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mÉëÌiÉMüqÉïurÉuÉxjÉÉåmÉmÉÌ¨ÉÈ ||   

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 jIva’. 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 pancadashI, 4.27, 28 

and 29, based on shri shankara’s upadeshasAhasrI, Metrical 

portion, chapter 14, verses 3 & 4. The whole process of visual 

perception consists of the following steps:-- 
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(1) The mind stretches out through the eye, reaches the object 
and takes the form of the object. This is called a vRtti 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.  
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 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. 
                       
    VyasatIrtha, 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.)     

1. lÉlÉÑ--- ÌuÉµÉxrÉ AÉkrÉÉÍxÉMüiuÉå mÉëÉÌiÉpÉÉÍxÉMüxjÉsÉå CuÉ 

ÌuÉwÉrÉåÎlSìrÉxÉÍ³ÉMüwÉÉïkÉÏlÉÉrÉÉÈ mÉëÌiÉMüqÉïurÉuÉxjÉÉrÉÉÈ AlÉÑmÉmÉÌ¨ÉËUÌiÉ cÉåiÉç || 
   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. 

 

2. lÉ, uÉ×̈ ÉåÈ mÉÔuÉïqÉåuÉ bÉOûÉSÏlÉÉÇ cÉæiÉlrÉå AkrÉÉxÉålÉ mÉëÉÌiÉpÉÉÍxÉMüxjÉsÉÉmÉå¤ÉrÉÉ 

uÉæsÉ¤ÉhrÉÉiÉç | iÉjÉÉ ÌWû--- AliÉÈMüUhÉÇ cÉ¤ÉÑuÉïiÉç iÉåeÉÉåuÉrÉÌuÉ | iÉŠ CÎlSìrÉ²ÉUåhÉ 

iÉixÉÇrÉÑ£Çü ÌuÉwÉrÉÇ urÉÉmrÉ iÉSÉMüÉUÇ pÉuÉÌiÉ, xÉæuÉ uÉ×Ì¨ÉËUirÉÑcrÉiÉå |  
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 vRitti.     

3. iÉ§É eÉÏuÉcÉæiÉlrÉÇ AÌuÉ±ÉåmÉÉÍkÉMÇü xÉiÉç xÉuÉïaÉiÉÇ AliÉÈMüUhÉÉåmÉÉÍkÉMÇü xÉiÉç mÉËUÎcNû³ÉÇ 

CÌiÉ qÉiÉ²rÉqÉç | iÉ§É AÉ±å ÌuÉwÉrÉmÉëMüÉzÉMüÇ eÉÏuÉcÉæiÉlrÉqÉç | Ì²iÉÏrÉå oÉë¼cÉæiÉlrÉqÉç | 
AÉ±å mÉ¤ÉåÅÌmÉ eÉÏuÉcÉæiÉlrÉÇ AÌuÉ±ÉlÉÉuÉ×iÉÇ AÉuÉ×iÉÇ cÉ | iÉ§É AÉ±å uÉ×Ì¨ÉÈ eÉÏuÉcÉæiÉlrÉxrÉ 

ÌuÉwÉrÉÉåmÉUÉaÉÉjÉÉï | Ì²iÉÏrÉå iÉÑ AÉuÉUhÉÉÍpÉpÉuÉÉjÉÉï | mÉËUÎcNû³ÉiuÉmÉ¤Éå iÉÑ eÉÏuÉcÉæiÉlrÉxrÉ 

ÌuÉwÉrÉmÉëMüÉzÉMüiÉSÍkÉ¸ÉlÉcÉæiÉlrÉÉpÉåSÉÍpÉurÉYirÉjÉÉï |  

3. Here there are two views. One is that the jIva-consciousness 

with avidyA as limiting adjunct is all-pervading. The other view 

is that the jIva-consciousness with the mind as limiting adjunct 

is limited. In the first view it is the jIva-consciousness that 

illumines objects. In the second view it is Brahman-

consciousness. In the first view there are two sub-divisions, (1) 

that the jIva-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 jIva-consciousness with the object. In the 

second case the vRitti is for removing the covering. In the view 

in which the the jIva-consciousness is limited, the vRitti is for 

illumining the object and to manifest the identity of the jIva-

consciousness with the consciousness that is the substratum of 

the object.   

4. AlÉÉuÉ×iÉiuÉmÉ¤Éå ÌWû AlÉÉuÉ×iÉÇ xÉuÉïaÉiÉqÉÌmÉ eÉÏuÉcÉæiÉlrÉÇ iÉ¨ÉSÉMüÉUuÉ×¨rÉÉ LuÉ 
EmÉUerÉiÉå lÉ iÉÑ ÌuÉwÉrÉæÈ, AxÉ…¡ûiuÉÉiÉç | rÉjÉÉ aÉÉåiuÉÇ xÉuÉïaÉiÉqÉÌmÉ xÉÉxlÉÉÌSqÉSèurÉYirÉÉ 

AÍpÉurÉerÉiÉå, lÉ iÉÑ MåüxÉUÉÌSqÉSèurÉYirÉÉ | rÉjÉÉ uÉÉ mÉëSÏmÉmÉëpÉÉ 

AÉMüÉzÉaÉlkÉUxÉÉÌSurÉÉÌmÉlrÉÌmÉ iÉÉlÉç lÉ mÉëMüÉzÉrÉÎliÉ ÃmÉxÉÇxÉÌaÉïiÉrÉÉ ÃmÉqÉåuÉ 

mÉëMüÉzÉrÉÌiÉ iÉ²iÉç |    

4. In the view in which the jIva-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.    

5. MåüuÉsÉÉalrÉSÉ½xrÉÉÌmÉ ArÉÈÌmÉhQûÉÌSxÉqÉÉÃRûÉÎalÉSÉ½iuÉuÉŠ MåüuÉsÉcÉæiÉlrÉÉ-
mÉëMüÉzrÉxrÉÉÌmÉ bÉOûÉSåÈ iÉ¨ÉSÉMüÉUuÉ×¨rÉÑmÉÉÃRûcÉæiÉlrÉmÉëMüÉzrÉiuÉÇ rÉÑ£üqÉç | LuÉÇ cÉ 

AlÉÉuÉ×iÉiuÉmÉ¤Éå iÉ¨ÉSÉMüÉUuÉ×Ì¨É²ÉUÉ cÉæiÉlrÉxrÉ iÉ¨ÉSÒmÉUÉaÉå iÉ¨ÉSjÉïmÉëMüÉzÉÈ |  
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 jIva-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. 

6. AÉuÉ×iÉiuÉmÉ¤Éå iÉ¨ÉSÉMüÉUuÉ×¨rÉÉ iÉ¨ÉÌ²wÉrÉÉuÉÎcNû³ÉcÉæiÉlrÉÉuÉUhÉÉÍpÉpÉuÉålÉ iÉ¨ÉSjÉï-

mÉëMüÉzÉÈ| AliÉÈMüUhÉÉuÉÎcNû³ÉcÉæiÉlrÉÃmÉiuÉå eÉÏuÉxrÉ AuÉcNåûSMüÉliÉÈMüUhÉ-

iÉ¨ÉÌ²wÉrÉÉMüÉUuÉ×¨rÉÉ iÉ¨ÉÌ²wÉrÉÉuÉÎcNû³ÉcÉæiÉlrÉÉÍpÉurÉ£üÉæ iÉ¨ÉimÉëMüÉzÉÈ| rÉ±ÌmÉ mÉëMüÉzÉÇ 

AÍkÉ¸ÉlÉcÉæiÉlrÉÇ xÉuÉïaÉiÉÇ eÉÏuÉcÉæiÉlrÉÇ cÉ AliÉÈMüUhÉÉuÉÎcNû³ÉqÉç; iÉjÉÉÌmÉ cÉæiÉlrÉÉpÉåSålÉ 

AÍpÉurÉ£üiuÉÉiÉç urÉuÉxjÉÉåmÉmÉÌ¨ÉÈ | 
6. In the view in which the jIva-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 jIva 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 jIva-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). 

 

7. lÉlÉÑ CrÉÇ mÉëÌiÉMüqÉïurÉuÉxjÉÉ lÉ EmÉmÉ±iÉå | iÉjÉÉ ÌWû-- 

xuÉxÉÍ³ÉM×ü¹åÎlSìrÉeÉlrÉxuÉ¥ÉÉlÉÉiÉç mÉÔuÉïÇ bÉOûÉSåÈ xÉ¨uÉå mÉëiÉÏÌiÉqÉÉ§É-

zÉUÏUiuÉurÉÉmiÉMüÉsmÉÌlÉMüiuÉÉrÉÉåaÉÈ | lÉ cÉ MüÉsmÉÌlÉMüiuÉÌuÉzÉåwÉÈ mÉëÉÌiÉpÉÉÍxÉMüiuÉÉÌSUåuÉ 

iÉSèurÉÉmiÉÈ aÉÉæUuÉiuÉÉiÉç | lÉ cÉ mÉëiÉÏÌiÉqÉÉ§ÉzÉUÏUiuÉÉpÉÉuÉåÅÌmÉ ¥ÉÉlÉÌlÉuÉirÉïiuÉÉÌSlÉÉ LuÉ 

MüÎsmÉiÉiuÉÇ pÉÌuÉwrÉÌiÉ, mÉëiÉÏÌiÉqÉÉ§ÉzÉUÏUiuÉÉpÉÉuÉålÉ ¥ÉÉlÉÌlÉuÉirÉïiuÉÉpÉÉuÉxrÉ AÌmÉ 

AÉmÉÉ±iuÉÉiÉç, mÉëiÉÏiÉåÈ ÌuÉµÉxÉirÉiuÉålÉ uÉÉ ÍqÉjrÉÉiuÉåÅÌmÉ xuÉmlÉÉÌSuÉiÉç 
CÎlSìrÉxÉÍ³ÉMüwÉïÌlÉUmÉå¤ÉiÉrÉÉ uÉÉ EmÉmÉ¨ÉåÈ urÉÉuÉWûÉËUMüiuÉxrÉÉÌmÉ pÉëÉÎliÉSæbrÉïqÉÉ§ÉåhÉ 

EmÉmÉ¨ÉåÈ cÉ CÌiÉ cÉåiÉç|    
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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 pratIti (an object 

which exists only when it is known), there can be kalpitatva 

(being merely imagined) because when it is not a mere pratIti 

(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. 

8. qÉæuÉqÉç; mÉëiÉÏÌiÉqÉÉ§ÉzÉUÏUiuÉxrÉ MüÎsmÉiÉiuÉÇ lÉ urÉÉmrÉqÉç | SØaSØzrÉxÉqoÉlkÉÉ-
lÉÑmÉmÉ¨rÉÉÌSxÉWûM×üiÉÉå£üÉlÉÑqÉÉlÉÉiÉç mÉëmÉgcÉå MüÎsmÉiÉiuÉå ÍxÉ®å mÉëirÉÍpÉ¥ÉÉoÉsÉÉiÉç cÉ 

xjÉÉÌrÉiuÉå iÉ§ÉæuÉ urÉÍpÉcÉÉUÉiÉç |     
8. Answer: It is not so. Being mithyA does not mean being only 

a pratIti (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.   

 

9. lÉ cÉ--- zÉÑÌ£üÃmrÉÉÌSmÉëirÉÍpÉ¥ÉÉxÉÉqrÉÇ mÉëM×üiÉmÉëirÉÍpÉ¥ÉÉrÉÉÈ CÌiÉ uÉÉcrÉqÉç; 

mÉëiÉÏirÉÌuÉzÉåwÉåÅÌmÉ uÉÍhÉauÉÏjÉÏxjÉzÉÑÌ£üÃmrÉrÉÉåÈ mÉUÏÍ¤ÉiÉiuÉÉmÉUÏÍ¤ÉiÉiuÉÉprÉÉÇ 

xjÉÉÌrÉiuÉÉxjÉÉÌrÉiuÉÃmÉÌuÉzÉåwÉxÉqpÉuÉÉiÉç |  

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.  

10. iÉjÉÉÌmÉ uÉÉ mÉUÉå¤ÉuÉ×¨ÉåÈ CuÉ AmÉUÉå ¤ÉuÉ×¨ÉåÈ AÌmÉ mÉëMüÉzÉMüiuÉqÉxiÉÑ, ÌMÇü 

iÉSÒmÉU£ücÉæiÉlrÉålÉ CÌiÉ cÉåiÉç lÉ; mÉUÉå¤ÉxjÉsÉåÅÌmÉ mÉUÉå¤ÉuÉ×¨rÉÑmÉU£ücÉæiÉlrÉxrÉ LuÉ 

mÉëMüÉzÉMüiuÉÉiÉç | AjÉ iÉ§ÉÉÌmÉ AmÉUÉå¤ÉæMüUxÉcÉæiÉlrÉÉåmÉUÉaÉå ÌuÉwÉrÉÉmÉUÉå¤rÉmÉëxÉ…¡ûÈ | lÉ, 

ÌuÉwÉrÉcÉæiÉlrÉÉÍpÉurÉ£üÉæ LuÉ ÌuÉwÉrÉxrÉ AÉmÉUÉå¤rÉqÉç | lÉ cÉ mÉUÉå¤ÉxjÉsÉå iÉSÎxiÉ, 

ÌuÉwÉrÉåÎlSìrÉxÉÍ³ÉMüwÉÉïpÉÉuÉålÉ ÌuÉwÉrÉmÉrÉïliÉÇ uÉ×¨ÉåÈ AaÉqÉlÉÉiÉç, AliÉUåuÉ iÉ§É 

kÉÏxÉqÉÑssÉÉxÉÉiÉç | AmÉUÉå¤ÉxjÉsÉå iÉÑ mÉëqÉÉiÉ×cÉæiÉlrÉÉpÉåSÉÍpÉurÉ£üÉÍkÉ¸ÉlÉcÉæiÉlrÉÉåmÉUÉaÉÈ 

ÌuÉwÉrÉå AÎxiÉ; iÉ§É ÌuÉwÉrÉxrÉ MüqÉïMüÉUMüiuÉÉiÉç | 
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 before the vRitti).  

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.   

11. lÉ cÉ uÉ×Ì¨ÉaÉiÉÌuÉzÉåwÉÉiÉç AÉmÉUÉå¤rÉqÉç, iÉ§É ÌWû ÌuÉzÉåwÉÈ ÌuÉwÉrÉM×üiÉÈ cÉåiÉç AÉåÍqÉÌiÉ 

oÉëÔqÉÈ | eÉÉÌiÉM×üiÉxiÉÑ ÌuÉzÉåwÉÈ lÉ xÉqpÉuÉÌiÉ; xÉÉåÅrÉÍqÉÌiÉ mÉëirÉÍpÉ¥ÉÉrÉÉÇ 
mÉUÉå¤ÉiuÉÉmÉUÉå¤ÉiuÉrÉÉåÈ xÉƒ¡ûUmÉëxÉ…¡ûÉiÉç, AurÉÉmrÉuÉ×Ì¨ÉiuÉÉiÉç, mÉëqÉÉiuÉÉÌSlÉÉ xÉƒ¡ûUmÉëxÉ…¡ûÉiÉç 

cÉ | ÌMÇücÉ uÉ×̈ ÉåÈ eÉQûiuÉÉSåuÉ lÉ mÉëMüÉzÉMüiuÉqÉç | 
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.  

 

12. lÉ cÉ--- uÉ×̈ ÉÉæ AliÉÈMüUh ÉÉuÉ×̈ rÉÉÌmÉ xuÉmÉëMüÉzÉiuÉÇ ¥ÉÉlÉiuÉuÉiÉç CÌiÉ---  

uÉÉcrÉqÉç | xuÉmÉëMüÉzÉÉiqÉxÉqoÉlkÉålÉ LuÉ iÉxrÉÉÈ mÉëMüÉzÉiuÉÉåmÉmÉ¨ÉÉæ iÉixuÉmÉëMüÉzÉiuÉå 

qÉÉlÉÉpÉÉuÉÉiÉç |  ÌMÇücÉ bÉOÇû eÉÉlÉÉÍqÉ CÌiÉ AlÉÑpÉÔrÉqÉÉlÉxÉMüqÉïMüuÉ×¨rÉlrÉÉ xÉÇÌuÉiÉç 

bÉOûmÉëMüÉzÉÃmÉÉ bÉOûÈ mÉëMüÉzÉiÉå CirÉÉMüÉUMüÉlÉÑpÉuÉÍxÉ®É LuÉ | 
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 ‘I 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 vRittijnAnam while the second is 

caitanyarUpajnAnam. 

13. lÉ cÉ--- MüUÉåÌiÉ, rÉiÉiÉå, cÉsÉÌiÉ, aÉcNûÌiÉ CirÉÉSÉæ LMüÉjÉïiuÉå AÌmÉ 

xÉMüqÉïMüÉMüqÉïMüxuÉpÉÉuÉiuÉSzÉïlÉÉiÉç A§ÉÉÌmÉ LMüÉjÉïiuÉå AÌmÉ iÉjÉÉ  xrÉÉiÉç CÌiÉ uÉÉcrÉqÉç| 

iÉ§ÉÉÌmÉ LMüÉjÉïiuÉÉpÉÉuÉÉiÉç | AlÉÑMÔüsÉrÉ¦ÉÈ ÌWû M×ügÉçkÉÉiuÉjÉïÈ, rÉirÉjÉïxiÉÑ rÉ¦ÉqÉÉ§ÉqÉç, LuÉÇ 
aÉqrÉjÉïÈ E¨ÉUxÉÇrÉÉåaÉTüsÉMüÈ xmÉlSÈ, cÉsÉirÉjÉïxiÉÑ xmÉlSqÉÉ§ÉqÉç, iÉjÉÉ cÉ LåMüÉjÉïMüiuÉå 

MÑü§ÉÉÌmÉ lÉ xÉMüqÉïMüiuÉÉMüqÉïMüiuÉurÉuÉxjÉÉ | lÉ cÉ--- iuÉlqÉiÉå mÉËUh ÉiÉåÈ 
AMüqÉïMüiuÉÉiÉç mÉËUhÉÌiÉÌuÉzÉåwÉpÉÔiÉÉrÉÉÈ uÉ×¨ÉåÈ MüjÉÇ xÉMüqÉïMüiuÉÍqÉÌiÉ--- uÉÉcrÉqÉç |   
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 vRittijnAnam 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), 

vRitti, which is also a modification (of the mind) have an object 

(be sakarmaka). 

14. LMüxrÉ ÌWû xÉMüqÉïMüiuÉÉMüqÉïMüiuÉå LMüÃmÉåhÉ ÌuÉÂ®å lÉ iÉÑ ÃmÉÉliÉUåh ÉÉÌmÉ 

qÉÉlÉÉpÉÉuÉÉiÉç |  rÉjÉÉ ÎxjÉiÉåÈ AMüÍqÉïMüÉrÉÉÈ AÌmÉ AaÉqÉlÉiuÉålÉ ÃmÉåhÉ xÉMüqÉïMüiuÉqÉç; 

iÉjÉÉ mÉËUh ÉÌiÉiuÉålÉ ÃmÉåhÉ AMüÍqÉïMüÉrÉÉÈ AÌmÉ uÉ×¨ÉåÈ ¥ÉÉlÉiuÉålÉ xÉMüqÉïMüiuÉÇ pÉÌuÉwrÉÌiÉ 

CÌiÉ ASÉåwÉÈ || 
 

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. 
 

15. lÉlÉÑ  iÉÌWïû AiÉÏiÉÈ mÉëMüÉzÉiÉå CÌiÉ kÉÏÈ lÉ xrÉÉiÉç, lÉ; C¹ÉmÉ¨ÉåÈ, iÉ§ÉÉÌmÉ 

uÉ×Ì¨ÉmÉëÌiÉÌoÉÎqoÉiÉcÉæiÉlrÉxÉ¨uÉålÉ mÉëMüÉzÉiÉå CirÉÉÌSmÉërÉÉåaÉxÉqpÉuÉÉiÉç cÉ | 
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 
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that the manifestation is due to the consciousness reflected in 

the vRitti.  

16. lÉlÉÑ rÉjÉÉ A¥ÉÉlÉÌuÉUÉåÍkÉuÉ×̈ ÉÉæ AlÉÑpÉuÉiuÉÇ lÉÉÎ xiÉ ÌMüliÉÑ AlrÉ§É, iÉjÉÉ 

²åwÉÌuÉUÉåÍkÉuÉ×̈ ÉåÈ AlrÉ§É CcNûÉiuÉÇ CirÉÌmÉ xrÉÉÌSÌiÉ  cÉåiÉç | lÉ; oÉÉkÉMüxÉ¨uÉÉxÉ¨uÉÉprÉÉÇ 

ÌuÉzÉåwÉÉiÉç, A§ÉæuÉ iÉ§É xÉMüqÉïMüÉMüqÉïMüÌuÉsÉ¤ÉhÉÌ¢ürÉÉlÉlÉÑpÉuÉÉiÉç cÉ | rÉjÉÉ cÉ 

uÉ×¨rÉÌiÉËU£üpÉÉlÉÍxÉÎ®È iÉjÉÉ xuÉrÉÇerÉÉåÌiÉwO èuÉmÉëxiÉÉuÉå ÌuÉxiÉUåh É uÉ¤rÉÉqÉÈ || 
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). (vRitti 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. 

17. lÉlÉÑ AxiÉÑ cÉæiÉlrÉxrÉ ÌuÉwÉrÉmÉëMüÉzÉMüiuÉÇ, iÉjÉÉÌmÉ AliÉÈMüUhÉxrÉ SåWûÉiÉç ÌlÉaÉïÌiÉÈ 

lÉ MüsmrÉÉ, mÉUÉå¤ÉuÉæsÉ¤ÉhrÉÉrÉ ÌuÉwÉrÉxrÉ AÍpÉurÉ£üÉmÉUÉå¤ÉÍcÉSÒmÉUÉaÉÈ LuÉ uÉ£üurÉÈ, 

ÍcÉSÒmÉUÉaÉÉSÉæ cÉ AmÉUÉå¤ÉuÉ×¨ÉåÈ iÉSÉMüÉUiuÉÇ LuÉ iÉl§ÉqÉç, iÉxrÉ cÉ iÉixÉÇzsÉåwÉÇ ÌuÉlÉÉÌmÉ 

mÉUÉå¤ÉuÉ×¨ÉåÈ CuÉ iÉixÉÍ³ÉM×ü¹MüUhÉeÉlrÉiuÉålÉ LuÉ EmÉmÉÌ¨ÉÈ | lÉ iÉÑ mÉëpÉÉrÉÉ CuÉ uÉ×̈ ÉåÈ 

iÉSÉuÉUhÉÌlÉuÉiÉïMüiuÉÉSÉæ iÉixÉÇzsÉåwÉÈ iÉl§ÉqÉç, lÉå§ÉÉiÉç ÌlÉaÉïcNûSèkÉëÑuÉÉ±ÉMüÉUuÉ×¨rÉÉ LuÉ 

xuÉxÉÇÎzsÉ¹lÉå§ÉxjÉMü‹sÉÉSåÈ kÉëÑuÉlÉå§ÉqÉkrÉuÉÌiÉïlÉÈ mÉUqÉÉhuÉÉSåÈ cÉ AmÉUÉå¤ÉiuÉÉmÉÉiÉÉiÉç 

CÌiÉ   cÉåiÉç || 
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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 

vRitti 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 vRitti 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 

vRitti 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.     

 

18. lÉ; ÌuÉwÉrÉåwÉÑ AÍpÉurÉ£üÍcÉSÒmÉUÉaÉå lÉ iÉSÉMüÉUiuÉqÉÉ§ÉÇ iÉl§ÉqÉç, mÉUÉå¤ÉxjÉsÉå AÌmÉ 
mÉëxÉ…¡ûÉiÉç, ÌMüliÉÑ iÉixÉÇzsÉåwÉÈ mÉëpÉÉrÉÉ ÌuÉwÉrÉxÉÍ³ÉM×ü¹iÉåeÉxiuÉålÉ 

AÉuÉUhÉÉÍpÉpÉÉuÉMüiuÉSzÉïlÉÉiÉç | iÉæeÉxÉxrÉ qÉlÉxÉÈ AÌmÉ A¥ÉÉlÉÃmÉÉuÉUhÉÉÍpÉpÉuÉÉrÉ 

iÉixÉÇzsÉåwÉÈ AÉuÉzrÉMüÈ | kÉëÑuÉÉÌSSåWûqÉkrÉuÉÌiÉïmÉUqÉÉhuÉÉSÉæ AÌiÉmÉëxÉ…¡ûÈ iÉÑ 

iÉSÉMüÉUiuÉmÉërÉÉåeÉMüxÉÉqÉaÉëÏÌuÉUWûÉSåuÉ mÉËUWûUhÉÏrÉÈ |  AlrÉjÉÉ CÎlSìrÉxÉÍ³ÉMüwÉÉïSåÈ 

ÌuÉ±qÉÉlÉiuÉÉiÉç mÉUqÉÉhuÉÉ±ÉMüÉUiÉrÉÉ SÒÌlÉïuÉÉUiuÉÉmÉ¨ÉåÈ | iÉxqÉÉiÉç mÉëpÉÉÌuÉzÉåwÉÉluÉrÉ-

urÉÌiÉUåMüÉprÉÉÇ rÉiÉç MÝümiÉÇ xÉÍ³ÉM×ü¹iÉåeÉxiuÉålÉ AÉuÉUhÉÉÍpÉpÉÉuÉMüiuÉÇ, iÉxrÉ 
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iÉSÉMüÉUiuÉÃmÉÌuÉzÉåwÉÉmÉå¤ÉÉrÉÉÇ AÌmÉ lÉ irÉÉaÉÈ | lÉ ÌWû mÉ×ÍjÉuÉÏiuÉaÉljÉiuÉÉÌSlÉÉ 

MüÉrÉïMüÉUhÉpÉÉuÉå AÉuÉzrÉMåü AÌlÉirÉaÉÑh ÉiuÉSìurÉiuÉÉÌSlÉÉ iÉ¨rÉÉaÉÈ |  
18. No. For the objects to be revealed by the removal of the veil 

of ignorance on the limited by consciousness, it is not enough if 

the vRitti 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.   

19. AiÉ LuÉ-- iÉÌSiÉUWåûiÉÑxÉÉMüsrÉå xÉÌiÉ bÉOûcÉ¤ÉÑÈxÉÍ³ÉMüwÉïxrÉ LuÉ 
bÉOûÉlÉÑpÉuÉeÉlÉMüiuÉqÉç, lÉ iÉÑ bÉO ûqÉlÉÈxÉÍ³ÉMüwÉïxrÉ, iÉÌ²sÉqoÉålÉ iÉÌ²sÉqoÉÉpÉÉuÉÉÌSÌiÉ-- 

ÌlÉUxiÉqÉç, AÉuÉUhÉpÉ…¡åû xÉÍ³ÉM×ü¹iÉåeÉÈMüÉUhÉiuÉÉuÉkÉÉUhÉålÉ iÉxrÉ AÌmÉ AÉuÉzrÉMüiuÉÉiÉç |  
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.  
 

20. lÉ cÉ-- xmÉÉzÉïlÉmÉëirÉ¤Éå cÉ¤ÉÑUÉÌSuÉiÉç ÌlÉrÉiÉaÉÉåsÉMü²ÉUÉpÉÉuÉålÉ AliÉÈMüUhÉÌlÉaÉïirÉ 

rÉÉåaÉÉSÉæ AÉuÉUhÉÉÍpÉpÉuÉÉlÉÑmÉmÉÌ¨ÉËUÌiÉ-- uÉÉcrÉqÉç | xÉuÉï§É iÉ¨ÉÌSÎlSìrÉÉÍkÉ¸ÉlÉxrÉ LuÉ 

²ÉUiuÉxÉqpÉuÉÉiÉç |  
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.)  

21. lÉ cÉ AliÉÈMüUhÉuÉ×Ì¨ÉiuÉÉÌuÉzÉåwÉÉiÉç CcNûÉ²åwÉÉÌSÃmÉuÉ×¨ÉrÉÈ AÌmÉ SåWûÉiÉç ÌlÉaÉïirÉ 

ÌuÉwÉrÉxÉÇxÉ×¹É pÉuÉÎliÉ CÌiÉ MüjÉÇ lÉ xuÉÏÌ¢ürÉiÉå CÌiÉ   uÉÉcrÉqÉç, 

AÉuÉUhÉÉÍpÉpÉÉuÉMüiÉåeÉxiuÉxrÉ iÉimÉëqÉÉmÉMüxrÉ ¥ÉÉlÉuÉiÉç iÉ§É ApÉÉuÉÉiÉç | 
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.      

 
22. lÉlÉÑ --  bÉOûmÉëMüÉzÉMÇü cÉæiÉlrÉÇ EmÉSåzÉxÉÉWûxêrÉlÉÑxÉÉUåhÉ bÉOûÉMüÉUkÉÏxjÉÉÍcÉiÉç uÉÉ 

mÉUÉaÉjÉïmÉëqÉårÉåwÉÑ CirÉÉÌSuÉÉÌiÉïMüÉå£üUÏirÉÉ kÉÏmÉëÌiÉÌoÉÎqoÉiÉcÉæiÉlrÉÉpÉåSÉÍpÉurÉ£üÌuÉwÉrÉÉ-

ÍkÉ¸ÉlÉcÉæiÉlrÉÇ uÉÉ, lÉÉ±È, AÉkrÉÉÍxÉMüxÉqoÉlkÉxrÉ AiÉl§ÉiuÉÉmÉÉiÉÉiÉç | lÉ Ì²iÉÏrÉÈ, 
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AÉuÉzrÉMåülÉ ÌuÉwÉrÉxÉÇÎ zsÉ¹uÉ×Ì¨ÉmÉëÌiÉÌoÉÎqoÉiÉcÉæiÉlrÉålÉ LuÉ iÉS¥ÉÉlÉÌlÉuÉ×Ì¨ÉuÉiÉç 

iÉimÉëMüÉzÉxrÉ AÌmÉ EmÉmÉ¨ÉÉæ ÌMÇü ÌuÉwÉrÉÉÍkÉ¸ÉlÉcÉæiÉlrÉÉÍpÉurÉÌ£üMüsmÉlÉålÉ CÌiÉ cÉåiÉç ||    
 

22. Objection: Following upadeshasAhasrI (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 (kUTasthadIpa) of pancadashI, which is as follows: 

 

bÉOûÉMüÉUkÉÏxjÉÉ ÍcÉSèbÉOûqÉåuÉÉuÉpÉÉxÉrÉåiÉç | 

bÉOûxrÉ ¥ÉÉiÉiÉÉ oÉë¼cÉæiÉlrÉålÉÉuÉpÉÉxÉiÉå || 
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 pancadaSI, which is 

as below: 

mÉUÉaÉjÉïmÉëqÉårÉåwÉÑ rÉÉ TüsÉiuÉålÉ xÉqqÉiÉÉ | 

xÉÇÌuÉixÉææuÉåWû qÉårÉÉåÅjÉÉåï uÉåSÉliÉÉåÌ£ümÉëqÉÉhÉiÉÈ ||   
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 



 

17 
 

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?  

23. lÉ; mÉëMüÉzÉMÇü iÉÉuÉiÉç AÍkÉ¸ÉlÉcÉæiÉlrÉqÉç | iÉŠ AkrÉÉxÉålÉ ÌuÉwÉrÉæÈ xÉWû xÉÉ¤ÉÉiÉç 

xÉqoÉ®Ç mÉëMüÉzÉxrÉ cÉ xuÉrÉÇ pÉÉxÉqÉÉlÉxrÉ xuÉxÉqoÉ®xÉuÉïpÉÉxÉMüiuÉÇ AÌmÉ MÝümiÉqÉåuÉ | 

LiÉSlÉprÉÑmÉaÉqÉå MüsmÉlÉÉliÉUaÉÉæUuÉÉmÉ¨ÉåÈ | iÉŠ AlÉÍpÉurÉ£Çü ÌlÉÌuÉïMüsmÉMüÃmÉÇ 

AÉcNûÉÌSiÉÃmÉuÉiÉç lÉ mÉëMüÉzÉMÇü CÌiÉ iÉSÍpÉurÉÌ£üÈ AmÉåÍ¤ÉiÉÉ | iÉiÉç cÉ mÉUÉå¤ÉxjÉsÉå 

uÉ×¨rÉuÉcNåûSålÉ LuÉ AÍpÉurÉerÉiÉå | AmÉUÉå¤ÉxjÉsÉå iÉÑ uÉ×Ì¨ÉxÉqmÉMüÉïiÉç 

AÉuÉUhÉÉ¥ÉÉlÉÉÍpÉpÉuÉå ÌuÉwÉrÉå AÍpÉurÉerÉiÉå; uÉ×¨ÉåÈ ÌuÉwÉrÉmÉrÉïliÉiuÉÉiÉç | lÉ cÉ mÉUÉå¤ÉxjÉsÉå 

AÌmÉ LuÉÇ mÉëxÉ…¡ûÈ ²ÉUÉpÉÉuÉålÉ AliÉÈMüUhÉÌlÉaÉïirÉpÉÉuÉÉiÉç | 
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).   

24. lÉlÉÑ-- uÉ×¨ÉåÈ iÉSÉMüÉUiuÉÇ lÉ iÉÉuÉiÉç iÉÌ²wÉrÉiuÉÇ iuÉrÉÉ LuÉ ÌlÉUÉxÉÉiÉç |  lÉÉÌmÉ 

iÉÎxqÉlÉç cÉæiÉlrÉÉåmÉUÉaÉrÉÉåarÉiÉÉmÉÉSMüiuÉqÉç, iÉS¥ÉÉlÉÉÍpÉpÉÉuÉMüiuÉÇ uÉÉ ? EpÉrÉÉåUÌmÉ 
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iÉSÉMüÉUiuÉmÉërÉÉåerÉiuÉålÉ iÉ¨uÉÉrÉÉåaÉÉiÉç | lÉÉÌmÉ bÉOûÉÌSuÉiÉç mÉ×jÉÑoÉÑklÉÉåSUÉ±ÉMüÉUiuÉqÉç, 

xÉÉMüÉUuÉÉSÉmÉÉiÉÉiÉç | xÉÇxjÉÉlÉWûÏlÉeÉÉÌiÉaÉÑhÉÉÌSuÉ×̈ ÉåÈ ÌlÉUÉMüÉUiuÉmÉëxÉ…¡ûÉiÉç cÉ | 

bÉOûmÉO ûÉÌuÉÌiÉ xÉqÉÔWûÉsÉqoÉlÉå ÌuÉÂ®lÉÉlÉÉMüÉUiuÉÉmÉ¨ÉåÈ cÉ CÌiÉ-- cÉåiÉç | 
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.   

25. lÉ, AxiÉÏirÉÉÌSiÉÌ²wÉrÉMüurÉuÉWûÉUmÉëÌiÉoÉlkÉMüÉ¥ÉÉlÉÌlÉuÉiÉïlÉrÉÉåarÉiuÉxrÉ, iÉixÉÍ³É-

M×ü¹MüUh ÉeÉlrÉiuÉxrÉ uÉÉ iÉSÉMüÉUiuÉÃmÉiuÉÉiÉç | iÉSÒpÉrÉÇ cÉ xuÉMüÉUhÉÉ-

kÉÏlÉxuÉpÉÉuÉÌuÉzÉåwÉÉiÉç | lÉ cÉ AÉiqÉÉ´ÉrÉÈ ÌlÉuÉ×Ì¨ÉeÉlÉlÉxuÉÃmÉrÉÉåarÉiÉrÉÉ TüsÉÉåmÉkÉÉlÉxrÉ 
xÉÉkrÉiuÉålÉ xuÉÉlÉmÉå¤ÉhÉÉiÉç |  
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.   

26. lÉlÉÑ--- SØÍzÉ ÌuÉwÉrÉÉkrÉÉxÉxuÉÏMüiÉÑïÈ eÉÏuÉcÉæiÉlrÉÇ uÉÉ ÌuÉwÉrÉSØMçü oÉë¼cÉæiÉlrÉÇ 
uÉÉ? lÉÉ±È; eÉÏuÉå AuÉÎcNû³ÉÍcÉixuÉÃmÉå MüÎsmÉiÉå AkrÉÉxÉÉrÉÉåaÉÉiÉç | lÉ cÉ---  

ÌuÉwÉrÉSØMçüeÉÏuÉcÉæiÉlrÉqÉåuÉ AkrÉÉxÉÈ iÉÑ oÉë¼cÉæiÉlrÉå CÌiÉ-- uÉÉcrÉqÉç, SØzrÉrÉÉåÈ LuÉ 
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AÉkrÉÉÍxÉMüxÉqoÉlkÉÉmÉ¨ÉåÈ AkrÉxiÉÉÍkÉ¸ÉlÉrÉÉåÈ EpÉrÉÉåUÌmÉ SØÎapÉ³ÉiuÉÉiÉç | AiÉ LuÉ lÉ 

Ì²iÉÏrÉÉåÅÌmÉ oÉë¼h ÉÉåÅÌmÉ MüÎsmÉiÉiuÉålÉ iÉ§É AkrÉÉxÉÉrÉÉåaÉÉiÉç cÉ | lÉ cÉ---  

zÉÑ®cÉæiÉlrÉÇ LMÇü LuÉ iÉSåuÉ AÍkÉ¸ÉlÉÇ iÉ§É AuÉcNåûSMÇü AÌuÉ±ÉÌSMÇü lÉ AÍkÉ¸ÉlÉMüÉåOûÉæ 

mÉëÌuÉzÉÌiÉ iÉSåuÉ cÉ eÉÏuÉzÉoSålÉ oÉë¼zÉoSålÉ cÉ urÉmÉÌSzrÉiÉå EmÉÉÍkÉÌuÉzÉåwÉÉiÉç | iÉjÉÉ cÉ 

eÉÏuÉcÉæiÉlrÉxrÉ SØYiuÉåÅÌmÉ SØzrÉÉkrÉÉxÉÈ lÉ AlÉÑmÉmÉ³ÉÈ CÌiÉ-- uÉÉcrÉqÉç | 
zÉÑ®cÉæiÉlrÉxrÉ AÉxÉÇxÉÉUÇ AÉuÉ×iÉiuÉålÉ eÉaÉSÉlkrÉmÉëxÉ…¡ûÉiÉç CÌiÉ-- cÉåiÉç |  
26. Objection: According to you who accept that the objects are 

superimposed on the seer, is the seer of the object the jIva-

consciousness or the Brahman-consciousness? The first is not 

possible, because jIva 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 jIva-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 jIva-

consciousness is treated as the seer, then Brahman-

consciousness, which is different from jIva-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 jIva according to the upAdhi. 

And that though the jIva-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.     

 

27. lÉ, qÉÔsÉÉÌuÉ±ÉÌlÉuÉ×̈ rÉpÉÉuÉålÉ xÉuÉïiÉÈ AÉuÉUhÉÉÍpÉpÉuÉÉpÉÉuÉåÅÌmÉ bÉOûÉ±uÉcNåûSålÉ 

AÉuÉUhÉÉÍpÉpÉuÉÉiÉç AÉlkrÉÌuÉUWûÉåmÉmÉ¨ÉåÈ |  
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.  

28. lÉlÉÑ   iÉÌWïû CSÉlÉÏqÉÌmÉ oÉë¼xTÑüUhÉå cÉUqÉuÉ×Ì¨ÉuÉærÉjrÉïÇ; AÍkÉMüpÉÉlÉåÅÌmÉ iÉxrÉ 

xTÑüUhÉÉiÉç lÉ ÌWû AZÉhQûÉjÉïuÉåSÉliÉeÉlrÉÉrÉÉÇ uÉ×¨ÉÉæ pÉÉuÉÉå uÉÉ ApÉÉuÉÉå ÌuÉzÉåwÉh ÉÇ 
EmÉsÉ¤ÉhÉÇ uÉÉ mÉëMüÉUÈ mÉëMüÉzÉiÉå CÌiÉ--cÉåiÉç |  
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.   

 

29. lÉ, EmÉÉkrÉÌuÉwÉrÉMüoÉë¼xTÑüUhÉxrÉ cÉUqÉuÉ×Ì¨ÉmÉërÉÑ£üiuÉålÉ iÉxrÉÉÈ xÉÉTüsrÉÉiÉç, 

mÉëMüÉUÉxTÑüUh ÉÇ iÉÑ iÉxrÉÉÈ pÉÔwÉh ÉÇ LuÉ | CSÉlÉÏliÉlÉxTÑüUhÉxrÉ xÉmÉëMüÉUMüiuÉålÉ 

EmÉÉÍkÉÌuÉwÉrÉiuÉÉiÉç, LMükÉæuÉÉlÉÑSì¹urÉÍqÉirÉÉÌS´ÉÑÌiÉoÉsÉÉiÉç xuÉxÉqÉÉlÉÌuÉwÉrÉ¥ÉÉlÉÉSåuÉ cÉ 

A¥ÉÉlÉÌlÉuÉ×̈ ÉåÈ AZÉhQûÍcÉlqÉÉ§É¥ÉÉlÉxrÉ LuÉ qÉÉå¤ÉWåûiÉÑiuÉÉuÉkÉÉUh ÉÉiÉç | 
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.  

30. lÉ cÉ-- AliÉÈMüUhÉÉuÉÎcNû³ÉcÉæiÉlrÉxrÉ eÉÏuÉiuÉå xÉÑwÉÑÎmiÉSzÉÉrÉÉÇ iÉSpÉÉuÉålÉ 

M×üiÉWûÉlrÉÉ±ÉmÉÌ¨ÉËUÌiÉ-- uÉÉcrÉqÉç, iÉSÉÌmÉ AxrÉ MüÉUhÉÉiqÉlÉÉ AuÉxjÉÉlÉÉiÉç, 

xjÉÔsÉxÉÔ¤qÉxÉÉkÉÉUhÉxrÉ AliÉÈMüUhÉxrÉ EmÉÉÍkÉiuÉÉiÉç | iÉSÉmÉÏiÉåÈ xÉÇxÉÉUurÉmÉSåzÉÉiÉç 

CirÉÎxqÉlÉç xÉÔ§Éå cÉ ArÉÇ AjÉïÈ xmÉ¹iÉUÈ |  
30. Nor can it be said that, if the jIva is consciousness limited 

by the mind, then the jIva will not exist during deep sleep 

(because the mind does not exist then) and so the results of 

actions performed by that jIva 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. Ii. 8—

tadApIteH saMsAravyapadeshAt.    

31. lÉ cÉ--- uÉ×̈ rÉÑmÉU£üiuÉÇ cÉæiÉlrÉxrÉ lÉ iÉimÉëÌiÉÌoÉÎqoÉiÉiuÉqÉç, SmÉïhÉå qÉÑZÉxrÉ CuÉ 

AlÉÑ°ÕiÉÃmÉå AliÉÈMüUhÉå zÉoSÉlrÉmÉëÌiÉÌoÉqoÉlÉÉåmÉÉÍkÉiÉÉrÉÉ AcÉÉ¤ÉÑwÉcÉæiÉlrÉxrÉ 

mÉëÌiÉÌoÉÎqoÉiuÉiÉÉrÉÉÈ cÉ ArÉÉåaÉÉÌSÌiÉ-- uÉÉcrÉqÉç |  E°ÕiÉÃmÉuÉ¨uÉÇ lÉ 

mÉëÌiÉÌoÉÎqoÉiÉÉåmÉÉÍkÉiÉÉmÉërÉÉåeÉMüqÉç; AxuÉcNåûÅÌmÉ sÉÉå̧ ÉSÉæ mÉëÌiÉÌoÉqoÉÉmÉ¨ÉåÈ, ÌMÇüiÉÑ xuÉcNûiuÉÇ 

iÉŠ mÉëMüÉzÉxuÉpÉÉuÉiuÉålÉ qÉlÉxÉÈ iÉimÉËUh ÉÉqÉpÉÔiÉÉrÉÉÈ uÉ×¨ÉåÈ cÉ AÎxiÉ LuÉ | 

Ì§ÉaÉÑhÉÉiqÉMüxrÉ AÌmÉ A¥ÉÉlÉxrÉ xuÉcNûxÉ¨uÉÉiqÉMüiÉÉrÉÉ AÌmÉ xÉ¨uÉålÉ iÉ§ÉÉÌmÉ 
mÉëÌiÉÌoÉÎqoÉiÉÉåmÉÉÍkÉiÉÉrÉÉÈ xÉ¨uÉÉiÉç | lÉÉÌmÉ cÉ cÉÉ¤ÉÑwÉiuÉÇ mÉëÌiÉÌoÉÎqoÉiÉiuÉmÉërÉÉåeÉMüqÉç | 

AcÉÉ¤ÉÑwÉxrÉ AÌmÉ AÉMüÉzÉÉSåÈ mÉëÌiÉÌoÉÎqoÉiÉiuÉSzÉïlÉÉiÉç |   
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.  

32. lÉlÉÑ---cÉÉ¤ÉÑwÉuÉ×̈ rÉÑmÉÉÃRûÍcÉiÉÈ MüjÉÇ ÃmÉqÉÉ§ÉmÉëMüÉzÉMüiuÉqÉç? lÉ cÉ 

mÉëpÉÉuÉÍ³ÉrÉqÉÈ uÉæwÉqrÉÉiÉç iÉjÉÉ ÌWû-- mÉëpÉÉrÉÉÇ iÉqÉÉåÌuÉUÉåÍkÉiuÉÇ ÃmÉÇ mÉëÌiÉ CuÉ aÉlkÉSÏlÉç 
mÉëirÉÌmÉ xÉqÉqÉç | lÉ ÌWû xÉÉ aÉlkÉÉÌSSåzÉxjÉÇ iÉqÉÉå lÉ ÌlÉuÉiÉïrÉÌiÉ | lÉ cÉ 

A¥ÉÉlÉÌuÉUÉåÍkÉiuÉsÉ¤ÉhÉÇ mÉëMüÉzÉMüiuÉÇ ÃmÉÇ mÉëirÉåuÉ lÉ iÉÑ UxÉÉSÏlÉç mÉëiÉÏÌiÉ uÉÉcrÉqÉç, 
A¥ÉÉlÉÌlÉuÉiÉïMüiuÉxrÉ uÉ×Ì¨ÉÍpÉ³Éå AlÉ…¡ûÏMüÉUÉiÉç | mÉëpÉÉrÉÉÈ ÃmÉaÉëÉWûMü-

cÉ¤ÉÑÈxÉWûMüÉËUiuÉuÉiÉç aÉlkÉÉÌSaÉëÉÌWûbÉëÉhÉÉÌSxÉWûMüÉËUiuÉÉpÉÉuÉåÅÌmÉ ÍcÉiÉÈ aÉëÉWûMüÉliÉUÉ-

xÉWûMüÉËUiuÉålÉ iÉ²iÉç xÉWûMüÉËUÌuÉsÉqoÉålÉ ÌuÉsÉqoÉxrÉ uÉ£ÑÇü AzÉYrÉiuÉÉiÉç| iÉjÉÉ cÉ ÍcÉiÉÈ 

xÉuÉïaÉiÉiuÉålÉ xÉuÉïxÉqoÉlkÉÉiÉç ÃmÉÉÌSuÉiÉç aÉÑÂiuÉÉSåÈ AÌmÉ AÉ´ÉrÉ²ÉUÉ xÉÉ¤ÉÉ²É 

xÉqoÉÎlkÉiuÉÉiÉç mÉëMüÉzÉÉmÉÌ¨ÉÈ uÉ×¨rÉÑmÉU£üÍcÉixÉqoÉlkÉxrÉ LuÉ mÉëMüÉzÉMüiuÉÉiÉç| ‘AxÉ…¡ûÉå 

½rÉÇ mÉÑÂwÉÈ’ CÌiÉ ´ÉÑÌiÉÈ iÉÑ iÉiM×üiÉsÉåmÉÉpÉÉuÉmÉUÉ lÉ iÉÑ xÉqoÉlkÉÌlÉwÉåÍkÉMüÉ; ‘xÉ rÉ¨É§É 
rÉÎiMÇüÍcÉiÉç mÉzrÉÌiÉ AlÉluÉÉaÉiÉxiÉålÉ pÉuÉÌiÉ’ CÌiÉ mÉÔuÉïuÉÉYrÉÉiÉç | ‘rÉjÉÉMüÉzÉÎxjÉiÉÉå 

ÌlÉirÉÇ uÉÉrÉÑÈ xÉuÉï§ÉaÉÉå qÉWûÉlÉç’ CirÉÉÌSxqÉ×iÉå¶É CÌiÉ cÉåiÉç |    
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 



 

23 
 

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 vRitti 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”.  

33. lÉ; mÉëpÉÉrÉÉÈ ÃmÉUxÉÉÌSSåzÉaÉiÉiÉqÉÉålÉÉzÉMüiuÉÇ iÉixÉqoÉlkÉÉiÉç rÉÑerÉiÉå, cÉæiÉlrÉxrÉ iÉÑ 

xuÉpÉÉuÉiÉÈ AxÉqoÉ®iuÉÉiÉç iÉSÉMüÉUuÉ×¨rÉÉ iÉSåMüxÉqoÉlkÉxrÉ EmÉÉSÉlÉÉiÉç MüjÉÇ 
AlrÉÉuÉpÉÉxÉMüiuÉmÉëxÉ…¡ûÈ? xuÉpÉÉuÉiÉÈ ÌWû AxÉ…¡ûiuÉå AxÉ…¡ûÉå ½rÉÇ mÉÑÂwÉÈ CÌiÉ ´ÉÑÌiÉÈ 

mÉëqÉÉhÉqÉç | lÉ cÉæwÉÉ sÉåmÉÉpÉÉuÉmÉUÉ, AMüiÉ×ïiuÉmÉëÌiÉmÉÉSlÉÉrÉ xÉqoÉlkÉÉpÉÉuÉmÉUiuÉÉiÉç| rÉjÉÉ cÉ 

LiÉiÉç iÉjÉÉ urÉ£Çü AÉMüUå | LuÉÇ xqÉ×ÌiÉUÌmÉ LiÉcNíÓûirÉlÉÑUÉåkÉålÉ lÉårÉÉ | AiÉÈ xÉuÉæïÈ xÉWû 

xÉqoÉlkÉÉpÉÉuÉÉiÉç lÉ xÉuÉÉïuÉpÉÉxÉÈ ÌMüliÉÑ rÉSÉMüÉUuÉ×Ì¨ÉÈ iÉxrÉæuÉ | AiÉ LuÉ ‘CSÇ 

UeÉiÉÍqÉ’ÌiÉ pÉëqÉå CSqÉÉMüÉUuÉ×¨rÉuÉÎcNû³ÉcÉæiÉlrÉålÉ UeÉiÉpÉÉlÉÉlÉÑmÉmÉ¨ÉåÈ UeÉiÉÉMüÉUÉÌmÉ 

AÌuÉ±ÉuÉ×Ì¨ÉÈ AprÉÑmÉårÉiÉå | xuÉiÉÍ¶ÉÌ¯qoÉÉaÉëÉWûMåü cÉæiÉlrÉxrÉ iÉSÉMüÉUiuÉÉrÉÉåaÉÉiÉç 

xuÉiÉÍ¶ÉÌ¯qoÉaÉëÉWûMåü iÉÑ AliÉÈMüUhÉuÉ×¨rÉÉSÉæ cÉ lÉ uÉ×¨rÉmÉå¤ÉÉ CÌiÉ lÉÉlÉuÉxjÉÉ || 
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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 

vRitti is not necessary. 

34. lÉ cÉ-- AÉ´ÉrÉxÉqoÉlkÉÉÌuÉzÉåwÉåÅÌmÉ ÃmÉÉMüÉUuÉ×Ì¨ÉÈ lÉ aÉlkÉÉ±ÉMüÉUåÌiÉ MÑüiÉ 

CÌiÉ-- uÉÉcrÉqÉç | rÉjÉÉ iÉuÉ cÉÉ¤ÉÑwÉ¥ÉÉlÉå AÉ´ÉrÉxÉqoÉlkÉÉÌuÉzÉåwÉåÅÌmÉ lÉ aÉlkÉÉå ÌuÉwÉrÉÈ 

iÉjÉÉ AxqÉÉMüqÉÌmÉ  cÉ¤ÉÑ²ÉUMüuÉ×¨ÉÉæ lÉ aÉlkÉÉ±ÉMüÉUiuÉqÉç, CÎlSìrÉÌuÉwÉrÉxÉqoÉlkÉÉlÉÉÇ 
xuÉpÉÉuÉxrÉ ÌlÉrÉÉqÉMüxrÉ xÉqÉÉlÉiuÉÉiÉç | 
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 



 

25 
 

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.   

 

35. lÉlÉÑ  AÉkrÉÉÍxÉMüxÉqoÉlkÉÈ uÉ×¨ÉåÈ mÉÔuÉïqÉÌmÉ AÎxiÉ LuÉ AlrÉxiÉÑ EmÉUÉaÉÈ  lÉ 

SØzrÉiuÉå iÉl§ÉÍqÉÌiÉ ÌMÇü iÉSjÉïrÉÉ uÉ×̈ rÉÉ CÌiÉ-- cÉåiÉç |  

lÉ, eÉÏuÉcÉæiÉlrÉxrÉ AÍkÉ¸ÉlÉcÉæiÉlrÉxrÉ cÉ ApÉåSÉÍpÉurÉYirÉjÉïiuÉÉiÉç uÉ×¨ÉåÈ | AlrÉjÉÉ 
qÉrÉåSÇ ÌuÉÌSiÉÍqÉÌiÉ xÉqoÉlkÉÉuÉpÉÉxÉÈ lÉ xrÉÉiÉç |  

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 jIva-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.  

36. lÉlÉÑ-- eÉÏuÉcÉæiÉlrÉxrÉ AxÉ…¡ûiuÉå oÉë¼ cÉæiÉlrÉÇ xÉÑiÉUÉÇ AxÉ…¡ûqÉç, iÉjÉÉ cÉ 

qÉÉrÉÉåmÉÉÍkÉMüÌuÉwÉrÉÉåmÉUÉaÉiuÉÉiÉç xuÉiÉÈ xÉÉuÉï¥rÉÇ lÉ xrÉÉiÉç, lÉ cÉ-- oÉë¼ 

xÉuÉÉåïmÉÉSÉlÉiuÉÉiÉç EmÉÉÍkÉÇ ÌuÉlÉÉ LuÉ xuÉxuÉÃmÉuÉiÉç xuÉÉÍpÉ³ÉÇ eÉaÉiÉç AuÉpÉÉxÉrÉÌiÉ 

CÌiÉ--  uÉÉcrÉqÉç: EmÉÉSÉlÉiuÉÇ lÉ iÉÉuÉiÉç ÌuÉÍzÉ¹ÌlÉ Ç̧ mÉËUhÉÉÍqÉiuÉqÉç; 

AÉkrÉÉÍxÉMüxÉqoÉlkÉxrÉ AiÉl§ÉiÉÉmÉ¨ÉåÈ, AlÉÉ±ÌuÉ±ÉÌSMÇü mÉëÌiÉ iÉSpÉÉuÉÉiÉç cÉ, lÉÉÌmÉ 

zÉÑ®ÌlÉ Ç̧ AÍkÉ¸ÉlÉiuÉqÉç; zÉÑ®xrÉ xÉuÉï¥ÉiuÉxÉuÉïzÉÌ£üiuÉÉSåÈ ApÉÉuÉÉÌSÌiÉ-- cÉårÉç |  
36. Objection: Since the jIva-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 

illumine 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.    

37. lÉ, oÉë¼hÉÈ AxÉ…¡ûiuÉå AÌmÉ xÉuÉåïwÉÉÇ iÉ§É AkrÉÉxÉålÉ qÉÉrÉÉåmÉÉÍkÉÇ ÌuÉlÉÉ LuÉ iÉxrÉ 

xÉuÉïmÉëMüÉzÉMüiÉrÉÉ xÉÉuÉï¥rÉÉåmÉmÉ¨ÉåÈ | lÉ cÉ-- zÉÑ®ÌlÉ Ç̧ AÍkÉ¸ÉlÉiuÉÇ lÉ EmÉÉSÉlÉiuÉÇ 

xÉÉuÉï¥rÉÉpÉÉuÉÉiÉç CirÉÑ£üÍqÉÌiÉ-- uÉÉcrÉqÉç ; AÌuÉ±ÉMüÎsmÉiÉÉlÉÉÇ xÉuÉï¥ÉiuÉÉSÏlÉÉÇ zÉÑ®å 

AxÉ¨uÉÉiÉç | AlrÉjÉÉ iÉåwÉÉÇ iÉOûxjÉsÉ¤Éh ÉiuÉqÉÌmÉ lÉ xrÉÉiÉç | 
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 jIva 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).   

38. lÉlÉÑ  AÉuÉUh ÉÉÍpÉpÉuÉÉjÉïiuÉmÉ¤ÉÈ lÉ rÉÑ£üÈ ÌuÉuÉiÉÉïÍkÉ¸ÉlÉxrÉ ÍcÉlqÉÉ§ÉxrÉ 

A¥ÉÉlÉÉÌSxÉÉÍ¤ÉiuÉålÉ xÉSÉ mÉëMüÉzÉlÉÉiÉç | AlrÉxrÉ A¥ÉÉlÉMüÎsmÉiÉxrÉ AÉuÉUhÉxrÉ 

ApÉÉuÉÉÌSÌiÉ-- cÉåiÉç | 
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. 

 lÉ, A¥ÉÉlÉÉÌSxÉÉÍ¤ÉiuÉålÉ xuÉmÉëMüÉzÉå AÌmÉ AzÉlÉÉrÉÉ±iÉÏiÉiuÉÉÌSlÉÉ mÉëMüÉzÉÉpÉÉuÉÉiÉç 
AÉuÉUhÉxrÉ AÉuÉzrÉMüiuÉÉiÉç |  
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.  

39. lÉlÉÑ  A¥ÉÉlÉxrÉ lÉrÉlÉmÉOûsÉuÉiÉç mÉÑÇaÉiÉiuÉå cÉæ§ÉxrÉ A¥ÉÉlÉlÉÉzÉå AÌmÉ qÉæ§ÉxrÉ 

iÉSlÉÉzÉÉiÉç AmÉëMüÉzÉÈ rÉÑ£üÈ, ÌuÉwÉrÉaÉiÉiuÉå iÉÑ cÉæ§ÉÉÎeÉïiÉrÉÉ uÉ×̈ rÉÉ A¥ÉÉlÉå SÏmÉålÉ 

iÉqÉxÉÏuÉ lÉÉÍzÉiÉå qÉæ§ÉxrÉÉÌmÉ mÉëMüÉzÉÈ xrÉÉÌSÌiÉ-- cÉåiÉç |  
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 vRitti of Caitra, like a lamp removing darkness, 

then the same object should be visible to Maitra also. 

lÉ, cÉæ§ÉÉuÉUhÉzÉ£åüÈ LuÉ A¥ÉÉlÉaÉiÉÉrÉÉÈ cÉæ§ÉÉÎeÉïiÉuÉ×¨rÉÉ lÉÉÍzÉiÉiuÉålÉ xÉ mÉzrÉÌiÉ, lÉ 

qÉæ§ÉÈ |  iÉimÉëÌiÉrÉÉåÌaÉMüÉuÉUhÉzÉ£åüÈ AlÉÉzÉÉiÉç, AÉuÉUhÉzÉ£üÏlÉÉÇ Sì¹ØÌuÉwÉrÉpÉåSÉprÉÉÇ 

ÍpÉ³ÉiuÉÉiÉç | iÉqÉxiÉÑ, lÉ iÉjÉÉ CÌiÉ LMüÉlÉÏiÉmÉëSÏmÉålÉ AÌmÉ AlrÉÉlÉç mÉëÌiÉ mÉëMüÉzÉÈ 

rÉÑerÉiÉå | 
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 



 

28 
 

one person others can also see. 

 

40. LiÉålÉ ---  LMüÉ¥ÉÉlÉmÉ¤Éå zÉÑÌ£ü¥ÉÉlÉålÉ iÉS¥ÉÉlÉÌlÉuÉ×̈ ÉÉæ xÉ± LuÉ qÉÉå¤ÉÉmÉÉiÉÈ | 

AÌlÉuÉ×¨ÉÉæ ÃmrÉÉSåÈ xÉÌuÉsÉÉxÉÉÌuÉ±ÉÌlÉuÉ×Ì¨ÉÃmÉoÉÉkÉÉrÉÉåaÉÈ CÌiÉ ÌlÉUxiÉqÉç | 

AÉuÉUhÉzÉÌ£ülÉÉzÉå AÌmÉ qÉÔsÉÉ¥ÉÉlÉlÉÉzÉÉpÉÉuÉålÉ xÉ±Éå qÉÉå¤ÉÉpÉÉuÉxrÉ ÃmrÉÉSÉæ 

xÉÌuÉsÉÉxÉzÉÌ£üqÉSÌuÉ±ÉÌlÉuÉ×Ì¨ÉÃmÉoÉÉkÉxrÉ cÉ EmÉmÉ¨ÉåÈ || 
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.   

 

41. lÉlÉÑ-- LMüÉ¥ÉÉlÉmÉ¤Éå ÃmrÉÉSåÈ zÉÑÌ£ü¥ÉÉlÉålÉ xuÉMüÉUhÉå mÉëÌuÉsÉrÉqÉÉ§ÉÇ Ì¢ürÉiÉå, 

qÉÑSèaÉUmÉëWûÉUåhÉ CuÉ bÉOûxrÉ lÉ iÉÑ A¥ÉÉlÉÇ ÌlÉuÉirÉïiÉå CÌiÉ iÉå qÉiÉÇ lÉ rÉÑ£üqÉç-- rÉiÉÉå 

¥ÉÉlÉÇ A¥ÉÉlÉxrÉ LuÉ ÌlÉuÉiÉïMüÍqÉÌiÉ urÉÉÎmiÉoÉsÉÉiÉç ¥ÉÉlÉxrÉ A¥ÉÉlÉÌlÉuÉ×Ì¨É²ÉUÉ LuÉ 

AlrÉÌuÉUÉåÍkÉiuÉålÉ A¥ÉÉlÉÇ AÌlÉuÉirÉï ÃmrÉÉÌSÌlÉuÉiÉïMüiuÉÉrÉÉåaÉÉiÉç | zÉÑÌ£ü¥ÉÉlÉålÉ 
A¥ÉÉlÉÉÌlÉuÉ×̈ ÉÉæ AÍpÉurÉ£ücÉæiÉlrÉxÉqoÉlkÉÉpÉÉuÉålÉ pÉëÉliÉÉæ CuÉ oÉÉkÉåÅÌmÉ zÉÑ£åüÈ 

AmÉëMüÉzÉÉmÉ¨Éå¶É CÌiÉ-- cÉåiÉç |  
41.Obj: 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.   

42. lÉ; rÉiÉÈ ¥ÉÉlÉÇ A¥ÉÉlÉÌlÉuÉiÉïMÇü CÌiÉ urÉÉmiÉåÈ EcNåûSÌuÉwÉrÉiuÉÉiÉç xuÉMüÉUhÉå 
xÉÔ¤qÉÃmÉåh É AuÉxjÉÉlÉå iÉSlÉ…¡ûÏMüÉUÉiÉç | zÉÑÌ£ü¥ÉÉlÉxrÉ cÉ 

AlÉuÉÎcNû³ÉcÉæiÉlrÉÉuÉUhÉÃmÉqÉÔsÉÉ¥ÉÉlÉÉÌlÉuÉiÉïMüiuÉå AÌmÉ 

AuÉÎcNû³ÉcÉæiÉlrÉÉuÉUhÉÃmÉiÉÔsÉÉ¥ÉÉlÉÌlÉuÉiÉïMüiuÉålÉ AÍpÉurÉ£ücÉæiÉlrÉxÉqoÉlkÉÉiÉç 

oÉÉkÉSzÉÉrÉÉÇ ÃmrÉÌlÉuÉ×Ì¨ÉzÉÑÌ£ümÉëMüÉzÉrÉÉåÈ AÌmÉ EmÉmÉ¨ÉåÈ |  
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.    

43. lÉ cÉ-- EmÉÉSårÉpÉÔiÉrÉÉ uÉ×¨rÉÉ EmÉÉSÉlÉpÉÔiÉÉÌuÉ±ÉÍpÉpÉuÉÈ lÉ bÉOûiÉå EmÉÉSårÉålÉ 

EmÉÉSÉlÉÉÍpÉpÉuÉÉSzÉïlÉÉiÉç CÌiÉ-- uÉÉcrÉqÉç | uÉ×Í¶ÉMüÉÌSlÉÉ aÉÉåqÉrÉÉSåÈ EmÉÉSÉlÉxrÉ AÌmÉ 
AÍpÉpÉuÉSzÉïlÉÉiÉç | AÉUqpÉuÉÉSÉlÉprÉÑmÉaÉqÉÉiÉç cÉ | lÉ aÉÉåqÉrÉÉuÉrÉuÉÉlÉÉÇ EmÉÉSÉlÉiuÉz|ƒ¡ûÉ |   
43. Nor can it be said that the overcoming of the material 

cause, avidyA, by vRitti, 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.  

44. lÉlÉÑ-- cÉ¤ÉÑUÉÌSeÉlrÉzÉÑYirÉÉÌSuÉ×̈ ÉåÈ xÉmÉëMüÉËUMüÉrÉÉÈ ÌlÉwmÉëMüÉUMüzÉÑ®cÉæiÉlrÉÉ-

ÌuÉwÉrÉiÉrÉÉ iÉSÉuÉUhÉÃmÉqÉÔsÉÉ¥ÉÉlÉÉÍpÉpÉuÉÉpÉÉuÉå AÌmÉ AuÉÎcNû³ÉÌuÉwÉrÉiÉrÉÉ iÉrÉÉ 

AuÉÎcNû³ÉcÉæiÉlrÉÉuÉUhÉÃmÉiÉÔsÉÉ¥ÉÉlÉÉÍpÉpÉuÉÈ rÉÑerÉiÉå CÌiÉ iÉå qÉiÉÇ ArÉÑ£üqÉç, AuÉÎcNû³Éå 

AÌuÉ±ÉMüÎsmÉiÉå AmÉëxÉ£ümÉëMüÉzÉå qÉÔsÉÉÌuÉ±ÉrÉÉ CuÉ iÉSÉuÉUhÉzÉ£åüÈ ArÉÉåaÉÉiÉç, iuÉrÉÉ 

AlÉprÉÑmÉaÉiÉiuÉÉŠ | eÉQûÌuÉÍzÉ¹ÉiqÉÉlÉÇ mÉëÌiÉ iÉSprÉÑmÉaÉqÉå cÉ ÌuÉzÉåwÉhÉÉlÉÉuÉÉUMü-
ÌuÉÍzÉ¹ÉuÉÉUMüzÉYirÉÍpÉpÉuÉxrÉ ÌuÉzÉåwrÉÉuÉUMüzÉYirÉÍpÉpÉuÉÇ ÌuÉlÉÉ ArÉÉåaÉålÉ 

zÉÑYirÉÉMüÉUuÉ×¨rÉÉ LuÉ zÉÑ®ÉiqÉmÉëMüÉzÉÉmÉÉiÉÉÌSÌiÉ-- cÉåiÉç |    
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 

vRitti 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. lÉ, AlÉuÉoÉÉåkÉÉiÉç | lÉ ÌWû AÌuÉ±ÉMüÎsmÉiÉå AuÉÎcNû³Éå AxqÉÉÍpÉÈ AÌuÉ±É uÉÉ 

iÉcNûÌ£üÈ uÉÉ AprÉÑmÉårÉiÉå ÌMüliÉÑ cÉæiÉlrÉqÉÉ§Éå LuÉ |  iÉÎxqÉÇxiÉÑ xÉuÉïÇ eÉQÇû AkrÉxiÉÇ CÌiÉ 

LMüÉ´ÉrÉÉÍ´ÉiÉiuÉxÉqoÉlkÉÉiÉç eÉQûÉuÉÎcNû³ÉcÉæiÉlrÉÇ AÉuÉ×iÉÍqÉÌiÉ urÉmÉSåzÉÈ bÉOûÉ±ÉMüÉU-

uÉ×¨rÉÉ iÉÑ iÉSÍkÉ¸ÉlÉcÉæiÉlrÉÉÍpÉurÉ£üÉæ iÉSuÉcNåûSålÉ LuÉ iÉÍ³É¸ÉuÉUhÉÉÍpÉpÉuÉÈ eÉÉrÉiÉå CÌiÉ 

lÉ zÉÑ®ÉiqÉmÉëMüÉzÉÉmÉÌ¨ÉÈ | iÉSÒ£Çü xÉÇ¤ÉåmÉzÉÉUÏUMåü -- 
‘AÉ´ÉërÉiuÉÌuÉwÉrÉiuÉpÉÉÌaÉlÉÏ ÌlÉÌuÉïpÉÉaÉÍcÉÌiÉUåuÉ MåüuÉsÉÉ | 

mÉÔuÉïÍxÉ®iÉqÉxÉÉå ÌWû mÉÍ¶ÉqÉÉå lÉÉ´ÉrÉÉå pÉuÉÌiÉ lÉÉÌmÉ aÉÉåcÉUÈ ||’ 
‘oÉWÒû ÌlÉaÉ± ÌMüqÉ§É uÉSÉqrÉWÇû zÉ×hÉÑiÉ xÉÇaÉëWûqÉ²rÉzÉÉxÉlÉå | 

xÉMüsÉuÉÉXèûqÉlÉxÉÉÌiÉaÉiÉÉ ÍcÉÌiÉÈ xÉMüsÉuÉÉXèûqÉlÉxÉurÉuÉWûÉUpÉÉMçü ||’  

CÌiÉ cÉ | iÉxqÉÉiÉç AÌuÉ±ÉrÉÉÇ xÉirÉÉqÉÌmÉ zÉYirÉÍpÉpÉuÉÉiÉç uÉÉ, iÉÔsÉÉ¥ÉÉlÉlÉÉzÉÉiÉç uÉÉ, 

AuÉxjÉÉÌuÉzÉåwÉmÉëcrÉuÉÉiÉç uÉÉ, LMüSåzÉlÉÉzÉÉiÉç uÉÉ, pÉÏÂpÉOûuÉSmÉxÉUhÉÉiÉç uÉÉ, 

MüOûuÉixÉÇuÉå¹lÉÉiÉç uÉÉ, AÉuÉUhÉpÉ…¡ûÉÌlÉqÉÉåï¤ÉoÉÉkÉÉlÉÉÇ EmÉmÉÌ¨ÉÈ | 
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 

saMkShepashArIraka-- 

‘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? I 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). (I. 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.  

 

46. lÉlÉÑ AuÉxjÉÉÌuÉzÉåwÉÉhÉÉÇ A¥ÉÉlÉÉÍpÉ³ÉiuÉå LMüÉ¥ÉÉlÉmÉ¤É¤ÉÌiÉÈ A¥ÉÉlÉÍpÉ³ÉiuÉå cÉ 

xÉÉ¤ÉÉiÉç ¥ÉÉlÉålÉ ÌlÉuÉ×Ì¨ÉÈ pÉëqÉÉ±ÑmÉÉSÉlÉiuÉÇ cÉ lÉ xrÉÉiÉç iÉåwÉÉÍqÉuÉ ÃmrÉxrÉ LuÉ 
EmÉÉSÉlÉlÉÉzÉÇ ÌuÉlÉÉ lÉÉzÉmÉëxÉ…¡û¶É, zÉÑYirÉ¥ÉÉlÉÇ lÉ¹ÍqÉÌiÉ AlÉÑpÉuÉÌuÉUÉåkÉ¶É CÌiÉ--  

cÉåiÉç |    

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. 

47. lÉ | rÉiÉÈ AuÉxjÉÉ iÉÉuÉiÉç AuÉxjÉÉuÉiÉÈ AÍpÉ³ÉÉ LuÉ | A¥ÉÉlÉæYrÉÇ iÉÑ 

xÉuÉÉïuÉxjÉÉlÉÑxrÉÔiÉæMüÉMüÉUÇ AÉSÉrÉ | LuÉÇ cÉ A¥ÉÉlÉÉuÉxjÉÉrÉÉÈ A¥ÉÉlÉiuÉålÉ lÉ 
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¥ÉÉlÉxÉÉ¤ÉÉÍ³ÉuÉirÉïiuÉÉ±lÉÑmÉmÉÌ¨ÉÈ | rÉ¨ÉÑ AuÉxjÉÉÌuÉzÉåwÉÉh ÉÉÍqÉuÉ ÃmrÉxrÉæuÉ 

EmÉÉSÉlÉÌlÉuÉ×Ì¨ÉÇ ÌuÉlÉÉ ÌlÉuÉ×̈ rÉÉmÉÉSlÉqÉç, iÉSrÉÑ£üqÉç | A¥ÉÉlÉå LuÉ ¥ÉÉlÉxrÉ xÉÉ¤ÉÉiÉç 

ÌuÉUÉåkÉÉuÉkÉÉUhÉålÉ A¥ÉÉlÉÉuÉxjÉÉrÉÉÈ iÉSÍpÉ³ÉÉrÉÉÈ ¥ÉÉlÉxÉÉ¤ÉÉÍ³ÉuÉirÉïiuÉÉWïûiuÉÉiÉç | lÉ iÉÑ 

ÃmrÉÉSÏlÉÉÇ AlÉÏSØYiuÉÉiÉç | AlÉåMüÉ¥ÉÉlÉmÉ¤Éå iÉÑ zÉƒ¡ûÉÌmÉ lÉ ESåÌiÉ | 
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.   

48. lÉlÉÑ-- AÎxqÉlÉç mÉ¤Éå LMürÉÉ uÉ×̈ rÉÉ xÉuÉïiÉS¥ÉÉlÉxrÉ ÌlÉuÉ×Ì¨ÉÈ EiÉ 

LMüiÉS¥ÉÉlÉxrÉ, AÉ±å mÉÑlÉÈ zÉÑ£åüÈ MüSÉÌmÉ AmÉëMüÉzÉÈ lÉ xrÉÉiÉç, AlirÉå uÉ×Ì¨ÉMüÉsÉåÅÌmÉ 

mÉëMüÉzÉÈ lÉ xrÉÉiÉç, LMüxrÉ AÉuÉUhÉxrÉ ÌlÉuÉ×̈ ÉÉæ AÌmÉ AÉuÉUhÉÉliÉUÉÌlÉuÉ×¨ÉåÈ CÌiÉ cÉåiÉç |  

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.  

49. lÉ; LMürÉÉ uÉ×̈ rÉÉ LMüÉ¥ÉÉlÉlÉÉzÉåÅÌmÉ iÉrÉÉ LuÉ AÉuÉUh ÉÉliÉUÉh ÉÉÇ mÉëÌiÉÂ®iuÉÉiÉç 

rÉÉuÉiÉç xÉÉ ÌiÉ¸ÌiÉ iÉÉuÉiÉç mÉëMüÉzÉÈ iÉxrÉÉÇ AmÉaÉiÉÉrÉÉÇ mÉÑlÉÈ AmÉëMüÉzÉÈ cÉ EmÉmÉ±iÉå | 

A¥ÉÉlÉxrÉ ¥ÉÉlÉmÉëÉaÉpÉÉuÉxjÉÉlÉÏrÉiuÉÉiÉç | rÉjÉÉ iÉuÉ LMÇü ¥ÉÉlÉÇ LMüqÉåuÉ mÉëÉaÉpÉÉuÉÇ 
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lÉÉzÉrÉÌiÉ, iÉ³ÉÉzÉÃmÉåhÉÉåSrÉÉiÉç mÉëÉaÉpÉÉuÉÉliÉUÌlÉoÉlkÉlÉÇ A¥ÉÉiÉiuÉÉÌSurÉuÉWûÉUÇ cÉ 

mÉëÌiÉoÉklÉÉÌiÉ iÉjÉÉ qÉqÉÉÌmÉ LMÇü ¥ÉÉlÉÇ LMüqÉåuÉ A¥ÉÉlÉÇ ÌlÉuÉiÉïrÉÌiÉ A¥ÉÉlÉÉliÉUÌlÉoÉlkÉlÉÇ 

cÉ mÉërÉÉåeÉlÉÇ mÉëÌiÉoÉklÉÉÌiÉ CÌiÉ ÌMÇü AlÉÑmÉmÉ³ÉqÉç? A§É cÉ mÉëÌiÉoÉlkÉmÉSålÉ 

MüÉrÉÉïlÉÑimÉÌ¨ÉmÉërÉÉåeÉMüiuÉÇ MüÉUÉh ÉÉpÉÉuÉmÉëÌiÉoÉlkÉMüxÉÉkÉÉUhÉÇ AÍpÉÌWûiÉqÉç | LuÉÇ 

AuÉxjÉÉÌuÉzÉåwÉmÉ¤Éå AÌmÉ mÉëMüÉzÉÉmÉëMüÉzÉÉæ EmÉmÉÉSlÉÏrÉÉæ | LuÉÇ AqÉÔiÉïxrÉ A¥ÉÉlÉxrÉ 
rÉ±ÌmÉ ShQûÉÌSlÉÉ aÉuÉÉSÏlÉÉÍqÉuÉ AmÉxÉUh ÉÇ MüUÉÌSlÉÉ MüOûÉSÏlÉÉÍqÉuÉ xÉÇuÉå¹lÉÇ cÉ lÉ 

xÉqpÉuÉÌiÉ iÉjÉÉÌmÉ MüÉrÉÉï¤ÉqÉiuÉxÉÉqrÉålÉ AmÉxÉÉUhÉxÉÇuÉå¹lÉmÉ¤ÉÉæ rÉÉåeÉlÉÏrÉÉæ | rÉjÉÉ ÌWû 
E¨ÉåeÉMüÉpÉÉuÉxÉWûM×üiÉxrÉ qÉh ÉåÈ mÉëÌiÉoÉlkÉMüiÉÉrÉÉÇ E¨ÉåeÉMüxÉ¨uÉå mÉëÌiÉoÉlkÉMüMüÉrÉÉï¤ÉqÉiuÉÇ 

iÉjÉÉ uÉ×̈ rÉpÉÉuÉxÉWûM×üiÉxrÉ A¥ÉÉlÉxrÉ mÉëÌiÉoÉlkÉMüiÉÉrÉÉÇ uÉ×¨ÉÉæ xÉirÉÉÇ iÉiMüÉrÉÉïlÉÑSrÉÈ CÌiÉ 

Sì¹urÉqÉç |  
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 vRitti, the effect of ajnAna (veiling of the object) does 

not arise.      

50. lÉlÉÑ cÉæiÉlrÉxrÉ ÌlÉUuÉrÉuÉiuÉÉiÉç iÉxrÉ LMüSåzÉålÉ mÉëMüÉzÉÈ lÉ rÉÑerÉiÉå | AjÉ 

AÉMüÉzÉ CuÉ iÉ¨ÉSjÉÉïuÉÎcNû³ÉiuÉÇ LMüSåzÉzÉoSÉjÉïÈ, iÉÌWïû lÉ AÉaÉliÉÑMümÉSÉjÉÉï-

uÉÎcNû³ÉcÉæiÉlrÉÇ AlÉÉ±¥ÉÉlÉxrÉ ÌuÉwÉrÉÈ ÌlÉÌuÉïwÉrÉxrÉ AÉuÉUhÉxrÉ ArÉÉåaÉÉiÉç, 

mÉëÉaÉlÉuÉÎcNû³ÉÉuÉUhÉqÉåuÉ CSÉlÉÏÇ AuÉÎcNû³ÉÉuÉUh ÉÇeÉÉiÉÇ CirÉÌmÉ lÉ, AuÉÎcNû³É-

cÉæiÉlrÉ¥ÉÉlÉålÉ LuÉ AlÉuÉÎcNû³ÉÉuÉUh ÉlÉÉzÉÉmÉ¨ÉåÈ |  LiÉålÉ urÉÌ£üiÉÈ mÉÔuÉïÇ eÉÉiÉåËUuÉ ÌuÉwÉrÉÉiÉç 
mÉÔuÉïÇ A¥ÉÉlÉÇ AÎxiÉ CÌiÉ ÌlÉUxiÉÇ CÌiÉ-- cÉåiÉç |     

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. lÉ, AlÉÉ±¥ÉÉlÉÌuÉwÉrÉå AlÉÉÌScÉæiÉlrÉå iÉ¨ÉSÉaÉliÉÑMümÉSÉjÉÉïuÉcNåûSÉprÉÑmÉaÉqÉÉiÉç | 

‘AÉ´ÉrÉiuÉÌuÉwÉrÉiuÉpÉÉÌaÉlÉÏ ÌlÉÌuÉïpÉÉaÉÍcÉÌiÉUåuÉ MåüuÉsÉå’irÉÑ£üiuÉÉiÉç | rÉSuÉÎ cNû³ÉaÉÉåcÉUÉ 

cÉ uÉ×Ì¨ÉÈ iÉSuÉcNåûSålÉ LuÉ AÉuÉUhÉÉmÉxÉUhÉÉiÉç lÉ AlÉuÉÎcNû³ÉcÉæiÉlrÉÉuÉUhÉpÉ…¡ûmÉëxÉ…¡ûÈ | 

AiÉ LuÉ uÉ×Ì¨ÉÌuÉwÉrÉÉuÉÎcNû³ÉcÉæiÉlrÉÉiÉç mÉëÉMçü A¥ÉÉlÉÇ AÎxiÉ CÌiÉ AÍpÉmÉëÉrÉåhÉ ÌuÉwÉrÉÉiÉç 

mÉëÉMçü A¥ÉÉlÉÇ AÎxiÉ CÌiÉ xÉÉkÉÑ E£üqÉç | iÉxqÉÉiÉç AÍkÉ¸ÉlÉcÉæiÉlrÉÇ xuÉÉkrÉxiÉÇ 
pÉÉxÉrÉÌiÉ CÌiÉ ÍxÉ®qÉç | 
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.     

52. iÉSrÉÇ A§É ÌlÉwMüwÉïÈ  rÉ±ÌmÉ ÌuÉwÉrÉmÉëMüÉzÉMÇü ÌuÉwÉrÉÉÍkÉ¸ÉlÉpÉÔiÉÇ mÉëqÉårÉcÉæiÉlrÉÇ, 

AliÉÈMüUhÉÉuÉÎcNû³ÉcÉæiÉlrÉÇ iÉÑ iÉxrÉ mÉëqÉÉiÉ×, AliÉÈMüUh ÉuÉ×¨rÉuÉÎcNû³ÉcÉæiÉlrÉÇ iÉÑ 

mÉëqÉÉhÉqÉç, iÉjÉÉÌmÉ rÉSÏrÉÉliÉÈMüUhÉuÉ×¨rÉÉ ÌuÉwÉrÉmÉrÉïliÉÇ cÉ¤ÉÑUÉÌS²ÉUÉ ÌlÉxxÉ×iÉrÉÉ 
rÉimÉëMüÉzÉMÇü cÉæiÉlrÉÇ rÉimÉëqÉÉiÉ×cÉæiÉlrÉÉpÉåSålÉ AÍpÉurÉerÉiÉå iÉqÉåuÉ xÉ LuÉ eÉÉlÉÉÌiÉ lÉ 

AlrÉÇ lÉ AlrÉÉå uÉÉ | AiÉ LuÉ LMüuÉ×̈ rÉÑmÉÉÃRûsÉ¤ÉhÉæMüsÉÉåsÉÏpÉÉuÉÉmÉ³ÉÇ mÉëqÉÉiÉ×mÉëqÉÉh É-

mÉëqÉårÉcÉæiÉlrÉÇ pÉuÉÌiÉ | iÉiÉÈ iÉSuÉcNåûSålÉ A¥ÉÉlÉÌlÉuÉ×¨rÉÉ pÉÉxÉqÉÉlÉÇ mÉëqÉårÉcÉæiÉlrÉÇ 

AmÉUÉå¤ÉÇ TüsÉÇ CirÉÑcrÉiÉå | iÉiÉç xuÉrÉÇ pÉÉxÉqÉÉlÉÇ xÉiÉç xuÉÉkrÉxiÉÇ bÉOûÉ±ÌmÉ pÉÉxÉrÉÌiÉ 

CÌiÉ iÉiÉç TüsÉurÉÉmrÉÇ CÌiÉ EmÉårÉiÉå | rÉÍ³É¸É cÉ rÉSÉMüÉUÉ uÉ×Ì¨ÉÈ pÉuÉÌiÉ iÉÍ³É Ç̧ iÉSÉMüÉUÇ 

A¥ÉÉlÉÇ xÉÉ lÉÉzÉrÉÌiÉ CÌiÉ ÌlÉrÉqÉÉiÉç mÉëqÉÉiÉ×mÉëqÉårÉÉåpÉrÉurÉÉÌmÉlÉÏ AmÉUÉå¤ÉuÉ×Ì¨ÉÈ 
xuÉÉuÉcNåûSålÉ AÉuÉUhÉÇ AmÉxÉÉUrÉÌiÉ mÉëMüÉzÉxrÉ xuÉÉuÉcNåûSålÉ AÉuÉUhÉÉmÉxÉÉUMüiuÉ-
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SzÉïlÉÉiÉç | AiÉÈ mÉëqÉÉ§ÉuÉÎcNû³ÉxrÉ AxÉ¨uÉÉuÉUhÉxrÉ mÉëqÉårÉÉuÉÎcNû³ÉxrÉ ApÉÉlÉÉuÉUhÉxrÉ 

cÉ AmÉxÉUhÉÉiÉç bÉOûÉåÅrÉÇ qÉå xTÑüUÌiÉ CirÉÉ±mÉUÉå¤ÉurÉuÉWûÉUÈ |  

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. mÉUÉå¤ÉxjÉsÉå iÉÑ  CÎlSììrÉxÉÍ³ÉMüwÉïsÉ¤ÉhÉ²ÉUÉpÉÉuÉÉiÉç AliÉÈMüUhÉÌlÉxxÉUhÉÉpÉÉuÉålÉ 

ÌuÉwÉrÉmÉrÉïliÉÇ uÉ×¨ÉåÈ AaÉqÉlÉÉiÉç ÌuÉwÉrÉÉuÉÎcNû³ÉmÉëqÉårÉcÉæiÉlrÉålÉ xÉWû mÉëqÉÉiÉ×cÉæiÉlrÉxrÉ 

LMüuÉ×¨rÉÑmÉÉÃRûiuÉÉpÉÉuÉålÉ AmÉUÉå¤ÉiÉrÉÉ AÍpÉurÉYirÉpÉÉuÉåÅÌmÉ mÉëqÉÉiÉ×mÉëqÉÉhÉcÉæiÉlrÉrÉÉåÈ 

LMüsÉÉåsÉÏpÉÉuÉÉmÉ¨rÉÉ mÉëqÉÉ§ÉuÉÎcNû³ÉÇ AxÉ¨uÉÉuÉUhÉqÉÉ§ÉÇ ÌlÉuÉiÉïiÉå; iÉÉuÉlqÉÉ§ÉxrÉ 

uÉ×¨rÉuÉÎcNû³ÉiuÉÉiÉç | CSqÉåuÉ xÉÑwÉÑÎmiÉurÉÉuÉ×Ì¨ÉzÉoSålÉ ÌuÉuÉUhÉÉcÉÉrÉæïÈ urÉÉZrÉÉiÉqÉç | 
ÌuÉwÉrÉÉuÉÎcNû³ÉÉpÉÉlÉÉuÉUhÉiÉiMüÉrÉïxÉ°ÉuÉåÅÌmÉ mÉëqÉÉ§ÉuÉÎcNû³ÉÉxÉ¨uÉÉuÉUhÉÌlÉuÉ×̈ rÉÉ 

AlÉÑqÉÉlÉÉSÉæ urÉuÉWûÉUÉåmÉmÉÌ¨ÉÈ | AiÉ LuÉ eÉÉlÉÉqrÉWÇû mÉuÉïiÉå uÉÌ»ûÈ AÎxiÉ CÌiÉ, xÉ iÉÑ 
MüÐSØzÉ CÌiÉ qÉå lÉ pÉÉÌiÉ CirÉÉÌSurÉuÉWûÉUÈ | §ÉrÉÉhÉÉÇ LMüsÉÉåsÉÏpÉÉuÉå AmÉUÉå¤ÉiuÉqÉç, 

²rÉÉãÈ LMüsÉÉåsÉÏpÉÉuÉå iÉÑ mÉUÉå¤ÉiuÉÍqÉÌiÉ lÉ xÉƒ¡ûUÈ | uÉ×̈ Éå¶É ÌuÉwÉrÉåhÉ xÉqÉÇ xÉÉ¤ÉÉSåuÉ 

AmÉUÉå¤ÉxjÉsÉå xÉqoÉlkÉÈ, mÉUÉå¤ÉxjÉsÉå iÉÑ AlÉÑÍqÉiÉåÈ AlÉÑqÉårÉålÉ iÉSèurÉÉmrÉ¥ÉÉlÉeÉlrÉiuÉqÉç, 

zÉÉo±ÉÈ xÉÇxÉaÉåïhÉ xÉWû iÉSÉ´ÉrÉuÉÉcÉMümÉSeÉlrÉiuÉqÉç, xqÉ×iÉåÈ xqÉiÉïurÉålÉ xÉWû 

iÉÌ²wÉrÉÉlÉÑpÉuÉeÉlrÉiuÉqÉç | LuÉÇ AlrÉ§ÉÉÌmÉ mÉUqmÉUÉxÉqoÉlkÉÈ LuÉ CÌiÉ mÉUÉå¤ÉÉmÉUÉå¤É-

ÌuÉpÉÉaÉÈ } ÌuÉxiÉUåhÉ urÉÑimÉÉÌSiÉÉ AxqÉÉÍpÉÈ CrÉÇ mÉëÌ¢ürÉÉ ÍxÉ®ÉliÉÌoÉlSÉæ | iÉxqÉÉiÉç 
ÌuÉwÉrÉxrÉ ÍqÉjrÉÉiuÉå AÌmÉ mÉëÌiÉMüqÉïurÉuÉxjÉÉ EmÉmÉ³ÉÉ CÌiÉ ÌSMçü || 

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, “I 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.      

CÌiÉ A²æiÉÍxÉ®Éæ mÉëÌiÉMüqÉïurÉuÉxjÉÉåmÉmÉÌ¨ÉÈ || 

End of the chapter on pratikarmavyavasthA 

 


