be delimited, but it is quite like the definition of satyam jiianan anantam brabma
where something from the scope of the collocated categories had to drop. What drops in the

36 evam tat tvam asity asya gamyamane phale katham | apramanatvam asyoktva kriyapeksatvam ucyate. US 1.18.196.
satyam evam anatmarthe vakyat paroksyabodhanam | pratyagatmani na tv evam samkhyapraptivad adhruvam. US 1.18.199.
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meaning of the sentence is Brahman’s being external and the Self being liable to
transmigration. In other words, clarifying the meaning of the #am-padartha, one had reduced
the scope of the word through removing the sheaths covering the Self, only to realize that
s/he had not considered the one point of identification that made the removal possible,
Brahman the light of awareness. One learns from the sentence that this inner Self of mine is
Brahman, that great unlimited Being that is not liable to change and transmigration, but is
not extraneous either. It is in this tiny space between the literal and indicated meaning, both
of which are necessary, that liberation becomes possible (Uskokov 2018, 432-33).

Uskokov lays out the precise nature of the co-reference obtaining between the individual self and
Brahman, requiring a partial repudiation of the meanings of ‘you’ and ‘that’ for the co-reference to hold. Yet,
as in the case of the Brahman definition, this repudiation does not imply a simple recourse to secondary or
metaphorical meaning. As Lipner explained in the case of Brahman definition, and Uskokov highlights here,
it is in “this tiny space between the literal and indicated meaning, both of which are necessary” that the
cognition of inner Self is negotiated. Again, as in cases of nominal co-reference seen before, the identity
statement under consideration follows a negative logic of ‘ascertaining by distinguishing’ at work here, what
Uskokov calls ‘restriction of meaning’, by way of separating out or filtering the senses of the two words (‘you’
and ‘that’) in mutual tension. In referring to the stock examples used by Samkara, he particularly cites the

grammarians’ viewpoint:

In sentences and phrases such as grsnab tilah, black sesame,” ot nilam utpalam, ‘a blue
lotus,’...there obtains a relation between the two words with different meanings so that they
both denote a particular, a specific vatiety of lotus...To paraphrase Bhartrhari, in &rsnab tilah,
the word ‘black’ is used in the sense of some black substance whose genus is unknown,
whereas the word ‘sesame’ is used in the sense of a genus whose quality is unknown. Since
their generalities do not relate, they first mutually specify their meaning: in the sentence,
‘black’ gets to stand for the black color specified by the being of a sesame seed, and ‘sesame’
stands for the being of a sesame seed specified by the black color. Their word denotations
have changed, and now the two words are relatable. Finally, these two transformed
denotations merge in one, and the whole phrase gets to denote a particular black sesame
seed. The last was what Mimamsakas call a vagyartha, a sentential denotation (Uskokov 2018,
407-08).

The primary difference, as noted eatlier, in the application of these logics of mutual control/

restriction is that in normal predicative utterances, the qualifier-qualified relation properly holds (owing to the
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fourfold criterion of the application of words) while in the case of the wabavikya, as in the Brahman
definition, another sort of mutual restriction must be at work. While there is an ostensible qualifier-qualified
(visesanavisesya) relation between ‘that’ and ‘you’—in the statement ‘you are that’, ‘that’ is predicated of ‘you'—
the statement is ultimately one of identity and not an adjective qualifying a noun. Moreover, the purified
domains of ‘you’ and ‘that’ must ultimately be free of the fourfold ground of the application of words on
which predication relies, since the real Self/Brahman is free of them. Thus mutual restriction works not by
controlling the domain of the universal (ja#) conveyed by other terms, but, as just seen, abandoning the

inconsistent element that would frustrate the assertion of identity. The key US passages run as follows:

US 1.18.169 Since [in the sentence “Thou art That’ the words] “Thou’ and “The Existent’
(=That) have the same referent, this [sentence| is comparable to [the sentence| “The horse is
black.” Since the word “Thou’ is [used] in apposition to [a word—Existent’—which] refers
to the Painless One (= Brabman), it [too] refers to that [Painless One].

US 1.18.170 Likewise, since the word “That’ is [used] in connection with [the word which]|
denotes the inner A#wan, [it refers to the inner A#man/. [Just like the sentence] “You are the
tenth,” the sentence [“Thou art That’] means the inner A#wan.

US 1.18.171 Without abandoning their own meanings [the words “Thou’ and “That’] convey a
special meaning and result in the realization of the inner A#zan. Therefore there is no other

meaning contradictory to this meaning.3”

For the co-reference to hold, there must be a justification of the unity of the single locus of both self
and Brahman. Any mutually inconsistent senses must drop. As it happens, something does obtain as a
common referent or substratum (samana/ eka + adbikarana) when the overt senses of the two words in mutual
tension are relinquished. “You’ in apposition with ‘that’, Brahman, the great Being, must give up its sense of
finitude and being subject to personal suffering and transmigration. “That’ in apposition with ‘you’, the self,
must give up the sense of being other or non-self, i.e., give up its #hird-personness. Cardona best articulates the

process as follows:

Both of these [fa and fvam] are deictic terms, which can have various referents, but every
referent of 7ad has one property and every referent of #vam has another. Whenever 7zd is used

37 yamsatos tulyanidatvan nilasvavad idam bhavet | nirduhkhavacina yogat tvamsabdasya tadarthata. US 1.18.169.
pratyagatmabhidhanena tacchabdasya yutes tatha | daSamas tvam asity evam vakyam syat pratyagatmani. US 1.18.170.
svarthasya hy aprahanena visistarthasamarpakau | pratyagatmavagatyantau nanyo ‘rtho ‘rthad virodhy atah. US 1.18.171.
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one understands that what is referred to is not directly before one’s eyes, that is, is separated
from one in time and space. The term #vam is used with reference to a single person to
whom one speaks directly, an individual who is part of the cycle of life and susceptible of
suffering. If, then, #vam in [tat tvam asi] refers to a qualificand of whom it is predicated that he
is what 7zd designates, a problem arises. One cannot rightly say of the person to whom fvam
refers that he is not before one’s eyes and not subject to pain. But if the referent of #vam
keeps these properties, he cannot enter into a qualifier-qualificand relation with the referent
of 7ad. The conflict of qualities which precludes this relation is resolved, however, if one
considers that having the entities which Zad, tvam directly designate stand in an apparent
impossible relation serves an ulterior motive: to have these significands related to another
entity, which is to be signified secondatily, namely the inner self...In other words, the
conflict is eliminated by ones understanding to set aside the conflicting properties in the
significands of Zad and #vam. One this is done, one is left with a single unqualified entity, the
self. Thus interpreted, [#a# tvam asi] teaches that there is no distinction between one self and
the ultimate self, Brahman (Cardona 1981, 88-9).

Cardona weaves together the many different strands of Advaitic grammar at work in the
determination of nominal language: co-reference (samanadhikaranya), qualifier-qualificand relation
(visesanavisesyabhava), primary and secondary signification (abbidha and laksana) and, what we will soon
approach, the method of agreement and difference (anvayavyatireka). The simultaneous application of these
grammatical procedures generates the sentential cognition conveying the non-distinction of self and
Brahman. This realization remains a deeply grammatical experience of the undetlying co-reference/identity of
apparently disjointed semantic and syntactic units.

This identity is asserted by the copula (as7) identifying the non-conflicting or ‘refined’ senses of ‘you’
and ‘that’. This is the primary difference between the co-reference obtaining in Brahman definition and the
mabavakya, the former being a nominal sentence asserting a timeless truth or reality, the nature of Brahman,
and the latter making a positive statement of identity mediated by the copula between two terms which, on
the surface-level, identify distinct referential domains. Samkara’s word for this co-reference, in US 1.18.169, is
tnlyanidatva, an exact equivalent of samadnadhikaranya, but, perhaps, having greater ontological purchase.
Because ‘you’ and ‘that’ have the same (##/ya) locus (nida) their relation is equivalent to that of ‘the black
horse’. As just indicated, this is only meant to isolate a general relation of nominal co-reference without
further equating the two cases. In fact, Mayeda translates ##asya as a copulative assertion—’the horse s black’,

to correspond to the identity statement ‘you are that’—while the text simply states a nominal sentence (‘black
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horse’). Attending to these nuances can help locate the finer distinctions between the different nominal
constructions prioritized by Advaitic grammar, even if they all collectively elevate samdnddhikaranya to the
status of the primary object of grammatical inquiry. All such cases of nominal co-reference rely on some
parallel mode of mutual restriction/control/qualification charactetizing putely nominal relations.

At the same time, Samkara’s repeated emphasis that the final meaning of such non-verbal or nominal
constructions is non-sentential (avikydrtha) intensifies the paradox of Advaita as a vdkyasdstra, a discipline of
the statement/sentence. The sentences under consideration succeed in generating a final sentential meaning
that is free of both action (kriy4) as the fulcrum of sentential meaning, and the predicative relations
(visesanavisesyabhapa) typically characterizing sentential meaning and relying on mutual intra-sentential
relationships. While appealing to parallel modes of qualification/restriction, Advaitic grammar steers clear of
this model of nominal relation that becomes, in fact, the definitive sense of sentential meaning (vakydrtha)—
the final sentential sense st ordinarily be reliant on such mutual qualification/relation. One may venture to
say, the primary function of language is to express relationships (themselves typically subordinated to a central
action). In suggesting that the nominal constructions it cares about generate a final sense that is avikyartha,
Advaita realigns nominal relations along the model of identity/non-difference (abbeda/ advaita/ ekatva) as
opposed to relationality. The so-called realization or experience of final non-duality between self and
Brahman is, therefore, primarily a grammatical insight into the real ‘relations’ between certain existent (bhiita)
items. And the mode of accomplishing this is another technique already well-known to the grammarians,

anvayavyatireka.

Iv. Anvayavyatireka

Anvayavyatireka has received extensive attention in Advaitic scholarship (Hacker, Halbfass, Mayeda,
van Buitenen, Vetter, Cardona, Bader and others). I approach it in the particular context of the grammatical
embeddedness of Advaitic procedures and revaluating its function in light of its articulation as noetic ritual.
Wilhelm Halbfass has observed that the “Vedic texts, though ‘sentences’, can produce the knowledge of the

atman, which is not the meaning of any sentence, if their hearing is preceded by anvayavyatireka” (Halbfass
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1992, 175). George Cardona has correctly shown that its Advaitic application is perfectly in accordance with
its grammatical uses and comprises a continuation of fundamentally the same kind of reasoning. This
reasoning involves the determination of i. what meanings may be attributed to given terms, and ii. what
properties may be said to characterize given things (Cardona 1981, 91); the Advaitic terms of concern being
I/you’ and ‘that’. “Amaya’ or continued presence is proof that an essential relationship obtains between two
items, such that each is seen to occur with the other and not without the other. ‘I yatireka or absence is
evidence that such a relationship does not obtain and either a term cannot be attributed with the alleged
meaning or an entity cannot be said to possess an alleged property. The relevant verses from the US run as

follows:

US 1.18.176 For when the meanings of the words in a sentence, while they are being listened
to, are remembered by the method of agreement and difference, then the meaning of the
sentence is understood.

US 1.18.177 When the meanings of words in eternal sentences are clarified in order to
convey the knowledge of the meaning of the sentences [to a pupil], then the question [[How
am | Brabman?’| is out of place.

US 1.18.178 The method of agreement and difference has been mentioned for the purpose
of remembering the meanings of the words, for nobody can know the meaning of a sentence
without remembering [the meanings of words].

US 1.18.179 In such sentences as “Thou art That,” the meaning of sentences—[namely] ‘I am
ever-free’—is not manifested from them because the meaning of the word “Thou’ has not
been analyzed.

US 1.18.180 The method of agreement and difference has been mentioned for the purpose
of analyzing out the [meaning of the word “Thou’] and for no other purpose; for it is only]
when the meaning of the word “Thou’ has been discriminated, like a bifva fruit placed on the
palm [of the hand],

US 1.18.181 the meaning of the sentence becomes manifest. And thus [the meaning of the
sentence] is the One Apatt, since the inner A#man is ascertained by the exclusion of the

[meaning] ‘experiencer of pain’ from the meanings of the word 1.3

38 yakye hi $riilyamananam padanam arthasamsmrtih | anvayavyatirekabhyam tato vakyarthabodhanam. US 1.18.176
yada nityesu vakyesu padarthas tu vivicyate | vakyarthajiianasamkrantyai tada prasno na yujyate. US 1.18.177
anvayavyatirekoktih padarthasmaranaya tu | smrtyabhave na vakyartho jiiatum sakyo bi kenacit. US 1.18. 178

tattvamasyadivakyesu tvampadarthavivekatah | vyajyate naiva vakyartho nityamukto ‘ham ity atah. US 1.18.179

anvayavyatirekoktis tadvivekaya nanyatha | tvampadarthaviveke hi panav arpitavilvavat. US 1.18.180
vakyartho vyajyate caivam kevalo ‘hampadarthatah | duhkhity etadapohena pratyagatmavini§cayat. US 1.18.181.
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The above verses clearly state the importance of anvayavyatireka particulatly to the fixing of the
referential field of singular personal pronouns. Suresvara is also explicit about the importance of the method

to the understanding of the atman-Brahman identity gained from identity statements:

It has thus been taught that one who has performed reasoning (on the meaning of the
wortds) by the method of agreement and difference understands from the very sentence itself
that which is not the meaning of any sentence. To explain this further, an aphotism (s##a) is
now added...[H]aving given up the whole sphere of the you (yusmad) as unreal, by reasoning
through the method of agreement and difference (anvaya and vyatireka).>

We have already seen what meanings of ‘zvam’are to be discarded at the application of the method:
the sense of self as subject to suffering and transmigration, in other words, the agent-enjoyer (Rartr-bhoktr).
This meaning cannot be attributed to it because it is inconsistent with and cannot stand in co-reference with
the immutability and freedom from suffering/transmigration characteristic of the inner self or Brahman.
Since the two terms are in apposition, any inconsistent senses need to be addressed and ironed out. Cardona

explains:

One uses reasoning by anvaya and vyatireka to determine what meanings may be attributed to
given terms and to see what properties may be said to characterize given things. Reasoning
thus, one learns to discriminate between what is self and what is not the self... A person who
has learnt to discriminate between what is and is not the self and who knows what fa» can
refer to is capable of grasping the import of a mabavakya. ..the terms fad and fvam stand here
in the...relation of having the same referent (samanadbikaranya; tulyanidatva) (Cardona 1981,
92).

For Cardona, as a mode of reasoning anvayavyatireka merely determines what is or is not the meaning
or reference of a given term or what properties essentially accompany a phenomenon, with particular
reference to singular personal pronouns in its Advaitic use. In this emphasis on anvayapyatireka as a ‘mode of

reasoning’, Cardona’s presentation has taken issue with an interpretation of the procedure as a kind of

Vedantic meditation (Mayeda 1992). Mayeda himself, however, appears to have emphasized its meditational

39 evam krtanvayavyatireko vakyad evavakyartham pratipadyata ity uktam atas tad-vyakhyanaya stitropanyasah... anvaya-
vyatirekabhyam tyaktva yusmad asesatah. NS 3.2, 3.4. Alston tr.

259



aspect in response to Halbfass’s presentation of the technique as an exegetica/ method (Halbfass 1992, 162-82):
“Whatever its specific details may be, anvayapyatireka has to do with positive and negative concomitance...As
such, it exemplifies the nature of human reasoning (yuk#, farka, upapatti, anumana), which is groundless in itself
and has no legitimate direction, if it is not guided by Vedic revelation” (Halbfass 1992, 174).

We are already witness, here, to three different frames of reading a procedure regarding whose basic
dynamics they would fundamentally be in agreement. Halbfass’s exegetical emphasis is in keeping with his
concerns of reading Advaitic uses of reason within the broader horizon of revelation and the manner in
which s7u#i may employ or accommodate itself to human reason and permit certain ‘legitimate’ modes of
reasoning not independent in their rationality. A one-sided emphasis on Samkara’s reliance on amwayavyatireka
as a form of inference or reasoning (anumana/ tarka/ yukti) can be misleading in its apparent autonomy in
arriving at results. Further, according to Halbfass, the US 1.18.180 statement of the application of the
technique to the determination of the referent of ‘you” may lead to an incorrect and somewhat dangerous
conclusion that inference is fundamental to the determination of the subjective side of the mahavikya equation
(the “wvans side of tat tvam asi) while revelation is more fundamental to the objective (‘Zz7). Such a clear
division of responsibilities (‘Verteilung der Aufgaben’ in Vetter’s articulation) of reason and revelation is
problematic insofar as, for Halbfass, reason must remain be continually guided by revelation.

It is true that we may be inclined to read discourse on the objective (‘#a?) side as revelation-based,
owing to the centrality of the creation passages here that variously recount the generation of the world from a
first being. Allegedly this must be outside any human rational means to verify. However, as I have tried to
show, the purport (ftparya) of such passages is not such a recounting that human reason must believe or
acquiesce to. It is, rather, an enaction procedure (prakriyd) employing reason, amongst other means, to undo
identification with grosser levels of personal identity. Samkara will say in commenting on BS 1.4.14: “[T]he
creation that is variously taught in terms of clay, iron, sparks etc. is only an expedient means (#paya); in reality

there is no difference (bheda) at all.”* Revelation culminates in such a direct knowledge of non-difference

40 mrllohavisphulingadyaih srstirya coditanyatha | upayah so ‘vataraya nasti bhedah kathaficana. BSB 1.4.14. Thibaut tr.
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through the use of enaction-procedures that work analogously on both ends (objective and subjective)
employing reason, perception (anubhava) and grammar in a collective process of attentional governance.

The framing of the problem as a balance of responsibilities, then, between anvayavyatireka as a mode
of i. reasoning, ii. meditation, iii. exegesis ties back to a not so helpful division of Advaita along the three
trajectories discussed in Chapter 1—Advaita as philosophy, experience and scriptural hermeneutics. While
Advaita may be seen to employ modes of reasoning, hermeneutics and direct perception (anubhava),
successively or in tandem, the unfoldment of Advaita as noetic ritual can preempt the tensions that
accompany the framing of Advaita along one or the other line exclusively. Advaita as scriptural hermeneutics
will be seen to transcend the domain of legitimate inference-based truth-claims to which Advaita as philosophy
wants to restrict itself. And Advaita as direct personal experience appeals to norms of epistemic immediacy
that neither Advaita as philosophy nor hermeneutics accept as legitimate. And while Halbfass does not
necessarily perceive a tension between human reason and Vedic revelation, the former nonetheless remains
subservient and answerable to revelation as an ultimate superordinal authority. A dualism of reason and
revelation, if not outright tension (as in other authors), appears intact. This is clearly evident in Jonathan
Bader’s work on meditation in Samkara. Bader is mystified by how knowledge can arise upon simply and
immediately hearing the word ‘you’, an idea that presumably assumes some belief in the mystetious power of
the word (Bader 1990, 71). The way out, I suggest, is to retain the simplicity of such sentence-meaning (being
directly communicative of Brahman) on par with regular sentence-meaning cognition in daily life; the
difference being that Advaitic grammar recovers and prioritizes non-verbal, nominal language over verbal and
actional. This is precisely the force of Samkara’s example of the tenth-man (US 1.18.199)#1: on hearing that he
is the tenth (and realizing that he was forgetting to count himself every time) his predicament is immediately
resolved and he no more goes about the task of figuring out the missing person. This is because, while being
simply informative on one hand, the knowledge so gained immediately halts further activity in its tracks.

From this perspective, the person is thus ‘liberated’ from any further seeking he may do to resolve his

41 US 1.18.199: It is true that [only] indirect knowledge arises from sentences referring to things other than Atman. But it cannot
be doubted that [direct knowledge arises from the sentence] which refers to the inner Atman, just as the [true] number [ten] was
obtained [from the sentence, ‘You are the tenth’].
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conflict. It is this negative task of language that is also exploited by Advaita in the suspension of actional
trajectories. Liberation is liberation from the sense of self as gartr-bhoktr and subjection to the desire-action-
means-ends framework. The hearing of ‘you’ can lead to liberation because it is preceded by the necessary
grammatical work done by nominal co-reference, oblique indication, anvayavyatireka etc., for it to become
soteriologically effective. When the aspirant recognizes the referent of personal pronouns as first-personal
awareness minus agency and enjoyership—that is, minus the actional framework subsuming both
conventional grammar and conventional wotld—there is an immediate cognition of awareness as
unconditioned by action and the limitations of #amaripa introduced by action. Awareness is not any more
seen to be circumscribed by the boundaries of ego and agency introduced by action. Sabda is therefore plain
and simple verbal cognition as Samkara intends it. Rendering it as scriptural authority or revelation can often
obfuscate the directly grammatical nature of the Advaitic intervention.*?

It is such a self-conscious program of altering self-identity that unites various Advaitic
instrumentalities as an organic whole. Anything that is instrumental in the revelation of the obtaining self—
reason, direct perception, experience, sentential analysis—is ‘revelatory’. Amvayavyatireka is not a form of
human reasoning ‘employed by’ §rut; it is §ruti itself manifest as the particular noetic procedure of continued
presence and absence. What makes it revelatory is the specific collocation of ends, results and procedures into
which it is assimilated; the premeditated order of words and sentences that will direct attention along certain
noetic channels.* The recognition of Upanisads as such a composite of words/sentences arranged in a
specific hierarchy to disclose a depth-grammar (of ‘you’ and ‘that’) reveals the precise texture of Advaitic
revelation—a grammatically driven system employing the requisite procedures, rational, phenomenological,

hermeneutic, to fix the correct denotations of ‘zz# and ‘twans’.

42 A recourse to sruti as the final arbiter of meaning and truth is therefore unproblematic, reflective of Samkara’s own
understanding. The question concerns the nature of its revelatory function and authority. As noetic ritual, ‘sruti’ is the set of
noetic operations and enaction procedures it sets up, the special arrangement of words and sentences that reverse the trajectory of
attention—in its role as a mode of attentional governance discussed earlier—towards an obtaining presence not reducible to the
corporeal, material dimensions of subjectivity. And it is a depth-grammar whereby common meanings of words are cast aside to
disclose the transcendentally constitutive horizon of ordinary being.

43 This is in keeping with the understanding that what is unique about Vedic text or revelation is the precise order or
configuration (syntax) of words, and not any special content or meaning of words standing for super-sensible or otherwise
unavailable realities.
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So while the characterization of amvayavyatireka as a mode of reasoning is not inaccurate, its
particularly Advaitic iteration is easily to overlook. Its operation is not purely ‘cognitive’, as perhaps in the
disciplines of grammar and logic. Advaitic anvayavyatireka is phenomenologically located. Of the two items
whose continued presence or absence is to be determined, the first is the bare minimal fact of consciousness
(¢caitanya), being aware. The question is whether other attributes commonly identified as my self, over and
above this bare denominator, may be included in the referential field of ‘I’. The amvayavyatireka procedure is
supposed to fix this once and for all. But what is unique about awateness, from the Advaitic perspective, is
that it is non-objectifiable and therefore fundamentally different from the cognitive, conceptual or
grammatical items comprising the terms of procedure in grammar and logic. In Advaita anvayavyatireka
becomes a relentless phenomenological inquiry, even a kind of ceaseless ‘meditation’, conducted across the
states of waking, dream and deep sleep, such that awareness or consciousness is bozh the subject conducting
the inquiry and the object of inquiry. The pure subject of awareness sees its own anvaya (continued presence)
across all modalities of self and sees the yyatireka (absence) of other features. It is thus finally determined as
the true referent of I”. The articulation of a meditational mode of anvayavyatireka (as in Mayeda 1992),
therefore, is not entirely unwarranted. More crucially, ‘meditational’; ‘rational’ and ‘exegetical’ are not mutually
tensional, but components of one rituogrammatic operation of fixing the correct referent of I’.

I further suggest that amvayavyatireka is useful in giving a concrete functional sense to the Advaitic
claim of Brahman’s eternality (#ityatva) or imperishability (asaratva). From the above analysis we can say that
‘eternal’ in Advaita is simply whatever withstands the amvayavyatireka operation. That is, the notion of
eternality, if originally nebulous or speculative, is rituggrammatically fixed and arbitrated. This is in keeping with
Samkara’s conception of reality or truth as that which withstands cancellation across the three states
(trikalabadbarabita). Other alternative terms used in the context of amvayavyatireka, like ‘nitya’ or ‘avyabbicara™**
seem to be doing parallel work for the Advaitin.*> Moreover, the Advaitic use of anvayavyatireka also shows

that, like its employments in grammar and logic, it is used to artive at a determinate result, the fixing of the

4 Often used synonymously with ‘anvaya’ in the context of the anvayavyatireka procedure by both Advaitins and grammarians.

4 There are of course other senses of nityatva across the Upanishadic-Advaitic corpus, but this furnishes a pragmatic criterion of
determining or fixing what is really abiding and what is contingent in an Advaitic operational context.
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denotation of ‘I’. It is a practical procedure to remove ambiguities and confirm truths. The real denotative
field of ‘I is determined as the outcome of a procedure, not posited as an account or #heory of self. In other

wortds, it is the result (phala) of a rituogrammatic procedure.
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CONCLUSION:

THOUGHT & METAPHOR IN BRHADARANYAKA 4.3 (SVAYAM]JYOTI BRAHMANA)

Although the linguistic and hermeneutic innovations in the modes of analysis employed by Samkara
underwent finer adjustments at the hand of later Advaitins, they continue to build on the ground laid by this
eatly attention to nominal identities and co-reference. Henceforth it may be said to comprise the proper
subject-matter of Advaitic grammar, in lieu of the more dominant and normative &riyakdaraka mode adopted
by other philosophers and hermeneuts. Theorization of sdmanddbikaranya and laksand is in fact already
prefigured in Parva Mimamsa where it became important, for instance, to interpret Vedic statements like ‘the
grass-bundle is the sacrificet’ (yajamanah prastarah) that necessitated the positing of metaphorical or secondary
meaning.! However such indicative statements were subsidiary to the performative linguistics of Parva
Mimamsa that prioritized action-conveying utterances. A non-actional (#iskriya) grammar was, therefore,
curtailed by their own performative commitment. It is the non-dual grammar of Samkara that fully articulated
a systematic grammar of non-action by exploring the deeper implications of nominal co-reference
(samanadhikaranya), oblique predication (laksana), continued presence and absence (anvayavyatireka), as well as
the deeper semantics of existential and noetic verbs. Laksand is not, strictly speaking, metaphor (we have,
following Lipner, translated it as ‘oblique function/indication’) and the broader use of metaphor as we know
it in Advaita dialectics remains a moot point. At the same time, the question of the interpretation of such
Vedic statements as above compelled some of the earliest attention and recourse to the phenomenon of
metaphor in Indian thought, in order to render intelligible units of meaning where direct significative sense
(abbidhdnasakti) simply did not work.

The two sets of verbs (existential and noetic) were identified as particularly isolating a non-actional
dimension underneath their ostensible processual semantics, identifying their constitutive and horizonal

function in human experience. It may be worthwhile, in conclusion, to identify a third cluster of root-

!'It was also applied in the interpretation of sentence-meaning by Kumarila, since the Mimamsakas were compelled to admit the
laksana or secondary meaning of words, owing to their belief that words primarily denoted universals. But implied/suggested
meaning did not constitute a central object of hermeneutic analysis as it did for Advaitins.
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meanings, related to the former and cohering them further. This is the subset of roots conveying the
meanings of shining, illumining, appearing, best represented by the Sanskrit radicals bhd, rue, kas, dyut, dip and
others, indicating (for Advaita) the self-illumining nature of self/being. And the same questions that were
posed of existential and noetic verbs may be asked of this sub-class of roots: do they imply action, process?
Or, instead, something along the horizonal order of manifesting, appearing that evades a semantics of action?
Is shining a being or a doing? These verbs are crucial to Advaitins in that they simultaneously represent both
aspects of Brahman—Dbeing and consciousness, denoted by existential and noetic verbs respectively—to the
extent that the bezng of an illumining source, like the sun, consists in its appearing. Moreover, just as, from the
subjective side, things ‘appear to’ consciousness, so, from an objective point of view, reality itself ‘appears as’
one thing or the other, conveying the duplicity of the term ‘phenomenon’.2 As discussed in Part I, it is
through such a noetic management of attention over the field of its embodied, phenomenal landscape that
Advaita negotiates the incremental recognition of subliminal features of self, uncovering/unhiding them as
they come into the ‘light’ of awareness, ideally exemplified in Bybadiranyaka 4.3.

One wonders, here, whether the recoutse to light—to the extent that it is integral to the Advaitic
discourse of covering and uncovering, seeing and hiding, darkness and light, sleep and waking—is merely
‘metaphorical’, in light of the facility with which recourse to metaphor is often made in theory. Philosophical
priorities can indeed often be illumined and exposed by the metaphors they invoke; metaphors that are not
merely explanatory ot #lustrative of concepts but which often intrinsically structure thought from the inside.?
One may think of the stage-dancer of Samkhya metaphysics or the early Buddhist chariot or the Vedic-
Buddhist recourse to fire (and #irvana as the extinguishing of the fire)* or the Shankarite crystal. If one tracked

the discourse of luminosity in the Bybaddranyaka with which we began in Chapter 1, light and awareness here

2 The Sanskrit bha and Greek pha/phai have been considered cognate. Heidegger has this to say about its etymology: “The Greek
expression phainomenon...comes from the verb phainesthai, meaning ‘to show itself’. Thus phainomenon means what shows
itself, the self-showing, the manifest...Phaino belongs to the root pha-, like phos-, light or brightness, i.e., that within which
something can become manifest, visible in itself. Thus the meaning of the expression ‘phenomenon’ is established as what shows
itself'in itself, what is manifest. The phainomena, ‘phenomena’, are thus the totality of what lies in the light of day or can be
brought to light’” (Heidegger 1927 in Krell (ed.) 1993). This double sense of phenomenon is especially pertinent to the
development of phenomenology.

3 As noted by Lakoff and Johnson 2003. The theory has applied to the understanding of early Indian yogic and meditative praxis
by O’Brien-Kop 2022.

4 In direct symbolic opposition to the creative-transformative aspects of fire pertinent to a Vedic context.
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are not so much metaphorically related but, in fact, identical as the one principle of disclosure, uncovering,
unhiding. Within the illumined circle of light-consciousness, beings come and go—come and go out of
existence as they come and go out of the hotizon of awareness>—the twin dimension of all existents conveyed,
respectively, by existential and noetic verbs. Samkhya’s driving metaphor of the stage dancer and audience is
driven by the same logic of luminosity. Creation, like the dancer, unfolds itself in the spectating gaze of the
seer and, having satisfied it, recedes into nothing. The same scheme of the interrelationship of desire,
otherness, seeing and being activates Byhadaranyaka 1.4 with which we began our journey. In the beginning
there was nothing. Pure darkness. Then arose an amorphous presence, a stitring of being the text refers to by
abam’, ‘purusa’, ‘virat’ and other names. It was lonely, perhaps only because it alone was everything, and
therefore sought otherness. Then developed a desire with respect to what it created to overcome its
loneliness. We do not quite know what came first, the desire or the otherness, but creation as we know it is
now motivated and, as Brbadiranyaka 1.4 conveyed, emergents begin to populate the world as the original
aham, the first being, both sees as witness and conducts as actor the creative process.

But if one had to reduce to the barest denominator the founding ‘metaphot’ of Advaita, it is neither
that of the performer appearing and withdrawing from stage, nor the ample references to the snake-rope,
shell-silver, clay-pot etc. that also evoke the dynamics of seeing, manifesting and appearing. One must strip
the Samkhya stage here to its barest core, take away the dancer and the audience. Even take away the ground
on which the stage paraphernalia rest, all the props and the stage itself. Stripped to its barest denominator, the
metaphor asks us to conceive just the lone light shining from above illuming the stage—except that now
there is no stage, nothing. Light shining upon nothing, illuming nothing. And then a final question: can this
light be seen if there is nothing for it to illumine? Is this situation even conceivable, intelligible? The
svayanmyjyoti brahmana (BU 4.3) says: “That it does not see in that state is because, although seeing then, it does
not see; for the vision of the witness can never be lost...but there is not that second thing separate from it

which it can see”.6 The absence of an intentional correlate to consciousness (the lit object under a ray of light)

3 Not individual awareness, of course, but awareness as horizonal, and therefore, trans-personal.
% yad vai tan na paSyati paSyan vai tan na pasyati | na hi drastur drster viparilopo vidyate ‘vinasitvan | na tu tad dvitTyam asti tato
‘nyad vibhaktam yat pasyet. BU 4.3.23.
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leads to the natural but perhaps erroneous conclusion that consciousness itself as such 7 not. What we call
‘sleep’ is nothing but such intentionality put out of play temporarily. An intentionality that, when active in the
waking, intends, not so much the intentional objects of our epistemic glance, but the intentional aims,
purposes, desires in the realization of which the functional segmentation and evolution of the world (as
described in Bybaddranyaka 1.4) proceeds.

It is this almost non-existent quasi-real, quasi-unreal being of light, or the light of being that, as 1
understand, Advaita wants us to recognize, appreciate, and around which it coordinates such an exquisitely
conducted noetic performance. The play of this liminal being through our waking, sleeping and dreaming
regulates and is regulated by the exigencies of embodied existence, our movements, desires and motives, from
the inside, even as the numerous functional segmentations of name-form (namaripa) set up an actional order
that controls us on the outside as it were: one the order of a#tention, and the other the order of action. In other
words, the non-actional witness and the functionally engrossed agent, the spiritual and the ritual, the interplay

comprising our everyday embodied being ({rirakatva) as a simultaneity of actor and audience.”
p g ryday g y

7 This is perhaps one way of parsing the apportioning of priorities along a Vedic-Vedantic, or action-knowledge (£arma-jitina)
continuum to the degree that it is useful.
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ABBREVIATIONS

A — Panini’s Astadhyayi

AK — Astadhyayi-krama

AU — Aitareya Upanisad

BG — Bhagavadgita

BGB — Samkara’s Bhdsya on the Bhagavadgiti

BS — Brahma Sitra

BSB — Samkara’s Bhdsya on the Brabmasitra

BU — Brhadaranyaka Upanisad

BUB — Samkara’s Bhagya on the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad
BUBYV — Suresvara’s Varttika on BUB

CU — Chandogya Upanisad

CUB — Samkara’s Bhagya on the Chandagya Upanisad
KU — Katha Upanisad

KauU — Kaugitaki Upanisad

MaU — Mandrikya Upanisad

MaiU — Maitrayaniya Upanisad

MB — Patanjali’s Mahabhasya on Panini’s Astadhyayi, and Katyayana’s 1V arttikas
MS — Mimamsa Sstra (attributed to Jaimini)

MU — Mundaka Upanisad

NS — Suresvara’s Naiskarmyasiddhbi

PK — Prakriya-krama

SB — Satapatha Brahmana

SS — Sarvajfiatman’s Sanksepasirirakam

SV — Kumarila’s Slokavirttika

TU — Taittiriya Upanisad

TUB — Samkara’s Bhasya on the Taittiriya Upanisad
TUBV — Sureévara’s Varttika on TUB

TV — Kumarila’s Tantravarttika
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US — Samkara’s Upadesasihasri
V — Katyayana’s Vartikas on Panini’s Astadhyayi
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