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Advaitasiddhi of shri Madhusudana Sarasvati
Chapter on pratikarmavyavasthA

(Translation by S.N.Sastri)

[Introductory note- In the term pratikarmavyavasthA the word

‘karma’ does not have the well known meaning of ‘action’, but it
is used in the sense it has in grammar, namely, object, as
distinguished from ‘karta’ or ‘subject’. So ‘pratikarmavyavasthA’
means ‘the establishment of the process by which each object
is known by a jlva’. The theory of pratikarmavyavasthA deals
with the process by which each object is known by an
appropriate VRitti (modification) of the mind. The process of
visual perception, according to advaita VedAnta, is described in
chapter 1 of vedAnta paribhASha thus: Just as the water in a
tank, issuing through a hole, enters, through a channel, a
number of fields and assumes the shapes of those fields, so
also the luminous mind, stretching out through the eye, goes to
the space occupied by objects and becomes modified into the
forms of those objects. Such a modification is called a vRitti of
the mind. The same fact is also stated in pancadashl, 4.27, 28
and 29, based on shri shankara’s upadeshasAhasrl, Metrical
portion, chapter 14, verses 3 & 4. The whole process of visual
perception consists of the following steps:--

1



(1) The mind stretches out through the eye, reaches the object
and takes the form of the object. This is called a vRiti or
mode of the mind.

(2) The mental mode removes the veil of ignorance that covers
the consciousness limited by the object.

(3) The consciousness limited by the object, being thus
manifested through the removal of the veil of ignorance by
the mental mode, illumines the object.

(4) The mental mode associates the object-consciousness with
the subject-consciousness.

(5) The subject perceives the object.
Thus the consciousness manifested through the mental mode,
which is the consciousness that is the substratum of the object,
is itself the knowledge of the object. This is known as phala
(fruit), being the resultant knowledge.
The mind has three main divisions in this process, namely,
(1)the part within the body,
(2)the part that extends from the body to the object perceived,
(3)the part that coincides with the object.
The first part above is known as pramAtA (knower) and the
consciousness limited by it is called pramAta-caitanya. This is
the perceiver. The consciousness limited by the second part is
called pramANa-chaitanya, or the means of knowledge. The
consciousness limited by the third part is called pramiti-caitanya
or percept.

The object perceived is called prameya. Since the third part of

the mind mentioned above coincides with the object, prameya-

caitanya, the consciousness limited by the object and pramiti-
caitanya become one. All objects in this world are
superimposed on Consciousness, i.e. Brahman. All objects are
covered by a veil of ignorance, which has to be removed for
seeing the object. All external vyAvahArika objects exist before
they are known through a vRitti of the mind. It is therefore said
in vedAnta that they have ‘ajnAtasatta- existence as unknown’.

All such objects are known through a phala as explained

above. They are therefore said to be phalavyApya.



In contrast to the above, prAtibhAsika objects like rope-snake
and mental states like joy, sorrow, etc., exist only when they
are known. They have therefore no ajnAtasatta. They are
known only through a vRitti and are called vRittivyApya. In the
case of prAtibhAsika objects like rope-snake, the mind cannot
stretch out to the object because the eye cannot contact the
object for the simple reason that it is not there. There can
therefore be no phala. In the case of mental states like joy, etc.,
also, the mind does not have to go out and so there is no phala.
That is why they are called vRittivyApia.

Vyasatlrtha, a dvaitin, raised a large number of objections
against the above theory of pratikarmavyavasthA in his wprk
nyAyAmRita. All these objections have been answered by
Madhusudana Sarasvati in this chapter in advaitasiddhi. The
text of this chapter in sanskrit and its English translation are
given below.)
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1. Objection: If the world is superimposed, there cannot be
pratikarmavyavasthA, since that is dependent on the sense-

organs comimg into contact with the object, which is not
possible, as in the case of prAtibhAsika objects..

Note-

The objection raised in the above paragraph is based on the
assumption that all superimposed objects have only
prAtibhAsika reality and that the entire world is therefore
prAtibhAsika. Objects of prAtibhAsika reality, like shell-silver
and rope-snake, exist only when they appear and not
before.The objector says that,since the entire world is also
prAtibhAsika, it exists only when it appears and not before. For
an object to be known through a vRitti of the mind there must
be contact between the sense-organ and the object. This is
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possible only if the object exists before ot is perceived. This is
not the case with prAtibhAsika objects. Therefore, he says,
since all objects in the world are prAtibhAsika, no object in the
world can become an object of consciousness through a vRitti
of the mind. This objection ignores the fact that, according to
advaita, the world has vyAvahArika reality.
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2. Answer; No, since pot and other things are superimposed on
consciousness even before the VRitti, there is a difference from
prAtibhAsika objects. It is thus--- rhe mind is luminous like the
eye. It, operating through the sense-organ, pervades the object

with which the sense-organ is in contact and assumes the form
of the object. This mental modification is called a VvRitti.
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3. Here there are two views. One is that the jlva-consciousness
with avidyA as limiting adjunct is all-pervading. The other view
is that the jlva-consciousness with the mind as limiting adjunct
is limited. In the first view it is the jlva-consciousness that
ilumines objects. In the second view it is Brahman-
consciousness. In the first view there are two sub-divisions, (1)
that the jlva-consciousness is not covered by avidyA and (2)
that it is covered by avidyA. In the first case the vRitti is for
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connecting the jlva-consciousness with the object. In the
second case the VRitti is for removing the covering. In the view
in which the the jlva-consciousness is limited, the vRitti is for
ilumining the object and to manifest the identity of the jlva-
consciousness with the consciousness that is the substratum of
the object.
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4. In the view in which the jlva-consciousness is not covered
(by avidyA), though it is all-perrvading, it is connected only with
the vRitti in the form of the object and not with the object itself,
since it is unattached, just as cowness, though all-pervading, is
revealed only in an individual (cow) having dewlap, etc., and
not in an individual (animal) with mane, etc., or, just as the rays
of a lamp, though permeating space, smell, taste, etc., do not
illumine them, but illumine only forms by being in contact with
forms.
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5. Just as a thing (like dry grass), which cannot be burnt by fire
by itself (in the form of the sun’s rays or latent in wood), can be
burnt by a ball of iron in association with fire, so also, it is
proper that pots, etc., which are not illumined by the light of
pure consciousness are illumined by pure consciousness along
with a vRitti in the form of that object. Thus, in the view in which
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the jlva-consciousness is not covered (by avidyA), each object
is revealed by consciousness by contact (with the object)
through a vRitti in the form of that object.
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6. In the view in which the jlva-consciousness is covered (by
avidyA), , a particular object is revealed by the removal of the
covering of the consciousness limited by that particular object
by a vRitti in the form of that object.

In the view in which the jlva is consciousness limited by the
mind, when the consciousness limited by an object is
manifested by a vRitti of the mind in the form of that object
which removes the veil of ignorance, that object is revealed.
Even though the light that is the substratum-consciousness is
all-pervading, and the jlva-consciousness is limited by the
mind, still since the two are manifested as identical, there is a
proper result (in the form of the knowledge of the object).
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7. Objection: This theory of pratikarmavyavasthA is not tenable.
Thus--- If the pot, etc., exists even before the rise of the
knowledge of itself from contact of the sense-organ with iself,
then it cannot be kAlpanika (what is only imagined, or mithyA),
which exists only when it is seen (like rope-snake). It cannot be
said that prAtibhAsika is only a particular type of kAlpanika, as
that is cumbersome, because whatever is kAlpanika is
necessarily a thing that exists only when it is seen. (If a
qualification is added to the hetu without sufficient reason it is
cumbersome. Here, according to the opponent, the vyApti is
that whatever is kAlpanika exists only when it is seen. The hetu
is kAlpanikatva. The objector says that the advaitin wants to
qualify this hetu so as to make it apply to objects which exist
even before they are known, This makes it cumbersome.). Nor
can it be said that even when it is not a mere pratlti (an object
which exists only when it is known), there can be kalpitatva
(being merely imagined) because when it is not a mere pratlii
(an object existing only when it is known), there cannot be
sublatability by knowledge. (What the opponent says is that, if
an object exists even before it is known, it cannot be sublated
by mere knowledge of itaelf). The apprehension of (objects)
would be logical if the world is real. Even if it is mithyA, there
can be apprehension without the contact of the sense-organ
with the object as in dream. The same applies to vyAvahArika
objects because the difference is only that vyAvahArika is of
longer duration.
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8. Answer: It is not so. Being mithyA does not mean being only
a pratlti (existing only when it is known, or prAtibhAsika). By
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the inference described in previous chapters, taken along with
the inappropriateness of any relationship between the seer and
the seen, the mithyA nature of the world having been
established, its durability (sthAyitvam) is proved by the
recognition (of objects).

Note- The mithyAtva of the world has been established in
earlier chapters. mithyA is of two kinds—those which are
sublated only by the knowledge of Brahman (vyAvahArika) and
those which are sublated by a knowledge other than the
knowledge of Brahman (prAtibhAsika). pratikarmavyavasthA
applies to vyAvahArika objects.
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9. It cannot be said that the recognition in the present case is
similar to the recognition of nacre-silver. Even in the absence of
any difference in apprehension, there is a difference between
silver in a silver merchant’s shop and nacre-silver, the one

being examined and the other not, and the one being of long
durability and the other not.
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10. If it is asked, why should not the illumination (of the object)
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be by the aparokShavRitti itself as in the case of
parokShavRitti; why should it be by the consciousness reflected
in the vRitti, the answer is, no, it cannot be. Even in parokSha it
is the consciousness reflected in the vRitti alone that illumines.
(The vRitti, being insentient, cannot illumine). It is now objected
that, in that case, since it is the direct (aparokSha)
homogeneous pure consciousness that is reflected (in the
parokSha VRitti), the object would become aparokSha. The
answer is, no, because the object can become aparokSha only
when the consciousness limited by the object is manifested.
That does not happen in the case of parokSha cognition since
the VRitti does not go up to the object because of absence of
contact of the sense-organ with the object and the mind
remains only inside (does not stretch out to the object). In the
case of aparokSha cognition the knower-consciousness,
becoming identified with the consciousness limited by the
object, becomes connected with the object (through the vRitti at
the place of the object) and the object has the position of a
karma (as it is already there Dbefore the vVRitti).
Note- The various kAraka’s, subject, object, instrument, etc.,
represented by the different grammatical cases are necessary
for an action and they should be present before the action.
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11. It is not because of any distinction in the vRitti that there is
directness of perception; if you say that the directness of the
perception is due to the object, we agree. There cannot be any
difference brought about by being a generic (jAti) , since there
is an admixture of directness and indirectness of perception in
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the recognition “This is that” and also because of non-
pervasiveness and knowledge-ness. Moreover, the vRitti
cannot illumine, because it is insentient.
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12. It cannot be said that, even though self-luminosity is not
there for the mind, there can be self-luminosity for the vRitti just
as it (vRitti) has the nature of knowledge (which the mind does
not have). It is only because of association with the self-
luminous AtmA that the vRitti gets the power of illumination and
there is no basis for the vRitti itself to be considered as self-
luminous. The vRitti experienced in the form ‘l see a pot’, which
has an object is different from the knowledge ‘the pot is
manifest’ which is without an object (akarmaka). This is proved
by experience. The first is vRittjnAnam while the second is
caitanyarUpajnAnam.
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13. Nor can it be said that, just as, though among the verbs
karoti, yatate, calati, gacChati, the first two and the last two

have the same meaning, there is seen to be a difference in that
two of them are transitive verbs and two intransitive, the same
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could be the case here (i.e., though vRittinAnam is with an
object and chaitanyajnAnam is without an object, they may
have the same meaning). In these verbs also the meaning is
not the same. The verb ‘karoti’ means “effort congenial to
accomplishing some thing”, while ‘yatate’ means just ‘effort’.
The verb ‘gacChati’ means ‘movement having the result of
reaching another place’, while ‘calati’ means just movement.
There cannot be both sakarmaka aand akarmaka when the
meaning is the same. Nor can it be asked how, since
according to vedAnta ‘modification’ is intransitive (akarmaka),
VRIitti, which is also a modification (of the mind) have an object
(be sakarmaka).
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14. Though a verb cannot be both sakarmaka and akarmaka in
one and the same form, there is no basis for saying that the
same is the case in different forms. Though the verb ‘standing’
is intransitive, it is transitive in the form ‘not going’, (because
here the question arises, ‘not going where?’ and an object has
to be supplied). Similarly, though vRitti as a modification does
not need an object, it needs an object when it takes the form of
knowledge and so there is no defect.
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15. Objection: In that case there cannot be the idea that a past
thing is manifest.

Answer: No, as that is acceptable. There also it can be said
11
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that the manifestation is due to the consciousness reflected in
the vRitti.
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16. Obj: Just as, (according to you) vRitti which is the enemy of
ignorance is not knowledge, but knowledge is elsewhere (in
pure consciousness which does not destroy ignorance but
manifests it), you can also say that the opposite of aversion is
not desire but something else.

Answer: No, because of the difference of being sublated and
not sublated. (The luminosity of the vRitti which is insentient is
sublated (or has a beginning and an end) and that of
consciousness which illumines everything is not sublated (is
eternal). (vRIitti by itself does not destroy ignorance, but it is
consciousness reflected in the vRitti that does it). In the case of
aversion and desire there is no difference as sakarmaka and
akarmaka as both are sakarmaka. How manifestation is due to
something over and above vRitti, we shall explain in detail while
dealing with svayaMjyotiShTva.
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17. Obj: Let it be that the object is illumined by consciousness.
Even then it is not necessary to postulate the stretching out of
the mind from the body. For distinguishing from indirect
perception (parokSha), what is necessary is only the
connection of the object with the manifested direct
consciousness. (The objector assumes that an aparokSha
VRitti is a special kind of vRitti which has itself the power to
remove the veil of ignorance). For the consciousness to be
connected with the object what is necessary is only that the
VRIitti of direct perception (aparokShavRitti) should take the
form of the object. That can happen even without the vRitti
coming into contact with the object, by the contact of the sense-
organ alone (with the object) as in the vRIitti of indirect
perception. (He says that direct perception is possible even
with the mind not stretching out to the object, as in the case of
indirect perception. Only contact of the eye, etc’, with the object
is necessary). The removal of the veil (of ignorance) by the
VRIitti does not depend on its contact with the object as in the
case of rays of light (from a lamp).Otherwise there is the
possibility of the collyrium in the eye and the atoms in between
also becoming objects of direct perception if the vRitti in the
form of the star Dhruva has to reach up to the star Dhruva.
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18. No. For the objects to be revealed by the removal of the vell
of ignorance on the limited by consciousness, it is not enough if
the vRIitti takes the form of the objects, since that is there even
in indirect perception. (In parokShajnAna also there is a vRitti in
the form of the object, but it does not reach the object). It is
seen that the veil of darkness (covering an object) is removed
only when a ray of light comes into contact with it. The
luminous mind has also to contact the object in order to remove
the veil of ignorance. In the case of atoms, etc., between the
body and Dhruva, the mind cannot take their form because the
atoms are not objects of vision and the collyrium in the eye is
too close to be seen and so they will not be seen. If that was
not so, their being seen would not be avoidable. Thus what is
found necessary by the application of anvaya and vyatireka by
the analogy of a ray of light, namely the contact with the object,
cannot be discarded by accepting only the need for vRitti in the
form of the object. (The contact of the mind with the object is
the special cause for removal of veil, while vRitti in the form of
the object is a general cause. The special cause cannot be
discarded in favour of a general cause). An example is—The
general rule that substance is the cause of non-eternal guNa
cannot be used to discard the special rule that earth is the
cause of smell.
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19. Thus, the contention of the opponent is that, when all the

other requirements (such as contact of the eye with the object,
sufficient light, etc.,) are fulfilled, the vision of the pot arises
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from the contact of the eye with the pot alone and not by the
contact of the mind, because the absence of contact of the
mind with the object does not prevent the object being seen.
This contention is rejected, by emphasizing that the cause of
the removal of the veil is the contact of the luminosity (mind)
with the object and so such contact is essential.
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20. Nor can it be said that, when an object is known directly by
the sense of touch, the veil of ignorance cannot be removed
because the mind cannot stretch out and reach the object, on
the ground that, unlike the eye, the sense of touch has no
specific place through which the contact of the mind can take
place, since each sense organ has its own place of contact.
(The sense of touch can contact objects throughout the body.)
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21. It cannot be asked why in the case of desire, aversion, etc.,
also, which are also modifications of the mind (vRitti), it is not
held that the mind stretches out from the body and contacts the
object. The reason is that in those cases there is no need for
removal of veil as in the case of knowledge.
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22. Objection: Following upadeshasAhasrl (of Shankara), the
consciousness that illumines the pot is the consciousness
reflected in the mental modification in the form of the pot. (This
is stated by the opponent on the basis of shloka 4 of chapter
VIII (kUTasthadlpa) of pancadashl, which is as follows:

qermR e RggeHaaHedT |
Jeg Hadl S d=a=aardd |l

Meaning: The consciousness reflected in the vRitti of the mind
in the form of a pot illumines the pot, but the ‘knownness’ of the
pot is illumined by Brahman-consciousness.)

An alternative view is that of the vArtikakAra, that an external
object such as a pot is cognized by the consciousness reflected
in the mind becoming identified with the manifested
consciousness that is the substratum of the object. (This view is
expressed in shloka 11 of chapter VIII of pancadaSlI, which is
as below:

TTIYEAY A7 heled T ST |

Hfoedae #arsal deratfhyHaT:

Meaning: According to the teachings of vedAnta, an external
object of cognition is that saMvit or consciousness which is the

result of the act of cognition. This is said to be based on the
view of the vArtikakAra).

The opponent claims that both these views are untenable. He
says—the first view is not tenable because the pot is
superimposed on the consciousness limited by it and not on the
consciousness reflected in the mental vRitti. In the second
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view, just as the consciousness reflected in the vRitti which has
come into contact with the object removes the ignorance veiling
the object, the same consciousness can also illumine the object
and so, what is the need for the consciousness limited by the
object becoming manifest?
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23. Answer: No; the illuminator (of the object) is the
consciousness limited by the object (which is the same as the
consciousness reflected in the vRitti). That is directly connected
with the objects by superimposition. It is known that light, while
illumining itself, illumines everything that is in contact with it. If
this is not accepted there will be cumbersomeness (in holding
that the vRitti by itself is sufficient). That light, when not
manifested and is indeterminate, does not illumine, like one that
is covered and so manifestation is necessary. In indirect
perception that is manifested by the vRitti itself. In direct
perception, however, when the veil is removed by the contact of
the vRitti (with the object), the consciousness is manifested in
the object, because of the vRitti reaching up to the object. This
is not the case in indirect perception since the mind does not

stretch out due to lack of any means of going out (like the
external senses in aparokSha).
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24. Objection: The vRitti being of the form of the object cannot
mean making the object known, as such a proposition is
rejected by you yourself. Nor can it be getting the capacity to
connect consciousness, or the removal of the ignorance of the
object. In both cases there is self-dependence—Because it has
the form of the object it reveals the object, and because it
reveals the object it has its form. Nor can the vRitti have a
shape like a pot, as that would make knowledge a thing with
form. Things such as jAti , guNa, etc., have no form. In the case
of two objects such as pot and cloth seen together, there would
be different contradictory forms.
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25. Answer: No. Being of the form of the object means, having
the capability to remove the ignorance that is an obstruction to
the object being seen as existing, etc, or, the capability arising
from the contact of the sense-organ with the object, because it
is of the form of that object. Both are due to its own nature
which is dependent on its cause. There is no self-dependence,
because it does not depend on itself, being able to produce the
result by its capability to remove ignorance.
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26. Objection: According to you who accept that the objects are
superimposed on the seer, is the seer of the object the jlva-
consciousness or the Brahman-consciousness? The first is not
possible, because jlva is limited by upAdhi and is therefore
kalpita. And so no superimposition is possible on it. It cannot be
said that the seer of the object is the jlva-consciousness, but
the superimposition is on Brahman-consciousness, because
then it would mean that the relationship of superimposition is
between two ‘seens’ (dRishyaM), which is not possible. If jlva-
consciousness is treated as the seer, then Brahman-
consciousness, which is different from jlva-consciousness,
would become ‘seen’. That would mean that the object which is
a ‘seen’ is superimposed on Brahman-consciousness which is
also a ‘seen’. Thus the second alternative, that Brahman-
consciousness is the substratum, is also not tenable, because
Brahman-consciousness also being kalpita, (as explained
above), no superimposition is possible on it. Nor can you say
that pure consciousness is only one, that itself is the
substratum and the limiting adjuncts such as avidyA do not
become part of the substratum and that pure consciousness
itself is known as Brahman and jlva according to the upAdhi.
And that though the jlva-consciousness is a seer, there is
nothing illogical in its being superimposed on a seer. Since
pure consciousness is covered by ignorance as long as the
state of saMsAra lasts, this would amount to the world
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becoming totally dark-- nothing being seen in the world--- since
the knowledge of an object is pure consciousness.

R, F, TAAENHgwaTa Had: MUY Harda st gerEwse

STaTuNHaT sTeafaEu: |

27. Ans: No. Even though the veil (on consciousness) is not
totally removed because of mUla-avidyA not being removed,

the veil over the consciousness limited by the pot is removed
and so it follows that the world does not remain totally dark.
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28. Objection: In that case, even now (when an object such as
pot is cognized), Brahman itself is known and so the final vRitti
(in the form of Brahman) is not necessary (for liberation).
(When any object is seen, it is actually Brahman with that
object as upAdhi that is seen). Even though something else is
also present (such as an object), it does not take away from the
fact that there is Brahma-jnAna, whether something else such
as a qualifier, or upalakShaNa is present or not.
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29. Answer: No. Since the final vRitti produces knowledge of
Brahman without upAdhi, that alone is fruitful. There being no
appearance of qualifier (or upAdhi) is actually an adornment to
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it. The present appearance of Brahman is with a qualifier and is
therefore with an upAdhi. On the strength of the shruti
statements such as “It should be realized as only one”, and
since knowledge has to be in the same locus as ignorance in
order to remove ignorance, only the knowledge of the whole
pure consciousness has been stressed as the cause of
liberation.
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30. Nor can it be said that, if the jlva is consciousness limited
by the mind, then the jlva will not exist during deep sleep
(because the mind does not exist then) and so the results of
actions performed by that jlva will be lost and results of actions
not performed will have to be experienced. This is because the
mind exists in its causal state even during deep sleep. The
mind remains as the upAdhi either in its gross or in its subtle

state. This has been explained clearly in br. sUtra IV. li. 8—
tadAplteH saMsAravyapadeshAt.
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31. It cannot be said that the connection of consciousness with
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the vRitti is not in the form of its being reflected in the vRitti in
the same manner as a face is reflected in a mirror on the
ground that the mind which has no definite form cannot be a
reflecting medium for anything other than sound and that
consciousness which cannot be seen by the eye cannot have a
reflection. Being of a visible form is not the criterion for being a
medium of reflection, as that would make even an impure lump
of clay capable of reflection. But what is necessary is purity,
and that the mind which is luminous and the vRitti, which is a
modification of the mind, definitely have. Even nescience which
is made up of the three guNas is capable of being a reflecting
medium because of pure sattvaguNa in it. Being visible is also
not a criterion for being capable of reflection, as space, which is
not visible, is seen to be reflected.
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32. Objection: How is it that consciousness connected with a
visual vRitti reveals only colour? This cannot be compared with
a ray of light (which illumines only colour and forms), because
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there is a difference. The ray of light is opposed to darkness. It
removes the darkness not only in places where there is form or
colour, but also where there is smell, etc. It cannot be said that
luminosity (of consciousness) which is opposed to nescience
can act against colour alone and not against smell, etc, since it
is not admitted that the removal of nescience is due to different
vRittis. (The opponent argues on the basis that it is
consciousness that removes nescience and not vRitti, which is
not correct according to advaita.) Because the ray of light is
helped by the eye which grasps forms, it cannot be said that
consciousness cannot reveal smell, etc., without the help of the
organ of smell, etc. Since consciousness, being all-pervading,
is connected with everything, it is connected with even weight,
etc., as with colour, either through their base or directly, and so
it becomes capable of illumining them, since connection with
consciousness reflected in a vVRitti is itself capable of
illuminating. The shruti text, “This person is unattached” denies
only tainting by it and not connection. This follows from the
previous sentence “He is unaffected by whatever he sees (in
dream)” and also the smRiti, “ Just as the great wind moving
everywhere is ever present in space”.
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33. Answer: No; The removal of darkness in places where there
is colour, taste, etc., by a ray of light is due to its connection
(with that place). How can onsciousness which is unattached
by nature and becomes connected with an object only through
a VRitti in the form of that object illumine other things? That
consciousness is by nature unattached is proved by the shruti
“This puruSha is unattached”. The purport of shruti texts like
this is not to declare (only) that consciousness is not tainted,;
they are intended to declare the unconnected nature of
consciousness in order to show that it is not an agent. That this
is so is made clear in the bhAShya. smRiti also has to be
interpreted in accordance with this shruti. Therefore it cannot
illumine everything because it is not connected with everything,
but it can illumine only that object in the form of which there is a
vRitti. This is why, in the illusion ‘This is silver’, since the silver
cannot be revealed by consciousness limited by a vRitti in the
form of ‘this’ an avidyAvRitti in the form of silver is also
accepted. Since an object is not itself capable of receiving the
reflection of consciousness, consciousness cannot take the
form of the object (without a vRitti in the form of that object).
But in the case of mental states (such as joy, sorrow, etc.,)
which can thenselves take the reflection of consciousness, a
VRIitti is not necessary.
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34. It cannot be asked how, when the base (of colour and
smell) is the same, the vRitti in the form of colour does not take
the form of smell (and reveal smell) also. Just as, according to
you, in visual cognition smell is not an object even though it is
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also in the same base, in the same way, according to us, a
vRitti formed through the visual organ cannot have the form of
smell. The nature of each sense-organ is that its function is
limited to its object.
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35. Objection: The relationship in the form of superimposition
does exist even before the vRitti. Connection with the object is
different and it is not the factor that makes the object
cognizable. Then what is the need for the vRitti?

Answer: No. The vRitti is necessary for manifesting the identity
of the jlva-consciousness with the consciousness limited by the
object. Without this, the manifestation of relation in the form
“This is known by me’ will not take place.
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36. Objection: Since the jlva-consciousness is unattached, and
Brahman —consciousness is even more unattached, it cannot
have omniscience by itself, since the upAdhi of mAyA is
necessary for connection with objects. Nor can it be said that,

since Brahman is the material cause of the universe, it can
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illumine the universe that is non-different from it just as it can
ilumine itself. Material causality (of Brahman) does not mean
transformation of conditioned Brahman, as that would go
against the relationship of superimposition. Moreover, what is
of the nature of beginningless avidyA cannot have a cause. Nor
can the unconditioned Brahman be the substratum, as it is not
omniscient and omnipotent.
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37. Answer: No. Even though Brahman is unattached, it can be
omniscient because it illuminates all even without any pramANa
VRittis, since everything is superimposed on it. (The
superimposition of the world on Brahman is due to mAyA, but
saguNa Brahman (Ishvara) does not need any VRitti to know
any object as the jlva does). It cannot be said that
unconditioned Brahman, which is the substratum, is not the
material cause because it is not omniscient. Omniscience, etc.,
which are attributed due to avidyA, are not there in pure
Brahman. Otherwise they (omniscience and material causality)
cannot even be taTasthalakShaNaM (accidental
characteristics) for Brahman.. (Omniscience, etc., are not there
in unconditioned Brahman and so they are not the
svarUpalakShaNaM of unconditioned Brahman, but they are its
taTasthalakShaNaM).
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38. Objection: The view that the vritti is for removing the veil of
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ignorance is not tenable, since consciousness which is the
substratum of transfiguration is always shining as the witness of
ajnAna. Things other than consciousness are not veiled
because they are due only to ajnAna and so they cannot shine
even if there is no veil.
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Answer: No. Even though consciousness is self-luminous as
the witness of ajnAna, etc., it does not appear as free from

hunger, etc., and this has to be attributed to the existence of a
veil covering it.
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39. Objection: If ajnAna belongs to the individual like an eye
disease which obstructs sight, then it is proper that, even when
Caitra’s eye disease is cured, Maitra will not be able to see as
long as the same defect in his eyes is not cured. But if the
ajnAna is on the object (covering it), then, when the ajnAna is

removed by a VvRitti of Caitra, like a lamp removing darkness,
then the same object should be visible to Maitra also.
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Answer: No. Caitra sees when his vRitti removes the ajnAna
covering him and not Maitra, because the veil covering him has

not been removed. The veiling power is different for each seer
and each object. Darkness is not so. With the light brought by
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one person others can also see.
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40. By this, the contention that, in the view that there is only
one ignorance, when that ignorance is removed by the
knowledge of nacre, there should be immediate liberation, and
that if the ignorance is not removed, there cannot be
destruction of avidyA along with its effects such as illusory
silver, etc.,is refuted. Since the mUla-ajnAna is not removed by
the removal of the veiling power, there is no question of
immediate liberation. By the removal of ignorance, its effects
such as silver, etc., are destroyed.

o h

%2, T — TaAHUel ®AC: b TR0 Yidergdrs Ghad,
AETRYERUT 39 U&7 § 37 FHacdd 3fd o o 7 ghq—— Far
A IS U@ Radafifd AMae 7 SRR REN
e o e TARHadRaRNTT | 2]fhar
ANl AT H A=A YTwit 39 aTersiy 3[eh:
YR Y Sfd—— = |

41.0Dbj: In the view that there is only one ajnAna, your claim
that the illusory silver only merges in its cause as a result of the
knowledge of nacre, like a pot merging in clay by the blow of a
hammer, but ajnAna is not destroyed, is not tenable. This is
because of the established rule that knowledge removes only
ignorance, and so knowledge can destroy anything else only
through the removal of ignorance (and not directly). It follows
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that knowledge cannot destroy the (illusory) silver etc., without
removing ajnAna. If the ajnAna is not removed by the
knowledge of nacre, then, because of not being connected with
the manifested consciousness, the nacre will continue to be not
known even after bAdha (destruction of the illusion) as during
the period of illusion.
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42. No. The rule that knowledge destroys ignorance relates to
total uprooting of ignorance. It is not accepted in cases where
the effect remains in a subtle form in its cause. Even if the
mUla-ajnAna which veils the unconditioned Brahman is not
destroyed, connection with the manifested consciousness takes
place because of the removal of the tUla-ajnAna veiling the
consciousness limited (by the object), and so the destruction of

illusory silver and the knowledge of the nacre can happen when
there is bAdha.
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43. Nor can it be said that the overcoming of the material
cause, avidyA, by VvRitti, which is its effect, is not possible,
since it is not seen that a cause is overcome (or obscured) by
its effect, for it is seen that the cause, cow-dung, is obscured by
the insects which grow out of it. (The insects do not have a
trace of cowdung). This is also because ArambhavAda is not
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accepted by us. There is no doubt about the material causality
of the parts of cow-dung.
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44. Objection: Your view that, even though the vRitti arising
from the visual organ, etc., which is qualified, cannot have the
unconditioned pure consciousness as object, and cannot
remove the mUla-ajnAna veiling pure consciousness, such a
vRIitti can remove the tUla-ajnAna veiling the consciousness
limited by the object, since its object is a limited thing, is not
tenable. There cannot be any veiling of a limited object which is
projected by avidyA and is not luminous, like the (veiling of pure
consciousness) by mUla-avidya, as it is also not accepted by
you. (Inert objects are not self-luminous and so they do not
need avidyA to cover them). If you accept it (covering by
avidyA) in the case of Atma qualified (limited) by an inert object,
then, since the covering of the AtmA limited by the object
where the inert object is not covered cannot happen without
the removal of the covering on the AtmA itself, the pure Atma
will become known by a vRitti in the form of nacre. (That would
mean that liberation would be attained by a vRitti in the form of
nacre).
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45. Answer: No, because it is due to not understanding. We do
not accept avidyA or its power on what is imagined by avidya
and is limited, but only on consciousness alone. All inert things
are superimposed on it (consciousness) and thus there is only
a single substratum for all and so consciousness limited by the
inert is said to be covered. When the consciousness that is the
substratum of a pot is manifested by a vRitti in the form of the
pot, the cover of ajnAna is removed only on that consciousness
limited by the pot and there is no possibility of pure AtmA
(consciousness) itself being revealed. This has been said in
saMkShepashArlraka--

‘Undifferentiated consciousness is the locus as well as the
object of avidyA. (The embodied soul and God) that come into
being subsequent to avidyA can neither be the locus nor the
object of avidyA which exists prior to them.’ (I. 319)

And also--

‘What is the use of elaborating this point? | shall state the
essence of the tenets of advaita; listen to it. The pure
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consciousness transcends mind and speech. And it comes
within the range of mind and speech (when it is reflected in the
intellect which is superimposed on it by avidyA). (l. 331).

Thus, even though avidyA continues, removal of the veil, non-
attainment of liberation, and destruction of the effect with its
cause (bAdha) are possible, by the suppression of its power, or
by the removal of tUla-ajnAna, or by change of state (like
waking from dream), or by a partial destruction, or like a
cowardly soldier fleeing, or like a mat being rolled up.
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46. Obj: If the various states of ajnAna are not different from
mUla-ajnAna, then the claim that there is only one ajnAna
cannot stand (because there are so many avasthA-ajnAnas). If
they are different from ajnAna, they cannot be directly
destroyed by jnAna (since jnAna destroys only ajnAna and not
anything different from ajnAna) and they cannot be the material
cause of illusion (being not ajnAna). There will also be the
possibility of the illusory objects being sublated without their
material cause (ajnAna) being destroyed. In the case of illusory
silver, there is the contingency of the silver being sublated
without the destruction of its material cause (ajnAna), The
experience that the ignorance of nacre has been removed will
also be contradicted.
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47. Answer: No, because the state is not different from the
owner of the state. (So avastha-ajnAna is not different from
ajnAna). The oneness of ajnAna is because the same ajnAna
pervades all the avasthas. Since avastha-ajnAna is ajnAna
itself, it can be removed directly by knowledge. The statement
that, as in the case of avasthavisheSha-ajnAna, the silver will
be destroyed without destruction of its material cause, is not
tenable. Since it is ajnAna alone that is the enemy of jnAna,
knowledge can directly remove avasthA-ajnAna which is not
different from ajnAna. Not so silver etc., which are not the same

(as ajnAna). In the view that there are many ajnAnas, no doubt
at all arises.
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48. Obj: In the view that there are many ajnAnas, by one VRitti
is all ajnAna about the particular object destroyed or only one
ajnAna? In the first case the nacre wil never thereafter be
unknown (and so there would never be any illusion about it), In
the second view it will not be illumined even when the vRitti is
there because, even if one veil of ajnAna is removed, there
would be other ajnAnas to cover it.
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49. Answer: No. Even when one ajnAna is removed by one
VRitti, the other veils of ajnAna will be obstructed and so as
long as that knowledge continues the object will remain
illumined and when that goes the veiling of the object again is
possible, because ajnAna is in the position of antecedent non-
existence of jnAna. What illogicality is there in saying that, just
as, according to you, one knowledge removes only one
antecedent non-existence, and also prevents the
consequences of other ignorances arising from other
antecedent non-existences, so also, according to me, one
knowledge removes one ignorance and prevents the results
arising from other ignorances? Here, by the term prevention,
causing the non-emergence of the effect and the prevention of
the non-existence of the cause are meant. (That is, even when
all the causes are present, preventing the effect from emerging,
like a mantra which prevents the heat of fire). Thus, even in the
view that there are different states of ignorance, illumination
and non-illumination are to be explained in this manner. Thus,
even though ajnAna, which is formless, cannot be driven away
as a cow can be with a stick or a mat can be rolled up with the
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hand, still, by making it incapable of being effective, similarity to
driving away and rolling up have to be understood. It is to be
noted that, just as a gem can act as an obstruction (to the heat
of fire) when it is co-operated with by the absence of any factor
that encourages the fire, and is unable to obstruct when there is
an encouraging factor, similarly, when ajnAna is there along
with the absence of a vRitti, it acts as an obstruction, but when
there is a VvRitti, the effect of ajnAna (veiling of the object) does
not arise.
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50. Obj: Since consciousness is part-less, it cannot be illumined
in a part alone. If it is said that ‘part’ means being limited by
some object just as space is limited by objects (like pot), then
consciousness limited by an object which has come later
cannot be the content of ajnAna which is beginningless.
Moreover there can be no covering of what is not there. It
cannot also be said that what was previously the covering of
unlimited consciousness has itself now become the covering of
the limited consciousness, because, in that case, by the
knowledge of the limited consciousness itself the covering of
the unlimited consciousness will be removed. By this the view
that ajnAna exists before the object is refuted, like the
contention that the individual exists before the generic.
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51. Answer: No, since the delimitation of beginningless
consciousness which is the object of beginningless ajnAna, by
subsequent objects is accepted and since it has been said,
“Undifferentiated consciousness is the locus as well as the
object of avidyA”. Since that covering of limited consciousness
which is the object of a particular vRitti is alone removed, there
is no possibility of the covering of the unlimited consciousness
being removed. That is why, in the view that ajnAna exists
before the limitation of consciousness by the object of the vRitti,
it has been correctly said that ajnAna exists before the object.

Therefore it is established that the conscious which is the
substratum illumines what is superimposed on it.
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52. This is the gist. Even though it is the consciousness that is
the substratum of the object (which is also known as prameya
caitanyam) that reveals the object, the consciousness limited
by the mind is the knower of the object, and the consciousness
limited by the vRitti of the mind is the pramANa, only that
person whose mind has gone out through the eye etc up to the
object and formed a vRitti there in the form of that object and
manifests the consciousness limited by that object as identified
with the knower-consciousness, can know that object, and that
object alone, and no one else can know that object. Thus by a
single vRitti the knower-consciousness, the consciousness
limited by the pramANa and the consciousness limited by the
object become one. Then the ajnAna covering the
consciousness limited by the object is removed and the object-
consciousness which shines is called the direct phalaM. That
itself shining, illumines the pot, etc., superimposed on it and so
it is known as ‘revealed by phala’. By the rule that whichever
locus and form a vRitti has, it destroys the ajnAna in that same
locus and covering the object of the same form, the aparokSha
vRitti which pervades both the knower and the object removes
only the covering on the consciousness limited by the object,
since it is seen that light removes only the darkness covering
the object on which it falls. Thus, by the removal of the covering
of ajnAna in the form “The pot does not exist’ which is in the
knower (in the mind) and the covering in the form ‘The pot is
not manifest’ which is on the object, direct perception, etc., in
the form ‘The pot is manifest’ etc., takes place.
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53. In the case of mediate cognition, however, because of the
mind not going out due to lack of any means by which the
appropriate sense-organ can contact the object,, the vRitti does
not reach the object and so the consciousness limited by the
object does not become identified with the knower-
consciousness. Consequently there is no direct manifestation
of the object. But since the knower-consciousness and the
pramANa-consciousness become one, the covering on the
knower-consciousness in the form ‘The object does not exist’ is
alone removed. This is what is explained by the author of
vivaraNa by the term ‘suShuptivyAvRitti’. Even when the
covering on the consciousness limited by the object in the form
‘The object is not manifest’ continues to operate, inference (and
other pramANas other than perception) remove the covering in
the form “The object does not exist’. Thus, in the case of
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inference of fire from the sight of smoke on a hill, the person
says, “l know that there is fire on the hill, but it is not manifest to
me what kind of fire it is”. (Here the smoke is pratyakSha, but
the fire is parokSha). There is direct oerception when the
three—knower-consciousness, pramANa-consciousness and
object-consciousness become one. But there is only indirect or
mediate knowledge when only the first two become one. Thus
there is no confusion. In direct perception the vRitti is directly
connected with the object. In indirect cognition the connection
is through the invariable concomitance of the inferred in
inference, in sabda it is through the sense generated by the
words and in remembrance, through the memory generated by
the previous experience. Thus in other means of indirect
knowledge also there is connection only through something
else. This is the difference between direct perception and
indirect knowledge. This has been explained by the author in
detail in his work siddhAntabindu. Therefore, even though
objects are mithyA, the theory of pratikarmavyavasthA is valid.

=} sreaf ulRederawuuf:

End of the chapter on pratikarmavyavasthA
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