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CHAPTER 1 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
 This chapter mainly serves two purposes. The first is to clarify the question which is 
to be asked in this study. The second is to provide the features of this study; its target, its 
limitations, its methodology, and so on. 
 
 

Background of the Question 
 
 This study is a documentary research on the Brahmasūtra-śā�karabhā�ya. The 
Brahmasūtra-śā�karabhā�ya or Śa�kara’s commentary on the Brahmasūtra is one of the 
main works of Śa�kara or Śa�karācārya. His date and life is not always clear, but it seems 
to be certain that he lived in the seventh and eighth centuries A.D. The Brahmasūtra is 
traditionally ascribed to Bādarāya�a, whose date and life are unknown to us. This 
Brahmasūtra consists of 555 aphorisms (sūtra), which systematize the Upani�adic thought. 
Thus, this study is concerned with the three documentary sources; the Brahmasūtra- 
śā�karabhā�ya, the Brahmasūtra, and the Upani�ads. 
 For the practical reason, however, in this study the Brahmasūtra-śā�karabhā�ya 
and the Brahmasūtra are treated as an indivisible whole. The aphorisms are so brief that we 
can not understand them without oral explanations or written commentaries, as is the same 
with the other sūtra works in India. There are various commentaries (bhā�ya) on the 
Brahmasūtra, written by Śa�kara, Rāmānuja, Madhva, and so on.1 Among them, the 
Brahmasūtra-śā�karabhā�ya is the earliest which is accessible to us. 
 Moreover, the Upani�ads are sometimes regarded as a primary source as well, 
since the Brahmasūtra-śā�karabhā�ya contains the hermeneutics of the Upani�ads as its 
essential part. The name “Upani�ad” is not given to a certain book. It stands for a group of 
scriptural texts containing a philosophical thought. Moreover, these texts have gradually 
developed and formed as a part of the Brāhma�a or the Āra�yaka in the literature of the 
Vedas, especially in its earliest period. These are the Upani�ads which this study is mainly 
concerned with—we will see this issue in more detail in the second chapter “The Upani�ads 
and the Brahmasūtra-śā�karabhā�ya”—. Besides, as for the word upani�ad, although 
there seems to be a diversity of view on its meaning among contemporary scholars, it is 
probably appropriate to understand it in the meaning of ‘sit down near to’ or ‘approach’ which 
is implied by the verbal root upa-ni-�ad. It is very interesting that such an interpretation 
suggests its close relationship with the word upāsana (meditation)—which is one of the 
important concepts in Śa�kara’s thought—, which is derived from the verbal root upa-ās, 
literally ‘sit near to,’ although it is not reasonable to induce a trend of thought only from such 
an etymological aspect. This word upani�ad, however, has evidently another meaning, such 
as ‘secret meaning,’ ‘secret name,’ or ‘secret doctrine.’ Such a usage is already seen in the 
Upani�ads themselves.2 In this sense, this word can be also considered as a synonym of 
the word rahasya (secret) or guhya (secret). 
 
 

Statement of the Question 
 
 This study is an attempt to approach Śa�kara’s thought in the Brahmasūtra- 
                                                       
 1 These commentators or thinkers are usually regarded as belonging to the Vedānta System. 
Although the word vedānta originally stands for the Upani�ads, the Vedānta system should not be mixed up 
with them. The Vedānta system, also called the Uttara-mīmā�sā, is one of the six philosophical systems in 
India, such as the Sā�khya, the Yoga, the Nyāya, the Vaiśe�ika, the Pūrva-mīmā�sā, and the 
Uttara-mīmā�sā. 
 2 See B�. U., 2.1.20, Chā. U., 1.13.4, 3.11.3 etc. 
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śā�karabhā�ya through a concept of adhyāsa (superimposition). As for the word adhyāsa, 
which is derived from the verbal root adhy-as, literally ‘throw over’ or ‘place upon,’ Śa�kara 
defines it as “superimposition of the idea of something on something else” (anyatra-anya- 
d���y-adhyāsa) (B. Ś., 4.1.5) in general.3 This concept, however, should be understood in 
the following different meanings according to the philosophical contexts or the phases of 
Śa�kara’s thought. First, it is explained as something related to an epistemological or 
psychological theory of error. Second, it is presented as a presupposition or a ground of all 
kinds of behavior (vyavahāra); knowledge, action, and meditation. Third, it indicates a kind of 
meditation called adhyāsa-rūpa. Fourth, it means something related to almost all 
meditations including aha�-graha-upāsana (literally a self-grasping meditation)4 where the 
Upani�adic meditation culminates. Besides, this word adhyāsa (or its verbal root adhyas) 
has many synonyms in Śa�kara’s thought: adhyāruh (mount), sa�pad (attain, become, 
unite with), k�p (consider as), nirūp (represent, consider), nik�ip (throw down upon), upās 
(upa-as, throw down upon), abhipre (approach, think of), k�ip (throw, place on), ākal (tie, 
consider), adhyūh (place on, overlay), and so on as verbal root, adhyāropa (mounting, 
attribution), sa�patti (attainment, becoming, fulfulment), kalpanā, (forming, imagination), 
rūpa (form), and so on as noun. 
 The reasons why adhyāsa is adopted as a key concept in this study are as follows: 
First, this concept can be found in every phase of Śa�kara’s thought, while this concept is 
used in different meanings in each phase. Second, this is a unique concept to Śa�kara’s 
thought and can be found neither in the Brahmasūtra nor in the Upani�ads, although 
Śa�kara seems to use this concept in order to express the essential thought of the 
Brahmasūtra or the Upani�ads. Third, this concept has a close relation with meditation 
(upāsana), which is the indispensable factor in Śa�kara’s thought, and which Śa�kara 
seems to regard as an essential factor in the Upani�adic thought. Besides, māyā (illusion) 
or avidyā (nescience) is often adopted as a key concept to approach Śa�kara’s thought. 
This study is not against such an approach and it presupposes that adhyāsa has a close 
relation with those concepts.5  This study, however, starts with reserving judgment on 
whether Śa�kara’s philosophy is a kind of illusionism. It is sure that Śa�kara’s thought has a 
kind of theory of error as its part, but it is related to only a part or a phase of Śa�kara’s 
thought. The concepts of māyā and avidyā are to be put into question not only in the phase 
of the logical consideration, but also in the phase of meditation. Thus, we adopt the concept 
of adhyāsa, which seems to be deeply related to the issue of meditation, as a key concept of 
this study. 
 
 

Significance of the Question 
 
 This study presupposes that Śa�kara’s thought in the Brahmasūtra- 
śā�karabhā�ya consists of several phases. Such a presupposition is superficially against 
the principal assertion of the Upani�ads, namely, oneness (ekatva), which is generally 
formulated as the oneness of Brahma and the self (brahma-ātma-ekatva). Śa�kara’s 
position, however, is far from a certain monism which consists in deducing its whole thought 
                                                       
 3 The similar explanations are found in other places as well: “[The superimposition is] the 
superimposition of the attribute of something on something self” (anyatrānyadharmādhyāsa) (B. Ś., 
Introduction). “[The superimposition is that] the idea of a thing is superimposed on another thing” 
(arthāntarabuddhirarthāntare nik�ipyate) (B. Ś., 3.3.9). 
 4 Aha�-graha-upāsana is a technical term of the Vedānta system. Śa�kara uses neither the 
word aha�-graha-upāsana nor aha�-graha, although he often uses the word ātma-graha (self-grasping). 
However, it is evident that Śa�kara’s thought contains the meditation which can be called aha�-graha- 
upāsana. Thus, in this study, we use this word according to the tradition of the Vedānta system. 
 5 Although Śa�kara’s thought can be considered as a kind of māyā theory, it is appropriate to 
think that this concept of māyā does not imply only the illusionistic characteristic of this transitory world, but 
something like “medium” leading to “liberation.” See Sombat Mangmeesukhsiri, “A Comparative Study of 
the Māyā Theory in the Śa�kara Philosophy and the La�kāvatāra Sūtra” (Ph.D Dissertion, University of 
Delhi, 2001), 94-96. 
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from a single methodological principle, whether materialistic or spiritualistic. The difference 
is; such a monism is based on a methodological singularity, while Śa�kara’s thought 
consists in questioning the concept of oneness itself, and this question forms the phases of 
his thought. 
 In our normal life, we suppose that we already understand the concept of oneness. 
Śa�kara does not deny this. However, he explains that there are already understood two 
things; one is concerned with the oneness of an individual thing, and the other is concerned 
with the oneness of that which should be discriminated (vivektavya) from the individual and 
transitory sphere. Furthermore, this study presupposes that the oneness questioned in the 
phase of meditation, namely, “liberation” (mok�a), is again different from two concepts of 
oneness above. In other words, although the knowledge of the oneness of Brahman and the 
self, which is presented by the Upani�ads, is crucial to Śa�kara’s thought, what is 
questioned by Śa�kara is not only how to understand Brahman and the self—which is 
mainly related to the hermeneutics of the Upani�ads and the logical consideration based on 
them—, but also how to realize the ultimate oneness, which should be sought verily in the 
phase of meditation. 
 
 

Goal and Objective 
 
 The target of this study is to present the phase of meditation as the place where the 
ultimate meaning of adhyāsa is to be asked in Śa�kara’s thought. This study is not intended 
to be against the view that meditation has an aspect of mental exercises. However, at least 
in Śa�kara’s thought, the issue of meditation should not be considered only as a practical 
methodology, whether moralistic or spiritualistic. It should be questioned in the philosophical 
context in a broad sense, especially in regard to the knowledge of oneness of Brahman and 
the self (brahma-ātma-ekatva). 
 Furthermore, meditation is concerned with a kind of mysticism and in this sense 
meditation is to be understood in a close relation with the concepts of upani�ad (secret), 
rahasya (secret), guhya (secret), and avyakta (not manifest). However, we want to try to 
avoid the two extremes. One is agnosticism. The other is intuitionism, as typically seen in the 
case of the thought of a mystical union. 
 To be sure, Śa�kara’s thought obviously includes the view that we have some 
inability to reach the supreme (para). However, Śa�kara does not simply conclude this 
inability through logical considerations. Generally, our realization or understanding of some 
inability can be also a kind of knowledge. It must be meaningful for us to investigate how and 
where this inability should be put into question. We suppose that Śa�kara tries to explain 
this realization or understanding of this inability somehow, verily in the phase of meditation. 
 On the other hand, it is a fact that Śa�kara often uses the word “immediacy” or 
“directness,” such as sak�āt (literally ‘with one’s own eyes’), aparok�āt (literally ‘not beyond 
the range of sight’ or ‘not absent of speaker’), pratyak�a (literally ‘present before the eyes’) 
and anubhava (literally ‘experience’), in order to emphasize the significance of our own 
experience—even including the complete realization (samyag-darśana)—. As we will see in 
the forth chapter “Meaning of Svarūpa,” we suppose that Śa�kara’s emphasis on the 
significance of experience is expressed through the thought of “the discriminatory 
knowledge” (viveka-vijñāna), which can be said as a kind of intuitional knowledge. However, 
only through this fact, we can not easily say that “knowledge” is always compatible with our 
experience. In fact, the relationship between “knowledge” and “experience” is to be put into 
question in quite different manner in the phase of obligatory action and the phase of 
meditation.  
 Thus, rather than to easily consider Śa�kara’s thought as agnosticism or 
intuitionism, we want to investigate the meaning of our inability to reach the supreme and our 
experience, by considering what he puts into question in the phase of the logical 
consideration, the phase of obligatory actions, and the phase of meditation. 
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Scope and Delimitation 

 
 In this study, there are three significant delimitations. The first one is concerned 
with the relationship between Śa�kara and Buddhism. It is well-known that vyavahāra and 
paramārtha are ones of the most important concepts in Buddhism, especially in Mahāyāna 
Buddhism, such as Śūnya-vāda and Vijñāna-vāda. It is to be noted that these two concepts 
are referred to as two modes of existence (avasthā) found in the context of the supreme 
knowledge (para-vidyā) in Śa�kara’s commentary on the Brahmasūtra. It is indubitable that 
Śa�kara lived under a great influence of Buddhism. This study is insufficient in this point of 
view and is almost only focused on the Brahmanical aspect of Śa�kara’s thought, although 
there are four reasons: First, it seems to be appropriate to reserve judgment on whether 
Śa�kara’s thought of svarūpa (essence) or viveka (discrimination) is found in Buddhism, 
especially, Śūnya-vāda and Vijñāna-vāda. Second, Śa�kara’s view of obligatory actions, 
which he dares to think of as related in the traditional sacrifice, is closely related to the view 
of the Pūrva-mīmā�sā—this issue will be argued in the fifth chapter “Meaning of 
Ta�astha”—. Third, Śa�kara’s arguments about sacrifice are indispensable for us to 
understand the concept of meditation in his thought. Fourth, Śa�kara does not blindly rely 
on his tradition, but it does not necessarily prove the heresy of his thought. 
 The second limitation is related to the hermeneutical methodology. Śa�kara’s 
thought has the hermeneutics of the Upani�ads as its essential part. As for its methodology, 
Śa�kara depends much on Jaimini, who is regarded as the grounder of the Pūrva- 
mī�āmsā, although Jaimini’s interpretation of the Upani�ads is not always adopted by 
Śa�kara. This hermeneutical methodology, however, is not sufficiently considered in this 
study. In regard to this methodology, this study depends just on some explanations of 
Gambhirananda which are given in the notes of his translation of Śa�kara’s commentary on 
the Brahmasūtra. 
 The third is concerned with the other works of Śa�kara. It is evident that Śa�kara’s 
commentary on the Brahmasūtra is one of his main works. To argue about his whole thought, 
however, we must take account of his other works, especially, his commentaries on the 
Upani�ads (the B�hadāra�yaka, the Chāndogya, the Taittirīya, the Aitareya, the Kena, the 
Ka�ha, the Īśa, the Mu��aka, the Praśna, and the Mā��ūkya) and his commentary on the 
Bhagavadgītā. Although these works are in a sense indispensable even for the study of his 
commentary on the Brahmasūtra, it is beyond the scope of this study. This study is limited to 
Śa�kara’s thought in his commentary on the Brahmasūtra. 
 
 

Definition of the Words 
 
 Sat (being or reality): “The Practical Sanskrit-English Dictionary” (Apte 1998) 
defines this word sat (verbal root as) as ‘that which really exists,’ ‘entity,’ ‘being,’ ‘existence,’ 
and ‘essence.’ There, however, is a difficulty. There is also a word which stands for 
“existence,” namely bhāva (verbal root bhū), which seems to have a close relation with a 
series of word such as sa�bhū (be produced or be possible), jan (be born), and utpad 
(originate) in Śa�kara’s thought. Although it is not clear that there is a discrimination 
between as and bhū in Indian philosophy in general, this study presupposes that these two 
words are to be discriminated at least in Śa�kara’s thought. For example, Śa�kara often 
uses a concept of sad-bhāva which means “a real existence.” It implies that there is an 
opposite concept, namely, asad-bhāva, which Śa�kara uses in fact. Although it is not 
possible to conclude decisively how these two words sat and bhāva should be translated, in 
this study these two words sat and bhāva are translated into “being” (or “reality”) and 
“existence” (or “becoming into existence”) respectively so that the concepts expressed by 
these two words can be discriminated. 
 Upāsana (meditation): There are found many words in the Brahmasūtra- 
śā�karabhā�ya which stand for meditation, such as upāsana, nididhyāsana, samādhi, 
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dhyāna, vidyā, and so on. Although these words are sometimes used in different meanings 
in Indian philosophy in general, those differences are almost ignored in this study. It is 
because this study presupposes that Śa�kara’s thought consists in questioning meditation 
in general in the relation with knowledge, rather than in analyzing meditation. 
 Upādhi (limiting adjunct): This word is derived from the verbal root upa-ā-dhā, 
which literally means ‘place upon’ or ‘put on.’ Therefore this word upādhi originally means 
‘that which is placed upon [another thing].’ This word has also several derivative meanings, 
such as ‘substitute,’ ‘appearance,’ ‘disguise,’ ‘name,’ ‘appellation,’ and so on. This word is 
also used in the syllogism of the Nyāsa-Vaiśe�ika system as standing for ‘a qualifying term 
added to a too general middle,’ but such a usage can not be found in Śa�kara’s thought. 
This study presupposes that this concept has a close relation with the concept of adhyāsa 
and it has several meanings in Śa�kara’s thought like adhyāsa. For example, in a phase of 
Śa�kara’s thought, it is considered as “adjunct” which is wrongly attributed to the eternal, in 
another phase, it is considered as “existential factor,” without which we can not understand 
the eternal, again in another phase, it is considered as something relating to our modes of 
existence along with concepts of nāma-dheya or vyavahāra (name or name-giving) and 
pratīka (symbol). 
 Para (high, supreme): The word para (literally ‘far,’ ‘remote,’ ‘beyond,’ ‘on the other 
side of’) is generally translated as “high” or “supreme.” The difficulty, however, consists in the 
fact that there are evidently two kinds of para in Śa�kara’s thought, which seems to 
constitute the phases of Śa�kara’s thought like the warp and woof of a textile. Or, one kind 
of para constitutes the phases of Śa�kara’s thought, and another kind of para is to be 
understood as something to be ripened or matured. It is well-known that these two concepts 
are also interpreted as an essential definition (svarūpa-lak�a�ā) and an accidental 
definition (ta�astha-lak�a�ā) in the Vedanta system. Together with them, the words 
“transcendental” and “transcendent” are also adopted in this study. This issue will be argued 
in the third chapter “Question about the Concept of Para”. 
 Prā�a: It literally means ‘breath of life,’ ‘vital air.’ This word also stands for ‘vital 
organs’ or ‘sense organs,’ such as prā�a (in a narrow sense), ‘speech’ (vāc), ‘eye’ (cak�us), 
‘ear’ (śrotra), and ‘mind’ (manas). In this sense, it can be understood as our actual body 
which is related to “the valid means of knowledge” (pramā�a), such as “perception” 
(pratyak�a), “inference” (anumāna), and so on. Furthermore, in Śa�kara’s thought, this 
word also stands for “the subtle body” (li�ga-ātman, sūk�ma, puru�a). Although these 
meanings are to be discriminated according to the phases of Śa�kara’s thought, it is 
extremely difficult to specify the meaning of this word especially when it appears in the 
quotations of the Upani�ads. Therefore, in this study, this word is not translated. If 
necessary, we add a note in each case. 
 
 

Methodology of the Study 
 
 This study is intended to be critical. However, it does not mean that this study is 
aimed at criticizing or faultfinding of Śa�kara’s thought, but it is aimed to approach his 
thought, taking account of his cultural and religious background. For this reason, this study 
provides a brief survey about the Upani�ads and the Brahmasūtra (or the Brahmasūtra- 
śā�karabhā�ya) in the second chapter from the following viewpoints; the place of the 
Upani�ads in the literature of the Vedas, the chronological Classification of the Upani�ads, 
the quotations of the Upani�ads in the Brahmasūtra-śā�karabhā�ya, the Mahāvākyas, and 
the overview of the Brahmasūtra (or the Brahmasūtra-śānkarabhā�ya), based on the 
documentary materials, such as “The Tables of Sūtras of the Brahmasūtra” (Appendix I), 
“The Index of Quotations of the Upani�ads” (Appendix II), and so on. In addition, taking 
account of the significance of the issues of “meaning”—not only because Śa�kara’s thought 
has the hermeneutics of the Upani�ads as its essential part, but also because the phase of 
meditation in Śa�kara’s thought is deeply related to the sphere of “meaning” as our modes 
of existence—, this study tries to be focused on the issues of “meaning,” for example, the 
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issue about the etymological meanings of the principal concepts, the issue of the kinds of 
compound words (samāsa), the issue of the glorification (arthavāda), and so on. 
 Furthermore, there are three issues concerning the content of Śa�kara’s thought, 
which we should especially pay attention to in regard to the cultural and religious 
background. The first issue is related to the logical consideration based on the scriptures. 
The main thought in this phase—such as “essence” (svarūpa) or the discriminatory 
knowledge (viveka-vijñāna)—is closely related to the Upani�adic thought, especially the 
thought held by the Chāndogya Upani�ad. However, the meaning of this thought is so deep 
that we can probably say that this thought has a vivid impact even from the viewpoint of the 
sophisticated philosophies in the present time. Therefore, we refer to the views of 
contemporary scholars, even including the view which suggests the similarity between 
Śa�kara and a certain modern philosopher.  
 The second issue is related to Īśvara (the God), which we find a difficulty in dealing 
with. It is obvious that Śa�kara’s thought is not only related to philosophy but also to religion, 
as we can see from the fact that Śa�kara argues about “liberation” (mok�a). To ask the 
religious aspect of Śa�kara’s thought, however, we must consider not only “liberation” but 
also the God. Strictly speaking, in Śa�kara’s thought, we can not question “liberation” 
without being faced with this difficulty about the God. Śa�kara insists that the God in its 
supreme aspect or its unqualified aspect can be described only by “not this not this.” The one 
who creates, maintains, and destroys this transitory world, is not “the unqualified.” However, 
we should put into question the oneness of the God (Īśvara or Brahman) somehow. This 
difficulty, on the other hand, is seen in the different way in Śa�kara’s arguments about the 
meditations of the Chāndogya Upani�ad. The Chāndogya Upani�ad has an undeniable 
significance in the hermeneutics of the scriptures and the logical consideration based on the 
scriptures, and definitely constitutes the basic trend of Śa�kara’s thought—we will see this 
issue mainly in the third and fourth chapters, “Question about the Concept of Para” and 
“Meaning of Svarūpa”—. Nevertheless, the very same Śa�kara, however incredible it may 
appear, criticizes repeatedly the meditations of the Chāndogya Upani�ad in contrast with 
the meditations of the B�hadāra�yaka in the third chapter of the 
Brahmasūtra-śā�karabhā�ya—we will see this issue in detail in the fifth chapter “Meaning 
of Ta�astha”—, verily because the Chāndogya Upani�ad is not concerned with the difficulty 
about “the unqualified.” This ambivalent characteristic of Śa�kara’s thought can not be 
easily accessible from the heretic or atheistic point of view. Thus, we want to investigate the 
meaning of Śa�kara’s criticism of the thought held by the Chāndogya Upani�ad, not 
supposing that Śa�kara simply denies his religious orthodoxy.   
 The third issue is “rite” or “sacrifice.” Śa�kara’s negative assertion about “sacrifice” 
is apt to lead us, the contemporary readers, especially, who have a different cultural 
background, to neglect Śa�akara’s arguments about “sacrifice.” Although it is not 
appropriate to think that Śa�kara should be regarded as a ritualist like the Pūrva-mīmā�sā, 
it does not necessarily mean that we do not need to take account of Śa�kara’s complex 
arguments about sacrifice. First, as mentioned already, as for obligatory actions, it is not 
easy to find any difference between the Pūrva-mīmā�sā and Śa�kara—except the issue of 
Īśvara (the God)—. In this point of view, it seems that Śa�kara dares to stay in the tradition 
of the ritualism. Suppose that his negative assertion is related to obligatory actions 
themselves rather than the ritualism, how should we understand his assertion? Second, 
Śa�kara regards the discrimination between sacrifice (karma, yajña, kratu) and meditation 
(upāsana, yajña, kratu, vidyā) as one of the important arguments in the third chapter of his 
commentary on the Brahmansūtra. As each of the words yajña and kratu is used in both 
meanings of sacrifice and meditation, these two concepts should not be discriminated by the 
words “sacrifice” and “meditation.” It is more appropriate to think that it is this discrimination 
itself that Śa�kara argues about there. Furthermore, it is not to be forgotten that the 
Upani�ads originally have a close relationship with the Brāhma�as which have evidently a 
characteristic of the ritualism. For these reasons, in this study, rather than simply exclude the 
issue of sacrifices from Śa�kara’s thought, we want to take account of the proximate 
relationship between sacrifices and meditations, which seems to be deep-rooted in 
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Śa�kara’s traditional and historical background, and to investigate the discrimination 
between them according to his arguments. 
 Thus, in this study, we consider the hermeneutics of the Upani�ads, the arguments 
about “essence” (svarūpa), the consideration of obligatory actions, the question about 
meditations, and so on, taking account of his historical and traditional background. Besides, 
there are two scholars, whom this study owes a great deal to. Paul Deussen makes an 
instructive suggestion, especially in regard to the thought of “essence,” although he 
emphasizes the modern aspect of this thought. As for Śa�kara’s cultural and religious 
background, Swami Gambhirananda gives a general indication, especially about the 
Upani�adic methodology, the hermeneutics of the Upani�ads, and the Upani�adic 
meditation.  
 
 

Source materials of the study 
 
 The primary source of this study is “Brahmasūtra Śā�karabhā�yam with 
Commentaries: Bhā�yaratnaprabhā of Govindānanda, Bhāmātī of Vācaspatimiśra, 
Nyāyanir�aya of Ānandagiri” (Shastri, ed. 1980)—we briefly call it Shastri’s edition in this 
study—. The following English translations are also consulted: “Brahmasūtrabhā�ya of 
Śa�karācārya” (Gambhīrānanda, trans. 1983), “Brahma-sūtra Shānkara-bhāshya” (Apte, 
trans. 1960), and “Vedānta-Sūtra with the Commentary by Sa�karākārya” (Thibaut, trans. 
1904). 
 As for the Upani�ads, this study mainly consults “The Principal Upani�ads” 
(Radhakrishnan, ed. trans. 1953). Especially, in this study, the way to give chapter and verse 
for the passages of the Upani�ads is based on this edition of Radhakrishnan, since it is not 
always consistent in Shastri’s edition. However, the Upani�ads’ texts cited by Śa�kara are 
taken as it is in Shastri’s edition, even though a discrepancy is found between Śa�kara’s 
quotations and Radhakrishnan’s edition. 
 To survey the historical and philosophical aspect of Śa�kara's thought, this study 
also refers to the following secondary sources: “Encyclopedia of Indian philosophy Vol. 3: 
Advaita up to Śa�kara and his pupils” (Potter, ed. 1998) “Life and thought of Śa�karācārya” 
(Pande 1998), “The system of the Vedanta” (Deussen 1912), “The philosophy of the 
Upanishads” (Deussen 1972), and so on. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 
THE UPANI�ADS AND THE BRAHMASŪTRA-ŚĀ�KARABHĀ�YA 

 
 This chapter presents a brief overview of the Upani�ads and the Brahmasūtra- 
śā�karabhā�ya, focusing on the following points; the place of the Upani�ads in the 
literature of the Vedas, the Upani�ads as seen from the viewpoint of Śa�kara’s citation, the 
Mahāvākyas (the great sentences of the Upani�ads), and the constitution of the 
Brahmasūtra-śā�karabhā�ya. 
 
 

The Upani�ads in the Literature of the Vedas 
 
 The Upani�ads are also called Vedānta. It literally means the end of the Vedas, 
and sometimes it is interpreted as the culmination of the Vedas. One of the contemporary 
scholars says, “The Upani�ads are the first recorded attempts of the Hindus at systematic 
philosophizing.”1 There is no reason to be against such a view. The historical fact, however, 
shows that the scriptural texts called the Upani�ads have originally developed and formed in 
the literature of the Vedas. Although concepts of jñānakā��a—the portion of the Vedas 
relating to knowledge, which implies the Upani�ads—and karmakā��a2—the portion of the 
Vedas relating to sacrificial rites, which implies the portion of the Brāhma�as, also called 
vidhi (injunction) and arthavāda (explanatory sentences)—are not to be ignored, 
nevertheless it is not appropriate to throw away the historical background of the Upani�ads 
and think of them as the independent works. We should also take into account that Śa�kara 
quotes the texts of the Sa�hitās, the Brāhma�as, and the Āra�yakas, and that he 
sometimes mentions the names of the Vedic Schools, especially in regard to the issue of 
meditation. Thus, let us review the place of the Upani�ads in the literature of the Vedas. 
 
 

The Vedas, the Brāhma�as, the Āra�yakas, and the Upani�ads 
 
 The word veda, which is derived from the verbal root vid, means “knowledge” or 
“sacred knowledge.” There are four Vedas: the �igveda, the Sāmaveda, the Yajurveda, and 
the Atharvaveda. Each of them consists of four parts, Sa�hitās (collections of hymns) 
Brāhma�as (prose treatises discussing the significance of sacrificial rites), Āra�yakas 
(forest texts), and Upani�ads. Āra�yakas are sometimes included in the Brāhma�as and 
sometimes regarded as independent. Upani�ads are sometimes included in the 
Brāhma�as, sometimes included in the Āra�yakas, and sometimes regarded as 
independent. Furthermore, every one of these four Vedas was taught in different branches 
(śākhā), namely, Vedic Schools. With times different works of parallel contents developed 
out of them. This difference is not so considerable in the case of the Sa�hitās. But this 
difference is distinguished in the case of the Brāhma�as. Thus, every branch has its own 
Brāhma�a which contains the Āra�yaka and the Upani�ad. Although it seems that there is 
a diversity of the view about the Vedic Schools among the contemporary scholars, here let 
us review the Vedic Schools according to Paul Deussen. There are the following branches 
which the older Upani�ads are concerned with.3 Besides, Deussen does not admit any 
Vedic Schools related to the Upani�ads belonging to the Atharvaveda, since “in the 
Atharva-Upani�ads we must not expect to find the dogmatic text-books of definite Vedic 

                                                       
 1 Rebert Ernest Hume, The Thirteen Principal Upani�ads (Delhi : Oxford University Press, 1921), 
2. 
 2 Śa�kara also uses the word karmakā��a. See B. Ś., 1.1.4, 2.1.14. 
 3 Paul Deussen, The Philosophy of the Upani�ads (Delhi : Oriental Publishers, 1972), 6-7. 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 

                                                                             9 

schools.”4 
 
 1. �gveda   Aitareyins Aitareya Upani�ad 
      Kau�ītakins Kau�ītaki Upani�ad 
 2. Sāmaveda   Tā��ins  Chāndogya Upani�ad 
      Jaiminīyas Kena Upani�ad 
 3. K���a Yajurveda Taittirīyakas Taittirīya Upani�ad 
   (black)     Mahānārāya�a Upani�ad 
      Kā�has  Kā�haka Upani�ad 
      (wanting) Śvetāśvatara Upani�ad 
      Maitrāya�īyas Maitrāya�īya Upani�ad 
   Śukla Yajurveda Vājasaneyins B�hadāra�yaka Upani�ad 
   (white)     Īśa Upani�ad 
 
 

Chronological classification of the Upani�ads 
 
 Although this issue seems to be also still under discussion among the 
contemporary scholars, here let us see it according to Paul Deussen as well. We can 
distinguish four successive periods of time, to which the Upani�ads as a whole may be 
assigned. These four periods are called “the ancient prose Upani�ads,” “the metrical 
Upani�ads,” “the later prose Upani�ads,” and “the later Atharva Upani�ads” in the 
chronological order. 
 The ancient prose Upani�ads are the B�hadāra�yaka, the Chāndogya, the 
Taittirīya, the Aitareya, the Kau�ītaki, and the Kena. 
 The metrical Upani�ads are the Kā�haka, the Īśa, the Śvetāśvatara, the 
Mu��aka, and the Mahānārāya�a. 
 The later prose Upani�ads are the Praśna, the Maitrāya�īya, and the Mā��ūkya. 
 The later Atharva Upani�ads are again grouped into five, according to the 
predominant tendency, such as “Purely Vedantic Upani�ads,” “Yoga-Upani�ads,” 
“Sa�nyāsa-Upani�ads,” “Śiva-Upani�ads,” and “Vi��u-Upani�ads.” 
 Purely Vedantic Upani�ads are the Garbha, the Prā�āgnihotra, the Pi��a, the 
Ātma, the Sarvopani�atsāra, and the Gāru�a (Garu�a). 
 Yoga-Upani�ads are the Brahmavidyā, the K�urikā, the Cūlikā, the Nādabindu, 
the Brahmabindu, the Am�tabindu, the Dhyānabindu, the Tejobindu, the Yogaśikhā, the 
Yogatattva, and the Ha�sa. 
 Sa�nyāsa-Upani�ads are the Brahma, the Sa�nyāsa, the Āru�eya, the 
Ka��haśruti, the Paramaha�sa, the Jābāla, and the Āśrama. 
 Śiva-Upani�ads are the Atharvaśiras, the Atharvaśikhā, the Nīlarudra, the 
Kālāgnirudra, and the Kaivalya. 
 Vi��u-Upani�ads are the Mahā, the Nārāya�a, the Ātmabodha, the 
N�si�hatāpanīya (N�si�hapūrvatāpanīya, N�si�hottaratāpānīya), and the Rāmatāpanīya 
(Rāmapūrvatāpanīya, Rāmottaratāpanīya). 
 In this classification, it is to be noted that the Upani�ads which are called “the 
ancient prose Upani�ads” are parts of the Brāhma�a or the Āra�yaka. The 
B�hadāra�yaka Upani�ad belongs to the Śatapatha Brāhma�a, the Chāndogya Upani�ad 
to the Chāndogya Brāhma�a, the Taittirīya Upani�ad to the Taittirīya Āra�yaka, the 
Aitareya Upani�ad to the Aitareya Āra�yaka, the Kau�ītaki Upani�ad to the Kau�ītaki 
(Śā�khyana) Āra�yaka, the Kena Upani�ad to the Jaiminīya (Talvakāra) Brāhma�a. 
Besides, the Īśa Upani�ad, which is classified as “the metrical Upani�ads” above, is also a 
part of the Vājasaneyi Sa�hitā. 
 
 

                                                       
 4 Ibid., 7. 
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Quotations of the Upani�ads in the Brahmasūtra-śā�karabhā�ya 
 
 The following survey about the quotations is based on “Index of Quotations in the 
Brahmasūtra-śā�karabhā�ya” (Appendix II), which is just concerned with the quotations 
whose references are explicitly given in Shastri’s edition. Thus, this survey is not aimed for 
the complete investigation of quotations in the Brahmasūtra-śā�karabhā�ya, but just for the 
overview of its relationship with the Upani�ads. 
 It is clear that Śa�kara intends to understand the Upani�adic thought under a 
certain integrated view, but it does not mean that Śa�kara would arbitrarily cite the passages 
from the Upani�ads in order to assert the view. On the contrary, Śa�kara’s thought is deeply 
based on the hermeneutics of the Upani�ads. Every citation holds the original context of the 
Upani�ads behind it. It is to be noted that Śa�kara sometimes indicates the dissimilarity of 
the views among the Upani�ads, especially in regard to the arguments about vidyā 
(meditation)—this issue will be argued in detail in the fifth chapter “Meaning of Ta�astha”—. 
Thus, before our discussion about Śa�kara’s thought, we want to survey briefly the 
concerned Upani�ads in advance. The whole review of the concerned Upani�ads, however, 
is beyond the scope of this study. Therefore, let us review certain Upani�ads, based on a 
statistic survey of the quotations in Śa�kara’s commentary on the Brahmasūtra. 
 There are found 1804 quotations—when one quotation has two or three references, 
it is regarded as two or three quotations respectively. Except 78 quotations referring to the 
Brahmasūtra itself, there remain 1726. Among them, there are 1582 quotations of the 
Upani�ads, 40 of the Sa�hitās, the Brāhma�as, or the Āra�yakas, 104 of the Sm�tis (the 
traditional texts written by the sages, based on the Śrutis—which are the sacred texts 
described by the seers, namely, the Vedas including the Upani�ads—), such as the 
Bhagavadgīta 57, the Mahābhārata 1, the Manu 7, the Dharma-sūtra 1, the Pā�ini 4, the 
Jaimini-sūtra 19, the Sā�khya-kārika 1, the Yoga-sūtra 2, the Nyāsa-sūtra 2, the 
Vaiśe�ika-sūtra 8, the Gau�apāda-kārika 2—the attached figures indicates the number of 
quotations. 
 Let us see the quotations of the Upani�ads in more detail; the Chāndogya 639, the 
B�hadāra�yaka 469, the Taittirīya 112, the Mu��aka 100, the Ka�ha 91, the Śvetāśvatara 
50, the Kau�ītaki 39, the Praśna 29, the Aitareya 21, the Īśa 9, the Jābāla 8, the 
Mahānārāya�a 5, the Kena 5, the Brahmabindu 1, (the Mā��ūkya 1, the Kaivalya 1, the 
Muktikā 2).5 As for the references of the Mā��ūkya, the Kaivalya, and the Muktikā, they 
seem to be added in Shastri’s edition just to indicate that the quotation from the 
B�hadāra�yaka (4.3.19) is also seen in the Mā��ūkya (5), the quotation from the 
Mu��aka (3.2.6) in the Kaivalya (3), the quotation from the Ka�ha (1.3.15) in the Muktikā 
(2.72) respectively. Therefore it is not necessarily sure that these three references mean the 
quotations by Śa�kara. Besides, the Pai�gāla Upani�ad should be added to them, which 
Śa�kara calls pai�gy-upani�ad (B. Ś., 1.3.2) or pai�gi-rahasya-brāhma�a (B. Ś., 1.2.12) in 
his commentary on the Brahmasūtra, but whose references are not given in Shastri’s edition. 
Thus, we conclude that the Upani�ads, which are quoted by Śa�kara in his commentary on 
the Brahmasūtra, are the following fifteen Upani�ads; the Chāndogya, the B�hadāra�yaka, 
the Taittirīya, the Mu��aka, the Ka�ha, the Śvetāśvatara, the Kau�ītaki, the Praśna, the 
Aitareya, the Īśa, the Jābāla, the Mahānārāya�a, the Kena, the Brahmabindu, and the 
Pai�gāla.6 
 
 

                                                       
 5 Paul Deussen gives the following figures, based on his investigation; the Chāndogya 809, the 
B�hadāra�yaka 565, the Taittirīya 142, the Mu��aka 129, the Ka�ha 103, the Kau�ītaki 88, the 
Śvetaśvatra 53, the Praśna 38, the Aitareya 22, the Jābāla 13, the Mahānārāya�a 9, the Īśa 8, the Pai�gāla 
6, the Kena 5. See Deussen, The Philosophy of the Upani�ads, 30. 
 6 Paul Deussen does not count the Brahmabindu Upani�ad in them, although he admits that the 
concerned verse (B. Ś., 3.2.18) is found in the Brahmabindu Upani�ad (Brahmavindu, 12). He supposes 
that this quotation is taken from the Mahābhārata. See Paul Deussen, The System of the Vedanta (Delhi : 
Low Price Publications, 1912), 493. 
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The Chāndogya and the B�hadāra�yaka 
 
 It is a little surprising that there can not be found any quotation of the Mā��ūkya 
Upa�i�ad and the Maitrāya�a Upani�ad, although there are two quotations of the 
Gaudapāda-kārika. However, it is more noteworthy that Śa�kara’s citation from the 
Chāndogya and the B�hadāra�yaka is outstandingly frequent. Even considering the 
volume of each Upani�ad, this tendency is not changed. For example, the top twenty verses 
which are frequently quoted are as follows; the Chāndogya 3.14.2, 6.2.1, 6.2.3, 6.3.2, 6.8.1, 
6.8.7, 7.24.1, 8.7.1, 8.14.1, the B�hadāra�yaka 1.4.10, 2.5.19, 3.7.23, 3.9.26, 4.4.2, 4.4.6, 
4.4.22, 4.5.15, the Taittirīya 2.1.1, 2.6.1, 2.7.1. Then the verses of the Mu��aka and the 
Ka�ha follow them. Thus, let us consider the quotations of the B�hadāra�yaka and the 
Chāndogya further in detail. 
 The B�hadāra�yaka has six chapters (adhyāya). It is also divided into three parts 
(kā��a), Madhu Kā��a (chapter 1 and 2), Yājñavalkya Kā��a (chapter 3 and 4), and Khila 
Kā��a (chapter 5 and 6). The numbers of the quotations for each chapter are; the first 
chapter 68, the second chapter 78, the third chapter 105, the fourth chapter 174, the fifth 
chapter 19, and the sixth chapter 25. The list below shows the numbers of the quotations for 
each section (brāhma�a).  
 
        Sec. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
 Ch. 1  0 2 13 26 27 0 
 Ch. 2 19 2 9 35 13 0 
 Ch. 3 2 13 0 13 7 0 22 26 22 
 Ch. 4 1 5 57 80 31 0 
 Ch. 5 1 0 0 2 10 1 0 1 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 
 Ch. 6 11 14 0 0 0 
 
 It is very clear that Śa�kara’s interest inclines quite heavily towards certain 
chapters. Although it is not appropriate to conclude the trend of Śa�kara’s thought only from 
such statistic figures, they still seem to indicate his interest somehow. Here let us survey the 
characteristic of some sections in the B�hadāra�yaka, taking account of the frequency of 
his citation. 
 The section B�. U. 1.4 includes the doctrine “the creation of the world from the 
self,” which is typically expressed by the passage “in the beginning this [world] was but the 
self” (ātmaivedamagra āsīt) (B�. U., 1.4.1). This section also contains one of the 
Mahāvākyas “I am Brahman” (aham brahmāsmi) (B�. U., 1.4.10). 
 The theme of the section B�. U. 1.5 is concerned with “mind” (manas), “speech” 
(vāc), and prā�a. This section contains “merger meditation” (sa�varga-vidyā), which is a 
meditation upon prā�a and vāyu (air).” The concerned verses B�. U. 1.5.21,22,23 are 
almost quoted in B. Ś. 3.3.28,43. Besides, this vidyā (meditation) is also seen in the 
Chāndogya 4.3. 
 The section B�. U. 2.4 is called “a dialogue of Yājñavalkya with Maitreyī.” This 
section includes the verse, which Śa�kara draws his methodological principle from; “The 
self is indeed to be seen, to be heard, to be reflected, and to be meditated upon” (ātmā vā 
are dra��avya� śrotavyo mantavyo nididhyāsitavya�) (B�. U., 2.4.5). This section has 
also the verses which are concerned with a concept “the self of all” (sarvātman), such as “all 
this is the self” (ida� sarva� yadayamātmā) (B�. U., 2.4.6), “all ignores one who knows it as 
different from the self” (sarva� ta� parādādyo'nyatrātmana� sarva� veda) (B�. U., 2.4.6), 
“where, verily, all this has become the self, then by what and whom should one see?” (yatra 
tvasya sarvamātmaivābhūttatkena ka� paśyet) (B�. U., 2.4.14). 
 The section B�. U. 2.5 has a verse (B�. U., 2.5.9), which includes one of the 
Mahāvākyas “this self is Brahman” (ayamātmā brahma). 
 The sections B�. U. 3.4, 3.5, 3.7, 3.8, and 3.9 are “dialogues of Yājñavalkya with 
U�asta, Khola, Uddālaka, Gārgī, and Vidagdha Śākalya” respectively. There are the verses 
which are important for Śa�kara’s thought, such as “this is the self, [that is] within all” (e�a ta 
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ātmā sarvāntara�) (B�. U., 3.4.1,2, 3.5.1), “everything else is perishable” (ato'nyadārtam) (B�. 
U., 3.4.2, 3.5.1), “the Brahman which is immediate and direct” (sak�āt aparok�āt brahma) 
(B�. U., 3.4.1,2, 3.5.1). It is to be noted that there is a dialogue of Yājñavalkya with Uddālaka 
Āru�i, who is one of the great seers in the Chāndogya Upani�ad. In this dialogue, there 
appears a concept “the internal ruler” (antaryāmin) (B. Ś., 3.7) which is deeply concerned 
with a kind of the supremacy of the self. This supremacy of the self is typically expressed by 
the verse “there is no other seer than he, [there is no other] hearer, [there is no other] thinker, 
[there is no other] knower” (nānyo'to'sti dra��ā śrotā mantā vijñātā) (B�. U., 3.7.23), while 
this supremacy is also related to our inability of reaching this very supremacy, which is 
typically expressed by the verses; “[the imperishable is] neither gross not fine” 
(asthūlamanu�u) (B�. U., 3.8.8), “this is that neti neti self”—or “this is the self [that is known 
as] not this, not this”—(sa e�a neti netyātmā) (B�. U., 3.9.26). 
 The section B�. U. 4.3 is called “a dialogue between the king Janaka and 
Yājñavalkya.” This section includes an important concept relating to “liberation,” namely “the 
light in the heart” (h�dyantarjyoti�) (B�. U., 4.3.7) or “the self-effulgence” (svaya�- jyoti�) 
(B�. U., 4.3.9). There is also found the doctrine of the states or the modes of existence 
(sthāna) of the self (B�. U., 4.3.9-34), such as deep sleep (su�upti), dream (svapna), and 
waking (jāgarita, buddha), which may be interpreted as a psychological explanation of our 
self-consciousness. 
 The section B�. U. 4.4, which is also “a dialogue between the king Janaka and 
Yājñavalkya,” is one of the most important sections for Śa�kara’s thought, since Śa�kara 
reads the supreme knowledge (para-vidyā) here, especially in the verse B�. U. 4.4.6 which 
includes the passage, “His subtle body (prā�ā�) does not depart. Being Brahman he 
absorbs to Brahman” (na tasya prā�ā utkrāmanti brahmaiva sanbrahmāpyeti). The verse B�. 
U. 4.4.22 is very frequently quoted by Śa�kara, which includes a phrase, “the lord of all, the 
ruler of all, and the controller of all” (sarvasya vaśī, sarvasyeśāna�, sarvasyādhipati�). In 
this verse, the phrase “this is that neti neti self” (sa e�a neti netyātmā) appears again. 
 The section B�. U. 4.5, which is called “a dialogue of Yājñavalkya with Maitreyī,” is 
almost a refrain of the section B�. U. 2.4. The verse B�. U. 4.5.15 contains the phrase “this 
is that neti neti self” (sa e�a neti netyātmā) as well. 
 The section B�. U. 5.6 contains a short description of śā��ilya-vidyā (the 
meditation of Śā��ilya). Śa�kara quotes from this section just once, but the quotation has 
an important role in his arguments about meditation. Besides, this vidyā (meditation) can be 
found in the Śatapatha Brāhma�a (10.6.3) and the Chāndogya Upani�ad (3.14) as well. 
 The section B�. U. 6.2 is concerned with pañcāgni-vidyā (the five fires meditation), 
which is usually interpreted as a doctrine of the transmigration (sa�sāra).7 This vidyā can 
be found also in the Chāndogya Upani�ad (5.3-10). 
 
 The Chāndogya Upani�ad consists of eight chapters (prapā�haka). The numbers 
of the quotations for each chapter are; the first chapter 77, the second chapter 30, the third 
chapter 75, the fourth chapter 47, the fifth chapter 80, the sixth chapter 153, the seventh 
chapter 53, and the eighth chapter 124. The list below shows the numbers of the quotations 
for each section (kha��a).  
 
        Sec. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
 Ch. 1  22 5 1 0 3 17 14 0 6 6 3 0 0 
 Ch. 2 1 10 1 0 0 0 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 0 0  
 Ch. 3 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 14 6 29 2 
 Ch. 4 3 2 12 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 3 19  
 Ch. 5 6 7 4 4 0 0 1 1 3 30 6 5 0 0 0 
 Ch. 6 17 37 17 6 5 0 0 51 7 1 2 0 0 8 0 

                                                       
 7 The word sa�sāra is traditionally translated as ‘transmigration.’ However, since Śa�kara does 
not use this word as standing for the so-called ‘transmigration’ or ‘metempsychosis,’ this word is translated 
as ‘transitoriness’ in this study. 
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 Ch. 7 9 3 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 
 Ch. 8 18 4 7 7 3 20 17 1 5 2 4 16 4 11 5 
 
        Sec. 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26     
 Ch. 1   
 Ch. 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 
 Ch. 3 1 0 9 9      
 Ch. 4 0 2 
 Ch. 5 0 0 6 3 0 0 0 0 4 
 Ch. 6 2 
 Ch. 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 11 11 8 
 Ch. 8  
 
 At first, we should take into account that the sections in the Chāndogya are less 
independent than in the B�hadāra�yaka. Therefore, in most cases, we put them into groups 
to survey the thoughts in the Chāndogya. Now, let us survey the characteristics of such 
groups. 
 The theme in the sections Chā. U. 1.1-7 is udgītha. The quotations from here are 
almost found in the third and fourth chapters of B. Ś. This concept is to be considered in the 
context of meditation. Meditation upon udgītha (udgītha-vidyā) has an important role in the 
arguments in B. Ś. 3.3. 
 The section Chā. U. 3.14 is one of the famous sections in the Upani�ads. It is 
usually called śā��ilya-vidyā. The phrase “[one who] identified with the mind, having prā�a 
as the body, and having effulgence as the nature” (manomaya� prā�aśarīro bhārūpa�) (Chā. 
U., 3.14.2), which Śa�kara repeatedly quotes, seems to be quoted from here. However, as 
we have seen already, this vidyā is also seen in the Śatapatha Brāhma�a and the 
B�hadāra�yaka. 
 The sections Chā. U. 4.1-3 are called sa�varga-vidyā. The verses of these 
sections are mainly quoted in B. Ś. 3.3.43. The sections Chā. U. 4.10-15 are called 
upakosala-vidyā (the meditation of Upakosala) by Śa�kara. The main topic here is “the 
divine path” (devayāna), which is typically seen in the verse Chā. U. 4.15.5. 
 The sections Chā. U. 5.3-10 are called pañcāgni-vidyā (the five fires meditation). 
The verses of these sections, especially the verses of Chā. U. 5.10, are mostly quoted in B. 
Ś. 3.1. The sections Chā. U. 5.11-24 contain vaiśvānara-vidyā, where the six seers 
Prācīnaśāla Aupamanyava, Satyayajña Paulu�i, Indradyumna Bhālaveya, Jana 
Śārkarāk�ya, Bu�ila Āśvatarāśvi, and Uddālaka Āru�i present their own views about it. 
There is also an important verse including a concept “self-identification” (abhivimāna) (Chā. 
U., 5.18.1). 
 The chapter Chā. U. 6 is called “Uddālaka Āru�i’s instruction for his son 
Śvetaketu.” Needless to say, this chapter is extremely important in Śa�kara’s arguements 
about “being” (sat). The following passages are cited by Śa�kara quite frequently: “In the 
beginning, O good one, this [world] was ‘being’ alone, the one alone without a second” 
(sadeva somyedamagra āsīdekamevādvitīyam) (Chā. U., 6.2.1). “That sent forth fire (or light)” 
(tattejo's�jata) (Chā. U., 6.2.3). “By entering through this embodied self [let me] manifest 
names and forms” (anena jīvenātmanānupraviśya nāmarūpe vyākaravā�i) (Chā. U., 6.3.2). “O 
good one, he becomes identified with ‘being,’ he becomes reached his own self” (satā somya 
tadā sa�panno bhavati svamapīto bhavati) (Chā. U., 6.8.1). This chapter also contains 
Śa�kara’s favorite Mahāvākya “that thou art” (tattvamasi) (Chā. U., 6.8.7 etc.). 
 The verses of the chapter Chā. U. 7 are not frequently quoted, but it is to be noted 
that there is a verse indicating our inability of reaching the supremacy, which is not so often 
seen in the Chāndogya, namely, “where one see nothing else, [...that is the infinite 
(bhūman)]” (yatra nānyatpaśyati) (Chā. U., 7.24.1). 
 The important concept in the sections Chā. U. 8.1-6 is “an adobe, a small lotus 
flower’ (dahara pu��arīka� veśma) or “internal space” (antarākāśa) (Chā. U., 8.1.1). This 
concept is called dahara-vidyā by Śa�kara. 
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 The sections Chā. U. 8.7-12 are concerned with the nature of the self. There are 
the verses which Śa�kara often quotes, such as “the self which is freed from the evil” (ya 
ātmā-‘pahata-pāpma) (Chā. U., 8.7.1) and “that should be sought, that should be desired to 
be understood” (so'nve��avya� sa vijijñāsitavya�) (Chā. U., 8.1.1). A concept “desire for 
the truth” (satyakāma) which Śa�kara regards as a characteristic of the thought held by the 
Chāndogya Upani�ad, seems to be taken from the verses of these sections Chā. U. 8.1.5, 
8.1.7, and so on. 
 
 

The Mahāvākyas 
 
 In the tradition of the Vedānta system, there are known four Mahāvākyas (literally 
the great sentences), which are thought of as expressing the knowledge of oneness of 
Brahman and the self revealed by the Upani�ads. The four Mahāvākyas are: “That thou art” 
(tattvamsi) (Chā. U., 6.8.7 etc.).8 “I am Brahman” (aha� brahmāsmi) (B�. U., 1.4.10). “This 
self is Brahman” (ayamātmā brahma) (B�. U., 2.5.19). “Consciousness is Brahman” 
(prajñāna� brahma) (Ai. U., 3.1.3). This technical term mahāvākya is also used in this study, 
but there are three things to be noted. 
 First, Śa�kara himself does not use this word mahāvākya in this meaning. 
Śa�kara uses only once this word in B. Ś. 1.3.33 in the meaning of ‘a principal sentence’ 
which is opposite to ‘a subsidiary sentence’ (avāntaravākya). Usually, Śa�kara simply calls 
them “the sentence” (vākya) or “the sentence of the Upani�ads” (vedānta-vākya) which 
expresses the oneness of Brahman and the self (brahma-ātma-ekatva), the relationship of 
Brahman and the self (brahma-ātma-bhāva), the being the self of Brahman (brahma- 
ātmatva), and so on. 
 Second, the frequency of quotation is extremely different among these four 
Mahāvākyas. Including the expressions which are not regarded as quotation in Shastri’s 
edition, “that thou art” is found 55 times, “I am Brahman” 12 times, “this self is Brahman” 7 
times, and “consciousness is Brahman” just once in a long phrase. Considering that 
Śa�kara gives a privileged meaning to the expression “that thou art” (tattvamasi) and that 
the expressions “I am Brahman” and “this self is Brahman” are cited side by side with “that 
thou art,”9 we suppose that these three expressions can be regarded as the Mahāvākyas. 
However, it is not necessarily evident that Śa�kara gives a special meaning to the 
expression “consciousness is Brahman.” 
 Third, there are a group of quotations often cited along with the three expressions 
above, which we regard as the Mahāvākyas in this study. They are: “This all is that which 
this self is” (ida� sarva� yadayamātmā) (B�. U., 2.4.6). “This is your self, [it is] within all” 
(e�a ta ātmā sarvāntara�) (B�. U., 3.4.1). “This is your self, [it is] the internal ruler, the 
immortal” (e�a ta ātmāntaryāmyam�ta�) (B�. U., 3.7.3 etc.). “There is no other seer but 
him, [there is no other] hearer, [there is no other] thinker, [there is no there] knower” 
(nānyo'to'sti dra��ā śrotā mantā vijñātā) (B�. U., 3.7.23). “[The imperishable] is neither 
gross nor fine” (asthūlamana�u) (B�. U., 3.8.8). "This is the neti neti self” (sa e�a neti 
netyātmā) (B�. U., 3.9.26, 4.4.22, 4.5.15). “[Brahman is] one who is identified with the mind, 
has prā�a as the body, and has the effulgence as the nature....” (manomaya� prā�aśarīro 
bhārūpa�) (Chā. U., 3.14.2). “[The being is] one without a second” (ekamevādvitīyam) (Chā. 
U., 6.2.1). “Where one sees nothing else, [..., that is the infinite]” (yatra nānyatpaśyati) (Chā. 
U., 7.24.1). “The self is indeed all this [world]” (ātmaiveda� sarvam) (Chā. U., 7.25.1). “The 
knower of Brahman reaches the supreme” (brahmavidāpnoti param) (Tai. U., 2.1.1). 
“Brahman is the truth, the knowledge, and the infinite” (satya� jñānamananta� brahma) (Tai. 
U., 2.1.1). “Having created it [all this world], [he] indeed entered it” (tats���vā 
tadevānuprāviśat) (Tai. U., 2.6.1). “Brahman indeed is this immortal in front....” 
(brahmaivedamam�ta� purastāt) (Mu. U., 2.2.12), “Brahman is indeed all this [world] 

                                                       
 8 Chā. U., 6.8.7, 6.9.4, 6.10.3, 6.11.3, 6.12.3, 6.13.3, 6.14.3, 6.15.3, 6.16.3. 
 9 B. Ś., 1.1.4, 2.3.17. 
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(brahmaiveda� sarvam) (Mu. U., 2.2.12), and so on. However, it is not immediately obvious 
that we should consider these sentences mentioned above only from one aspect like the 
monism which is methodologically based on the singular principle. We will discuss this issue 
in the next chapter “Question about the Concept of Para.” 
 
 

Overview of the Brahmasūtra-śā�karabhā�ya 
 
 The Brahmasūtra consists of 555 aphorisms (sūtra). These aphorisms are divided 
into four chapters (adhyāya, literally ‘lecture’) which are again divided into four sections 
(pāda, literally ‘foot’ or ‘quarter’). Furthermore, in each section, these aphorisms are grouped 
into topics (adhikara�a). We count 191 topics in the whole Brahmasūtra according to 
Shastri’s edition. 
 Each of these four chapters seems to have some characteristics. The first chapter 
is characterized by the hermeneutics of the Upani�ads in regard to the words standing for 
Brahman. It can be seen from the fact that the names of the topics themselves include the 
important concepts which are supposed to refer to certain verses in the Upani�ads, such as 
ānandamaya, ākāśa, prā�a, jyotis, and so on. 10  At the same time, this chapter is 
characterized by a philosophical dialogue of Śa�kara with a supposed opponent, the 
Sā�khya. The main theme in this dialogue is “material cause” (upādāna-kāra�a, prak�ti). 
 The second chapter is mainly characterized by the logical consideration based on 
the scriptures—mainly the Upani�ads—. Although it is not correct to regard this phase as 
the highest stage in Śa�kara’s thought, it is still indispensable for us to understand 
Śa�kara’s thought. This chapter explicitly includes the refutations of the views of the other 
philosophical systems, such as the Sā�khya, the Vaiśe�ika, Buddhism, Jaina, and so on, 
especially in its second section. Among them, the Vaiśe�ika and the idealistic Buddhists 
seem to play an important role. The arguments there are focused on the concepts “being” 
(sat) and “consciousness” (cit, caitanya), which Śa�kara defines as “essence” (svarūpa) of 
the eternal, Brahman. It is very interesting that, for each concept, Śa�kara selects his 
supposed opponents according to the proximity of thought. As for “being,” the main 
supposed opponent is the Vaiśe�ika, whose thought is quite proximate to Śa�kara’s 
thought in regard to the assertion of the eternality of “being” (sat, sattā). As for 
“consciousness,” the main supposed opponent is the idealistic Buddhists, especially the 
Vijñānavādins, whose thought is superficially not antagonistic to Śa�kara’s thought in 
regard to the emphasis on “consciousness.” 
 The third chapter contains the arguments about our action in general, such as 
obligatory actions and meditations.  In this chapter, the supposed opponent is the 
Pūrva-mīmā�sā, especially Jaimini. As we have already mentioned, the central point of the 
controversy there consists in the discrimination between sacrifice and meditation. This issue 
seems to be argued in regard to several subjects, such as “knowledge of obligatory actions” 
mainly in the sections B. Ś. 3.1,2, “meditation upon the subsidiaries of sacrifice,” “meaning of 
the Mahāvākyas,” “meditations in the B�hadāra�yaka and the Chāndogya” in the section B. 
Ś. 3.3, “the subsidiary of the knowledge” in the section B. Ś. 3.4. 
 The fourth chapter is concerned with meditation (upāsana) exclusively. The main 
topic is aha�-graha-upāsana. This meditation is presented by Śa�kara in a close 
relationship with concepts “superimposition” (adhyāsa), “symbol” (pratīka), “limiting adjunct” 
(upādhi), “self-grasping” (ātma-graha), and so on. 
 

                                                       
 10 Ānandamaya is referring to Tai. U. 2.5, ākāśa to Chā.U. 1.9.1, prā�a to Chā. U. 1.11.5, jyotis to 
Chā. U. 8.12.3, and so on. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 
QUESTION ABOUT THE CONCEPT OF PARA 

 
 This chapter begins with a brief illustration of “the prerequisites of the inquiry” and 
“the Upani�adic methodology” which Śa�kara explicitly presents. The concept of para (the 
supreme), then, is focused on as a clue to approach the hierarchical characteristic of 
Śa�kara’s thought. Our discussion here is mainly concerned with Śa�kara’s arguments in 
the first adhyāya (chapter) of his commentary on the Brahmasūtra. 
 
 

Prerequisites of the Inquiry 
 
 The Brahmasūtra starts with an aphosrim (sūtra) “Hence thereafter an inquiry into 
Brahman [is to be undertaken]” (athato brahma-jijñāsā) (B. Ś., 1.1.1). Śa�kara explains that 
the word thereafter (atha) stands for the prerequisites of the inquiry. In addition to the study 
of the Vedas (veda-adhyayana), there are four prerequisites. 

[Those are;] discrimination (viveka) between the eternal (nitya) [thing] and the 
non-eternal thing (anitya-vastu); dispassion (virāga) for the enjoyment of the 
fruits [of work] in this world and in the heaven; perfection of practical means, such 
as control of the mind and control of the senses and organs (śama-dama) and so 
on; and desiring for liberation (mumuk�utva).1 

 However, these prerequisites are not the principles which Śa�kara’s arguments 
are deduced from, but the main subjects which he puts into question in his commentary. In 
this study, it is supposed that the subject “discrimination” is mainly argued in the second 
adhyāya of his commentary, the subjects “dispassion,” “control of the mind,” and so on in the 
third adhyāya, and the subject “desiring for liberation” in the fourth adhyāya. 
 
 

Śrava�a, Manana, and Nididhyāsana 
 
 Śa�kara presents his elementary methodology in the topic (adhikara�a) named 
samanvaya (B. Ś., 1.1.4), which literally means “connected sequence.” This methodology is 
based on a verse in the B�hadāra�yaka Upani�ad which includes an expression “[the self 
is] to be heard of, reflected on and meditated upon” (śrotavya mantavya nididhyāsitavya�) 
(B�. U., 2.4.5). The three factors of this methodology do not mean mere actions, “hearing” 
(śrava�a), “reflection” (manana), and “meditation” (nididhyāsana). Rather, they mean the 
methodological phases in Śa�kara’s thought. Śrava�a means the hermeneutics of the 
Upani�ads, which begins with the interpretation of the various texts in the Upani�ads, and 
ultimately aims at defining the meaning of Brahman (or the self). Manana means the logical 
consideration based on the scriptures, which should not be mixed up with the propositional 
logic. Nididhyāsana (meditation) is a characteristic of Śa�kara’s thought and makes his 
position discriminated from the Pūrva-mīmā�sā, who is a supposed opponent in this topic 
samanvaya and the most important opponent in his whole commentary on the Brahmasūtra. 
Nididhyāsana is the final phase of Śa�kara’s thought as well. To locate this phase in 
Śa�kara’s thought and to clarify the relationship between nididhyāsana and śrava�a or 
manana is one of the main tasks in this study. 
 
 

Efficient Cause and Material Cause 
 

                                                       
 1 nityānityavastuviveka�, ihāmutrārthabhogavirāga�, śamadamādisādhanasa�pat, 
mumuk�utva� ca. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 1.1.1, 36-37) 
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 The main supposed opponent in the first adhyāya is the Sā�khya. The central point 
of the arguments is a concept “material cause” (upādānakāra�a, prak�ti) in regard to Īśvara 
(the God). Śa�kara claims that the Sā�khya’s concept of Īśvara is extra-Vedic (vedabāhya), 
since it is opposed to the knowledge of “the oneness of Brahman” (brahma-ekatva). This 
extra-Vedic concept of Īśvara consists in the lack of the aspect of the material cause. 
Śa�kara says briefly in the second adhyāya as follows: 

Therefore, the opinion that Īśvara is not the material cause (prak�ti) but only a 
ruler (adhi��hāt�), the efficient cause (nimitta-kāra�a), is negated here with 
effort, because it is opposed to the view of the oneness of Brahma 
(brahma-ekatva) described by the Vedānta. This extra-Vedic concept of Īśvara is 
of various sorts. Some, having recourse to the Sāmkhya-Yoga, consider that 
Īśvara is merely the ruler over pradhāna and puru�a, and thus merely the 
efficient cause, and that pradhāna, puru�a, and Īśvara are mutually different 
(vilak�a�a) from one another.2 (B. Ś., 2.2.37) 

 However, what Śa�kara wants to say here is that Brahman or Īśvara must be 
admitted as the material cause as well as the efficient cause, not that the aspect of the 
efficient cause is to be ignored, because, in Śa�kara’s thought, it is evident that Brahman or 
Īśvara is the efficient cause of this transitory world as well. Śa�kara says in the topic “origin 
etc.” (janmādi) (B. Ś., 1.1.2) as follows: 

It is not possible that the origination (or creation) (utpatti) etc. of this qualified 
world as told already would be made to happen from any other [cause]—such as 
non-conscious pradhāna [of the Sā�khya], the atoms [of the Vaiśe�ika], 
non-existence [as held by the followers of Buddha], or the transitory [self] 
(sa�sarin)—than the qualified Īśvara as told already. Neither is it from its own 
nature (svabhāva); because, in the case [of this qualified world], [we must] 
accept a particular place, time and causality (deśa-kāla-nimitta).3 (B. Ś., 1.1.2) 

 Besides, these concepts “material cause” and “efficient cause” should not be mixed 
up with concepts “the unqualified” (nirgu�a) and “the qualified” (sagu�a)—or concepts “the 
superior” (para) and “the inferior” (apara)—. Neither should these concepts be mixed upon 
with concepts “the mode of existence in the true meaning” (paramārtha- avasthā) and “the 
mode of existence in behavior (or name-giving)” (vyavahāra-avasthā).4 Admittedly, “the 
unqualified” and “the qualified” are already mentioned in the topic “being known everywhere” 
(sarvatraprasiddhi) (B. Ś., 1.2.1-8) in the first adhyāya. 

The distinction (viśe�a) is that, the text, “[He] is without prā�a and without the 
mind, [and He] is pure” (Mu. U., 2.1.2), is related to the pure (or unconditioned) 
(śuddha) Brahman, while the present text, “[one] identified with the mind and 
having prā�a as the body,” is related to the qualified Brahman.5 (B. Ś., 1.2.2) 

 However, as Śa�kara explains in an aphorism of the same topic thus; “the self to 
be meditated upon, as [possessed of] the natures of being identified with the mind and so 
on” (manomayatvādigu�amupāsyamātmāna� ...) (B. Ś., 1.2.4), these concepts “the 
unqualified” and “the qualified” should be considered in the phase of meditation, which is 
mainly discussed in the third and fourth chapters (adhyāya). The concept “[one] identified 
with the mind and having prā�a as the body,” which is spoken of as related to “the qualified” 
above, is definitely concerned with the aspect of the material cause, as we will see just later. 
On the other hand, it is neither appropriate to think that “the unqualified” in the true meaning 

                                                       
 2 tasmādaprak�tiradhi��hātā kevala� nimittakāra�amīśvara itye�a pak�o vedāntavihita- 
brahmaikatvapratipak�atvādyatnenātra prati�idhyate. sā ceya� vedabāhyeśvarakalpanānekaprakārā. 
kecittāvatsā�khyayogavyapāśrayā� kalpayanti pradhānapuru�ayoradhi��hātā kevala� nimittakāra�am- 
īśvara itaretaravilak�a�ā� pradhānapuru�eśvarā iti. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.2.37, 488) 
 3 na yathoktaviśe�a�asya jagato yathoktaviśe�a�amīśvara� muktvānyata� pradhānād- 
acetanāda�ubhyo'bhāvātsa�sāri�o vā utpattyādi sa�bhāvayitu� śakyam. na ca svabhāvata� 
viśi��adeśakālanimittānāmihopādānāt. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 1.1.2, 49-50) 
 4 See B. Ś., 2.1.14 etc. 
 5 "aprā�o hyamanā� śubhra�" iti śruti� śuddhabrahmavi�ayā, iya� tu "manomaya� 
prā�aśarīra�" iti sagu�abrahmavi�ayeti viśe�a�. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 1.2.2, 164) 
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stands for the efficient cause, such as the ruler and the creator of this transitory world. For 
example, Śa�kara says as follows: 

Thus, the rulership, the omniscience, and the omnipotence of Īśvara are 
dependent on the separation (pariccheda) of limiting adjuncts (upādhi) consisting 
of the nescience (avidyā-ātmaka). The usage of the words (vyavahāra) “the 
ruler,” “the ruled,” “the omniscience,” and so on, are not possible in the true 
meaning (paramārthatas) in regard to the self as the essence (svarūpa ātmani) 
whose limiting adjuncts are driven away through knowledge (vidyā).6 (B. Ś., 
2.1.14) 

 Thus, we suppose that the concepts “the unqualified” (nirgu�a) and “the qualified” 
(sagu�a)—or “the superior” (para) and “the inferior” (apara)—should not be easily 
introduced into the stages of śrava�a and manana, which are the main tasks in the first and 
second chapters of Śa�kara’s commentary. In short, the discrimination between “the 
unqualified” and “the qualified” can be put into question only in the sphere of meditation. 
However, then, what does Śa�kara want to put into question in the hermeneutics of the 
Upani�ads or the logical consideration, in regard to the concepts of the material cause and 
the efficient cause?   
 

Two Kinds of Para 
 
 There are obviously two aspects of para or parama in Śa�kara’s thought. For 
example, in the topic “the measured one” (pramita) Śa�kara says just after the citation of his 
favorite Mahāvākya “that thou art” (tattvamasi) as follows: 

The Vedānta sentences have twofold expression (prav�tti), namely, one defining 
the essence (svarūpa) of the supreme self (paramātman), and the other 
instructing the oneness of the self identified with the intellect with the supreme 
self7 (vijñāna-ātmana� paramātmā-ekatva).8 (B. Ś., 1.3.25) 

 The two aspects, which Śa�kara calls the twofold expression (dvirūpā ... 
prav�tti�) here, can not be immediately distributed to “superior” (para) and “inferior” (apara) 
as mentioned above. Both these two aspects should be understood as relating to para 
(supreme). Thus, this study starts with presupposing that there are two kinds of para in 
Śa�kara’s thought. These two aspects seem to be understood even by his contemporary 
followers. It is well-known in the tradition of the Vedānta system that these two aspects are 
interpreted as svarūpa-lak�a�ā (essential definition) and ta�astha-lak�a�ā (accidental 
definition), which are attributed to Padmapāda who is said to have been Śa�kara’s first 
pupil.9 To approach these two aspects of Śa�kara’s thought, let us see the views held by 
our contemporary scholars. 
 Swami Gambirananda explains these two aspects as follows: “... Brahma is 
presented as the cause of the origin etc. of the universe. This is ta�astha definition of 
Brahma, where the characteristics mentioned are not an intrinsic part of the thing defined, 
though they distinguish it from others for the time being. The svarūpa definition is presented 
in such sentences as, ‘Brahma is Truth, Knowledge, Infinite’ (Tai. U., 2.1.1), where the words 
Truth etc., though generally meaning empirical truth etc., imply here by a figure of speech a 
transcendental entity which is Truth Itself.”10 In another place, Gambhirananda gives a note 
                                                       
 6 tadevamavidyātmakopādhiparicchedāpek�ameveśvarasyeśvaratva� sarvajñatva� 
sarvaśaktitva� ca na paramārthato vidyayāpāstasarvopādhisvarūpa ātmanīśitrīśitavyasarvajñatvādi- 
vyavahāra upapadyate. (Shastri ed. B. Ś., 2.1.14, 382) 
 7 Although the expressions are different, it is reasonable to think that “the oneness of the the self 
identified with the intellect with the supreme self” (vijñānātmana� paramātmaikatva) has the same meaning 
with “the oneness of Brahman and the self” (brahmātmaikatva) or “the relationship between Brahman and 
the self” (brahmātmabhāva). 
 8 dvirūpā hi vedāntavākyānā� prav�tti�, kvacitparamātmasvarūpanirūpa�aparā kvacid- 
vijñānātmana� paramātmaikatvopadeśaparā. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 1.3.25, 246) 
 9 Karl H. Potter, ed. Encyclopedia of Indian philosophy Vol.3 - Advaita up to Śa�kara and his 
pupils (Delhi : Motilal Banarsidass, 1998), 75,590,592. 
 10 Swami Gambhirananda, trans. Brahmasūtrabhā�ya of Śa�karācārya (Calcutta : Advaita 
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about the God, Īśvara, which seems to be deeply concerned with the ta�astha definition, like 
this: “... Empirically, God is recognized as the absolute ruler. To assume another ruler 
over Him is to ignore the Vedas.”11 
 G.C. Pande explains these two aspects as follows—although he emphasizes 
these two aspects as vyavahāra and paramārtha—: “In the methodology of Śa�kara, 
thus, we have a combination of exegetical and dialectical reasoning within the context of 
a transcendental ontology....”12 “Epistemologically he [Śa�kara] holds that while all 
empirical knowledge presupposes the subject-object duality, the subject can never be 
the object and vice-versa. Ontologically he holds that the real cannot be changed or 
sublated. What a thing is, it could not be otherwise. If it alters, it could not be what it 
seems. Since empirical consciousness and existence violate these principles they are 
shown to be false. This falsity is, however, compatible with pragmatic validity, and since 
it is grounded in avidyā it could be termed ‘transcendental.’”13 “For him [Śa�kara] 
Vedānta is concerned with ultimate reality or Brahman, not with transcendent norms or 
Dharma.”14 “Here [in the context of certain practical injunctions about worship and 
meditation] the nature or even the reality of Brahman becomes irrelevant. What is 
relevant is that certain prescribed meditations lead to the ‘transcendent’ result called 
mok�a.”15 “This illusion or ignorance, called avidyā does not have an origin in time. It is 
the precondition of the world of time and duality. It may, thus, be described as 
‘transcendental’....”16 
 It is probably Paul Deussen who has first emphasized a modern concept 
“transcendental” in regard to the svarūpa definition, although this svarūpa definition—or 
the concept “discrimination” (viveka) which has a closely relation with the svarūpa 
definition—had been already known in the history of Indian philosophy for a long time. In 
the history of European philosophy, it has been less than three hundreds years since 
this concept “transcendental” was presented by a German philosopher Immanuel Kant 
[1724-1804 A.D.]. Deussen says with surprise as follows: “Also Kant’s axiom that the 
transcendental identity of the world does not exclude its empiric reality, finds its full 
analogy in the concept of Śa�kara.”17 “We have already learnt from the philosophy of 
Kant that the entire empirical order of things is subject to the laws of space, time and 
causality (deśa-kāla-nimitta, as it is already expressed in a later Upanishad, and quite a 
dozen times by Śa�kara), and that the self-existent, or in Indian language Brahman, in 
contrast with the empirical system of the universe, is not like it in space but is spaceless, 
not in time but timeless, not subject to but independent of the law of causality.”18 “And 
finally, Brahman’s independence of causality is exhibited as freedom from all the laws of 
becoming, the universal rule of which is causality, as causelessness, absolute 
self-existence, and unchanging endurance.” 
 Although the explanations of the three scholars above are not always the same, 
at least we can say that they reach a consensus that there are two aspects of para (the 
supreme) in Śa�kara’s thought. 
 One aspect is related to the thought of svarūpa. Although the word svarūpa 
literally means ‘one’s own nature’ or ‘essence,’ it is more appropriate to think that 
svarūpa does not stand for only the intrinsic or essential but a kind of para (the supreme) 

                                                                                                                                                              
Ashrama, 1983), 18f. 
 11 Ibid., 134f. 
 12 Govind Chandra Pande, Life and thought of Śa�karācārya (Delhi : Motilal Banarsidass,  
1998), 178. 
 13 Ibid., 179. 
 14 Ibid., 177. 
 15 Ibid., 191. 
 16 Ibid., 209. 
 17 Duessen, The System of the Vedanta, 31f. 
 18 Deussen, The Philosophy of the Upanishads, 150. 
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which can be realized only along with our experience about this transitory and existential 
world. In this point of view, the explanations given by Pande and Deussen seem to be 
quite suggestive. Taking into account that we can not simply regard this aspect of 
para—namely, svarūpa-lak�a�ā—as something beyond our experience, we want to 
use the word “transcendental” in order to express this aspect of para.  
 Another aspect is related to the thought of ta�astha. Although the word 
ta�astha literally means ‘standing on a bank,’ ‘standing on a slope,’ or ‘standing aloof, 
indifferent or alien,’ it is more appropriate to think that ta�astha does not stand for only 
the non-intrinsic or accidental, but a kind of para (the supreme) without which we can not 
arrive at the complete realization (samyag-darśa�a). 19  In this point of view, the 
explanation given by Gambhirananda is still suggestive. Taking into account that 
Śa�kara puts into question this aspect of para in the sphere where we should consider 
something beyond our transitory experience or something standing opposite to the 
transitory and existential world, we want to use the word “transcendent” in order to 
express this aspect of para. 
 
 

Karmadhāraya compound 20 
 
 The transcendental aspect of Śa�kara’s thought, which is traditionally called 
svarūpa-lak�a�ā, will be argued in detail in regard to the concepts “being” (sat) and 
“consciousness” (cit, caitanya) in the next chapter “Meaning of Svarūpa.” The transcendent 
aspect of his thought, which is called ta�astha-lak�a�ā, will be argued in the fifth chapter 
“Meaning of Ta�astha.” Before such arguments, however, there is an issue to be noted 
about these two aspects of para. Although Śa�kara has generally a negative attitude 
against the concepts of relationship which are used in a propositional logic, for example, 
“inherence” (samavāya), “conjunction” (sa�yoga), and so on in the sense used in the 
Nyāya-Vaiśe�ika or the Sā�khya—this issue will be also argued in the next chapter—, 
nevertheless Śa�kara also propounds some relationships (bhāva, sa�bandha) which refer 
to the supreme (para), and he seems to describe these relations not through the expressions 
of a propositional logic, but through the expressions of compound word (samāsa). According 
to Indian grammarians, there are several kinds of compound, such as dva�dva (literally 
‘pair’), bahuvrīhi (literally ‘having much rice’), karmadhāraya (literally ‘holding karman’), 
tatpuru�a (literally ‘his servant’), dvigu (literally ‘two cows’), and avyayī-bhāva (literally 
‘indeclinable state’). Among them, karmadhāraya compound and bahuvrīhi compound seem 
to be important for us to understand Śa�kara's thought, because these two kinds of 
compound have a close relationship with the two aspects of para. 
 Karmadhāraya compound is usually interpreted as a same case-ending 
(sāmānādhikara�ya) compound, in other words, in this compound the members of the 
compound stand in apposition. Although the grammatical problem whether karmadhāraya 
compound is one subdivision of tatpuru�a compound is not put into question in this study, it 
will be possible to say that there is a common semantic feature of karmadhāraya compound 
and tatpuru�a compound, which discriminates them from bahuvrīhi compound. According to 
the dictionary of Monier-Williams (1899)—it seems that he considers karmadhāraya 
compound as a subdivision of tatpuru�a compound—, tatpuru�a compound is 
characterized like this; it is “a class of compounds (formed like the word tat-purusha, ‘his 
servant’) in which the last member is qualified by the first without losing (as the last member 
of Bahu-vrīhi compounds) its grammatical independence (whether as noun or adj. or p.)” 
(emphasis added). 
                                                       
 19 According to the dictionary of V.S. Apte (1998), ta�astham means that property or lak�a�a of 
a thing which is distinct from its nature, and yet is the property by which it is known. 
 20  Śa�kara does not use this word karmadhāraya. Usually he uses the word “the same 
case-ending” or “apposition” (sāmānādhikara�ya, samānādhikara�a). We, however, here adopt the word 
karmadhāraya according to the common view of Indian grammarians. 
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 Whether the two members stand in the relation of “qualification” or the relation 
“apposition,” it is to be noted that these two members hold their grammatical independence. It is 
the difference between bahuvrīhi compound and karmadhāraya (or tatpuru�a) compound. 
Besides, in Śa�kara’s thought, as far as karmadhāraya compound is considered in the relation 
with para (the supreme), it should be first understood as the oneness (ekatva), although 
karmadhāraya compound also implies a qualification (the relationship of subject and adjective). 
 In regard to the relation “the same-case ending,” we should also pay attention to 
the word kart� (literally ‘agent’, ‘doer’). When we understand the word kart� according to 
the terminology by Pā�ini, it does not stand for only an agent, but also a subject (of 
sentence), a nominative sense, or a substantive. Śa�kara says in the topic “the small space” 
(dahara), very probably being conscious of the grammatical explanation by Pā�ini: 

“... That which is the self is the dam (or causeway) (setu), the separator (or the 
support) (vidh�ti) of the worlds, so that they may not be destroyed by being 
mixed up” (Chā. U., 8.4.1). Here, the word separator (or support), which is used 
with the same case-ending (sāmānādhikara�ya) as the word “the self,” means 
the one who separates, because, as [Pā�ini’s] Sm�ti shows, the suffix ktic [is 
used in the sense of] kart� [a subject or a nominative sense].21 (B. Ś., 1.3.16) 

 The one who stands in the relationship of “the same case-ending (or apposition)” 
(sāmānādhikara�ya) with Brahman (or the self), is “one who separates (or supports) the 
worlds” namely kart�. According to Śa�kara, this kart� must be the transcendent as it is 
illustrated in the Upani�ads. Śa�kara states in the same topic “the small space” (dahara) as 
follows: 

Similarly, in other [Upani�ads’] passages which decidedly refer to the supreme 
(or transcendent) Īśvara, it is heard thus: “He is the Īśvara of all, he is the ruler of 
all existents, he is their protector, and [he is] the dam (setu), the support of the 
worlds so that they may not be destroyed by being mixed up” (B�. U., 4.4.22).22 
(B. Ś., 1.3.16) 

 The relationship expressed by karmadhāraya compound, as seen in the 
appositional expression “the oneness of Brahman and the self” (brahma-ātma-ekatva) or 
“the relationship of Brahman and the self” (brahma-ātma-bhāva) (B. Ś.,1.1.4 etc.), have a 
kind of supremacy (or transcendence) (paratva). In the sūtra “however [creation] is a mere 
sport like [seen in] the world” (lokavattu līlākaivalyam) (B. Ś., 2.1.33), in regard to the 
concept “creation” (ś���i), which is concerned with Īśvara as the efficient cause (nimitta- 
kāra�a), Śa�kara states as follows: 

And it is not to be forgotten that [the Upani�ads’] statement of creation (s���i) 
is not concerned with the true meaning (paramārtha), since it [creation] is 
concerned with the sphere of behavior (vyavahāra), names and forms 
(nāma-rūpa) brought by the nescience (avidyā), and since [it is concerned with] 
the supremacy (paratva) of the propounding of the relationship of Brahma and 
the self (brahma-ātma-bhāva).23 (B. Ś., 2.1.33) 

 While we should still take into account that Śa�kara clearly asserts that the 
Upani�ads’ statement of creation should not be understood in the true meaning 
(paramārtha), it is also to be noted that Śa�kara understands the supremacy (or 
transcendence) as relating to the propounding of the relationship of Brahma and the self. 
However, it does not imply that we can stand in the appositional relationship with Brahman, 
who is an adobe or repository (āyatana, āśraya) of the worlds (heaven, earth, and so on),24 
or who is omniscient (sarvajña) and omnipresent (sarvagata). Śa�kara says in the topic “the 
heaven, the earth etc.” (dyubhvādi) as follows: 

                                                       
 21 "atha ya ātmā sa seturvidh�tire�ā� lokānāmasa�bhedāya" iti. tatra vidh�tirityātmaśabda- 
sāmānādhikara�yādvidhārayitocyate, ktica� kartari smara�āt. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 1.3.16, 229) 
 22 tathānyatrāpi niścite parameśvaravākye śrūyate -- "e�a sarveśvara e�a bhūtādhipatire�a 
bhūtapāla e�a seturvidhara�a e�ā� lokānāmasa�bhedāya" iti. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 1.3.16, 229) 
 23 na ceya� paramārthavi�ayā s���iśruti�, avidyākalpitanāmarūpavyavahāragocaratvāt 
brahmātmabhāvapratipādanaparatvāccetyetadapi naiva vismartavyam. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.1.33, 406) 
 24 See B. Ś., 1.3.4, 1.3.5. 
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Even though the one who supports prā�a (prā�abh�t), the self identified with 
the intellect (vijñāna-ātman) can be the self and the consciousness, nevertheless 
there can not be the omniscience (sarvajñatva) for one whose knowledge 
circumscribed by limiting adjuncts (upādhi). Moreover, because of this word 
“atad” (not-that),25 the one who has supports prā�a (prā�abh�t) is not to be 
accepted as the repository or the adobe (āśrayitavya) of the heaven, the earth, 
and so on.26 (B. Ś., 1.3.4) 

 This transcendent aspect of para, thus, seems to be related to our inability of 
reaching the supreme (para). For example, in a close relation with the eternally liberated 
(nitya-mukta), Śa�kara quotes the following passages in the topic “connected sequence” (B. 
Ś., 1.1.4): 

Similarly the Upani�ads [say]: “It [Brahman] is known to him to whom it is not 
known. He, to whom it is known, does not know it. It is unknown to those who 
know, and known to those who do not know.” (Ke. U., 2.3), “You cannot see the 
seer of seeing ... you cannot know the knower of knowing” (B�. U., 3.4.2) and so 
on.27 (B. Ś., 1.1.4) 

 Such a negative perspective of this aspect of para is variously expressed through 
the verses of the Upani�ads; “not this, not this” (neti neti) (B�. U., 2.3.6), “not gross not fine” 
(asthūlamana�u) (B�. U., 3.8.8), “this is the neti neti self” (sa e�a neti netyātmā) (B�. U., 
3.9.26, 4.4.22, 4.5.15), “this is verily the great birthless self, who is undecaying, immortal, 
undying, fearless, and Brahman” (sa vā e�a mahānaja ātmā'jaro'maro'm�to'bhayo brahma) 
(B�. U., 4.4.25), “partless, actionless, peaceful, faultless, faultless, taintless” (ni�kala� 
ni�kriya� śānta� niravadya� nirañjanam) (Śve. U., 6.19)—however, the verse B�. U. 
4.4.25 and the verse Śve. U. 6.19 should not be considered only from the transcendent 
aspect, as we will see later—.28  
 Moreover, it is to be noted that, in Śa�kara’s thought, this negative perspective is 
first considered only along with the negation of the transitory attributes, which is deeply 
related to “knowledge of obligatory actions,” not the phase of the logical consideration. 
Therefore, this negative perspective should not be understood as a speculative agnosticism. 
Śa�kara explains this negative perspective in the topic “sleep and death” (su�upti-utkrānti) 
as follows: 

Hence it is to be understood that this sentence29 is indeed the supreme (or 
transcendent) propounding of the non-transitory nature (svarūpa), because the 
words “lord” and so on in this sentence have the supreme (or transcendent) 
propounding of the non-transitory nature (svarūpa) and they become the 
negations (prati�edhanā�) of the transitory nature (svabhāva). Such words “the 
lord of all, the ruler of all, and the controller of all” (B�. U., 4.4.22) have the 
supreme (or transcendent) propounding of the non-transitory nature 

                                                       
 25  Gambiranada gives the following note here: “Viz that ‘Self’, used in apposition with 
omniscience (in Mu. U. 2.2.7), can mean God alone.” See Gambhirananda, trans. Brahmasūtrabhā�ya of 
Śa�karācārya, 164f. 
 26 yadyapi prā�abh�to vijñānātmana ātmatva� cetanatva� ca sa�bhavati tathāpyupādhi- 
paricchinnajñānasya sarvajñatvādyasa�bhave satyasmādevātacchabdāt-prā�abh�dapi na dyubhvādy- 
āyatanatvenāśrayitavya�. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 1.3.4, 209) 
 27 tathāca śāstram -- "yasyāmata� tasya mata� mata� yasya na veda sa�. avijñāta� vijānatā� 
vijñātamavijānatām" "na d���erdra��āra� paśye�" "na vijñātervijñātāra� vijānīyā�" iti caivamādi. 
(Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 1.1.4, 79) 
 28 These expressions relating to the negative perspective are found typically in B. Ś. 1.1.5, 2.1.24, 
2.1.26, 4.3.14 etc. 
 29  It directly refers to the sentence “(It is by the reason) of the words ‘ruler’ etc.” 
(pati-ādi-śabdebhya�) (B. Ś., 1.3.43). As to the content, however, it corresponds to the question in B. Ś. 
1.3.42, whether the following passage is concerned with the explanation (apara� vākya�) of the nature 
(svarūpa) of the transitory existents or with the transcendent propounding (pratipādana-para�) of the nature 
of the non-transitory: “What is this self? It is this puru�a which is identified with the mind, in the 
sense-organs, has the effulgence in the heart” (katama ātmeti yo'ya� vijñānamaya� prā�e�u 
h�dyantarjyoti� puru�a�) (B�. U., 4.3.7). 
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(svabhāva).30 (B. Ś., 1.3.43) 
 Although this passage includes the word svarūpa or svabhāva, it is not reasonable 
to read the sentences as related to the transcendental aspect of para, namely, svarūpa- 
lak�a�ā. The key words “the lord of all” and so on are to be noted. 
 In short, we can say that the transcendent aspect of para is characterized by three 
factors: The first is the supremacy (or transcendence) of the appositional relationship 
expressed by the knowledge of the oneness of Brahman and the self—although this 
oneness is not the ultimate meaning of the oneness of Brahman and the self which should 
be put into question in the phase of meditation—. The second is the negativity or our inability 
of reaching the supreme (para). The third is a series of concepts, such as “the ruler of all” 
(sarvasya vaśī) and so on. These factors are introduced from the hermeneutics of the 
Upani�ads in the first adhyāya, but they are not necessarily clarified here. This study 
presupposes that these factors should be further put into question in the phase of knowledge 
of obligatory actions and the phase of meditation. Thus, this issue will be argued in detail in 
the fifth and sixth chapters “Meaning of Ta�astha” and “Meditation and Adhyāsa.” We, then, 
proceed to argue about the transcendental aspect of para, which is important in the phase of 
the logical consideration based on the scriptures (manana). 
 
 

Bahuvrīhi compound 31 
 
 It is bahuvrīhi compound that characterizes another aspect of para in Śa�kara’s 
thought, in contrast with karmadhāraya compound that characterizes the transcendent 
aspect mentioned above. Śa�kara presents a definition of the word svarūpa in the topic “the 
small space” (dahara) as follows: 

It is because even there the embodied self (jīva) is desired to be spoken of as 
one who has become manifest (āvirbhūta) as one's own nature (svarūpa). 
Āvirbhūtasvarūpa�32 means one whose nature has become manifest.33 (B. Ś., 
1.3.19) 

 From the grammatical point of view, the semantic characteristic of bahuvrīhi 
compound is as follows: it is “a relative or adjective compound (in which, as in the word 
bahu-vrīhi itself [cf. tat-purusha], the last member loses its character a substantive and 
together with the first member serves to qualify a noun)” (emphasis added), according to the 
explanation of the dictionary of Monier-Williams (1899). Śa�kara obviously defines the 
concept of svarūpa itself as a member in bahuvrīhi compound. In this compound, neither the 
first nor the second member is “substantive.” However, these are not simply “adjectives.” It is 
to be noted that they require the external “substantive” to qualify, which even possibly does 
not appear in the sentence including this compound. 

                                                       
 30 itaścāsa�sārisvarūpapratipādanaparamevaitadvākyamityavagantavyam. yadasminvākye 
patyādaya� śabdā asa�sārisvarūpapratipādanaparā� sa�sārisvabhāvaprati�edhanāśca bhavanti. 
"sarvasya vaśī sarvasyeśāna� sarvasyādhipati�" ityeva�jātīyakā asa�sārisvabhāvapratipādanaparā�. 
"sa na sādhunā karma�ā bhūyānno evāsādhunā kanīyān" ityeva�jātīyakā� 
sa�sārisvabhāvaprati�edhanā�. tasmādasa�sārī parameśvara ihokta ityavagamyate. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 
1.3.43, 290) 
 31 This word bahuvrīhi is used by Śa�kara himself in the aphorism “This [world] is the one who 
has the birth as the first, [which is] from that [i.e. Brahman]” (janmādyasya yata�) (B. Ś., 1.1.2). Śa�kara 
explains the phrase “[the one] having the birth as the first” ( janmādi) as a bahuvrīhi compound whose type 
is called tadgu�asa�vijñāna. This compound (samāsa) implies the birth, the preservation, and the 
destruction (janmasthitibha�ga, janmasthitipralaya). This explanation can be understood only from the 
viewpoint of meditation—or the viewpoint of our modes of existence (avasthā)—, while the transcendental 
aspect of para, which is usually expressed by bahuvrīhi compound, is considered as something eternal (or 
beginningless) (nitya) in the phase of the logical consideration. 
 32 It is a bahuvrīhi compound. See V.M. Apte, trans. Brahma-sūtra Shānkara-bhāshya (Bombay : 
Popular Book Depot, 1960), 171. 
 33 yatastatrāpyāvirbhūtasvarūpo jīvo vivak�yate. āvirbhūta� svarūpamasyetyāvirbhūta- 
svarūpa�. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 1.3.19, 233) 
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 The typical expression of bahuvrīhi compound is found in a verse of the 
Chāndogya, “[one who] identified with the mind, having prā�a as the body, and having 
effulgence as the nature” (manomaya� prā�aśarīro bhārūpa�) (Chā. U., 3.14.2), which is 
argued in detail in the topic “being known everywhere” (sarvatraprasiddhi) (B. Ś., 1.2.1-9). 
The point is as follows: 

When [such natures] as being identified with the mind and so on are taught, the 
very Brahman becomes proximate [to us], whereas the embodied self (jīva) is 
neither proximate nor presented through any word [pointing out] itself. Here lies 
the difference.34 (B. Ś., 1.2.1) 

 Gambhirananda explains about the verse of the Chāndogya (Chā. U., 3.14.2) as 
follows: “When we split up the compounds, prā�aśarīra�, and manomaya� thus—This one 
which has Prā�a as the body and this one which has mind as Its adjunct—the pronoun ‘This 
one which’ readily brings Brahman to our mind, since that pronoun refers to something near 
to hand” (emphasis added).35 Furthermore, in bahuvrīhi compound, especially tad-gu�a- 
samvijñāna, which is sometimes distinguished from a-tad-gu�a-samvijñāna such as “one 
who has seen the ocean” (d���asāgara, d���asamudra), the external subjective or noun, 
which is denoted by the whole compound word, has inseparably connected with the nature 
which is implied by it. For example, Gambirananda explains this as follows: “In 
‘pīta-ambara� paśya—see the man with a yellow cloth,’ the man is known along with the 
yellow cloth. But in ‘d���a-samudram ānaya—bring the man who saw the sea’, the man 
alone can be brought, but not the qualifying clause” (emphasis added). 36  Here, it is 
reasonable to think that what is referred to in the form of bahuvrīhi compound should be the 
external substantive. In the context of Śa�kara’s thought, the external which is referred to in 
such a form of bahuvrīhi compound should be the eternal (nitya), Brahman. The nature 
expressed in this compound is intrinsic or inseparably connected to the eternal. In other 
words, the concepts “[one] having prā�a as its body” (prā�aśarīra�) and “[one] having mind 
as its adjunct” (manomaya�) already refer to the eternal somehow, and bring something 
near to hand, even though it is only along with the transitory or the empirical. 
 By the way, Śa�kara says also that the eternal which is externally referred to in the 
form of bahuvrīhi compound is neither the known nor the unknown—in this study we want to 
think that it means neither empirical nor transcendent. It is not the object of the act of 
knowing either. After Śa�kara explains that the knowledge of Brahman, the eternal one, is 
not dependent on human action but dependent of the thing (vastu)—which should be 
understood as “material cause” (upādāna-kāra�a, prak�ti)—in the topic “connected 
sequence,” he further explains as follows:  

It is not that Brahman has entered into [the sphere of] the effects by [its] being an 
object of the act of knowing, because the [Upani�ads’] passages—“it is different 
(anya) from the known as well as the unknown” (Ke. U., 1.4), “how should one 
know it, by which one knows all this?” (B�. U., 2.4.14) deny that it [Brahman] is 
the object of the act of knowing.37 (B. Ś., 1.1.4) 

 The point is that these passages (Ke. U., 1.4, B�. U., 2.4.14) should not be 
interpreted as relating to the negative perspective of Śa�kara’s thought, which should be 
rather considered in the transcendent aspect. On the contrary, these passages show the fact 
that we are already concerned with the eternal (nitya) even only along with the empirical and 
transitory. However, what is, then, that which is neither known nor unknown? Can we understand 
such a thing which is not the object of the act of knowing? Śa�kara explains this in the same 
place by the following quotation: “That which is not expressed by speech, [but] by which 
speech is expressed” (yadvācānabhyudita� yena vāgabhyudyate). 
                                                       
 34 manomayatvādi�ūpadiśyamāne�u tadeva brahma sa�nihita� bhavati. jīvastu na sa�nihito 
naca svaśabdenopātta iti vai�amyam. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 1.2.1, 163)  
 35 Gambhirananda, trans. Brahmasūtrabhā�ya of Śa�karācārya, 131f. 
 36 Ibid., 13f. 
 37 na ca vidikriyākarmatvena kāryānupraveśo brahma�a�, "anyadeva tadviditādatho 
aviditādadhi" iti vidikriyākarmatvaprati�edhāt, "yeneda� sarva� vijānāti ta� kena vijānīyāt" iti ca. (Shastri, 
ed. B. Ś., 1.1.4, 78) 
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 The answer for this question seems to be more explicitly given in the topics “correlation 
of passages” (vākyānvaya) (B. Ś., 1.4.19-22) and “material cause” (prak�ti) (B. Ś., 1.4.23-27). 
Śa�kara cites several passages from the Upani�ads in regard to the material cause: “All 
this is but the self” (ida� sarva� yadayamātmā) (B�. U., 2.4.6). “Having created that, He 
entered into that” (tats���vā tadevānuprāviśat) (Tai. U., 2.6.1). 38  “That which these 
existents emerge from, [... that is Brahman]” (yato vā imāni bhūtāni jāyante) (Tai. U., 3.1.1). “O 
adorable sir, through what being known, does all this become known?”(kasminnu bhagavo 
vijñāte sarvamida� vijñāta� bhavati) (Mu. U., 1.1.3). As we can see from these quotations, 
although the material cause or the transcendental aspect of para is not related to only a 
certain Upani�ad or a certain chapter of it, there is a chapter in the Upani�ads, which is 
especially emphasized by Śa�kara from this point of view. It is Uddālaka Āru�i’s instruction 
in the Chāndogya Upani�ad. 
 
 

Uddālaka Āru�i’s Instruction 
 
 Although the transcendental aspect of Śa�kara’s thought is not limited to “being” 
(sat), it can be admitted that “being” is the first subject in this aspect. Uddālaka Āru�i’s 
instruction is already mentioned in the topic “seeing” (B. Ś., 1.1.5-11), which is the first topic 
including the arguments against the Sā�khya. 

The declaration is that everything becomes known by knowing the cause. It is 
heard thus: [beginning with passages]—“[Oh Śvetaketu], have you asked about 
that instruction, through which the unheard becomes heard, the unknown 
[becomes] known, [and] the unrecognized [becomes] recognized? [Śvetaketu 
asked,] how, Oh venerable one, is the instruction [possible]? [The preceptor, his 
father says]—just as, Oh good one, by [knowing] one piece of clay everything 
made of clay will become understood, a modification (or an effect) which is a 
name (or name-giving) originated by speech, [while] clay only is the truth. Thus, 
Oh good one, that is the instruction” (Chā. U., 6.1.2-6).39 (B. Ś., 1.1.8) 

 The point of Śa�kara’s argument against the Sā�khya is that prak�ti or pradhāna 
in the sense used in the Sā�khya still remains unknown actually, even though it can be 
supposed as the so-called “being” or the cause of the objects of our experience. On the other 
hand, Śa�kara thinks that “being” (sat) can be known or understood. However, what we 
must ask here is how we can know “being,” which is an essence (svarūpa) of the eternal, 
Brahman. The world in front of us is obviously something plural and transitory, which is 
opposite to the eternal and one, Brahman. Is it more reasonable to suppose another 
principle like prak�ti in the sense used in the Sā�khya? Here let us think about the similarity 
between Śa�kara and the supposed opponent the Sā�khya rather than the superficial 
difference between them. Śa�kara sometimes calls the Sā�khya as the learned men,40 like 
“even the learned men, who assert the discrimination between the self and the non-self” 
(ātmānātmavivekināmapi pa��itā�) (B. Ś., 1.1.4). Śa�kara’s estimation of the Sā�khya is 
not necessarily low. This estimation consists in the concept of discrimination (viveka) of the 
self (ātman) and the non-self (anātman). There is, however, still the difference between 
Śa�kara and the Sā�khya. There are two points to be noted about the concept of 
discrimination (viveka). 

                                                       
 38 This passage is quite often cited by Śa�kara, although it is superficially antagonistic to 
Śa�kara’s assertion that Brahman never enters the sphere of the effect. We want to understand the 
meaning of this passage through our consideration about the transcendental aspect in Śa�kara’s thought. 
 39 kāra�avijñānāddhi sarva� vijñātamiti pratijñātam. "uta tamādeśamaprāk�yo yenāśruta� 
śruta� bhavatyamata� matamavijñāta� vijñātamiti katha� nu bhagava� sa ādeśo bhavatīti yathā 
somyaikena m�tpi��ena sarva� m�nmaya� vijñāta� syādvācārambha�a� vikāro nāmadheya� 
m�ttikety- eva satyam". "eva� somya sa ādeśo bhavati" iti vākyopakrame śrava�āt. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 
1.1.8, 113) 
 40 In B. Ś. 2.1.1, Śa�kara calls Kapila (the founder of the Sā�khya) as a great seer (paramar�i) 
and the Sā�khya as the learned (śi��a), although it is stated in the context of the supposed opponent. 
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 The first point of this discrimination (viveka) is related to the passage of Uddālaka 
Āru�i’s instruction, especially the phrase “through which the unheard becomes heard, the 
unknown [becomes] known, [and] the unrecognized [becomes] recognized?” Here, it is Paul 
Deussen who points out the transcendental tendency in the Upani�ads and Śa�kara’s 
commentary. He explains about the phrase “yena aśrutam śrutam bhavati” as follows: “Max 
Mueller translates it: ‘by which we hear what cannot be heard.’ According to Bohtlingk, it 
means: ‘by means of which the unheard becomes heard.’ Both are wrong, though the latter 
could have found the right interpretation in my ‘System des Vedānta’ viz. ‘through which also 
the unheard one becomes already a heard one.’ It is the theme of the whole book which 
proclaims itself these words. The existing one or being is one and is everything” (emphasis 
added).41 The point of Deussen’s assertion is that the passages of Uddālaka Āru�i’s 
instruction should be discriminated from our inability of reaching the supreme (para), which 
should be first considered in the transcendent aspect of para, and suggests the fact that we 
are already concerned with the eternal (nitya) somehow. This feature “already” is that which 
we have repeatedly seen in the consideration about the bahuvrīhi compound. Besides, it is 
still not yet clear how this feature “already” is related to an essence of the eternal, “being,” 
which should be discriminated (vivektavya) from the transitory things—we will argue about 
this issue in the next chapter—, but it is reasonable to think that this feature “already” is an 
important issue to consider about the discrimination (viveka). 
 The second point of “discrimination” (viveka) is related to the concept of 
“non-discontinuance” or “non-existential-distinction” (avyatireka). It is again concerned with 
the passage of Uddālaka Āru�i. Just after the citation of the passages of the Chāndogya 
Upani�ad (6.1.2,3), Śa�kara says in the topic “the material cause” as follows: 

From there [the passages of the Chāndogya] it is understood that, “by knowing 
one, everything else unknown [already] becomes known.” That knowledge of 
everything, is possible, only by understanding the material cause (upādāna- 
kāra�a), because the effect is non-[existentially]-distinguished (avyatireka) from 
the material cause, whereas the effect is not non-[existentially]-distinguished 
(avyatireka) from the efficient cause (nimittakāra�a), as in the [ordinary] world an 
architect is seen to be [existentially] distinguished (vyatireka) from the palace [he 
builds].42 (B. Ś., 1.4.23) 

 Although this concept “non-[existential]-distinction” (avyatireka) is interpreted by 
Śa�kara as “the non-difference of the cause and the effect” (kāryakāra�ānanyatva) (B. Ś., 
1.4.28, 2.1.6,7) (kāryakāra�ayorananyatva) (B. Ś., 2.1.9,14,15), it is not appropriate to 
understand that Śa�kara asserts the identity of the cause and the effect. Needless to say, if 
we understand this concept “non-existential-distinction” or “non-difference of the cause and 
the effect” as the identity of effect and cause, this understanding itself destroys the 
relationship of the cause and the effect. Such a statement is self-contradictory and 
meaningless, as Śa�kara himself explains in B. Ś. 2.1.6—as we will see in next chapter—. 
“Non-difference” (ananyatva) can be understood as “identity” only based on the mean 
propositional logic, which Śa�kara wants to argue against.  
 Besides, this concept of vyatireka (“existential-distinction” or “discontinuance”) is 
obviously used in the relation with the causality. However, if we understand the word 
vyatireka in a sense of causality like the Nayāya-Vaiśe�ika, it means “(logical) 
discontinuance” (vyatireka) like yatra yatra vahnirnāsti tatra tatra dhūmo'pi nāsti (where 
there is no fire there is no smoke), which is opposed to ‘(logical) continuance’ (anvaya) like 
yatra yatra dhūmastatra tatra vahni� (where there is smoke there is fire). How, then, should 
we understand the concept “non-discontinuance” (avyatireka), which is also called “the 
non-existence of the effect through the [existential] distinction” (vyatireke�ābhāva� 
kāra�sya) (B. Ś., 2.1.14)?  

                                                       
 41 Paul Deussen, Sixty Upani�ads of the Veda (Delhi : Motilal Banarsidass, 1980), 156. 
 42 tatra caikena vijñātena sarvamanyadavijñātamapi vijñāta� bhavatīti pratīyate. taccopādāna- 
kāra�avijñāne sarvavijñāna� sa�bhavatyupādānakāra�āvyatirekātkāryasya. nimittakāra�āvyatirekastu 
kāryasya nāsti, loke tak��a� prāsādavyatirekadarśanāt. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 1.4.23, 339) 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 

                                                                             27 

 This study moves into the direction to suppose that this concept “non-existential- 
distinction” (avyatireka) or “the non-difference of the effect and the cause” (kāryakāra�a- 
ananyatva) indicates a kind of relationship to the eternal (nitya), which can never be 
considered in the temporal causality. However, is it again self-contradictory that the concept 
“non-existential-distinction” or “non-existence of the effect through the existential- 
distinction,” which is obviously related to the causality, is to be understood as non- temporal? 
We are apt to stop our thinking in this point. There, however, are great helpers for us. They 
are Paul Deussen and Immanuel Kant. The transcendental philosophy of Kant consists in 
that, although our judgment should be done according to the subjective intuitional forms 
such as time and space, still our judgment is already based on the pure categories of our 
understanding, which belong to the logical or noumenal sphere, while Kant calls this word 
“already” a priori. In short, Kant presents the concept “transcendental” as our understanding 
logically precedent to our subjective intuitional forms. Our subjective judgment is temporal 
and spatial, whereas the logical precedence of our understanding itself is non-temporal. 
 This study owes a lot of things to Paul Deussen. Especially he gives courage for us 
to understand the concept “non-existential-distinction” (avyatireka) as non-temporal. We do 
not need to hesitate to call Śa�kara’s thought of “essence” (svarūpa) and “discrimination” 
(viveka) as “transcendental,” along with Paul Deussen. This study, however, is not intended 
to see the full analogy of Kant axiom in Śa�kara’s thought. The historical and philosophical 
background is totally different between Kant and Śa�kara. Śa�kara does not intend to give 
a philosophical basis to the modern science such as physics or humanities like Kant, 
whereas Kant’s transcendental thought has its base in neither the semantic explanation nor 
the hermeneutics like Śa�kara. It is one of the reasons why we investigated the two aspects 
of para in Śa�kara’s thought from the semantic point of view, especially compound words. 
Although we keep investigating the concept “non- existential-distinction” (avyatireka) as 
non-temporal, as Paul Deussen points out that the unheard one, the eternal one, has 
already become the heard one, we want to keep some distance from the interpretation of 
Deussen. 
 On the other hand, as for Śa�kara’s thought about “being,” we want to call it 
“transcendental ontology” together with Pande, but for the time being we reserve judgment 
on whether the concept “transcendental” immediately implies only something related to the 
pragmatic validity only because this aspect of para is possibly understood or realized only 
along with the individual and transitory. As we have seen already, this transcendental aspect 
of para is concerned not only “being,” but also “consciousness” (cit, caitanya). Moreover, it is 
concerned even with “liberation” (mok�a) or “effulgence” (jyotis), as it is seen in the 
expression “[one] having the effulgence as the nature.” Admittedly, Śa�kara seems to think 
that, in order to realize the essence of the eternal, “liberation,” it is indispensable for us to 
take account of the transcendent aspect of para—which is deeply related to obligatory 
actions and meditations—, but we want to still say that “liberation,” “effulgence,” or “bliss” 
(ānanda) is presented in the transcendental aspect of para. 
 In summary, the definition svarūpa itself is based on the expression through 
bahuvrīhi compound, as seen in the expression “[one who] becomes manifest as its own 
nature” (āvirbhūta-svarūpa�). The concepts “[one] having prā�a as the body” 
(prā�aśarīra�), “[one] having the mind as the adjunct” (or identified with the mind) 
(manomaya�), and “[one] having the effulgence as the nature” (bhārūpa�) are to be 
understood as expressed in bahuvrīhi compound. They are very probably corresponding to 
“being” (sat), “consciousness” (cit), “bliss” (ānanda), which are also called the eternal 
essences (nitya-  svarūpa) of Brahman. This type of compound shows one of our 
relationships to para. This relationship should neither known nor unknown. It probably 
means that it is neither empirical nor transcendent. There is another important concept of 
discrimination (viveka), which is found in the arguments between Śa�kara and the Sā�khya. 
To put this concept into question, there are two points to be noted. The first is related to the 
fact that we are “already” concerned with the eternal somehow, even though it is possible 
only along with the transitory and empirical. The second is related to the concept 
“non-existential -distinction” (avyatireka), which has not been clarified yet in this chapter. 
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 As mentioned already, we first argue about the transcendental aspect of Śa�kara’s 
thought according to the trend of his commentary. Thus, we will see the issue 
“discrimination” (viveka) further in the next chapter, through Śa�kara’s controversy with the 
supposed opponents, the Vaiśe�ika, the idealistic Buddhists, and so on in the second 
adhyāya. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 
MEANING OF SVARŪPA 

 
 This chapter is aimed to investigate the transcendental aspect of para (svarūpa- 
lak�a�ā), especially through Śa�kara’s arguments about “being” and “consciousness,” 
which are also called essences of the eternal (nitya-svarūpa).  
 

Causality 
 
 As already mentioned, Śa�kara lived in the seventh and eighth centuries A.D. 
Since it is certain that some of the Upani�ads, which Śa�kara’s thought is mainly concerned 
with, formed before the lifetime of the Buddha [624-544 B.C. or 463-383 B.C.], more than 
one thousand years had passed between those Upani�ads and Śa�kara. By the lifetime of 
Śa�kara, there had already formed the various philosophical systems, such as the Sā�khya, 
the Yoga, the Nyāya, the Vaiśe�ika, the Pūrva-mīmā�sā, the Uttara-mīmā�sā (or the 
Vedanda system)—which are classified as the orthodox systems (āstika)—, Buddhism, and 
Jaina— which are classified as the heterodox systems (nāstika)—. It is also well known that 
there were mutual influences among these systems in the period of Śa�kara. One of the 
important philosophical questions which were discussed among those systems is 
“causality.” Moreover, as the word āstika is derived from asti (literally, ‘there is’), “being” is 
one of the main themes which are discussed in a close relation with the issue of causality, 
especially in the orthodox systems. In the history of Indian philosophy, these orthodox 
systems (āstika) are also divided into two views, such as “the doctrine of the pre-existence of 
an effect in its cause” (satkāryavāda) and “the doctrine of the non-existence of an effect in its 
cause” (asatkāryavāda).  
 In regard to the issue of satkārayavāda and asatkāryavāda, the Upani�ads have 
two kinds of texts, which are superficially contradicted each other. “In the beginning, O good 
one, this [world] was only ‘being,’ the one alone without a second” (sadeva somyedamagra 
āsīdekamevādvitīyam) (Chā. U., 6.2.1). “In the beginning, this [world] was only ‘non-being,’ it 
was ‘being’ that became into existence” (asadevedamagra āsīttatsadāsīttatsamabhavat) 
(Chā. U., 3.19.1). “In the beginning, this [world] was but ‘non-being,’ thence verily ‘being’ was 
originated” (asadvā idamagra āsīttato vai sadajāyata) (Tai. U., 2.7.1). This issue is discussed 
by Śa�kara three times; in the topics “causality” (kāra�atva) (B. Ś., 1.4.14,15), “origination” 
(ārambha�a) (B. Ś., 2.1.17,18), and “seizing the self” (ātmag�hīti) (B. Ś., 3.3.16,17). 
Śa�kara interprets this issue as follows: 

Therefore, since the word “being” (sat) is generally well known (prasiddha) in the 
sphere of [individual] things (vastu) which are evolved (or manifested) (vyāk�ta) 
through names and forms (nāma-rūpa), Brahman, which [is] verily “being,” is 
spoken of in a secondary sense, as it were, as non-being (asat), in regard to [the 
fact] that there does not exist (abhāva) the evolution (vyākara�a) [through name 
and form] of that [the individual thing] before [its] origination (or [its] becoming 
into existence) (utpatti).1 (B. Ś., 1.4.15) 

 Although Śa�kara dares to stand by satkāryavāda, it is not reasonable to conclude 
from the assertion above that Śa�kara insists on the temporal priority of the cause (in this 
case, “being”) to the effect. Śa�kara explains “the non-difference of cause and effect” 
(kāryakāra�ayorananyatva), emphasizing this concept in contrast with the common 
causality, such as vyatireka (a logical discontinuance)—it means that an effect is not to be 
seen where its cause does not exist—and anvaya (a logical continuance)—-it means that an 
effect is to be seen only where its cause exists—, as follows: 

                                                       
 1 tasmānnāmarūpavyāk�tavastuvi�aya� prāye�a sacchabda� prasiddha iti 
tadvyākara�ābhāvāpek�ayā prāgutpatte� sadeva brahmāsadivāsīdityupacaryate. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 
1.4.15, 321) 
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Moreover, [an] effect is non-different (ananya) from the [material] cause, 
because the effect of the cause is conceived (upalabh) only when the cause is 
[understood] in the existence, but in the non-existence.2 (B. Ś., 2.1.15) 

 What Śa�kara means through “the non-difference of cause and effect” is not 
related to our causal experience, which is found between the individual things existentially 
distinguished, such as “fire” or “smoke.” 

We [Vedantins] say that the reason for [holding the view of] the non-difference of 
cause and effect is that a concept (buddhi) [as an effect] is colored by the 
existence of that [the cause]. Moreover, this [such non-difference] is not found in 
[our causal experiences in the case of] fire and smoke.3 (B. Ś., 2.1.15) 

 Although this explanation seems to be concerned with “consciousness”—which is 
also an essence of the eternal, but which should not be mixing up with “being” which is under 
discussion now—, it is still proper to think that Śa�kara wants to assert that “the 
non-difference of cause and effect” (kāryakāra�ayorananyatva), “the non-distinction (or 
non-discontinuance) of [an] effect with the material cause” (upādānakāra�āvyatirekāt 
kāryasya), or “the non-existence of [an] effect through the distinction (discontinuance) [with 
the cause]” (vyatireke�a-abhāva� kāryasya) is different from the concepts “logical 
discontinuance” (vyatireka) and “logical continuance” (anavaya) which are usually 
considered in our causal experiences, although, in Śa�kara’s thought, the word vyatireka is 
often used in the meaning of “a conceptual (or existential) distinction” in general, not only the 
logical discontinuance. From the viewpoint of a mean empiricism, the relationship between 
cause and effect can be found only in such a causal experience between the individual 
things which are already conceptually (existentially) distinguished, but what Śa�kara means 
through “the non-discontinuance (or rather the non-existential-distinction) of cause and 
effect” is different from the relationship in such a causal experience. In short, the material 
cause—namely an essence of the eternal thing (nitya-vastu), Brahman—and 
effects—individual and transitory things—can not be conceptually distinguished, but they 
should be discriminated (vivektavya). This is a point that we must consider in this chapter. 
Besides, “the non-difference of cause and effect” does not immediately mean a complete 
persistence (anuv�tti) of the cause in effects—namely the identity of cause and effect—. 

... Then, it is seen that the characteristic of “being” (sattā), an essence 
(svabhāva) of Brahman [namely the eternal], also persists (anuv�t) in space 
(ākāśa) and so on. [When] someone will corrupt [the view] that [this] world has 
the material cause which is Brahman, [only] for the reason of the dissimilarity 
[between Brahman and this world], he should explain whether he means the 
dissimilarity as the non-persistence (or non-appearance) of the whole 
characteristics of Brahman, the non-persistence of any (of them), or the non- 
persistence of consciousness. In the first case, it results in the complete 
destruction of [the relationship] of cause and effect, because, if there is nothing 
surpassing [the cause], [the relationship] of cause and effect does not become 
into existence. In the second case, it [can not] be established, because it is 
already said that it is seen that the characteristic of “being,” an essence of 
Brahma [namely the material cause] persists in space (ākāśa) and so on [namely 
an effect]. In the third case, there is no illustration [to prove it].4 (B. Ś., 2.1.6) 

 It is to be noted that the view of “non-difference of cause and effect” can not be 

                                                       
 2 itaśca kāra�ādananyatva� kāryasya, yatkāra�a� bhāva eva kāra�asya kāryamupalabhyate 
nābhāve. (Shastri, ed., B. Ś., 2.1.15, 383) 
 3 tadbhāvānuraktā� hi buddhi� kāryakāra�ayorananyatve hetu� vaya� vadāma�. na cāsāv- 
agnidhūmayorvidyate. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.1.15, 384) 
 4 brahma�o'pi tarhi sattālak�a�a� svabhāva ākāśādi�vanuvartamāno d�śyate. 
vilak�a�atvena ca kāra�ena brahmaprak�tikatva� jagato dū�ayatā kimaśe�asya 
brahmasvabhāvasyānanuvartana� vilak�a�atvamabhipreyata uta yasya kasyacidatha caitanyasyeti 
vaktavyam. prathame vikalpe samastaprak�tivikārocchedaprasa�ga�. na hyasatyatiśaye prak�tivikāra iti 
bhavati. dvitīye cāsiddhatvam. d�śyate hi sattālak�a�o brahmasvabhāva ākāśādi�vanuvartamāna 
ityuktam. t�tīye tu d���āntābhāva�. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.1.6, 359-360) 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 

                                                                             31 

rejected only because of the non-persistence of the whole cause in the effect (namely the 
non-identity of cause and effect). In other words, Śa�kara does not use the concept 
“non-difference of cause and effect” as indicating “the identity of cause and effect,” although 
it is not yet clear how we should understand that Brahman as the material cause persists in 
effects, and how the eternal, Brahman, is still to be discriminated from effects. 
 How, then, can we understand this concept of “the non-difference of cause and 
effect”? Now let us see the concrete illustrations (li�ga) found in the Upani�ads. 
 
 

Illustrations of the Upani�ads 
 
 Although the second adhyāya has the logical consideration based on the scriptures 
(manana) as its main theme, it still includes the hermeneutics of the Upani�ads (śrava�a). 
In regard to the argument about “being,” Śa�kara regards “clay” (m�t) and “space” (ākāśa) 
as typical illustrations concerning the material cause. The illustration of “clay,” which is 
already cited in the first adhyāya, is again focused on in the topic “origination” (ārambha�a) 
(B. Ś., 2.1.14-20). Just after the citation of Chā. U. 6.1.4 “Just as, O good one, by [knowing] 
one piece of clay everything made of clay will become understood, a modification (or an 
effect) which is a name (or a name-giving) originated by speech, [while] the clay only is the 
truth,” Śa�kara explains the illustration of “clay” as follows: 

What is meant by this is; when a piece of clay is in the true meaning understood 
to be an essence of clay (m�d-ātman), every [individual] things made of clay, 
such as a pot, a plate, and a water-pot, should become known, because [they 
are] non-different (aviśe�a) in [the point of] being its essential nature 
(ātmakatva) of the clay; for an modification [namely an individual thing as an 
effect], which [consists in] a name (or a name-giving) (nāmadheya) originated by 
speech, is indeed originated merely through the speech, “There is [that].”5 (B. Ś., 
2.1.14) 

 Although these assertions of Śa�kara show a characteristic of a kind of 
nominalism 6  together with the Upani�ads, it is not necessarily proper to think that 
Śa�kara’s thought about “being” consists in such a nominalism as is apt to discard the 
significance of the individual, only for the reason that such individuals (as effects) are based 
on just a name (or a name-giving). As we will see in the section “Individual Things,” the 
existence of the individual is definitely important, and in a sense it is the core problem in the 
transcendental aspect of para—while this characteristic of a kind of nominalism is to be put 
into question in the sphere of meditation in regard to our modes of existence, as we will 
discuss about it in the sixth chapters “Meditation and Adhyāsa”—. 
 The illustration of “clay” is obviously correspondent to the verse of the Chāndogya 
6.2.1, “In the beginning, O good one, this [world] was only ‘being.’” However, it is not proper 
to conclude from this that Śa�kara thinks of “clay” (m�t) as “being”—an essence of the 
eternal, Brahman—, even in the figurative meaning. Gambhirananda says: “All modifications 
of clay are known by knowing clay. So this should constitute all-knowingness. And vessels 
being non-different from clay, clay should be ‘without a second’. But this is absurd, because 
the Vedas are not meant for such common place information.”7 What Gambhirananda says 
is appropriate. Moreover, it is neither appropriate to simply think that this illustration of “clay” 
is a figurative expression of the material cause, such as “being” and so on. There are two 
reasons. First, although Śa�kara admits certain “eternality” (nityatva) for the essences of the 
individual, such as “clay” and so on, nevertheless these essences of the individual should be 
                                                       
 5 etadukta� bhavati -- ekena m�tpi��ena paramārthato m�dātmanā vijñātena sarva� 
m�nmaya� gha�aśarāvodañcanādika� m�dātmakatvāviśe�ādvijñāta� bhavet. yato vācārambha�a� 
vikāro nāmadheya� vācaiva kevalamastītyārabhyate. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.1.14, 373) 
 6 By the way, it is not proper to easily compare a kind of nominalism seen in thought of Śa�kara 
with the nominalism in European philosophy, because the latter is usually concerned with the problem of the 
reality of the universal, while the former is definitely concerned with the existence of the individual. 
 7 Gambhirananda, trans. Brahmasūtrabhā�ya of Śa�karācārya, 453f.  
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discriminated from the essences of the eternal, Brahman. Second, “being” as an essence of 
the eternal, Brahman, is not to be understood apart from the essence and the external 
natures of the individual—however, this second point will be argued later in the sections 
“Non-existence” and “Being”—. 
 There seems to be a difficulty concerning the word “eternal” (nitya). It is sure that 
Śa�kara asserts that the essence (ātmaka, svarūpa) of the individual—something universal 
(sāmānya), which is a substratum of the individual—has certain eternality (nityatva). Such a 
view of Śa�kara is correspondent to his assertion of the eternality of the universal 
(sāmānya) or the species (āk�ti). 

It is because that [we can] see an eternal relationship (sa�bhandha-nityatva) 
between [generic] words such as ‘cow’ and [its] object (or meaning). It is not that, 
[only] on the ground that individual things (vyakti) such as cows and so on are 
subject to the birth (or the origination), their species (or form) (āk�ti) would also 
be subject to the birth; for only the individuals [consisting] of substances (dravya), 
attributes (gu�a) and actions (karman) become into existence, not their species 
(or form) (āk�ti). Moreover, the relationship of words (śabdānā� sa�bhandha) is 
[concerned] with the species, not with individual things; for individual things are 
infinite (ānantya), and it is not possible to grasp the relationship [between words 
and all of those individual things]. Therefore, even if individual things are subject 
to the birth, the species (or forms) (āk�ti) are eternal (nityatva). There is no 
contradiction in the case of such words as ‘cow’ and so on.8 (B. Ś., 1.3.28) 

 Thus, we must say that an essence of the individual—the universal or the species 
as a substratum of the individual—has a kind of eternality (nityatva). However, such 
eternality should not be easily identified with the essence of the eternal, Brahman. Let us see 
another illustration, “space” (akāśa), which seems to be more universal than “clay.” There is 
a topic named “space” (ākāśa) (B. Ś., 1.1.22) in the first adhyāya. There, ākāśa is even 
regarded as an epithet of Brahman.  

The word ākāśa is well-known in this world and in the Vedas, as far as it is used 
in the meaning of the existing substance. Sometimes it is seen to be used for 
Brahman as well, where, for instance, by means of the subsidiary passage or by 
the mention of the specific characteristic, Brahman is described thus: “If this 
space (ākāśa) were not to be the bliss [namely Brahman]” (Tai. U., 2.7). “Space 
(ākāśa) is indeed the accomplisher of names and forms, [and] that in which they 
[exist] is Brahman” (Chā. U., 8.14.1).9 (B. Ś., 1.1.22) 

 At the end of the topic “space,” 10 Śa�kara concludes: “Therefore, it is established 
that the word ākāśa [stands for] Brahma.” (tasmādākāśaśabda� brahmeti siddham) (B. Ś., 
1.1.22). Śa�kara quotes also the following verses: “The wind (vāyu) and the atmosphere 
(antarik�a) [namely ākāśa]) are this immortal” (vāyuścāntarik�a� caitadam�tam) (B�. U., 
2.3.3) (B. Ś., 2.3.4). “The self should be known to be infinite as this space (ākāśa) is infinite” 
(sa yathānanto'yamākāśa evamananta ātmā veditavya�) (B. Ś., 2.3.4). “The space (ākāśa) 
[stands for] the self” (ākāśātmā) (Tai. U., 1.7.1) (B. Ś., 2.3.4).  
 However, in spite of these verses, Śa�kara can not help thinking that the space 
(ākāśa) is an effect (or a modification). For example, Śa�kara says in the aphorism “As it is 
                                                       
 8 gavādiśabdārthasa�bandhanityatvadarśanāt. nahi gavādivyaktīnāmutpattimattve 
tadāk�tīnāmapyutpattimattva� syāt. dravyagu�akarma�ā� hi vyaktaya evotpadyante nāk�taya�. 
āk�tibhiśca śabdānā� sa�bandho na vyaktibhi�. vyaktīnāmānantyātsa�bandhagraha�ānupapatte�. 
vyakti�ūtpadyamānāsvapyāk�tīnā� nityatvānna gavādiśabde�u kaścidvirodho d�śyate. (Shastri, ed. B. 
Ś., 1.3.28, 251-252) 
 9 bhūtaviśe�e tāvatsuprasiddho lokavedayorākāśaśabda�. brahma�yapi kvacitprayujyamāno 
d�śyate. yatra vākyaśe�avaśādasādhāra�agu�aśrava�ādvā nirdhārita� brahma bhavati, yathā -- 
"yade�a ākāśa ānando na syāt" iti. "ākāśo vai nāma nāmarūpayornirvahitā te yadantarā tadbrahma" iti 
caivamādau. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 1.1.22, 134-135) 
 10 In the phase of meditation, it is more proper to think that the space (ākāśa) stands for “the 
small [lotus flower]” (dahara), “internal space” (antarākāśa), or “the subtle body (li�ga-ātman), but this issue 
will be argued in the sixth chapters “Meditation and Adhyāsa,” because we suppose that these concepts 
are not easily to be introduced into the phase of the logical consideration. 
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seen in the world, wherever [there is] an effect (or a modification), separateness [is present]” 
(yāvadvikāra� tu vibhāgo lokavat) (B. Ś., 2.3.7) of the topic “space” (viyat): 

Wherever some aggregation of an effect (or a modification) (vikāra-jāta) [namely 
an individual thing] is seen—be it a jar, a small pot, a pitcher; or a bracelet, an 
armlet, an earring; or a needle, an arrow, a sword—, it is recognized as separate 
(vibhāga) in the world. However, anything that is not modified (never becomes an 
effect) (avik�ta) is not conceived to be separate (vibhakta) [—for example, 
“consciousness,” “being,” and so on—]. Moreover, the space (ākāśa) is 
understood to be separate (vibhāga) from the earth and so on. Therefore, it 
[space] deserves to be an effect (or a modification) (vikāra). Hereby it is 
explained that space (or direction), time, mind and atoms are effects (or 
modifications) (kārya).11 (B. Ś., 2.3.7) 

 The space belongs to the sphere of effects and it is not an essence of the eternal. It 
is the same case with “time,” “mind,” and so on. On the other hand, “being,” as an essence of 
the eternal, Brahman, is never separate, and it never becomes an effect. These assertions 
of Śa�kara are quite clear. Therefore, in a sense, what we should consider in this chapter 
“Meaning of Svarūpa” is the discrimination between the essence of the individual (or the 
transitory) and the essence of the eternal, even though both these two essences can be 
called something “eternal” (nitya).12 Or, in other words, we want to consider the way to 
investigate the transcendental (or the eternal). 
 By the way, before arguing about “being,” an essence of the eternal, we want to 
consider the issue about the existence of the individual, because this issue is the central 
point of Śa�kara’s controversy with the Vaiśe�ika, who is the main supposed opponent in 
regard to the theme “being.”  
 
 

Individual Things 
 
 An individual thing (vastu) is generally known as a transitory thing. Individual things 
are subject to the origination and the destruction. Individual things are known as such. 
Individual things are recognized as separate. “Wherever some aggregation of an effect (or a 
modification) [namely an individual thing] is seen—be it a jar, a small pot, a pitcher; or a 
bracelet, an armlet, an earring; or a needle, an arrow, a sword—, it is recognized as separate 
in the world” (B. Ś., 2.3.7). “It is because every [individual] thing is conceived exactly through 
the self becoming into existence along with its own nature by itself” (sarvasya ca vastuna� 
svena svena rūpe�a bhāvātmanaivopalabhyamānatvāt) (B. Ś., 2.2.26). Even apart from 
Śa�kara's argument, it is the fact that, in the first step of our experience, we meet an 
individual thing, which is known along with its becoming into existence through its essence 
(svarūpa, ātmaka) and various external natures. As seen typically in the illustration of “clay,” 
the material cause—the essences of the eternal, “being” and so on—is considered in a close 
relation with the becoming into existence of the individual through its essence and its various 
external natures—namely limiting adjuncts (upādhi)—. 
 As for the individual, it is true that the Vaiśe�ika also asserts some particularity (or 
individuality), but it first means the particularity (viśe�a) of the substances (dravyā�i), such 
as “earth” (p�thivī), “water” (āpas), “fire” (agni), “air” (vāyu), “ether” (ākāśa), “direction (or 
space)” (deśa), “time” (kāla), “self” (ātman), “mind” (manas). On the other hand, the 
Vaiśe�ika admits some independent existence of the individual (dravya) based on the rule 

                                                       
 11 yato yāvatki�cidvikārajāta� d�śyate gha�agha�ikodañcanādi vā ka�akakeyūraku��alādi 
vā sūcīnārācanistri�śādi vā tāvāneva vibhāgo loke lak�yate. na tvavik�ta� ki�citkutaścidvibhaktam- 
upalabhyate. vibhāgaścākāśasya p�thivyādibhyo'vagamyate. tasmātso'pi vikāro bhavitumarhati. etena 
dikkālamana�paramā�vādīnā� kāryatva� vyākhyātam. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.3.7, 507) 
 12 In this study, we translate the word nitya as ‘eternal.’ However, it is not necessarily clear if we 
can understand this concept as standing for “endless” (ātyantika). For example, Gambhirananda sometimes 
translates this word as ‘beginningless.’ See Gambhirananda, trans. Brahmasūtrabhā�ya of Śa�karācārya, 
209. 
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“substances produces other substances [the individual], and qualities other qualities” 
(dravyā�i dravyāntaramārabhante gu�āśca gu�āntaram) (Vai. Sū. 1.1.10)—which seems 
to be contradicted to the definition of the substances (dravyāni) “anything real, which has no 
cause, [namely the substance (dravyāni)], is eternal” (sadakāra�avannityam) (Vai. Sū. 
4.1.1)—.  
 Śa�kara does not necessarily criticize the ambiguity concerning the definition of 
the substance (dravya) of the Vaiśe�ika. Rather, Śa�kara approves the existence of 
individual things—namely the substances which are originated (ārabh)—together with the 
Vaiśe�ika. The difference between the Vaiśe�ika and Śa�kara is that, the Vaiśe�ika 
postulates the eternal relationship between the individual—namely the produced 
substance—and the eternal (the substances like atoms and so on in the case of the 
Vaiśe�ika)—which itself is imperceptible (apratyak�a) but is distinguished through the 
particularity (viśe�a) which belongs to the imperceptible substance—, in order to secure the 
eternal by discarding the non-eternal, namely, the produced substance (the individual), while 
Śa�kara rejects such a supposed eternal relationship between the individual and the eternal. 
In the topic “atom is [not] the cause of the world” (paramā�ujagadakāra�atva) (B. Ś., 
2.2.12-17), Śa�kara says as follows, criticizing that the Vaiśe�ika tries to secure the eternal 
through establishing the eternal relationship—such as conjunction and inherence 
—between the individual and the eternal (atoms and so on as the substances in the case of 
the Vaiśe�ika). 

For example, [an individual] Devadatta, which is one, becomes into existence in 
this world as sharing (bhāj) the various words and concepts (śabda-pratyaya), 
and depends on its essence (svarūpa) and its relational natures (sa�bandhi- 
rūpa), such as a man, a Brāhma�a, a well-versed in the Vedas, a generous, a 
child, a young, an old, a father, a son, a brother, and a son-in-low; and [an 
individual] line is one, [but] by being placed in another position, it is experienced 
(or understood) as [standing for] the different words and concepts (śabda- 
pratyaya-bheda), such as one, ten, hundred, thousand and so on, ...13 (B. Ś., 
2.2.17) 

 Although Śa�kara does not deny certain eternality of the relationship, such as the 
essence and the relational natures of the individual, these relationships are concerned with 
the recognition of the individual, and these relationships does not exist between individual 
things, nor between the individual and the eternal. 

Nor does it result in [the conclusion] that the relationship of the words and ideas 
(śabda-pratyaya) exists eternally (sa�tata-bhāva) in the object[s] of the 
relationship [the things related through “inherence” or “conjunction”]; because, 
as already said, it [the words and ideas] refers to the essential nature (svarūpa) 
and the external nature (bāhyarūpa) [of the individual].14 (B. Ś., 2.2.17) 

 Although there is no difference between the Vaiśe�ika and Śa�kara in regard to 
the assertion of the eternal—for example, “being” (sat, sattā)—, nevertheless Śa�kara 
rejects the view of the Vaiśe�ika that the eternal should be secured through the 
establishment of the eternal relationship between the eternal and the individual. Even 
though the essences and the external natures of the individual have certain eternality, they 
are only that which the existence of the individual is recognized through, not the relationship 
between individual things, nor the relationship between the individual and the eternal. 
Superficially, the theory of the Vaiśe�ika consists in the emphasis on the significance of 
recognition of the individual, but from the viewpoint of the Śa�kara, the theory of the 
Vaiśe�ika is not good enough to explain our recognition of the individual. Our experiences 
start with the recognition of the existence of the individual, where we can not introduce the 
                                                       
 13 yathaiko'pi san devadatto loke svarūpa� sa�bandhirūpa� cāpek�yānekaśabdapratyaya- 
bhāgbhavati, manu�yo brāhma�a� śrotriyo vadānyo bālo yuvā sthavira� pitā putra� pautro bhrātā 
jāmāteti, yathā caikāpi satī rekhā sthānānyatvena 
niviśamānaikadaśaśatasahasrādiśabdapratyayabhedam- anubhavati, ... (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.2.17, 446) 
 14 nāpi sa�bandhivi�ayatve sa�bandhaśabdapratyayayo� sa�tatabhāvaprasa�ga�. 
svarūpabāhyarūpāpek�ayetyuktottaratvāt. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.2.17, 447) 
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conceptual relationship between the eternal and the individual—it is neither necessary to 
suppose “particularity” (viśe�a) of the supposed eternal substance (namely atom) apart 
from the recognition of the individual—.  
 By the way, the Vaiśe�ika’s theory consists in the relationship of “substratum” 
(āśraya) and “that which abides in the substarum” (āśrita). This relationship is also called 
inherence (samavāya). According to the Vaiśe�ika, such a relationship can be found 
between substance (dravya) and quality (gu�a), between the particularity (viśe�a) and the 
universality (sāmānya), and so on. However, it is not immediately sure that such a 
relationship can be found apart from the recognition of the individual. Much less, it is not sure 
that such a relationship is eternal as the Vaiśe�ika thinks. For Śa�kara, who thinks that the 
recognition of (the existence of) the individual is only possible along with its essence and its 
external natures, it is reasonable to think that there is no need to suppose conceptual 
relationships between the essence (ātmaka) of the individual and its external 
natures—much less, there is no need to suppose any conceptual relationship between the 
eternal and the individual, as it will be argued later—. The essence (ātmaka, svarūpa) of the 
individual is directly conceived just along with the becoming into existence through the 
external natures. In other words, it is through our direct experience (anubhava, upalabddhi) 
itself that the existence of the individual is understood along with its essence and its external 
natures. 

Moreover, since the [individual] identity (tādādmya) between substances and 
qualities and so on [of an individual thing] is [actually and directly] recognized 
(pratīta), it is vain to assume [the relationship] of inherence (samavāya).15 (B. Ś., 
2.1.18) 

 In the Vaiśe�ika’s theory, the place of the individual is not necessarily clear, 
although the concept of the individuality or the particularity (viśe�a) is definitely important for 
the Vaiśe�ika—as we can see the fact that the word Vaiśe�ika is derived from the word 
viśe�a—. In this point of view, Śa�kara does not want to criticize the significance of the 
recognition of the individual in our experience. Rather, Śa�kara seems to want to claim that 
the theory of the Vaiśe�ika is not sufficient in regard to the importance of the recognition of 
the individual. In Śa�kara’s thought, the individuality (or the identity) of the individual is that 
which should be confirmed through our experience, namely, through valid means of 
knowledge (pramā�a), such as direct perception (pratyak�a), inference (anumā�a), and so 
on. There is no need to adopt some speculative relationship which would be groundlessly 
supposed as eternal. As we have seen already, there is no need to suppose any conceptual 
relationship between the essence (ātmaka, svarūpa) and the relational natures of the 
individual. Much less, there is no ground to insist on the eternality of such a relationship. The 
essence of the individual is actually recognized along with its becoming into existence along 
with the external natures. 
 From the logical point of view, Śa�kara’s criticism against the theory of the 
Vaiśeśika consists in that it is not reasonable to secure the eternal (the substance in the case 
of the Vaiśe�ika) through the establishment of the eternal relationship—such as 
“conjunction” and “inherence” (B. Ś., 2.1.18, 2.2.17)—between individual things or between 
the individual and the eternal as follows:  

Even if the inherence (samavāya) be postulated, it will lead to an infinite regress 
(anavasthā), since, if the inherence be admitted as a relation to a thing, another 
relationship must be postulated, and so on. If [this new relationship] be not 
admitted, the thing will remain unrelated. If the inherence be related by itself [to 
the thing] and it be related [to the thing] without the help of another relationship, 
then the conjunction (sa�yoga) be related [to the thing] without the help of 
inference, since it be also relationship.16 (B. Ś., 2.1.18) 

                                                       
 15 tādātmyapratīteśca dravyagu�ādīnā� samavāyakalpanānarthakyam. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 
2.1.18, 388) 
 16 samavāyakalpanāyāmapi samavāyasya samavāyibhi� sa�bandhe'bhyupagamyamāne tasya 
tasyānyonya� sa�bandha� kalpayitavya ityanavasthāprasa�ga�. anabhyupagamyamāne ca 
vicchedaprasa�ga�. atha samavāya� svaya� sa�bandharūpatvādanapek�yaivāpara� sa�bandha� 
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 Probably we can understand this criticism in the following form of the empirical 
skepticism: An assertion of the eternal relationship results in either “a confusion of 
probability and eternality (or necessity)” or “a fallacy of a begging the question” (petitio 
principii). In order to prove the eternality of a certain relationship between individual things 
(or between the individual and the eternal), there are only two ways: The first is an 
introductive method, according to which the statement of the eternal relationship should be 
introduced from the particular experiences or the particular facts. The second is a deductive 
method, which means that the particular facts should be deduced from the statement of the 
eternal relationship. In the first case, the conclusion deserves to have just probability, neither 
necessity nor eternality. In the second case, although it is possible to insist that the particular 
experiences or the particular facts are based on certain universal statement, nevertheless 
this universal statement itself is again to be proved as well. It is a fallacy of a begging the 
question. “Conjunction” is actually experienced through our causal experience, but this is 
based on the empirical facts we experienced. Therefore it implies just probability, neither 
necessity nor eternality. Although “inherence” can be supposed as directly connected to the 
eternal (the substance in the case of the Vaiśe�ika), nevertheless it is not proved yet and it 
requires another ground. The theory of the Vaiśe�ika simply ignores this difficulty about the 
assertion of the eternal relationship, just by insisting on the eternality of both relationships 
“conjunction” and “inherence.” 
 Besides, although Śa�kara emphasizes the importance of the experience in the 
recognition of the individual, he does not trust in any immediate evidence of our experience. 
For example, Śa�kara says as follows: 

If it is [said] that the recognition [of the individual] is [caused] from similarity, as in 
the case of hair and so on, [we replay—,] no, because of such a recognition's 
impossibility of being obstructed (bādha) by any other valid means of knowledge 
(pramā�a).17 (B. Ś., 1.3.28) 

 Śa�kara admits that the recognition through the similarity is not obstructed by any 
other valid means of knowledge (pramā�a). Such recognition is quite strong in our normal 
experience. However, verily for this reason, such a similarity can not be trusted in. The 
existence of the individual should be recognized through the valid means of knowledge 
(pramā�a).  

However, knowledge is produced by the valid means of knowledge. The valid 
means of knowledge is concerned with an [individual] thing (vastu) just as it 
exists (yathā-bhūta), and knowledge can be something to be done, not to be 
done or to be done otherwise, only with its dependence on the [individual] thing 
(vastu).18 (B. Ś., 1.1.4) 

 In the phase of the logical consideration, it is evident that Śa�kara emphasizes the 
significance of the recognition of the individual. First of all, individual things are recognized 
as they are. We should not assume any relationship between the essence and the external 
natures of the individual. Much less, we should not assume any supposed eternal 
relationship between the eternal and the individual. The speculative trial of our establishing 
some supposed relationship between the eternal and the individual does not only exceed 
our ability of the intellect, but also taints the eternal by attributing some arbitrary natures to 
the eternal. Moreover, the individual is not simply present, but it exists or becomes into 
existence through its essence and its external natures, and such an existence should be 
recognized through the valid means of knowledge, such as “perception,” “inference,” and so 
on. We want to say that the thought of the material cause, which can not be put into question 
apart from the recognition of the individual, prevents us from the speculative arguments and 
presents us the issue of the discriminatory knowledge (viveka-vijñāna) in the midst of our 
                                                                                                                                                              
sa�badhyate, sa�yogo'pi tarhi svaya� sa�bandharūpatvādanapek�yaiva samavāya� sa�badhyeta. 
(Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.1.18, 387-388) 
 17 sād�śyātpratyabhijñāna� keśādi�viveti cet. na. pratyabhijñānasya pramā�āntare�a 
bādhānupapatte�. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 1.3.28, 256) 
 18 jñāna� tu pramā�ajanyam. pramā�a� ca yathābhūtavastuvi�ayam. ato jñāna� 
kartumakartumanyathā vā kartumśakyam kevala� vastutantrameva tat. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 1.1.4, 83) 
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experience. 
 
 

Non-existence 
 
 As we have seen already, both of the Vaiśe�ika and Śa�kara admit the fact that 
individual things (or effects) originate or become into existence (utpat, ārabh, sa�bhū, bhū). 
In this point of view, there is no difference between the Vaiśe�ika and Śa�kara. Although 
Śa�kara has also an intention to assert that the eternal (or the essences of the eternal) is to 
be understood somehow, Śa�kara emphasizes the significance of the recognition of the 
individual and rejects the supposition of the conceptual relationship between the individual 
and the eternal. In a sense, at least in regard to the recognition of the individual Śa�kara is 
closer to empiricism than the Vaiśe�ika. The fact that we meet first the existence of the 
individual is definitely significant in Śa�kara’s thought. We can see this tendency of 
Śa�kara’s thought also in the argument about “non-existence” (abhāva). “Non-existence” is 
discussed in regard to the two issues. The first issue is concerned with asatkāryavāda of the 
Vaiśe�ika, and the second is concerned with the view of the non-existence of the external 
world, such as the view of the idealistic Buddhists. 
 As for asatkāryavāda of the Vaiśe�ika, as we have already argued in the section 
“Individual Things,” the Vaiśe�ika and Śa�kara seem to be arguing but standing on the 
different planes—especially in regard to the causality—and they will never get anywhere. 
The Vaiśe�ika is arguing about the cause and the effect in the causal relationships through 
and through. Śa�kara argues about the (material) cause and the effect in the non-temporal 
plane. As a cloth becomes into existence from yarns—in a sense, an individual cloth is 
non-existent in the state of the yarns—, the Vaiśe�ika thinks that an individual thing (namely 
an individual cloth) becomes into existence from the non-existence (abhāva). On the other 
hand, Śa�kara asserts that an individual cloth becomes into existence through its essence 
(in this case, yarns) and its external natures, and that an individual cloth (as an effect) can be 
understood only along with its essence (the yarns) and its external natures. Generally 
speaking, the problem whether effects— individual things in this context of our 
argument—become into existence from “being” or “non-being” (or “non-existence”) can be 
regarded as a kind of “cosmological argument.” However, Śa�kara does not seem to be 
interested in such a metaphysical argument—whether the cosmological argument, the 
ontological argument, or the teleological argument about the eternal—, as Pande 
appropriately asserts.19 As we have already seen in the discussion about the assertion of 
the eternal relationship, such an argument should result in the confusion between the 
probability and the eternality, or a fallacy of a begging the question.  
 By the way, there is another issue about the non-existence (or non-being)—which 
seems to be one of the grounds of asatkāryavāda of the Vaiśe�ika—. It is the fact that we 
have a word and a concept “nothing”—in Indian philosophy, the word atyantabhāva is 
usually used to imply this concept like in the Vaiśe�ika, while the word atyantasattā is used 
by Śa�kara—, and that we can already understand something which is denoted by the word 
“nothing,” otherwise we can not argue about “nothing” itself—in fact such an issue seems to 
be questioned by the Vaiśe�ika—. For example, we can understand the word and concept 
“the son of a barren woman” (vandhyāputra), which stands for “non-existence” in Indian 
philosophy in general. Obviously “the son of barren woman” can be an object (artha) of our 
thought. It must be something—it must exist even only as an object of our thought—. 
Otherwise we can not even say that it is a contradictory concept. To such a difficulty, 
Śa�kara answers as follows: 

In this world, it is for a field or a house, which is real (sat), that limits (or 
boundaries) (maryādā) can be seen, but not for the non-existence (abhāva). 

                                                       
 19 “Śa�kara rightly rejects the cosmological argument as providing a rational proof for the 
existence of God. Even though the world may be characterized as an effect there is no way of connecting it 
with a transcendent cause.” See Pande, Life and thought of Śa�karācārya, 191. 
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Indeed, “the son of a barren woman,” which is destitute of distinctive attributes 
(nirupākhya),20 is not particularized [as an individual thing] in such a way as “the 
son of a barren woman” has become, is becoming, or will become a king, [even] 
by [attributing to it] limits or instruments [through the statement] “the son of a 
barren woman has become a king before the enthronement of Pūr�avarman.”21 
(B. Ś., 2.1.18) 

 What Śa�kara wants to say is that “the son of barren woman,” although it exists as 
an object of the word, can not become into existence through its essence and its external 
natures as an individual thing delimited by space, time, and causality. Even though we 
attribute some limits (or some instruments) to it artificially, still it does not become into 
existence as an individual thing. Admittedly, we can have some words and concepts which 
stand for something never becoming into existence, but the fact that we have a word 
standing for something is not a sufficient ground for the existence of the individual. Just after 
Śa�kara asserts the eternality of Brahman like this: “[because] there is the eternal supreme 
cause, Brahman” (taccāstyeva nitya� paramakāra�a� brahma) (B. Ś., 2.2.15),22 Śa�kara 
says as follows: 

Moreover, some object (artha) becomes well-known (or established), not merely 
by the usage of a word as [signifying] the object (śabdārthavyavahāra), because 
the usage between a word and an object is established (avat�) when [it] is 
established through the other two valid means of knowledge.23 (B. Ś., 2.2.15) 

 The existence of an individual thing should be understood (or established) through 
and through along with our experience itself—namely through our valid means of 
knowledge—. In our causal experience, it is definitely sure that we meet first effects (kārya) 
or individual things. Even though the becoming into existence of an effect (or an individual 
thing) is not necessarily its real existence, we should say that neither what lacks the 
prerequisite for its existence nor what is not experienced as an individual thing can be a real 
existence. 

Were the origination becoming into existence from the non-existence (abhāva), 
every effect [or every individual thing] would be endowed with [a characteristic of] 
non-existence. [However,] it is not experienced so, because every [individual] 
thing (vastu) is [directly] conceived verily from the self becoming into existence 
along with its own nature by itself.24 (B. Ś., 2.2.26) 

 Although the existence of individual thing is not immediately “being” or “reality” (sat, 
sattā)—needless to say, the existence of the individual is transitory, while “being,” an 
essence of Brahman, is eternal and non-separable—, nevertheless “being” can not be 
understood apart from the recognition of the existence of individual things. Whatever does 
never become into existence as an individual thing can not be a real existence. 

Therefore, since “a hare's horn” (śaśavi�ā�a) is not real (asat)—because [we] 
do not see (or experience) its real becoming into existence (sad-utpatti)—, we 
assent that [the doctrine of] the existence (the origination, or the becoming into 
existence) [of the individual] from the non-existence is inconclusive.25 (B. Ś., 

                                                       
 20 Gambhirananda translates this word nirupākhya as “unreal.” Moreover, he translates this word 
as “having no name and form (i.e. unreal)” in the sentence just before this citation: “Besides, since 
non-existence has no name and form...” (abhāvasya ca nirupākhyatvāt).  
 21 satā� hi loke k�etrag�hādīnā� maryādā d���ā nābhāvasya. nahi, vandhyāputro rājā 
babhūva prākpūr�avarma�o'bhi�ekādityeva�jātīyakena maryādākara�ena nirupākhyo vandhyāputro 
rājā babhūva bhavati bhavi�yatīti vā viśe�yate. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.1.18, 390) 
 22 Brahman (or “being”) should not be understood just through that which is an object of the word 
‘Brahman’ (or ‘being’). The essence of the eternal (in our current discussion, “being”) should be understood 
along with the becoming into existence of the effect (or the individual) which must be recognized through the 
various valid means of knowledge. 
 23 naca śabdārthavyavahāramātre�a kasyacidarthasya prasiddhirbhavati, pramā�āntara- 
siddhayo� śabdārthayorvyavahārāvatārāt. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.2.15, 440) 
 24 abhāvācca bhāvotpattāvabhāvānvitameva sarva� kārya� syāt. na caiva� d�śyate. sarvasya 
ca vastuna� svena svena rūpe�a bhāvātmanaivopalabhyamānatvāt. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.2.26, 465) 
 25 tasmādasadbhya� śaśavi�ā�ādibhya� sadutpattyadarśanātsadbhyaśca suvar�ādibhya� 
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2.2.26) 
 
 As for the view of the non-existence of the external world, the supposed opponent 
is the idealistic Buddhists like the Vijñānavādins. The idealistic Buddhists assert that the 
non-existence of the external world, because of the incompleteness of the recognition of 
individual things through our valid means of knowledge. In other words, they assert that the 
experience in the waking state is incomplete like the experience in the dream state. 
Needless to say, Śa�kara admits that the experience in the dream state is not true. Śa�kara 
says as follows: 

The creation in the dream state [or the intervening state between the deep-sleep 
state and the waking state] is indeed māyā (literally delusion), and there are even 
no slightest truth (paramārtha). Whence? It is because of the own nature’s not 
being completely manifest (kātsnryena-anabhivyakta-svarūpatvāt). A dream 
does not have its own nature (or its essence) which is manifest fully (kātsnryena) 
along with the attribute of the true thing (paramārtha-vastu). What again is 
[meant by] the complete [manifestation] here? It is the accomplishment 
(sa�patti) through space (or direction), time, and causality, and no obstruction 
[for its becoming into existence].26 (B. Ś., 3.2.3) 

 Although Śa�kara also admits the incompleteness of our experience in the waking 
state and the untruthness of our experience in the dream state together with the idealistic 
Buddhists, Śa�kara strictly rejects a mean skeptical idealism which consists in ignoring the 
validity of our experience. 

However, what is seen in the waking state is that which is [directly] conceived 
(upalabdhi). The difference between the perception in the dream state and the 
direct perception (pratyak�a) [in the waking state] is [also] experienced by itself, 
and it [the difference] consists in the absence (viprayoga) and the presence 
(sa�prayoga) of the objects (artha).27 (B. Ś., 2.2.29) 

 The non-existence, the absence, or the incomplete appearance can actually be 
experienced by us ourselves. However, just as the absence stands for the absence of an 
individual thing—the difference of the presence and the absence is already recognized—, 
the difference of the experiences in the dream state and the experience in the waking state is 
already recognized by our experience itself, although both of these experiences are not 
complete recognitions. 

... For instance “I remember my beloved son, but I do not [directly] conceive [him], 
[and] I wish to [directly] conceive [him].” If it is so, it is not possible to say that the 
perception in the waking sate is untrue (mithyā), because it is conceived like the 
perception in the dream state; for the difference between them itself is directly 
experienced.28 (B. Ś., 2.2.29) 

 We can say that our experience in the dream state is not true, because the 
experience in the dream state consists in the lack of some requisites for the existence, which 
is obstructed for one who wakes up. In other words, suppose that, after our waking up, we 
can find the existential factors or the limiting adjuncts (upādhi) fully enough for the becoming 
into existence of that which is conceived in a dream state, and do not find any obstruction 
(abādha) for its becoming into existence, we can not recognize such an experience as the 
experience in the dream state. We recognize the experience of the dream state just through 
certain obstruction for its existence. 

                                                                                                                                                              
sadutpattidarśanādanupapanno-'yamabhāvādbhāvotpattyabhyupagama�. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.2.26, 466) 
 26 māyaiva sa�dhye s���irna paramārthagandho'pyasti. kuta� --- kātsnryenānabhivyakta- 
svarūpatvāt. nahi kātsnryena paramārthavastudharme�ābhivyaktasvarūpa� svapna�. ki� punaratra 
kātsnryamabhipreta� deśakālanimittasa�patti� abādhaśca. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.2.3, 624) 
 27 upalabdhistu jāgaritadarśanam. sm�tyupalabdhyośca pratyak�amantara� svayam- 
anubhūyate'rthaviprayogasa�prayogātmakam.... (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.2.29, 476) 
 28 ... i��a� putra� smarāmi nopalabha upalabdhumicchāmīti. tatraiva�sati na śakyate vaktu� 
mithyā jāgaritopalabdhirupalabdhitvātsvapnopalabdhivadityubhayorantara� svayamanubhavatā. (Shastri, 
ed. B. Ś., 2.2.29, 476-477) 
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The difference of the characteristic between the dream state and the waking sate 
[actually] exists. What is the difference of the characteristic? We say, [it consists 
in] the obstruction and non-obstruction. An [individual] thing (vastu) conceived in 
the dream state is obstructed for one who wakes up.29 (B. Ś., 2.2.29) 

 In regard to the recognition of the existence of individual things, we should be 
based on our experience—namely, our valid means of knowledge, such as “perception,” 
“inference,” and so on—. There is no need to introduce the skeptical idealism, only because 
of our incompleteness of our recognition of individual things. 
 
 

Being 
 
 Needless to say, the existence (the becoming into existence) of an individual thing 
is not immediately “being” or “reality,” an essence of the eternal. First, the existence of an 
individual thing is transitory, while “being,” an essence of Brahman, is eternal (nitya). Second, 
it is our empirical fact that the existence of an individual thing can be sometimes real (sat) 
and also sometimes non-real. Third, it can happen in our experience that the existence of an 
individual thing, even after its recognition through some valid means of knowledge, is again 
negated through another valid means of knowledge. 
 Thus, the remaining question is: How is “reality” (or “being”) (sat) concerned with 
our experience? What does the assertion “the non-difference of [material] cause and effect” 
mean? What does the following assertion mean: “The real (existence) of the effect before its 
becoming into existence [or the real (existence) of the effect that becomes first into 
existence] is not different from the [material] cause” (prāgutpatte� kāryasya 
sattvamananyatva� ca kāra�ād) (B. Ś., 2.1.18), “the real existence before the becoming 
into existence [or the real existence of that which becomes first into existence)” 
(prāgutpatte� sadbhāva) (B. Ś., 2.4.2)? In other words, how should we understand that 
“being” (sat) persists (anuv�t) in the existence of the individual?  
 As we have seen already, there is no need to suppose conceptual relationship 
between the essence (ātmaka, svarūpa) and the external natures of the individual. Much 
less, there is no need to suppose conceptual relationship between “being”—an essence of 
the eternal, Brahman—and the individual. Although the Vaiśe�ika asserts the eternality of 
“being” (sat, sattā) just as Śa�kara asserts, from the standpoint of the Vaiśe�ika “being” has 
the conceptual or existential relationship with the individual (as an effect), because the 
Vaiśe�ika defines “being” as the highest (para) of the universal and regards the universal as 
having a particularity (which belongs to the substances) as its substratum. This is the critical 
point of the argument between Śa�kara and the Vaiśe�ika. 
 It is definitely sure in Śa�kara’s thought that “being” itself does never become into 
existence (utpatti, sambhava), it never becomes an effect (kārya, vyāk�ta, vikāra). Even 
although “space” (ākāśa) has a kind of eternality as we have already mentioned, it is still an 
effect or a modification, nevertheless “being”—an essence of the eternal, Brahman—never 
becomes an effect, and it never enters the sphere of effects (or modifications), even 
although “being” is said to be the cause (kāra�a) or the material cause (upādāna-kāra�a). 
Śa�kara explain this issue in the aphorism: “However, ‘being’ (sat) does not become into 
existence, because it is inconclusive” (asambhavastu sato'nupapatte�) (B. Ś., 2.3.9) as 
follows: 

Similarly, even when the body becomes ashes, there is no destruction (uccheda) 
of the self (ātman), because it is not possible to cause [the self] to become into 
existence (na sa�bhāvayitu� śakyam) as any other essence than the essence 
of being present (vartamāna). Thus, precisely because of the undeniable 
essence [of the self], it [the self] is not an effect (kārya), while the space (ākāśa) 

                                                       
 29 vaidharmya� hi bhavati svapnajāgaritayo�. ki� punarvaidharmyam. bādhābādhāviti brūma�. 
bādhyate hi svapnopalabdha� vastu pratibuddhasya.... (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.2.29, 476) 
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is an effect (kārya).30 (B. Ś., 2.3.7) 
 Although “being” is called as cause (kāra�a), “being” is not “substratum” (āśraya) 
of the individual like the essence (ātmaka, svarūpa) of the individual. “Being” (namely an 
essence of the eternal, Brahman) never becomes such a “substratum,” because the 
substratum of the perishable (or the non-eternal) is also perishable—both perishable 
qualities and their substratum should belong to the sphere of effects (or modifications), 
namely, this transitory world. Neither Brahman nor the essences of Brahman can belong to 
such a transitory sphere. 

Moreover, it is because we already showed the inference about the origination 
(or the becoming into existence) (utpatti) [of ākāśa]. It is also because it is 
possible to apply the following inference; space (ākāśa) is non-eternal, like a pot, 
because it is the substratum (āśraya) of the non-eternal attribute.31 (B. Ś., 2.3.7) 
It is because, as far as that which is taught in the Upani�ads, it can not be 
understood (or established) that it [the self] is a substratum of the non-eternal (or 
perishable). It is because, for the asserters of the origination (or the becoming 
into existence) of the space (ākāśa), it is not possible that [the space] has [a 
nature of] all-pervadingness and so on.32 (B. Ś., 2.3.7) 

 Although there is no difference between the Vaiśe�ika and Śa�kara in the point of 
view of the assertion of the eternality of “being” (sat, sattā)—the Vaiśe�ika defines “being” 
as the highest (para) of the universal—, Śa�kara can not admit that “being” has the 
relationship of inherence (the relationship of substratum and that which abides in the 
substratum) with the individual. For Śa�kara, “being,” an essence of the eternal, Brahman, 
can never enter the sphere of effects (or modifications), and it can not have any relationship 
with the individual and transitory. Moreover, for this reason, we cannot help thinking that an 
essence of the eternal, “being,” belongs to another sphere which should be discriminated 
from the sphere of effects.33 Furthermore, “being” itself is not known as something—in other 
words, “being” itself has neither the essence nor the external natures—, but “being” is still 
that which is understood or established (siddha)—as a transcendental ground—along with 
the becoming into existence of the individual through its essence and its external natures. In 
other words, “being” itself can not be proved through the valid means of knowledge, because 
it is not empirical. However, it is neither appropriate to think that “being” is transcendent 
(beyond experience), because it is already known along with our empirical experiences. 

Nor is it [to be said] that Brahman has entered the effect (or the action) by [it’s] 
being an object of the act of knowing, because, the [Upani�ads’] passages—“It 
is different from the known as well as the unknown” (Ke. U., 1.3), “How should 
one know it, by which one knows all this [world]?” (B�. U., 2.4.13) denies that it 
[Brahman] is the object of the act of knowing.34 (B. Ś., 1.1.4) 

 “Being” should be discriminated from the transitory existence of the individual, and 
“being” is also discriminated from the essence (ātmaka, svarūpa) of individual things. 
“Being” is a transcendental ground as understood or established along with the becoming 
into existence of the individual through its essence and its external natures, it may be rather 
to be said that the real becoming into existence (sad-utpatti, sad-bhāva) of the individual 
through its essence and its external natures should be known along with the transcendental 
ground, namely, “being” (sat). Therefore, we do not need to establish neither existential 
                                                       
 30 tathā bhasmībhavatyapi dehe nātmana ucchedo vartamānasvabhāvādanyasvabhāvatva� vā 
na sa�bhāvayitu� śakyam. evamapratyākhyeyasvabhāvatvādevākāryatvamātmāna� kāryatva� 
cākāśasya. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.3.7, 509) 
 31 utpattyanumānasya ca darśitatvāt. anityamākāśamanityagu�āśrayatvādgha�ādivadityādi- 
prayogasa�bhavācca. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.3.7, 511) 
 32 tasyaupani�ada� pratyanityagu�āśrayatvāsiddhe�. vibhutvādīnā� cākāśasyotpattivādina� 
pratyasiddhatvāt. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.3.7, 511) 
 33  Therefore this argument is deeply concerned with the issue of “discrimination of the 
non-eternal [thing] and the eternal thing” (nitya-anitya-vastu-viveka�) in B. Ś. 1.1.1.  
 34 na ca vidikriyākarmatvena kāryānupraveśo brahma�a�, "anyadeva tadviditādatho 
aviditādadhi" iti vidikriyākarmatvaprati�edhāt, "yeneda� sarva� vijānāti ta� kena vijānīyāt" iti ca. (Shastri, 
ed. B. Ś., 1.1.4, 78) 
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relationship nor doubtful conceptual medium between these two spheres, such as 
“inherence,” “conjunction,” “similarity.” It is through our actual experience itself that a 
transcendental ground, namely, “being,” is understood or established (siddha) through the 
real becoming into existence of the individual along with its essence and its external natures. 
The transitory existence, the becoming into existence, the origination, or the modification, 
and so on, is the possibility which announces the real existence of the individual through the 
essence and the external natures, but it can not be immediately real, like “the creation in a 
dream.” 
 Śa�kara definitely says that “being” (sat) or “beingness” (sattā) persists (anuv�t) in 
the existence of the individual, as it is expressed through “the non-difference of cause and 
effect”—it corresponds to the fact that “being” is understood (as a transcendental ground) 
only along with the becoming into existence of an individual thing (vastu) through its essence 
and its external natures—, while “being” (sat) is an essence of the eternal, Brahma, is only 
that which is to be understood or established—as far as it is so, it is “eternal” (nitya)—, which 
does not belong to the sphere of modification namely this transitory world. These two issues 
are superficially contradictory.  
 It is definitely sure that the eternal thing (nitya-vastu), Brahman, does not enter this 
transitory world as an effect, as Śa�kara says like this: “Nor is it [to be said] that Brahman 
has entered an effect (or an action) by [its] being an object of the act of knowing” (B. Ś., 
1.1.4), “However, ‘being’ (sat) does not become into existence, because it is inconclusive” (B. 
Ś., 2.3.9). However, it is still true that, although we actually live in this transitory world, we are 
already involved in the eternal, Brahman. In a sense, Brahman has already entered, as the 
Upani�ads state, “Having created it [all this world], [he] indeed entered [along with] it” 
(tats���vā tadevānuprāviśat) (Tai. U., 2.6.1), “Let me manifest name and form by myself 
entering as the embodied self” (Chā. U., 6.3.2); however, it means that “[the statement] that 
Brahman, the creator, who never becomes an effect (avik�ta), entered [along with] effects, 
shows that [we are] the self which is [but] embodied” (sra��urevāvik�tasya brahma�a� 
kāryānupraveśena śārīrātmatvadarśanāt) (B. Ś., 2.1.21), “... Because it [the self] does not 
become into existence and the supreme Brahman does not become an effect, but it appears 
to exist through the embodied self owing to the association with the limiting adjuncts” 
(...yamādeva notpadyate parameva brahmāvik�tamupādhisa�parkājjīvabhāvena- 
avati��hate) (B. Ś., 2.3.18). In order to understand what Śa�kara wants to say, we need 
approve that there are two spheres, such as the sphere of the eternal (or the transcendental) 
and the sphere of the individual and transitory, and we are abiders in those two spheres.35 It 
is not that the eternal, Brahman, or “being” as an essence of Brahman enters the sphere of 
the individual and transitory. 
 
 

Consciousness 
 
 “Consciousness” (cit, caitanya, bodha) or “witness” (sāk�in) in Śa�kara’s thought 
is also a kind of intuitive knowledge, like “being”—as we will see just later, it should be called 
“the discriminatory knowledge” (viveka-vijñāna)—. Needless to say, it is not appropriate to 
                                                       
 35 This “two-sphere view” or “two-world view” is not to be confused with the “two-world view” of 
this world and the heaven. Moreover, the sphere of the eternal (or the transcendental) is not necessarily 
beyond our experience, like the eternal “idea” of Plato, because those two spheres are to be found exactly 
here and now. As Paul Deussen suggests, this “two-sphere view” of Śa�kara should be understood in such 
a meaning of “transcendental” which is presented by Kant in the history of European philosophy. In this point, 
we have no objection against the view of Deussen. However, it is not necessarily sure that this “two-sphere 
view” of Śa�kara is the same as the “two-sphere view” of Kant—such as the sphere of “noumena” 
(intelligibles) and the sphere of “phenomena” (appearances)—, because in Śa�kara’s thought there is no 
pure concept (category), and also because it is not necessarily sure that “space” (or “direction”) and 
“time”—which, by Kant, are defined as a priori conditions for our experience—plays the significant role as 
the condition of our experience in Śa�kara's thought, although the expression “space, time, and causality” 
(deśa-kāla-nimitta) is quite often used by Śa�kara, as Deussen indicates. Furthermore, it is also to be noted 
that this “two-sphere view” of Śa�kara is changed according to the phases of his thought. 
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think of it as the principle for the dogmatic subjectivism, which is apt to reduce “being” into 
“consciousness.” Although Śa�kara says definitely that both of “consciousness” and “being” 
are the essences of the eternal, and although the issues of “consciousness” and “being” are 
sometimes discussed in an entangled way, Śa�kara does not give any metaphysical answer 
about the relationship between these two. For example, in B. Ś. 3.2.21 which is the last 
aphorism in the topic “twofold characteristic” (ubhayali�ga) (B. Ś., 3.2.11-21), Śa�kara says 
as follows: 

“Moreover, even though it be asserted that “being” (sattā) [be] “consciousness” 
(bodha), that “consciousness” [be] “being,” and that these two [would] not rule 
out each other, there should be no support for the doubt (vikalpa), as to whether 
Brahman is characterized by “being,” by “consciousness,” or by both of them. 
However, the aphorisms [which indicate this twofold characteristic] are led 
through the very one theme.”36 (B. Ś, 3.2.21) 

 After such a discussion, Śa�kara proceeds to put into question whether Brahman 
is with form or without form in the topics “twofold characteristic,” “[denial of] the suchness 
which is under discussion” (prak�taitāvattva) (B. Ś., 3.2.22-30), and “the supreme” (para) (B. 
Ś., 3.2.31-37). Although we can not yet argue about such a process of Śa�kara’s 
thought—this issue is deeply related to the thought “not this, not this” (neti-neti)—, we can 
say that Śa�kara does neither try to reduce “being” into “consciousness,” nor “being” into 
“consciousness.” Even from the viewpoint of our normal experience, the fact that we are 
conscious of something and we are conscious of our being conscious of something, and the 
fact that we are faced with the real existence of individual things in our experience are two 
different things, even though these two facts can not be conceptually distinguished. 
 As we have already seen in the discussion about “being,” “discrimination” (viveka) 
is the most important concept in the transcendental aspect of para, and this concept is 
closely related to “[one who] has become manifest as one’s essence” (āvirbhūtasvarūpa�) 
or “the essence of effulgence” (jyoti�-svarūpa). Although “being” is also one of the essences 
of the effulgence,37 the characteristic of the effulgence seems to be also seen—in a sense, 
in the more evident way—in “consciousness,” which is to be discriminated from the 
concept—which has also the characteristic of the effulgence—. 

To this [we] reply thus: Before the generation of the discriminatory knowledge38 
(viveka-vijñāna), the embodied self’s essence of the light (or the effulgence) 
(jyoti�svarūpa) 39  [through] seeing (d���i) and so on, is, as it were, 
indiscriminate (avivikta) from such limiting adjuncts (upādhi) as the body, the 
sense-organs, the mind, the intellect, the sense-objects, and the feelings.40 (B. 
Ś., 1.3.19) 

 By the way, in regard to the issue of “consciousness,” the important opponent in the 
second adhyāya seems to be the idealistic Buddhists like the Vijñānavādins. As we have 
                                                       
 36 atha sattaiva bodha bodha eva ca sattā nānayo� parasparavyāv�ttirastīti yadyucyeta tathāpi 
ki� sallak�a�a� brahmota bodhalak�a�amutobhayalak�a�amityaya� vikalpo nirālambana eva syāt. 
sūtrā�i tvekādhikara�atvenaivāsmābhirnītāni. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.2.21, 647) 
 37 “The [Upani�ads’] text ‘all this’ (Mu. U., 2.2.10), [used] without any exception, [shows] that 
manifestation of names and forms, actions, agents and fruits is [efficiently] caused by “being” of the light (or 
the effulgence) of Brahman (brahmajyoti�sattā), just as the manifestation of the whole aggregates of the 
forms is caused by “being” of the light of the sun (sūryajyoti�sattā).” ("sarvamidam" ityaviśe�aśrute� 
sarvasyaivāsya nāmarūpakriyākārakaphalajātasya yābhivyakti� sā brahmajyoti�-sattānimittā. yathā 
sūryajyoti�sattānimittā sarvasya rūpajātasyābhivyaktistadvat.) (B. Ś., 1.3.22) (A. 180) (G. 200) 
 38 The word viveka (discrimination) is derived from the verb vivic, which consists of the prefix vi 
and the verbal root vic, and this root verb vic seems to mean not only ‘separate’ or ‘distinguish’ but also ‘sift’ 
like “sift grain from chaff by winnowing.”  
 39 The concept jyoti�svarūpa is considered as closely related to “liberation” (mok�a) in the 
phase of mediation. However, at least in the phase of the logical consideration based on the scriptures, it is 
more proper to understand it as related to “consciousness” (and “being”) rather than “liberation,” because it 
is not possible to argue about “liberation” without entering the sphere of actions—obligatory actions and 
meditations—according to Śa�kara’s thought. 
 40 atrocyate -- prāgvivekavijñānotpatte� śarīrendriyamanobuddhivi�ayavedanopādhibhir- 
aviviktamiva jīvasya d���yādijyoti�svarūpa� bhavati. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 1.3.19, 235) 
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seen already in the section “Non-existence,” Śa�kara’s controversy with the idealistic 
Buddhists is related to the issue of “non-existence” of the external world, especially in the 
topic “non-existence [of the external world]” (abhāva) (B. Ś., 2.2.28-32), but this controversy 
seems to be also important for the issue of the discrimination between “consciousness” and 
the concept (or the intellect) (pratyaya, buddhi). 
 There is no difference between the Vijñānavādins and Śa�kara, as far as both of 
them think that this external world is conceived only along with the concept, and that the 
recognition of external individual things is not necessarily complete. However, as we can see 
from the assertion “knowledge (or concept) only”41 (cittamātra) of the Vijñānavādins, the 
idealistic Buddhists give some privileged significance for the “knowledge (or concept)” by 
asserting the existence of the knowledge—even though it is momentary—and the 
non-existence of external things.42 This is the point which Śa�kara throws a doubt upon. 

Moreover, it is not that the [external] object becomes non-existence (nāśa) 
[merely] on the ground that a knowledge (or a concept) (jñāna) has the likeness 
(sārūpya) of its object, because the very likeness of the object is not possible 
unless the object itself is real, and also because the object is conceived 
outside.43 (B. Ś., 2.2.28) 

 For Śa�kara, the knowledge (or the concept) (jñāna, buddhi, pratyaya, upalabdhi) 
has some existential relationship with its object. It means that both of the knowledge and its 
object belong to the transitory sphere. 

Hence it is to be assented that the necessity in the simultaneous [conceiving of] a 
concept (pratyaya) and its object (vi�aya) is based on the relationship between 
the expedient (upāya) and that which is aimed at (upeya), not on the 
non-difference (abheda).44 (B. Ś., 2.2.28) 

 Although external objects can not be conceived apart from their concepts, 
nevertheless, only for this reason, we can not conclude the non-existence of the external 
world. Both of a concept and its object are directly and actually conceived. There is no 
reason to give some privilege for the knowledge (or the concept). 

To such a conclusion we say, “[external objects are] not non-existent, because 
[they] are [directly and actually] conceived.” It is not possible [for us] to ascertain 
that external objects do not become into existence at all. Why? Because [they] 
are [directly and actually] conceived.45 (B. Ś., 2.2.28) 

 Such a view of Śa�kara seems to be based on a mean empiricism. In a sense, it is 
true, because Śa�kara does not deny the validity of our experience through the valid means 
of knowledge, as we have already seen in the issue of “being”—whereas Śa�kara asserts at 
the same time that we are already involved in the sphere of the eternal—. The fact that a 
concept is existentially and conceptually distinguished from its external object seems to be 
enough reason for Śa�kara to assert the existence of the external things. 

Indeed, no one conceives (upalabhate) any concept (upalabdhi) itself as a pillar 
or a wall, but all people conceive a pillar, a wall, and so on, verily as the objects of 

                                                       
 41 The word cittamātra is probably to be translated as “consciousness only” in Vijñānavāda. 
However, Śa�kara seems to interpret citta or vijñāna of the Vijñānaviadins as “knowledge” or “concept” 
which should be discriminated from “consciousness” (cit, caitanya) in the sense used by Śa�kara. It is 
probably because Śa�kara thinks that the Vijñānavādins do not have a clear thought of discrimination 
(viveka), as Śa�kara interprets ālayavijñāna just as the adobe of the subjective impressions (vāsanā) (B. Ś., 
2.2.31). 
 42 As we will see in the section “Tad-gu�a-sāra,” Śa�kara also gives some speciality or some 
privilege for the concept (or the intellect) (buddhi). However, it is to be noted that “Tad-gu�a-sāra” is not 
argued in the transcendental aspect of para, which is under discussion. 
 43 naca jñānasya vi�ayasārūpyādvi�ayanāśo bhavati, asati, vi�aye vi�ayasārūpyānupapatte�, 
bahirupalabdheśca vi�ayasya. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.2.28, 472) 
 44 ata eva sahopalambhaniyamo'pi pratyayavi�ayayorupāyopeyabhāvahetuko nābhedahetuka 
ityabhyupagantavyam. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.2.28, 472) 
 45 eva� prāpte brūma� -- "nābhāva upalabdhe�" iti. na khalvabhāvo 
bāhyasyārthasyādhyavasātu� śakyate. kasmāt. upalabdhe�. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.2.28, 470) 
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the concepts (upalabdhi-vi�ayatvena-eva).46 (B. Ś., 2.2.28) 
Besides, the concept (or the knowledge) (vijñāna), [existentially] distinguished 
(vyatirikta) from its object, is not [directly] experienced by itself (svayam). It is 
because the action on one’s self (svātmani kriyā) is contradicted.47 (B. Ś., 
2.2.28) 

 On the other hand, as for “consciousness”—an essence of the eternal—which is 
also called “the light” or “the essence of the light (or the effulgence),” it should be definitely 
discriminated from the knowledge (or the concept). Although the concept (or the knowledge) 
(jñāna, buddhi, vijñāna, pratyaya, upalabdhi) has also a characteristic of the light, but 
“consciousness”—an essence of the eternal—should be discriminate from the concept, 
because, for Śa�kara, the concept (or the knowledge) is something transitory, while 
“consciousness” is eternal. 

[The Vijñānavādins say;] by speaking of the self-establishment (svaya�- 
siddhatā) of the witness (sāk�in) [namely “consciousness”], indeed, you resort 
on my view that the concept (vijñāna) shines (prath) by itself, through another 
usage of the words. [The Vedāntin replies;] not so, because it is agreed [by you 
and us] that the concept (vijñāna) has the peculiarities (viśe�a) such as the 
origination, the destruction, the plurality, and so on. Therefore, it is established 
along with them [such peculiarities] that even the concept (vijñāna) is 
[existentially] distinguished (vyatirikta) [from the external objects], like a [actual] 
lamp.48 (B. Ś., 2.2.28) 

 The central point of this argument is that the concept (vijñāna) is something 
transitory, verily because it is existentially distinguished from the external objects. Here the 
word “distinguished” (vyatirikta) should not be confused with “discrimination” (viveka). 
 “Consciousness” can not be existentially distinguished from the concept and its 
object, because “consciousness,” an essence of the eternal, Brahman, has never any 
existential relationship with the transitory (whether a concept or its object), while we can 
actually conceive the concept (buddhi, vijñāna, pratyaya, upalabdhi) as existentially 
distinguished (vyatirikta) from the external object. Although “consciousness” can not be 
understood apart from the reflective characteristic of the concept and its object, 
“consciousness” is still to be discriminated from them. 

That [we can] not be conscious [of anything] (acetayāmanatā) is due to the 
absence of the [external] sense-object (vi�aya-abhāva) and so on, not due to the 
non-existence of the consciousness. It is the same case with the 
non-manifestation of the light, spread over space, due to the absence of things 
which it reflects on, not due to the absence of its essence.49 (B. Ś., 2.3.18). 
“This self is a knower (jña),” it is endowed with eternal consciousness (nitya- 
caitanya), exactly because it does not become into existence (utpat).50 (B. Ś., 
2.3.18) 

 The concepts together with their objects belong to the sphere of the transitory and 
individual through and through. The concepts are not something “non-conscious” (acetana), 
but it is still something “transitory.” The concept has a reflective characteristic like an actual 
lamp (pradīpa) through which it becomes to be concerned with external things (vastu), but 
such a characteristic is based on the transcendental consciousness (cit, caitanya), which is 

                                                       
 46 nahi kaścidupalabdhimeva stambha� ku�ya� cetyupalabhate. upalabdhivi�ayatvenaiva tu 
stambhaku�yādīnsarve laukikā upalabhante. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.2.28, 471) 
 47 nacārthavyatiriktamapi vijñāna� svayamevānubhūyate, svātmani kriyāvirodhādeva. (Shastri, 
ed. B. Ś., 2.2.28, 474) 
 48 sāk�i�o'vagantu� svaya�siddhatāmupak�ipatā svaya� prathate vijñānamitye�a eva mama 
pak�astvayā vācoyuktyantare�āśrita iti cet. na. vijñānasyotpattipradhva�sānekatvādi- 
viśe�avattvābhyupagamāt. ata� pradīpavadvijñānasyāpi vyatiriktāvagamyatvamasmābhi� prasādhitam.. 
(Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.2.28, 475) 
 49 vi�ayābhāvādiyamacetayamānatā na caitanyābhāvāditi. yathā viyadāśrayasya prakāśasya 
prakāśyābhāvādanabhivyaktirna svarūpābhāvāttadvat. (Shastri, ed., B. Ś., 2.3.18, 530) 
 50 jño nityacaitanyo'yamātmāta eva, yasmādeva notpadyate.... (Shastri, ed., B. Ś., 2.3.18, 529) 
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figuratively said as “the light.” In other words, “consciousness,” an essence of the eternal, 
Brahman, should be understood—as a transcendental ground—only along with the 
reflective characteristic of the concepts. As far as it is understood in this manner, we can say 
that “consciousness” is eternal. 
 It is sure that the concept (upalabdhi, vijñāna) has a characteristic like the light, but 
it does not mean that the concept would belong to the transcendental sphere which 
“consciousness” belongs to. The characteristic of reflection (ābhāsa) seen in the concept is 
not different (ananya) from the characteristic of reflection (ābhāsa) of the transcendental 
“consciousness” (cit). However, still such a transcendental consciousness should be 
discriminated or sifted (vivektavya) from the concept (buddhi, vijñāna, pratyaya, upalabdhi), 
just as we sift (vivic) grain by tossing or blowing. In short, “consciousness” is to be 
understood as the transcendental ground of the reflective characteristic of the concepts. 
 In the viewpoint of the discrimination (viveka) between the self (ātman) and the 
non-self—the body (śarīra) and so on—, probably we can say that Śa�kara is a follower of 
the Sā�khya. However, Śa�kara suspects that the Sā�khya is still involved in some 
confusion in regard to the discrimination between the self and the non-self. Taking account 
of the arguments which we have seen above, let us consider this discrimination between the 
self and the non-self. 

Even for the learned men [the Sā�khya], who assert the discrimination between 
the self and the non-self (ātma-anātma-vivekin), the non-discrimination of the 
words and concepts (aviviktau śabdapratyayau) appears, just like for the 
shepherds and goat-herds. Therefore, the concept “I” for the body etc. 
(dehādavaha�pratyaya) of one who asserts that the real self is distinguished 
from the body etc. (dehādivyatiriktātmāstitvavādinā�), is wrong (mithyā), not 
[even] figurative (gau�a). Therefore it is established that the enlightened men 
have no embodiment (aśarīratva)51 even while living.52 (B. Ś., 1.1.4) 

 As the issue of the discrimination (viveka) is to be put into question under the theme 
“non-difference (ananyatva) of cause and effect” or “non-existence of the cause through the 
[existential] distinction (vyatireka),” the discrimination consists in non-existential-distinction, 
but even in such a non-existential-distinction, the discrimination between the eternal (nitya) 
and the non-eternal (anitya) is to be understood. This is a theme of the transcendental 
aspect of para (svarūpa-lak�a�ā).  
 On the other hand, needless to say, we actually have the body, and this fact can not 
be denied through any logical consideration. However, from this we can not immediately 
conclude that this body is understood as existentially distinguished from the transcendental 
self, because the transcendental, which is the eternal, Brahman, can not be existentially 
distinguished (vyatireka) from the limiting adjuncts, such as “names and forms,” “body,” 
“intellect” (or “concept”), and so on—while it should be still discriminated, as we have 
discussed already—.  
 However, that the real self (or the real existence of the self) should be distinguished 
(vyatirikta) from the body is a crucial problem even in Śa�kara’s thought, as we can see in 
the following assertion by Śa�kara, “The real existence of the self, as distinguished 
(vyatirikta) from the body, is considered here in order to establish the subject for bondage 
and liberation” (iha dehavyatiriktasyātmana� sadbhāva� samarthyate 
bandhamok�ādhikārasiddhaye) (B. Ś., 3.3.53). Without putting into question the issue of 
“the self [existentially] distinguished from the body,” there is no approach to liberation 
(mok�a). However, this issue is to be put into question in the transcendent aspect of para 
(ta�astha-lak�a�ā)—it is to be understood through another meaning of “one identified with 
                                                       
 51 This expression “no embodiment” (aśarīratva) should be understood as the realization of non- 
aggregateness of the body and so on, because we, the embodied self, essentially have the body (or rather 
the subtle body), as Śa�kara says in the context of the supreme knowledge. This issue will be argued in the 
sixth chapter, “Meditation and Adhyāsa.” 
 52 ātmānātmavivekināmapi pa��itānāmajāvipālānāmivāviviktau śabdapratyayau bhavata�. 
tasmāddehādivyatiriktātmāstitvavādinā� dehādāvaha�pratyayo mithyaiva na gau�a�. tasmānmithyā- 
pratyayanimittatvātsaśarīratvasya, siddha� jīvato'pi vidu�o'śarīratvam. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 1.1.4, 96-97) 
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mind” or “the self identified with the intellect,” through the consideration of obligatory actions, 
and through meditations, and it should not be brought into the phase of the logical 
consideration based on the scriptures (manana). 
 In other words, it is not proper to think that this body or this embodiment, which 
indicates our transitoriness, is based on the contact of the transcendental self with the actual 
body or the sense-organs—like the Sa�khya—. According to the thought of the 
discrimination, it is not reasonable to assert the self’s contact with the body, asserting 
simultaneously the discrimination between the self and the body. As we have already seen, 
Śa�kara does not ignore the significance of the existential distinction between the self and 
the body. However, this issue should not be confused with the discrimination (viveka),53 
because there is no possibility to intervene between the eternal (or the 
transcendental)—which is to be discriminated from the non-eternal—and the non-eternal. 
 The transitoriness (or the embodiment) does not consist in the transcendental self’s 
contact with the actual body or the sense-organs, but in the existential distinction (vyatireka) 
between the self and the body and so on—which is the issue first triggered by obligatory 
actions and meditations, and which is not to be put into question in the phase of the logical 
consideration—. Besides, it is sure that this existential distinction is ultimately to be ruled out 
through the knowledge of the oneness of the embodied self and the supreme self. For 
example, in the aphorism “similarly from the denial of everything else” (tathānyaprati�edhāt) 
in the topic of “the supreme” (para), Śa�kara explains as follows: 

“It is He who [exists] below” (Ch. U., 7.25.1). “It is ‘I’ who [exist] below” (Ch. U., 
7.25.1). “It is the self who [exists] below” (Ch. U., 7.25.2). “All ignore one who 
knows it as different from the self” (B�. U., 2.4.6). “All this is but Brahman” (Mu. 
U., 2.2.11). “All this is but the self” (Ch. U., 7.25.2). ... These texts and so on, 
which occur in the contexts dealing with Brahman itself and cannot be interpreted 
otherwise, rule out anything distinguished (vyatirikta) from Brahman.54 (B. Ś., 
3.2.36) 

 However, this ruling out anything distinguished from Brahman is not established 
immediately. It can be established only after the realization of “the real existence of the self 
distinguished from the body.” In other words, it is possible only through the realization of the 
truth (tattva) or the real existence (sat-bhāva) of the self distinguished from the body—this 
issue will be further argued in the section “Tad-gu�a-sāra” of this chapter and in the fifth 
chapter “Meaning of Ta�astha”—. 
 
 

Tad-gu�a-sāra 
 
 The transcendental aspect (svarūpa-lak�a�ā) of the supreme is definitely 
important in Śa�kara’s thought. It prevents us from pure and speculative arguments. We 
can probably say that this transcendental aspect is the main trend of his thought. This aspect 
of the supreme implies that we are already involved in the eternal (or the transcendental), 
and that in this manner the supreme is already known to us. Thus, as far as we duly 
understand it, “being” (or “reality”) is already known to us, even though it is understood as a 
transcendental ground of the real existence of an individual thing along with its essence and 
its external natures, and “consciousness” is also already known to us, even though it is 
understood as a transcendental ground of the reflective characteristic of the transitory 
concept. Moreover, we conclude from these arguments that there are two spheres and we 

                                                       
 53 As we have seen repeatedly, the word “discrimination” (viveka), which is one of the most 
important concepts in the transcendental aspect of the supreme, should not be mixed up with the various 
words standing for the existential or conceptual distinction, such as “distinction” (vyatireka), 
“separataion”(pariccheda), “cutting off (or logical distinction)” (avacchinna, avaccheda), and so on. 
 54 "sa evādhastāt" "ahamevādhastāt" "ātmaivādhastāt" "sarva� ta� parādādyo'nyatrātmana� 
sarva� veda" "brahmaiveda� sarvam" "ātmaiveda� sarvam" ... ityevamādivākyāni svaprakara�asthāny- 
anyārthatvena pari�etumaśakyamāni brahmavyatirikta� vastvantara� vārayanti. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.2.36, 
664) 
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are abiders of these two spheres. 
 Maybe, we have a doubt here. Suppose that such a conclusion is correct, it is not 
consistent with the thought of the oneness of Brahman. Although “being” and 
“consciousness” show the oneness which is still to be discriminated from the oneness (or the 
individuality) of the individual, this transcendental oneness is still involved in the duality—this 
duality, in a sense, is very strict, because there is no possibility to intervene between two 
spheres by the conceptual relationship, at least in the phase of the logical consideration 
based on the scriptures—. However, this doubt is not necessarily proper. First of all, 
Śa�kara does not seem to insist that we should stay in this phase and we should regard the 
understanding of “being” (sat) or “consciousness” (caitanya) as the realization of the highest 
truth, even though such understanding is significant for us to realize that we are already 
involved in the eternal (or transcendental).  
 Let us consider a concept “deep-sleep” (su�upti, su�upta). The concept 
“deep-sleep” is important for Śa�kara and the Upani�ads, and sometimes this concept 
stands for the actual state of our deep-sleep. For example, Śa�kara explains a verse of the 
Chāndogya, “O good one, [he] then becomes unified with ‘being,’ [he] attains his own self” 
(satā somya tadā sa�panno bhavati svamapīto bhavati) (Chā. U., 6.8.1), as follows: 

Moreover, there is no time when the embodied self (jīva) is not in union (sa�patti) 
with Brahman, since the essence is non-perishable (non-changeable) 
(anapāyitva). However, since [one], as it were, attains another nature owing to 
the contact with the limiting adjuncts in the dream state (svapna) and the waking 
state (jāgarita), the attainment of the essence is spoken of in the cessation of that 
[contact] in the deep-sleep state (su�upta).55 (B. Ś., 3.2.7) 

 However, it does not mean that the essences of the eternal—such as “being” (sat) 
and “consciousness”—are understood in the actual state of the deep-sleep apart from our 
causal experience. On the contrary, as we have seen already, such essences are that which 
is to be understood only along with our transitory and causal experience, while it is still 
understood as a transcendental ground which is to be considered as persistent even in our 
actual state of deep-sleep. Thus, it is more proper to think that the phase of the 
transcendental aspect of the supreme, as far as it is argued in the phase of the logical 
consideration based on the scriptures, is figuratively called “deep-sleep” (su�upti). 
Therefore, in a sense, our normal life, in the first step, does not yet reach even the state of 
deep-sleep in the sense used in the Upani�ads.  
 Although it is true that the eternal, Brahman, is already understood by us even 
along with our causal experience, nevertheless we can not cling to this phase. We should 
leave this phase. Where Śa�kara cites a verse of Chāndogya, “when one sleeps, becomes 
united [with the Brahman], and becomes serene, and does not see dreams, then that is the 
self” (tadyatraitatsupta� samasta� sa�prasanna� svapna� na vijānātye�a ātmā) (Chā. U., 
8.11.1) in B. Ś. 1.3.19, Gambhiranada gives the following note for the expression “[one] does 
not see dreams”: “[one] reduces the universe to mere nescience.”56 Needless to say, such a 
reduction is not Śa�kara’s intention. Although it is definitely important that even in such a 
state of deep-sleep—in the sense used in the Upani�ads—we are already involved in the 
eternal, Brahman, nevertheless this is the state where we are concerned with the eternal (or 
transcendental), only based on our bodily recognition, namely, the valid means of knowledge 
(pramā�a), such as perception, inference, and so on. In the end of B. Ś. 1.1.4, Śa�kara 
cites a verse from Sundarapā��ya-kārika as follows: 

“... Just as the concept of the embodied self (deha-ātma-pratyaya�) is accepted 
(kalpita�) [by the wise] as valid means of the knowledge (pramā�a), similarly 
these worldly valid means of knowledge (laukika� ... ida� pramā�a�) are 
accepted as valid till the conviction (or the complete realization) of the self [dawns 

                                                       
 55 apica na kadācijjīvasya brahma�ā sa�pattirnāsti svarūpasyānapāyitvāt. svapnajāgaritayos- 
tūpādhisa�parkavaśātpararūpāpattimivāpek�ya tadupaśamātsu�upte svarūpāpattirvak�yate. (Shastri, ed. 
B. Ś., 3.2.7, 634) 
 56 Gambhirananda, trans. Brahmasūtrabhā�ya of Śa�karācārya, 190f. 
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for] you (tvā-''tma-niścayāt)”57 (B. Ś., 1.1.4) 
 It is not correct that “being” and “consciousness” are just concerned with empirical 
or pragmatic validity—in this point, we can not agree with the view of Pande58—, since the 
transcendental aspect of para, such as “being” and “consciousness,” is not that which is to 
be accepted or rejected, but that which is understood as a transcendental ground of that 
which is to be accepted or rejected. Neither is it correct that “being” and “consciousness” are 
immediately understood as the highest truth namely “liberation” (mok�a), which is called 
“wakefulness” or “enlightenment” (jāgarita, buddha) in the sense used in the Upani�ads.  

Svāpyaya [literally ‘merger in oneself’] [means] deep-sleep (su�upta), as is 
shown in a verse of the Upani�ads, “He becomes merged in his self (svam-apito 
bhavati), and that is why they speak of him thus: ‘He is deep-asleep’ [literally ‘He 
is in his self’]” (Chā. U., 4.8.1). [However,] sampatti [literally ‘attainment of the 
state’] means liberation (kaivalya), as shown by a verse of the Upani�ads, 
“Being Brahman, he becomes (or gets absorbed in) Brahman” (B�. U., 4.4.6). In 
regard to either of these two states (or modes of existence) (avasthā), it is 
asserted that there is an absence of particularized knowledge (etad-viśe�a- 
sa�jñā-abhāva-vacanam). This is spoken of sometimes in regard to the state of 
deep-sleep (su�upta-avasthām-apek�ya) and sometimes in regard to the state 
of the liberation (kaivalya-avasthām).59 (B. Ś., 4.4.16) 

 “Deep-sleep” (su�upta) and “liberation” (kaivalya) are two different things. 
Although these two states (or modes of existence) are similar in the point of the absence of 
the particularized knowledge, they are not to be immediately identified. Although the 
transcendental aspect of para—the essences of the eternal, such as “being,” 
“consciousness,” and even “liberation” (mok�a), “bliss” (ānanda), or “self-effulgence” 
(svaya�-jyoti�)—are indubitably the main trend of Śa�kara’s thought, there is no way to go 
straight from the deep-sleep to the enlightenment. We wake up from the state of deep-sleep 
through the state of dream. As Śa�kara says that one wakes up from the state of deep-sleep 
(the unity with Brahman) owing to action (karman), remembrance (anusm�ti), scriptural 
words (śabda) and injunction (vidhi) (B. Ś., 3.2.9), we must leave this phase and put into 
question the transcendent aspect of para—which is deeply concerned with obligatory 
actions and meditation—. In short, the establishment of “being” or “consciousness” as the 
transcendental should be considered as a start point of the inquiry of Brahman, not an aim. 
 This issue is already discussed in the topic “departure [from the body and so on], 
going, [and returning]” (utkrānti-gati) (B. Ś., 2.3.19-32) in the second adhyāya. As we have 
discussed about the transcendental aspect already, “being” and “consciousness,” the 
essences of the eternal, Brahman, are not related to the issue of the departure from the body 
and so on. On the contrary, they can not be understood apart from the transitory—the body 
(or the valid means of knowledge) and concept (buddhi)—. As far as we understand the 
transcendental aspect of para as the main trend of Śa�kara’s thought, the issue of departure 
from the body and so on can not be admitted.  
 However, in this topic “departure [from the body and so on], going, [and returning],” 
Śa�kara seems to assert the necessity of the departure from the body and so on, while this 
departure is mainly related to the problem of the intellect (buddhi). Śa�kara calls this 
specialty of the intellect (buddhi) as tad-gu�a-sāra—the quintessence of the attributes of 

                                                       
 57 "... dehātmapratyayo yadvatpramā�atvena kalpita�. laukika� tadvadeveda� pramā�a� 
tvā''tmaniścayāt" (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 1.1.4, 99) 
 58 “Since empirical consciousness and existence violate these principles they are shown to be 
false. This falsity is, however, compatible with pragmatic validity, and since it is grounded in avidyā it could 
be termed ‘transcendental’” (Pande, Life and thought of Śa�karācārya, 179). Besdies, we want to agree 
with the view of Pande that “nescience” is concerned with the transcendental. However, it is not due to the 
falsity which is compatible with pragmatic validity; but this issue will be argued later on. 
 59 svāpyaya� su�uptam "svamapīto bhavati tasmādena� svapitītyācak�ate" iti śrute�. 
sa�patti� kaivalyam "brahmaiva sanbrahmāpyeti" iti śrute�. tayoranyatarāmavasthāmapek�yaitadviśe�a- 
sa�jñābhāvavacanam. kvacitsu�uptāvasthāmapek�yocyate kvacitkaivalyāvasthām. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 
4.4.16, 901) 
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that (the intellect)—.  
Desire, dislike, happiness, sorrow, and so on, are the attributes of that 
(tadgu�ā�) [namely] the attributes of the intellect (buddhergu�ā�). These 
attributes [constitute] the quintessence (sāra) [or] the chief factor (pradhāna) of 
the self becoming into existence in the transitory state, since [it is through] the 
quintessence of these attributes of that [the intellect] that he [the self] becoming 
into existence as the quintessence of these attribute of that.60 (B. Ś., 2.3.29) 

 From the transcendental aspect of para, the self or Brahman never becomes into 
existence, and never becomes an effect—therefore, there is no departure of the self—. 
According to Śa�kara, the origination or the destruction of the self is mentioned by the 
Upani�ads owing to a limiting adjunct (upādhi). 

As for the mention in the Upani�ads about the origination and the dissolution of 
the self, it is also to be applied (or interpreted) due to the relation (or contact) 
(sa�bhandha) with a limiting adjunct (upādhi). It [the transcendental self] 
originates along with the origination of the limiting adjunct, and it dissolves along 
with the dissolution of the limiting adjunct.61 (B. Ś., 2.3.17) 

 Among the various limiting adjuncts, the intellect plays the privileged role for the 
transitoriness of the self, which is called the quintessence of the attributes of the intellect.  

Therefore, it is through the quintessence of the attributes of that [the intellect] 
(tadgu�asāratva) that the dimension (or the measuring) (parimā�a) of the self is 
mentioned. It is the departure of it [the intellect] and so on, not the departure of 
the self that is mentioned by the passing away [from the body etc].62 (B. Ś., 
2.3.29) 

 Therefore, although “[one] identified with the mind” (manomaya�) still indicates the 
eternal essence of “consciousness”—in the transcendental aspect of para—, “one identified 
with the mind” or “one identified with the intellect” (vijñānamaya)—in regard to the 
quintessence of the attributes of the intellect—shows something different from such an 
eternal essence. It must be the origin of the transitoriness, and it must be also the door to the 
enlightenment. 

The reason is that, inasmuch as the self exists in the state of its contact with the 
intellect, inasmuch as there exists this transitory self, inasmuch as its 
transitoriness does not cease (niv�t) through the complete realization (samyag- 
darśana), so the contact (sa�yoga) of the self with intellect does not cease 
(śam).63 (B. Ś., 2.3.30) 

 However, it does not mean that Śa�kara’s thought, especially the thought of the 
discrimination between the eternal essence (nitya-svarūpa) of the self and the transitory 
intellect (or the concept) (buddhi), has changed here. On the contrary, this discrimination still 
keeps its importance. Gambhirananda says in his note: “Non-discrimination between the 
soul and the intellect. Bondage arises from this error of identity, and liberation from a 
knowledge of their difference. Bondage and liberation really belong to the intellect; but just 
like the figurative ascription of victory and defeat of the army to the king, bondage and 
liberation are asserted about the soul.”64 
 The argument about the discrimination between the consciousness—an eternal 
essence of the self (or Brahman)—and the intellect seems to be not good enough yet, as far 

                                                       
 60 tasyā buddhergu�āstadgu�ā icchā dve�a� sukha� du�khamityevamādayastadgu�ā� 
sāra� pradhāna� yasyātmana� sa�sāritve sa�bhavati sa tadgu�asārastasya bhāvastadgu�asāratvam. 
(Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.3.29, 538) 
 61 yadapi kvacidasyotpattipralayaśrava�am tadapyata evopādhisa�bandhānnetavyam. 
upādhyutpattyāsyotpattistatpralayena ca pralaya iti. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.3.17, 528) 
 62 tasmāttadgu�asāratvādbuddhiparimā�enāsya parimā�avyapadeśa�. tadutkrāntyādibhiś- 
cāsyotkrāntyādivyapadeśo na svata�. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.3.29, 538) 
 63 yāvadātmabhāvitvādbuddhisa�yogasya. yāvadayamātmā sa�sārī bhavati, yāvadasya 
samyagdarśanena sa�sāritva� na nivartate, tāvadasya buddhyā sa�yogo na śāmyati. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 
2.3.30, 539) 
 64 Gambhirananda, trans. Brahmasūtrabhā�ya of Śa�karācārya, 381f. 
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as we stay in the phase of the logical consideration based on the scriptures (manana). What 
should be further questioned about the self is “intellect” or “agency” (kart�tva). However, 
what Śa�kara wants to say here is not that we should realize the transcendental self and 
also accept the intellectual subject in the practical sphere for the pragmatic reason. Śa�kara 
says as follows:  

For this reason also, the embodied self (jīva), which is [existentially] 
distinguished (vyatirikta) from the intellect, deserves to become the agent (kart�). 
If the intellect (buddhi), which is meant by the word “knowledge” (or “concept”) 
(vijñāna), would be the agent, then it would be the reversal of the potential power 
(śakti-vyparyaya), the potential power of the instrument (kara�a) would be 
neglected and would be substituted (āpadyeta) by the potential power of the 
agent (kart�-śakti).65 (B. Ś., 2.3.38) 

 For Śa�kara, the intellect (buddhi)—it can be also called the concept (vijñāna, 
pratyaya, upalabdhi) or the knowledge (citta)—is just the internal organ (antarkara�a), 
namely, a limiting adjunct (upādhi). Although the instruments (kara�a)—including the 
intellect—has a kind of agency, this agency is to be discriminated from the agency which is 
under discussion.  

Moreover, it is not [to be argued] that if the agency of the instruments (kara�a) is 
assented, the reversal of the potential power of the intellect (buddhi) becomes 
into existence; because all instrumentals (kāraka) indeed abide in the state of the 
agency (kart�tva) in their own respective functions necessarily. However, the 
being instrumental of those instruments depends on the concept (upalabdhi), 
and such a concept is [conceived] by the self.66 (B. Ś., 2.3.40) 

 It is sure for Śa�kara that the self should become the agent, but it is not through the 
agency of the instruments—including the intellect—, nor through the ego- consciousness 
(aha�kāra) (B. Ś., 2.3.40). The transcendental self, however it may appear strange, should 
become an agent (kart�). As we have seen already, in the true meaning, the transcendental 
self—the transcendental Brahman—never enters the sphere of the transitory, the sphere of 
the transcendental (or the eternal) should be discriminated from the sphere of transitory 
effects (or modifications). How, then, is it possible for the transcendental self to enter the 
sphere of effects (or modification)? Śa�kara seems to think that the fundamental cause of 
the transitory existence of our self is the superimposition (adhyāsa) of the intellect (buddhi) 
as a limiting adjunct on our transcendental self, which is not “agent” in the true meaning. 

It is because there is no transitoriness of the mere self, without the attributes (or 
the modes) of the intellect. The transitoriness standing for the state of being an 
agent and an experiencer etc. is [efficiently] caused (nimmita) by the 
superimposition (adhyāsa) of the attribute of the intellect as a limiting adjunct 
(buddhy-upādhi-dharma) on the [transcendental] self, although it [the self] is 
neither agent nor experiencer, [and althought it is] non-transitory, eternally free 
and real (sat).67 (B. Ś., 2.3.29) 
Therefore, the agency of the [transcendental] self verily arises from the 
superimposition (adhyāsa) of the attribute of the limiting adjunct (upādhi) 
[intellect], it is not natural to the self [literally, it does not arise from itself] 
(svābhāvika). Thus it is said, “it meditates as it were, it vibrates as it were” (B�. 
U., 4.3.7).68 (B. Ś., 2.3.40) 

                                                       
 65 itaśca vijñānavyatirikto jīva� kartā bhavitumarhati. yadi punarvijñānaśabdavācyā buddhireva 
kartrī syāttata� śaktiviparyaya� syāt. kara�aśaktirbuddherhīyeta kart�śaktiścāpadyeta. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 
2.3.38, 545) 
 66 naca buddhe� śaktiviparyaya� kara�ānā� kart�tvābhyupagame bhavati 
sarvakārakā�āmeva svasvavyāpāre�u kart�tvasyāvaśya�bhāvitvāt. upalabdhyapek�a� tve�ā� 
kara�ānā� kara�atva�, sā cātmana�. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.3.40, 550) 
 67 nahi buddhergu�airvinā kevalasyātmana� sa�sāritvamasti. buddhyupādhidharmādhyāsa- 
nimitta� hi kart�tvabhokt�tvādilak�a�a� sa�sāritvamakarturabhoktuścāsa�sāri�o nityamuktasya sata 
ātmana�. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.3.29, 538) 
 68 tasmādupādhidharmādhyāsenaivātmana� kart�tva� na svābhāvikam. tathāca śruti� -- 
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 The point of these arguments is that, although “that which is superimposed” 
(adhyasya) or “limiting adjunct” (upādhi) implies that which is attributed to the eternal (or the 
transcendental), it is still different from the conceptual relationship imagined between the 
eternal and the non-eternal—it is that which is wrongly attributed to the eternal (or the 
transcendental)—. Śa�kara rejects such wrongly imagined conceptual relationships based 
on the hermeneutics of the Upani�ads and the logical consideration based on that 
hermeneutics. However, “superimposition” (adhyāsa) of the intellect as a limiting adjunct 
upon the transcendental self is still different from that which is wrongly attributed to the 
eternal. 
 As we will see in the next chapter “Meaning of Ta�astha,” this issue of the intellect 
or the agency is put into question in regard to the knowledge about obligatory actions. As 
Gambhirananda gives a note; “after intellectual comprehension they renounce for complete 
enlightenment: A monk alone can be fully meditative,”69 the issue of the intellect or the 
agency is ultimately that which is to be renounced by Sa�nyāsins—Śa�kara is definitely a 
Sa�nyāsin—, but it is still an indispensable expedient (upāya), because we can not enter 
the phase of meditation, without putting into question the issue of the knowledge about 
obligatory actions.  
 Moreover, unless we accept our agency by ourselves, we can not be concerned 
with the sphere of meditation, only through which “enlightenment” or “liberation” can be put 
into question in the true meaning. For this reason also, the transcendental self should 
become an agent.  

Moreover [the transcendental self should become an agent] because [otherwise] 
the meditation (samādhi) [upon Brahman or Īśvara] would not be possible.70 (B. 
Ś., 2.3.39) 

 Although the assertion that the transcendental self should become an agent seems 
to be antagonistic to the thought of the discrimination—the transcendental aspect of para, it 
is meaningless to argue about this issue logically. It is more appropriate for us to think that, 
although the transcendental aspect of para is a main trend of Śa�kara’s thought and “being” 
and “consciousness”—the essences of the eternal, Brahman, can not be logically 
denied—because it is a transcendental ground for such a logical consideration—, Śa�kara 
still asserts that we should leave this phase namely this transcendental aspect of para, to 
proceed to the transcendent aspect of para (ta�astha-lak�a�ā) of Brahman.  
 Very probably, here, we should pay attention to the difference between “being” (sat) 
and “truth” (satya). The truth (satya), which is also called “the first born” (prathamaja) (B. Ś., 
3.3.38), is not immediately the same with “being” (sat). As we can see from a verse of the 
B�hadāra�yaka, “that [the word truth (satya)] consists of three letters, such as sa, ti, ya. The 
first and last letters are the truth, and the middle is the untruth. The untruth is enclosed on 
either side by the truth...” (tad etat try-ak�aram: sa-ti-yam iti....: prathama uttame ak�are 
satyam, madhyato’�tam; tad etad an�tam ubhayata� satyena parig�hīta�....) (B�. U., 
5.5.1). Needless to say, these sentences should not be understood as an expression of a 
speculative dialectic. Both “being” and “consciousness” belong to the sphere of the 
transcendental (or the eternal) and they are devoid of any defects. There is no ground for us 
to leave this phase apart from the verses of the Upani�ads, our desire for the truth, and our 
desire for liberation. Śa�kara reads in the Upani�ads, a voice, which asserts that we must 
leave the phase of the logical consideration, and that we must enter the sphere of 
actions—whether obligatory actions or meditation—by ourselves, although “action” or 
“agency” is in the truest meaning to be regarded as something like “dream” in the sense 
used in the Upani�ads. Moreover, in this phase, “the eternal (or the beginningless)”(nitya) or 
“the essences of the eternal (or the biginningless)” (nitya-svarūpa) will be put into question in 
quite a different meaning.71 
                                                                                                                                                              
"dhyāyatīva lelāyatīva" iti. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.3.40, 547) 
 69 Gambhirananda, trans. Brahmasūtrabhā�ya of Śa�karācārya, 804f. 
 70 samādhyabhāvācca. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.3.39, 545) 
 71 As we will see in the section “Adhyāsa” of the section chapter “Meditation and Adhyāsa,” in the 
phase of meditation Śa�kara considers the essences of the eternal (nitya-svarūpa) as the modes of 
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 Thus, let us proceed to the arguments concerning the intellect and the agency, 
which will be mainly argued in the third and forth chapters (adhyāya) in a close relation with 
“knowledge of obligatory actions” and “meditation.”

                                                                                                                                                              
existence (avasthā), which are eternal (or beginningless) as our modes of existence, but which make us 
involved in “the birth, the maintenance, and the dissolution” (janma-sthiti-bha�ga, janma-sthiti-pralaya) in 
the true meaning. 
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CHAPTER 5 

 
MEANING OF TA�ASTHA 

 
 This chapter is aimed to approach the transcendent aspect of para (ta�astha- 
lak�a�ā). From the viewpoint of the prerequisites of the inquiry (B. Ś., 1.1.4), this aspect is 
concerned with “dispassion (virāga) for the enjoyment of the fruits in this world and in the 
heaven” and “a perfection of practical means, such as control of the mind and control of the 
senses and organs (śama-dama) and others.” From the viewpoint of the Upani�adic 
methodology (B�. U., 2.4.5), it is a prelude to the phase of “meditation” (nididhyāsana). This 
approach consists of three steps: The first is to clarify the issue of obligatory actions in 
Śa�kara’s thought—this issue is concerned with “dispassion (virāga) of the enjoyment of the 
fruits in this world”—. The second is to investigate the relationship between the transcendent 
and the transcendental, mainly through Śa�kara’s arguments about the meditations of the 
B�hadāra�yaka Upani�ad and the Chāndogya Upani�ad. The third is to discriminate 
“control of the mind and control of the sense and organs and so on” as the duties of 
Sa�nyāsins from “sacrifices” as obligatory actions, taking account of the thought of “the 
subsidiary of knowledge” (jñāna-a�ga). 
 
 

Knowledge of Obligatory Actions 
 
 In Śa�kara’s thought, the question about actions—obligatory actions or 
meditations—belongs to the topic of dream in the sense used in the Upani�ads. In other 
words, we can not arrive at the complete realization (samyag-darśana) in the phase of 
obligatory actions. However, Śa�kara seems to think that this question about actions still 
serves the purpose to discriminate the self-effulgence of the self (ātmana� svayam- 
jyoti��vam), which is deeply related to liberation (mok�a). For example, in B. Ś. 3.2.4 
Śa�kara explains the text “he is the agent” (sa hi kartā) (B�. U., 3.4.10) as follows: 

[We] should say that this [the self] [becomes] an accidental cause (nimittatva) [of 
virtue and vice] through its agency (kart�tva) of virtue (suk�ta) and vice 
(du�k�ta) which are caused from itself, because it is seen that joy, fear, and so 
on are caused from the manifestation of a chariot and so on [in the dream]. 
Moreover, [the topic of] dream is presented (upanyasta) [by the Upani�ads] for 
the discrimination (vivecana) of that [the self]; [because] in the [actual] state of 
waking the self-effulgence of the self (ātmana� svaya�-jyoti��vam) is difficult 
to be discriminated (dur-vivecana), owing to the contact (sa�yoga) with the 
sense-objects and the senses, and owing to the mixture (vyatikara) of the light of 
the sun and so on.1 (B. Ś., 3.2.4) 

 To be sure, “being” and “consciousness” as the essences of the eternal can be 
regarded as “effulgence” (jyoti��va), still, these two are not to be confused with the 
self-effulgence; because in the true meaning we can not yet get rid of the contact from the 
senses-objects, the senses and so on only through our understanding of these essences, as 
Śa�kara regards these essences as belonging to the deep-sleep state in the meaning used 
in the Upani�ads. Needless to say, the question about actions does not have a 
complementary role for the arguments about the transcendental which we have seen in the 
phase of the logical consideration based on the scriptures (manana). Although the 
transcendental aspect of para or the discriminatory knowledge (viveka-vijñāna) is still a main 
trend of Śa�kara’s thought, yet we become faced with another aspect of para, namely the 

                                                       
 1 nimittatva� tvasya rathādipratibhānanimittamodatrāsādidarśanāttannimittabhūtayo� suk�ta- 
du�k�tayo� kart�tveneti vaktavyam. apica jāgarite 
vi�ayendriyasa�yogātādityādijyotirvyatikarāccātmana� svaya�jyoti��va� durvivecanamiti 
tadvivecanāya svapna upanyasta�. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.2.4, 627)  
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transcendent aspect or ta�astha-lak�a�ā, by putting into question our actions and by 
establishing the real existence of the self (ātmana� sad-bhāva�) (B. Ś., 3.3.36) or the 
thatness (or the truth) (tattva) of Brahman (B. Ś., 3.3.1)—which makes us stand in the 
existentially distinguished (vyatirikta) relationship with the body and so on—. 
 By the way, generally speaking, we can surely have some knowledge (or concept) 
about an individual thing (vastu), but we can have also some knowledge about actions (kriyā, 
karma). The point which we should pay attention to here is that Śa�kara says that 
knowledge about obligatory actions and the obligatory actions based on such knowledge 
can be pure (viśuddha)—it means that such knowledge of obligatory actions is not involved 
in the transitoriness of this world—. Śa�kara argues against the view that the Vedic 
sacrifices are impure (aśuddha), as follows: 

No, because knowledge of virtue and vice (dharma-adharma-vijñāna) has the 
ground in the scriptures (śāstra). The scriptures alone are the ground (kāra�a) 
for knowing that this [action] is virtuous, and that this is vicious; because they 
[virtue and vice] are beyond the senses (atīndriyatva) [namely transcendent] and 
not delimited by space, time and causality (aniyata-deśa-kāla-nimittatva). 
Whatever action [is performed in certain] place, time, and causality (or 
circumstance) and is performed as virtuous, [can] become vicious in another 
place, time, and causality (or circumstance). Therefore, there is no knowledge 
concerning virtue and vice, unless it is owing to the scriptures.2 (B. Ś., 3.1.25) 
Therefore, Vedic actions (or sacrifices) (karma vaidikam) are pure (viśuddha), 
since they are performed by the decent (or learned) people (śi��a) and are not 
condemned by them.3 (B. Ś., 3.1.25) 

 These descriptions are very brief, but it is clear that Śa�kara expresses the thought 
of “duty for duty” or “categorical imperative” about obligatory actions. In this point, Śa�kara 
does not have a different view from the Pūrva-mīmā�sā. Or rather, it is more appropriate to 
say that Śa�kara owes such a thought about obligatory actions to the Purva-mīma�sā, for 
example, Jaimini, who is definitely regarded as one of the spiritual teachers (ācārya) in the 
Brahmasūtra. Here we just borrow an explanation about the thought of “duty for duty” in the 
Pūrva-mīmā�sā (or the Mīmā�sā) from one of our contemporary scholars. 

... The primary object of performing a sacrifice, says an eminent Mīmā�saka, is 
not worship: it is not to please any deity. Nor is it purification of the soul or moral 
improvement.4 A ritual is to be performed just because the Vedas command us 
to perform them. Some of these rituals, it is true, are to be performed in order to 
enjoy Heaven hereafter or to obtain worldly benefits such as rainfall. But there 
are some (e.g. nitya and naimittika karmas) which must be performed just 
because they are enjoined by the Vedas. Here the Mīmā�sā ethics reaches, 
through ritualism, the highest point of its glory, namely the conception of duty for 
duty's sake. Like Kant, the Mīmā�sā believes that an obligatory action is to be 
performed not because it will benefit the performer but because we ought to 
perform it. Like him again the Mīmā�sā believes that though an obligatory duty is 
not to be done with any interested motive, yet the Universe is so constituted that 
a person who performs his duty does not ultimately go unrewarded.5 

 First of all, the actions (or the sacrifices) based on knowledge of obligatory actions 
can be “pure” (viśuddha), because they are based on the thought of “duty for duty” or 
“categorical imperative.” Second, the concept “duty for duty” does not depend on any motive 

                                                       
 2 na, śāstrahetutvāddharmādharmavijñānasya. aya� dharmo'yamadharma iti śāstrameva 
vijñāne kāra�am. atīndriyatvāttayo� aniyatadeśakālanimittatvācca. yasmindeśe kāle nimitte ca yo 
dharmo'nu��hīyate sa eva deśakālanimittāntare�vadharmo bhavati. tena śāstrād�te dharmādharma- 
vi�aya� vijñāna� na kasyacidasti. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.1.25, 620) 
 3 tasmādviśuddha� karma vaidikam, śi��airanu��hīyamānatvādanindyamānatvācca. (Shastri, 
ed. B. Ś., 3.1.25, 620) 
 4 The text gives a reference to “Prakara�a-pañcikā” of Śālikanātha. 
 5 Satischandra Chatterjee and Dhirendramohan Datta, An Introduction to Indian Philosophy 
(Calcutta : University of Calcutta, 1984), 339-340. 
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(or interest), or more strictly speaking, it has no other motive than “for duty's sake.” We 
should understand that such a strict view about actions must be the basis of “dispassion for 
the enjoyment of the fruits in this world” in Śa�kara’s thought as well. 
 It is to be noted that there is a difference between knowledge about obligatory 
actions and knowledge about individual things (vastu). The purity of the knowledge about 
actions is based on the fact that knowledge about actions does not have any relationship 
with transitory and individual things. According to Śa�kara, knowledge, although it is a 
mental act, is to be generated (or established) through valid means of knowledge (pramā�a). 
In the case of knowledge of obligatory actions, the instruction described by the Vedic texts, 
which is at the same time both of knowledge and valid means of knowledge (pramā�a), 
does not depend on transitory things. Therefore, the instruction (vidhi) consists in 
non-dependence upon individual and transitory things, and verily for this reason, the 
knowledge about obligatory action can be established as “pure” (viśuddha). 
 From the worldly point of view, or from the viewpoint of our responsibility, it is still 
valid that our actions should have their appropriateness for the environment, such as place, 
time, causality, and so on, as far as it is possible. However, as Śa�kara says, since we have 
the limitation of our recognition about the environment, we should still say that the thought of 
“duty for duty” is a last resort in the phase of obligatory actions.  
 Although, in the sphere of meditation, Śa�kara puts into question whether we, the 
embodied self, are in the true meaning “agent” (kart�) or not, we should recognize that the 
thought of “duty for duty” or “the dispassion for the enjoyment of the fruits in this world” never 
changes in Śa�kara’s thought. It is even a prerequisite for the sphere of meditation, where 
Śa�kara wants to put into question “agency” and “liberation.” In this sense, we should say 
that the true Upani�adic meditation, which has “duty for duty” as a prerequisite and at the 
same time put into question our existence, should not be confused with karma-yoga or 
jñāna-yoga described in the Bhagavadgītā, as far as they are understood as “the 
performance of the obligatory daily duties” or “a feeling of not being the agent of any work” 
respectively, as Gambhirananda explains.6  
 Furthermore, it is important that Śa�kara thinks that “virtue” (dharma) and “vice” 
(adharma) have “transcendence” (atīndriyatva)—literally ‘being beyond senses’—. In a 
sense, they themselves are beyond the transitoriness. It implies two things: The first is; “it is 
not possible to shake off virtue and vice like a piece of flag-staff [a symbol of Sa�nyāsins], 
since they are not [individual and transitory] things.” (naca cālana� dhvajāgravat- 
suk�tadu�k�tayormukhya� sa�bhavati. adravyatvāt) (B. Ś., 3.3.26), and the second is; 
“however, there occurs the dissolution of them [virtue and vice (suk�ta-du�k�ta)] by the 
power of knowledge (or meditation) (vidyā), since their result is opposed to that of 
knowledge (or meditation), and whenever knowledge is faced with its fruit (or maturity) 
(phala), [their dissolution] should occur” (vidyāviruddhaphalatvāttu vidyāsāmarthyena tayo� 
k�aya� sa ca yadaiva vidyā phalābhimukhī tadaiva bhavitumarhati) (B. Ś., B 3.3.27). 
 Besides, Śa�kara’s thought about “duty for duty” is based on the Vedic ritualism, 
just as the Pūrva-mīmā�sā’s thought is based on it. However, it is simply because Śa�kara 
has the Vedic life as his own traditional and religious background. Here, we can not find any 
meaning in criticizing Śa�kara's thought about “knowledge of obligatory actions” as 
“ritualistic” from the viewpoint of some external cultural background. We want to regard the 
concept “duty for duty” as the essence of “knowledge about obligatory actions” in Śa�kara’s 
thought. Furthermore, Śa�kara’s thought is deeply involved in the issue of meditations, 
which are often described as “sacrifice” (yajña, kratu) in the Brāhma�as and the Upani�ads. 
While the Pūrva-mīmā�sā does not necessarily pay attention to this factor and tries to 
understand the Vedic sacrifices exclusively from the thought “duty for duty,” Śa�kara seems 
to try to keep this factor, although Śa�kara admits that this factor, namely meditation, is not 
easily admissible from the viewpoint of “duty for duty.”  
 By the way, we should mention that there is an important difference between the 
Pūrva-mīmā�sā and Śa�kara. The difference is concerned with the ground (hetu) of the 

                                                       
 6 Gambhirananda, trans. Brahmasūtrabhā�ya of Śa�karācārya, 869f. 
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result or the fruit (phala). While the Pūrva-mīmā�sā postulates the so-called impersonal 
moral law of karma, which seems to be based on a concept apūrva (unseen potency of 
actions) (B. Ś., 3.2.38), which is derived from the presumption (arthāpatti) from the seen 
result (B. Ś., 3.2.38), Śa�kara accepts Īśvara as the ground. In regard to the aphorism of B. 
Ś. 3.2.41; “however, Bādarāya�a [considers] the earlier one (pūrva) [Īśvara] [as a bestower 
of the result], because [He] is spoken of as the ground (hetu) [of our actions]” (pūrva� tu 
bādarāya�o hetuvyapadeśāt), Śa�kara gives his commentary as follows:  

“Because [He] is spoken of as the cause”; [namely] because Īśvara is spoken of 
as the ground (hetu) through [his] causing [us] to be agent (kārayit�tva) of virtue 
and vice and of [his] bestowing (dāt�tva) [us] the result, in the text, “it is he 
himself who makes him do a virtuous action, and whom he desires to raise 
[himself] up from these worlds; and it is he himself who makes him do a vicious 
action, and whom he desires [himself] to throw down” (Kau. U., 3.8).7 (B. Ś., 
3.2.41) 

 It is not to be ignored that, at the beginning of his commentary on the next aphorism 
B. Ś. 3.3.1, Śa�kara says: “Thatness (or truth) (tattva) of Brahman, which is to be known, 
has been explained” (vyākhyāta� vijñeyasya brahmastattvam). Here, obviously we are 
faced with a new aspect of Brahman (or Īśvara), which should be understood as the 
transcendent aspect of Brahman. This aspect of Brahman, which is under discussion, is 
traditionally called ta�astha-lak�a�ā in the Vedānta system. Whereas this word ta�astha 
can not be found in Śa�kara’s commentary on the Brahmasūtra, we can probably say that 
this word stands for such concepts as kū�astha (standing at the top, standing in a multitude), 
adhika (surpassing, transcendent, or additional), and pūrva (ancient, earlier).  
 However, it is sure that Śa�kara’s thought does not consist in mere worship or 
devotion of the transcendent, even though the issue of the personification or the 
embodiment of Īśvara is definitely significant in Śa�kara’s thought—which will be argued in 
the sixth chapter “Meditation and Adhyāsa”—; because Śa�kara says, “it is denied that 
[Brahman would] be an object of action of knowledge (vidikriyākarmatvaprati�edhāt). ... 
Brahman [would] not be an object to be meditated (or worshipped)” (avi�ayatva� 
brahma�a upanyasya)” (B. Ś., 1.1.4), and also because the Kena Upani�ad says, “That 
which is not expressed by speech, that which speech is expressed by; know that alone to be 
Brahman and not what [people] worship as an object” (yadvācānabhyudita� yena 
vāgabhyudyate tadeva brahma tva� viddhi neda� yadidamupāsate) (Ke. U., 1.5). Our 
question in this chapter is as follows: Admittedly, Śa�kara’s thought is deeply based on the 
transcendental thought, nonetheless, why does Śa�kara want to keep the transcendent 
aspect of Brahman? Whereas Śa�kara definitely denies our existential or conceptual 
relationship between the transitory and the eternal, why does Śa�kara want to keep the 
transcendent aspect of Brahman, such as “the ruler of all” or “the controller of all,” which 
seems to imply the existential relationship of the supreme Brahman with the embodied self? 
We want to understand that this trial is Śa�kara’s self-criticism of the transcendental thought 
itself. Let us see the important example of this self-criticism in his arguments about the 
meditations of the B�hadāra�yaka and the Chāndogya. 
 
 

Meditations in the B�hadāra�yaka and the Chāndogya 
 
 The third section of the third chapter of Śa�kara’s commentary on the Brahmasūtra, 
which is one of the most important sections, has several topics, such as arguments about 
the meaning of the Mahāvākyas, arguments about the kinds of meditation, and arguments 
about the discrimination between instructions about the subsidiary parts of the sacrifice and 
meditations upon the subsidiary parts of the sacrifice. Besides, there is one more important 

                                                       
 7 ... hetuvyapadeśāt. dharmādharmayorapi hi kārayit�tveneśvaro heturvyapadiśyate phalasya 
ca dāt�tvena "e�a hyeva sādhu karma kārayati ta� yamebhyo lokebhya unninī�ate. e�a u evāsādhu 
karma kārayati ta� yamadho ninī�ate" iti. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.2.41, 668) 
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topic in order to understand Śa�kara’s thought. It is the issue about meditations in the 
B�hadāra�yaka and the Chāndogya. This topic is argued by Śa�kara in regard to the 
several meditations (vidyā), such as Udgītha-vidyā, (B. Ś., 3.3.6, 3.3.7), Śā��ilya-vidyā (B. 
Ś., 3.3.19, 3.3.23), Puru�a-vidyā or Puru�a-yajña (B. Ś., 3.3.24), Satya-vidyā (B. Ś., 3.3.38), 
Dahara-vidyā (B. Ś., 3.3.39), Brahma-vidyā (B. Ś., 3.3.39), and Vaiśvānara-vidyā (B. Ś., 
3.3.57).  
 It is well-known that Śā��ilya-vidyā is one of the most important meditations 
(vidyā) in the whole Upani�ads. Generally, the verses of the Chāndogya 3.14.1-7 are 
famous for this Śā��ilya-vidyā. It is definitely sure that these passages of the Chāndogya 
(the so-called Śā�dilya-vidyā) are also important for Śa�kara, as we can see it from the fact 
that Śa�kara repeatedly cites the passage; “[one] identified with the mind, having prā�a as 
the body, having the effulgence as the nature” (manomaya� prā�a-śarīro bhā-rūpa�) (Chā. 
U., 3.14.2).  
 However, it is a little strange, but, when Śa�kara explicitly argues about this vidyā 
(meditation) named Śā��ilya under the topic of “secret (teaching of) fire” (agni-rahasya) in 
B. Ś. 3.3.19, he does not refer to the verses of the Chāndogya 3.14.1-7, but to the text of the 
Vājasaneyi branch and the text of the B�hadāra�yaka 5.6.1. 

In the Vājasaneyi branch, under [the topic of] “secret fire” (agni-rahasya), there is 
a meditation (vijñātā) stamped with the name of Śā��ilya. There are found such 
attributes as, “He should meditate upon the self as identified with the mind, 
having prā�a as the body, and having the effulgence as the nature.” In the same 
branch, in the B�hadāra�yaka, it is again recited thus: “This puru�a, identified 
with the mind and having the effulgence as his truth in the heart like [a grain of] 
rice or barley. He is the lord of all (sarvasya-īśana�), the ruler of all 
(sarvasya-adhipati�), and governs whatever it is” (B�. U., 5.6.1).8 (B. Ś., 3.3.19) 

 While it is not difficult for us to see the similarity between the text starting with “he 
should meditate upon the self” (sa ātmanām-upāsīta) and the texts of Śā��ilya-vidyā in the 
Chāndogya, it is not easy to see the similarity between the concerned text of the 
B�hadāra�yaka and the texts called Śā��ilya-vidyā in the Chāndogya. Whereas the 
concerned text of the B�hadāra�yaka has such concepts as “[one] identified with the mind” 
(manomaya�) and so on which correspond to the concepts in Śā��ilya-vidyā in the 
Chāndogya, it is to be noted that the concerned text of the B�hadāra�yaka also refers to 
such concepts as “the lord of all” (sarvasya-īśana�) and “the ruler of all” 
(sarvasya-adhipati�) which can not be found in Śā��ilya-vidyā in the Chāndogya.  
 The very similar mention can be found in the arguments about Dahara-vidyā in B. Ś. 
3.3.39. Śa�kara says as follows: 

Udgāt� priests (chāndogā�), starting thus; “now, what is within this city of 
Brahman, is dahara [literally small or fine], a lotus-like adobe; within it there is an 
internal space” (Chā. U., 8.1.1), and recites [further] like this; “this is the self free 
from sin (apahata-pāpman), free from dirt, free from death, free from sorrow, free 
from hunger, and free from thirst, who is the one desiring for truth (satya-kāma) 
and having resolution for truth (satya-sa�kalpa)” (Chā. U., 8.1.5) and so on. 
[However,] the Vājasaneyins [recite] like this: “He [is] verily that great birthless 
self (e�a mahān-aja ātmā), who is this [one] identified with (or reflected upon) 
the intellect (vijñāna), being within prā�ā� (sense-organs), and lying within the 
space that is within the heart. [He] is the controller of all (sarvasya vaśī), [the lord 
of all (sarvasya-īśāna�) and the ruler of all (sarvasya-adhipati�)]” (B�. U., 
4.4.22), and so on.9 (B. Ś., 3.3.39) 

                                                       
 8 vājasaneyiśākhāyāmagnirahasye śā��ilyanāmā�kitā vijñātā tatra ca gu�ā� śrūyante -- "sa 
ātmānamupāsīta manomaya� prā�aśarīra� bhārūpam" ityevamādaya�. tasyāmeva śākhāyā� 
b�hadāra�yake puna� pa�hyate -- "manomayo'ya� puru�o bhā�satyastasminnantarh�daye yathā 
vrīhirvā yavo vā sa e�a sarvasyeśāna� sarvasyādhipati� sarvamida� praśāsti yadida� ki�ca" iti. (Shastri, 
ed. B. Ś., 3.3.19, 703) 
 9 "atha yadidamasminbrahmapure dahara� pu��arīka� veśma daharo'sminnantarākāśa�" iti 
prastutya cchandogā adhīyate -- "e�a ātmā'pahatapāpmā vijaro vim�tyurviśoko vijighatso'pipāsa� 
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 Furthermore, in B. Ś. 3.3.57, in regard to the arguments about Vaiśvānara-vidyā, 
Śa�kara even says, “The six seers from Prācinaśāla to Uddālaka10 were not able to arrive 
at any complete realization about Vaiśvānara-vidyā (prācīnaśālaprabh�taya uddālaka- 
avasānā� �a���aya� vaiśvānaravidyāyā� parini��hāmapratipadyamānā�). 
 Even though Śa�kara himself is based on the transcendental thought typically 
presented by the Chāndogya, and even though Śa�kara thinks of it as important from the 
viewpoint of “desire for truth” (satya-kāma)—in this point of view, Śa�kara even says that 
this concept “desire for truth” (satya-kāma) (Chā. U., 8.1.1) should be put into the thought 
held by the B�hadāra�yaka (B. Ś., 3.3.39)—, nevertheless Śa�kara can not help asserting 
that the thought held by the Chāndogya could be misunderstood, due to the serious lack of 
the ta�astha concept, such as “controller of all” (sarvasya vaśī) (B. Ś., 3.3.39) and so on. 
 In the context of Satya-vidyā (B. Ś., 3.3.38), Śa�kara can not help saying that the 
Chāndogya has possibility to be misunderstood so that the sphere of meditation would 
become just the subsidiary of obligatory actions (or sacrifices). Śa�kara explains the verses 
“then this golden [or effulgent] puru�a that is seen within the sun” (atha ya e�o'ntarāditye 
hira�maya� puru�o d�śyate) (Chā. U., 1.6.6) “this puru�a that is seen in the eye” (ya 
e�o'k�i�i puru�o d�śyate) (Chā. U., 4.15.1) as follows: 

Indeed, in the Chāndogya, this meditation (vidyā) is recognized in the relation 
with Jyoti��oma sacrifice and is dependent on the Udgītha [in that sacrifice]; 
because [we] meet there the indicatory marks connecting with the sacrifice in the 
beginning, the middle, and the end. It starts thus: “This [earth] is the �k and fire is 
the Sāma” (Chā. U., 1.6.1). In the middle it is like this: “Of him the �k and the 
Sāma are the knuckles; hence it is Udgītha” (Chā. U., 1.6.8). Furthermore, it is 
concluded: “One who knows thus, sings [the Sāma song]” (Chā. U., 1.7.9). 
[However,] in the B�hadāra�yaka there is no such sign as relating to a sacrifice. 
Then, when there is the difference of the meditation due to the difference of 
[preceding or principal] context (prakrama), it is reasonable that the [respective] 
attributes belong to the different spheres.11 (B. Ś., 3.3.38) 

 It is quite evident that the difference of meditations between the Chāndogya and 
the B�hadāra�yaka consists in such concepts as “controller of all” (sarvasya vaśī) (B�. U., 
4.4.22), “the lord of all” (sarvasya-īśana�), “the ruler of all” (sarvasya-adhipati�) (B�. U. 
5.6.1), and so on. To be sure, a concept “the self of all” (sarvasya-ātmatvam), which is not 
necessarily the same with the concepts above, is found also in the Chāndogya (cf. Chā. U. 
6.14.3, Chā. U. 3.12.5), still, Śa�kara seems to think that there can occurs the great 
difference in understanding the concept “the self of all,” due to the lack of the transcendent 
concept, such as “controller of all” (sarvasya vaśī) and so on. Śa�kara says in the context of 
Brahma-vidyā as follows: 

However, here is found a difference; because, in the Chāndogya Upani�ad, 
meditation upon the qualified Brahman (sagu�ā ... brahma-vidyā) 12  is 
instructed thus: “Then, after having found out (anuvidya) 13 this self and the 
desire for truth, they depart from here [this world] [and move with pleasure in all 

                                                                                                                                                              
satyakāma� satyasa�kalpa�" ityādi. tathā vājasaneyina� -- "sa vā e�a mahānaja ātmā yo'ya� 
vijñānamaya� prā�e�u ya e�o'ntarh�daya ākāśastasmiñchete sarvasya vaśī" ityādi. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 
3.3.39, 745) 
 10 According to the Chāndogya, these six seers are Prācīnaśāla, Satyayajña, Indradyumna, 
Jana, Bu�ila, and Uddālaka. See Chā. U. 5.11.1-2 and B. Ś. 1.2.24. 
 11 chāndogye hi jyoti��omakarmasa�bandhinīyamudgīthavyapāśrayā vidyā vijñāyate. tatra 
hyādimadhyāvasāne�u hi karmasa�bandhicihnāni bhavanti "iyamevargagni� sāma" ityupakrame, 
"tasyarkca sāma ca ge��au tasmādudgītha�" iti madhye; "ya eva� vidvānsāma gāyati" ityupasa�hāre. 
naiva� vājasaneyake ki�citkarmasa�bandhi cihnamasti. tatra prakramabhedādvidyābhede sati 
gu�avyavasthaiva yukteti.. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.3.38, 744) 
 12 This meditation “meditation upon the qualified Brahman” (sagu�ā brahma-vidyā) should not 
be confused with aha�-graha-upāsana, which includes “meditation upon Brahman,” and which makes 
Brahman become into existence as the qualified.  
 13 The verbal root anu-vid (class 6) literally means ‘find,’ ‘obtain,’ ‘discover.’ 
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the worlds] 14 ” (Chā. U., 8.1.6), while in the Vājasaneyaka [namely the 
B�hadāra�yaka], that which is instructed is the unqualified Brahman (nirgu�a� 
brahma), as is seen from a syntactical (or co-ordinate) study (samanvaya) of 
such questions and answers, such as, “Please instruct me further about 
liberation” (B�. U., 4.3.15), “For this puru�a is unattached” (ibid.), and so on. 
However, such attributes as “being the controller (of all)” (vaśitva) and so on are 
mentioned in the Vājasaneyaka as meant for glorifying (stūty-artha) that [the 
unqualified Brahman], and it is in that manner [namely through such a 
glorification] that it is concluded later on about the unqualified Brahman thus; “He 
is this neti neti self" (B�. U., 3.9.26) and so on.15 (B. Ś., 3.3.39) 

 What Śa�kara seems to say is that the Chāndogya, which even speaks of the 
concept “the self of all,” and which appropriately mentions “desire for truth” (satya-kāma) in 
the context of Brahma-vidyā, has not arrived at the thought of “not this, not this” (neti neti) 
(B�. U., 3.9.26), verily because of the serious lack of the viewpoint of “controller of all” 
(sarvasya vaśī)—even though this concept is meant merely for glorification of the 
unqualified—.  
 In Śa�kara’s thought, the ta�astha concepts “controller of all,” “not this not this” 
should be understood from the thought of “renunciation” (sa�nyāsa), which is equivalent to 
the thought of the subsidiary of the knowledge (jñāna-a�ga, vidyā-śe�a)—we will see this 
issue in the section, “The Subsidiary of Knowledge”—. In the context of Puru�a-vidyā or 
Puru�a-yajña, Śa�kara says as follows—here the difference of meditations is considered 
between the Taittirīya Āra�yaka and the Chāndogya Upani�ad, but we think that the 
Taittirīya Āra�yaka is consistent with the B�hadāra�yaka in regard to the view of 
meditations—: 

Moreover, [in the Taittirīya branch (taittirīyaka),] by seeing that “the knowledge of 
the self together with the renunciation” (sa-sa�nyāsā-ātma-vidyā) is first 
instructed and then [such passages as] “of that very one who knows [Brahman] 
thus” (tasya-eva� vidu�a�) (Tai. Ā., 6.52.1) and so on are further [instructed], 
we recognize that this text [—“of that very one who knows [Brahman] thus”——] 
is the subsidiary (śe�a) of the earlier text [—“the knowledge of the self together 
with the renunciation”—] and not self-independent (svatantra). Thus, we 
conceive the one and same result (ekam-eva-phalam) in both sections, namely, 
“He attains the greatness of Brahman” (Tai. Ā., 6.52.1, Mahānārāya�a 
Upani�ad, 80). However, in the others [the receiters of the Chāndogya], 
Puru�a-vidyā is mentioned as not being the subsidiary (śe�a) of the other, and 
indeed it comes to be associated with the result of the prolongation of life thus; 
“he who meditates thus lives for a hundred and sixteen years” (Chā. U., 
3.16.7).16 (B. Ś., 3.3.24) 

 In regard to the arguments about the meditations in the B�hadāra�yaka and the 
Chāndogya, it is superficial to think that Śa�kara just criticizes the ritualistic characteristic 
seen in the Chāndogya. It is more appropriate to think that Śa�kara points out the 
dependence upon the transcendental knowledge of “being” (sat) seen in the Chāndogya. 
After referring to the verse “that thou art” (Chā. U., 6.7.8) and pointing out that such a verse 
as “that is not the self” does not follow it in the Chāndogya, Śa�kara says as follows:  
                                                       
 14 Here, Śa�kara does not cite the words in the brackets. 
 15 aya� tvatra vidyate viśe�a�. sagu�ā hi brahmavidyā chāndogye upadiśyate "atha ya 
ihātmānamanuvidya vrajantyetā�śca satyānkāmān" ityātmavatkāmānāmapi vedyatvaśrava�āt. 
vājasaneyake tu nirgu�ameva brahmopadiśyamāna� d�śyate "atha urdhva� vimok�āya brūhi" "asa�go 
hyaya� puru�a�" ityādipraśnaprativacanasamanvayāt. vaśitvādi tu tatstutyarthameva gu�ajāta� 
vājasaneyake sa�kīrtyate tathā copari��āt "sa e�a neti netyātmā" ityādinā nirgu�ameva 
brahmopasa�harati. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.3.39 745) 
 16 apica sasa�nyāsāmātmavidyā� purastādupadiśyānantara� tasyaiva�vidu�a ityādy- 
anukrama�a� paśyanta� pūrvaśe�a evai�a āmnāyo na svatantra iti pratīma�. tathācaikameva phalam- 
ubhayorapyanuvākayorupalabhāmahe "brahma�o mahimānamāpnoti" iti. itare�ā� tvananyaśe�a� 
puru�avidyāmnāya�. āyurabhiv�ddhiphalo hyasau "sa ha -- �o�aśa� var�aśata� jīvati ya eva� veda" iti 
samabhivyāhārāt. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.3.24, 711) 
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It should mean thus: A man, desiring to point out the [tiny star] Arundhatī, first 
shows a big star standing near by it indirectly as the Arundhatī itself. Then he 
refutes it and shows subsequently the Arundhatī itself. Similarly [after the text 
“that thou art”] it should have been said, “This is not the self.” However, it has not 
been said [in the Chāndogya]. [Rather,] it is seen that the sixth chapter 
(�a��ha-prapā�haka) [of the Chāndogya] is concluded by the dependence 
(ni��ha) upon the knowledge of the self as mere “being”17 (san-mātra-ātma- 
avagati).18 (B. Ś., 1.1.8) 

 To be sure, we can find the esoteric characteristic in Śa�kara’s commentary and 
the Upani�ads, but it should not be easily put into the transcendental point of view. Paul 
Deussen says very prudently as follows: 

But the great difficulty for the philosophic understanding of the Brahmasūtras lies 
in the fact, that neither in the text nor in the commentary [by Śa�kara] are two 
conceptions [apara and para, or exoteric and esoteric] clearly separated from 
each other, but rather meet us everywhere interwoven with each other....19 

 As for this suggestion, we want to respect Deussen for his deep reading of the texts 
of the Upani�ads and the commentary by Śa�kara, but we can not accept his final view that 
the word apara stands for “exoteric” or “theological” and the word para stands for “esoteric” 
or “philosophical.” What we can say surely is that there is an esoteric factor which we can 
read in both the Upani�ads and the commentary by Śa�kara, and that it is expressed verily 
by the word upani�ad, and that this word upani�ad refers to ahar and aham (B�. U., 5.5.3) 
(B. Ś., 3.3.20-21), 20  which can not be regarded as something simply related to the 
transcendental. Although Śa�kara’s thought is deeply based on the transcendental thought 
typically seen in the Chāndogya Upani�ad, he can not admit that the word upani�ad would 
immediately indicate the transcendental knowledge, such as “being.” We suppose that the 
esoteric characteristic—the meaning of the word upani�ad—should be put into question in 
the phase of meditation under the strict condition of the knowledge of the self which should 
be first considered from the transcendent aspect of Brahman, although in this aspect—or in 
the phase of knowledge of obligatory actions—we can not arrive at the complete realization 
(samyag-darśana) of this knowledge.21 
 
 

Meditation upon the Subsidiaries of Sacrifice 
  
 The issue of the kinds of meditation is also a significant theme considered in the 

                                                       
 17 Gambhirananda translates this phrase as “clinging on to the knowledge of Existence.”  See 
Gambhirananda, trans. Brahmasūtrabhā�ya of Śa�karācārya, 57. 
 18 yathārundhatī� didarśayi�ustatsamīpasthā� sthūlā� tārāmamukhyā� prathamam- 
arundhatīti grāhayitvā tā� pratyākhyāya paścādarundhatīmeva grāhayati tadvannāyamātmeti brūyāt. 
nacaivamavocat. sanmātrātmāvagatini��haiva hi �a��haprapā�hakaparisamāptird�śyate. (Shastri, ed. 
B. Ś., 1.1.8, 112-3) 
 19 Duessen, The System of the Vedanta, 98. 
 20 Ahar literally means ‘day.’ However, it should be understood as something illuminating— which 
is opposite to the darkness or something non-illuminating—, as Gambhirananda explains, “Ahar is derived 
from han or hā meaning to kill or shun (evil); and Aham points to the inmost Self.” See Gambhirananda, 
trans. Brahmasūtrabhā�ya of Śa�karācārya, 680f.  
 21 Moreover, although it is evident that we can not arrive at the complete realization in the phase 
of knowledge of obligatory actions, nevertheless it is not necessary proper to say that “nescience” (avidyā) 
or māyā is related to only the issue of agency, because “nescience” or māyā is also related to our modes of 
existence (avasthā), as we will see in the next chapter. Therefore, at least in regard to Śa�kara’s thought, 
we can not adopt the view of Ordenberg like “... Māyā-doctrine was alien to the old Upani�ads, or at least, 
that it was not absolutely guaranteed by them.” See Herman Oldenberg, The Doctrine Of The Upani�ads 
And The Early Buddhism (Delhi : Motilal Banarsidass, 1991), 80-81. There are two points: First, Śa�kara 
points out māyā as “the great birthless self” (mahān-aja ātmā) (B�. U., 4.4.22)—it can not be simply 
regarded as the so-called “transcendent ruler”—in the midst of one of the oldest and most important 
Upani�ads, namely the B�hadāra�yaka Upani�ad. Second, this concept “nescience” or māyā is related to 
not only the agency but also our modes of existence (avasthā). 
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third section of the third chapter of Śa�kara’s commentary on the Brahmasūtra. The 
descriptions in this chapter are almost correspondent to the categorization of the four kinds 
of meditation presented in B. Ś. 1.1.4. These four kinds of meditation are; a kind of 
meditation called sa�pad (sa�pad-rūpa), a kind of meditation of adhyāsa (adhyāsa-rūpa), a 
kind of meditation called sa�varga—a kind of meditation based on different actions 
(viśi��a-kriyā-yoga-nimitta)—, and a kind of meditation [relating to] purification of the 
subsidiary of activity like in sacrifices (karmavat-karma-a�ga-sa�skāra-rūpa). We want to 
understand that the difference of these kinds consists in just the different subsidiary factors 
in the concerned meditations, such as non-predominant symbols, predominant symbols, 
different actions—which means actions (kriyā) or functions (v�tti) belongs to the different 
material cause (prak�ti)—, and the subsidiary in sacrifices. In a broad sense, all of these are 
meditations depending upon symbols (pratīka-upāsana) (B. Ś., 4.1.4, 4.3.16). 
 Moreover, Śa�kara categorizes meditations into three kinds in regard to their fruits 
(phala). For example, in B. Ś. 1.1.11, Śa�kara enumerates three kinds of meditation in the 
viewpoint of results, such as “attainment of higher state” (abhyudaya-arthāni), “greater 
efficacy of actions” (karma-sam�ddhy-arthāni), “liberation by stages” (krama-mukty-arthāni). 
These three kinds of fruits are almost correspondent to “the seen fruits” (d���a- 
phalāni)—they constitute this very world through the worldly and imaginary thoughts—, “the 
unseen fruits” (ad���a-phalāni)—they are usually considered as grounds between 
obligatory actions and their fruits (in the other world), such as the concept “ad���a” of the 
Vaiśe�ika or the concept “apūrva” of the Pūrva-mīmā�sā, but, for Śa�kara as a Sa�nyāsin 
or the meditative, they stand for a fresh injunction (apūrva) for meditation, as we will see later 
in the section “The Subsidiary of Knowledge”—, and “liberation by stage” (krama- 
mukti-phalāni) which is given through “the gate of the emergence of the complete 
knowledge” (samyag-jñāna-utpatti-dvāra), as they are explained in B. Ś. 3.3.1. 
 These arguments are not to be simply ignored, but such a categorization of 
meditations based on their subsidiary factors and their results is not what Śa�kara wants to 
emphasize here, as Gambhirananda says; “For the purification and concentration of mind, 
for emancipation by stage, and for the attainment of the respective results, the Upani�ads 
speak in some contexts of such deities as Prā�a, qualified Brahman, as well as of the 
subsidiary factors and the results of such meditations. But that does not mean that the 
Upani�ads are concerned with these alone. As a matter of fact, their main concern is to 
reveal the unity of the Self and Brahman.”22 In this sense, we should admit that in Śa�kara’s 
thought there is a privileged meditation traditionally called aha�-graha-upāsana, which is 
the true meaning of Śā��ilya-vidyā, Dahara-vidyā, Vaiśvānara-vidya, Brahma- vidyā, and 
so on, and which we will put into question in the sixth chapter “Meditation and Adhyāsa.”  
 But, however strange it sounds, the most important theme of the third section of the 
third chapter of Śa�kara’s commentary on the Brahmasūtra is “meditation upon the 
subsidiary of a sacrifice,” such as “meditation upon Udgītha”23 (udgītha-vidyā) (B. Ś., 
3.3.6-7) and so on. Such an idea is also expressed by Śa�kara in B. Ś. 1.1.4 as follows: 

The instruction (upadeśa) about the unknown thing, namely the self (anavagata- 
ātma-vastu), deserves to become verily something as it is. The realization of that 
[the self] has a purposefulness, namely, the cessation (niv�tti) of false nescience 
(mithyā-’jñāna) which is the cause of this transitory [world], just as the instruction 
(upadeśa) of the things [for example, curd, Soma, milking pot, Udgītha, Om, and 
so on] which are the means (sādhana) (or the subsidiaries) of sacrifices has a 
purposefulness.24 (B. Ś., 1.1.4) 

 As we can see from the texts above, Śa�kara seems to think that the consideration 
about the instruction about the things that are the subsidiaries of sacrifices is useful for our 
approach to the unknown thing, namely the self. Needless to say, Śa�kara does not want to 
                                                       
 22 Gambhirananda, trans. Brahmasūtrabhā�ya of Śa�karācārya, 22f. 
 23 The term udgītha means ‘chanting of the Sāma-veda’ or ‘the second part of the Sāma-veda.’ 
 24 ... anavagatātmavastūpadeśaśca tathaiva bhavitumarhati. tadavagatyā mithyā'jñānasya 
sa�sārahetorniv�tti� prayojana� kriyata ityaviśi��amarthavattva� kriyāsādhanavastūpadeśena. (Shastri, 
ed. B. Ś., 1.1.4, 90-1) 
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regard “the knowledge of the self” (ātma-jñāna) as the subsidiary factor of sacrifices, neither 
does he want to regard meditation only as the subsidiary factor of sacrifices as obligatory 
actions.  
 What Śa�kara wants to say is; even in the case of considering sacrifice as 
obligatory actions, our relationship with the accessories of sacrifices—curd, Soma, milking 
pot, Om, Udgītha, and so on—can not be simple as the rational ritualists think. It is not 
necessarily correct that such a relationship should be combined (upasa�hāra) into the 
system of instructions (upadeśa) or injunctions (vidhi, vidhāna). We should here discriminate 
the instructions about the subsidiaries of sacrifices and the meditations upon the 
subsidiaries of sacrifices. 

... Meditations (upāsana) are meant for puru�a [and not for sacrifices]. The 
statement about application (prayoga-vacana) could lead to correlation 
(saha-bhāva) among Udgītha and so on meant for a sacrifice (kratu), where 
meditations upon Udgītha and so on, even though they are based on [something] 
meant for a sacrifice (kratu), still are [also] meant for puru�a like a milking pot 
and so on, as we have said under the aphorism “Because [this type of meditation 
has] a separate result, [which consists in] the elimination of obstruct [for a 
sacrifice]” (B. Ś., 3.3.42). This is verily the distinction of the basis between the 
instructions about the subsidiary (a�ga) [of the sacrifice] and the meditations 
depending on that [the subsidiary of the sacrifice]. Of them, the former is meant 
for a sacrifice (kratu) [itself] and the latter is meant for puru�a.25 (B. Ś., 3.3.65) 

 Our relationship with the subsidiary of sacrifices is dual. One is related to the 
sacrificer (puru�a-artha) in the context of meditation (upāsana, vidyā). Another is related to 
the sacrifice itself (kratv-artha) in the context of instruction (vidhi). Moreover, such a duality is 
also to be put into question in the thought of “the subsidiary of knowledge” (jñāna-a�ga), 
which we will see in the next section. 
 Besides, although we can not yet put into question the concept “puru�a” 
here—which will be considered in the section “Li�ga-ātman” in the next chapter “Meditation 
and Adhyāsa”—, nevertheless, we can here understand that Śa�kara’s position concerned 
with sacrifice is different from the position of the Pūrva-mīmā�sā. It is wrong to think that 
Śa�kara has his position against the thought of sacrifices as “duty for duty” of the 
Pūrva-mīmā�sā in the phase of knowledge of obligatory actions. As far as it is considered in 
the phase of knowledge of obligatory actions, Śa�kara must accept the view of the 
Pūrva-mīmā�sā. In this point of view, Śa�kara does not criticize the view of the 
Pūrva-mīmā�sā, while Śa�kara severely criticizes the view of the Chāndogya, as we have 
seen in the previous section. The difference of views between Śa�kara and the 
Pūrva-mīmā�sā lies in the issue of meditation, which is not accepted by the rational ritualists 
Mīmā�sakas, because the issue of meditations appears as something indecent 
—unfortunately, Śa�kara must also admit this fact—. 
 
 
 
 

The Subsidiary of Knowledge 
 
 In the phase of obligatory actions—which “dispassion of the enjoyment of fruits in 
this world” and “control of the mind and control of the senses and organs” are related to—, 
Brahman in “the oneness of Brahman and the self” is considered as the bodiless (aśarīra), 
the non-transitory self (asa�sārin), or the omniscient (sarvajña), which should be strictly 
distinguished from the transitory attributes. For example, Śa�kara explains about one of the 

                                                       
 25 ... puru�ārthatvādupāsanānām. prayogavacano hi kratvarthānāmudgīthādīnā� sahabhāva� 
prāpayet. udgīthādyupāsanāni kratvarthāśrayā�yapi godohanādivatpuru�ārthānītyavocāma "p�thagghy- 
apratibandha� phalam" ityatra. ayameva copadeśāśrayo viśe�o'�gānā� tadālambanānā� copāsanānā� 
yadeke�ā� kratvarthatvameke�ā� puru�ārthatvamiti. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.3.65, 779) 
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Mahāvākyas, “That thou art” (Chā. U., 6.8.7), which is a typical expression of “the knowledge 
of the self” or “the knowledge of oneness of Brahman and the self,” as follows: 

For instance, the idea of the self [persisting in regard to] the aggregate of the 
body and the sense-organs is driven away (niv�t) by the idea of the self in the 
self itself (ātmany-eva-ātma-buddhi�)— as it is (yathā-artha)—which springs out 
(bhāvin) subsequently from [the instruction] “That thou art” (Chā. U., 6.8.7).26 (B. 
Ś., 3.3.9) 

 In this point of view, the burning out of the transitory attributes of the transitory self 
is critically significant. The transitory self, as being instructed to stand in the appositional 
relationship (sāmānādhikara�ya) with the non-transitory Brahman (or Īśvara), existentially 
stands against transitory things or transitory limiting adjuncts, such as the body, the mind, 
and so on—such a thing has never been seen in the transcendental aspect of Brahman—. 

... [We understand] that the scriptures intend to explain [the oneness] of the 
[transitory] self with Īśvara (īśvara-ātmatva) by burning out (apoha) the 
transitoriness of the transitory [self] (sa�sāri�a� sa�sāritvam). It being so, it 
becomes affirmed that non-dual Īśvara is possessed of the characteristics of 
being untouched by sins (apahata-pāpmatva) and so on, and that the opposite 
characteristic of the self are false (mithyā).27 (B. Ś., 4.1.3) 

 In this point of view, the thatness (or the truth) of Brahman (B. Ś., 3.1.1) makes us 
existentially stand against transitory things. This transcendent aspect of Brahman can be 
expressed as follows: “[He is] devoid of all limiting adjuncts” (sarvopādhivivarjitam) (B. Ś., 
1.1.11), “[He] is without prā�a and without the mind and [He] is pure” (aprā�o hyamanā� 
śubhra�) (Mu. U., 2.1.2), “Happiness and sorrow do not touch [the one] who is verily 
bodiless” (aśarīra� vāva santa� na priyāpriye sp�śata�) (Chā. U., 8.12.1), “The 
transcendent (adhika) and non-transitory (asa�sārin) Brahman, which is the cause of this 
[transitory] world” (adhikam-asa�sāri brahma jagatkāra�am) (B. Ś., 3.4.2), “What is 
denoted by the word ‘That’ is [He] who has the name Brahman, who is the self of experience, 
who is free from all transitory attributes, and who is well known to the people who are versed 
in the Upani�ads” (e�a vyāv�ttasarvasa�sāradharmako'nubhavātmako 
brahmasa�jñakastatpadārtho vedāntābhiyuktānā� prasiddha�) (B. Ś., 4.1.2), “The 
supreme Īśvara has also the aspect which is beyond all changes (or effects) and eternally 
free ...” (vikārāvartyapi ca nityamukta� pārameśvara� rūpam ...) (B. Ś., 4.4.19).  
 Besides, it is important that here the relationship of the transitory self—as being 
instructed to stand in the appositional relationship with the non-transitory Brahman—with 
this worlds is considered as existential. Brahman (or Īśvara)—which the transitory self is 
made to stand in the appositional relationship with—should not be considered as the God 
which contemplates this world from the bird's-eye view like “Puru�a” in the case of the 
Sā�khya. It seems that Śa�kara often expresses the transcendent aspect of Brahman by 
the word setu (bridge, dam) (B. Ś., 1.3.1, B. Ś., 3.2.31) or para� setu� (supreme bridge) (B. 
Ś., 1.1.11)—which obviously refers to the supreme self or Īśvara—. However, Śa�kara says 
that the word setu does not imply its “possession of bank” (pāravattva), but it implies 
“separating” or “supporting” (vidhāra�a) (B. Ś., 1.3.1). The supreme self is not that which is 
to be realized by crossing over (t�) or going beyond (atikram) the bank (pāra) or the bridge 
(setu), but it is that which is to be accomplished, mastered, or matured (t�, prāp), just as 
grammar to be accomplished or mastered (t�, prāp) (B. Ś., 3.2.32). As Śa�kara indicates 
that the word setu is derived from the verb-root si (literally, ‘bind,’ ‘tie,’ or ‘fetter’) (B. Ś., 1.3.1), 
in the first step, the concept “setu” should be understood in such a meaning as ‘action of 
binding’ or ‘impounding’ (bandha-karma) (B. Ś.,1.3.1) or ‘separation’ or ‘impounding’ 
(vidh�ti) (B. Ś., 1.3.1), like a bank damming up or controlling the water flowing out. In this 
meaning, we should think that the concept “setu” is first explained in a proximate relationship 
                                                       
 26 yathā dehendriyasa�ghāta ātmabuddhirātmanyevātmabuddhyā paścādbhāvinyā "tattvamasi" 
ityanayā yathārthabuddhyā nivartyate. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.3.9, 687) 
 27 ... sa�sāri�a� sa�sāritvāpoheneśvarātmatva� pratipipādayi�itamiti. eva� ca saty- 
advaiteśvarasyāpahatapāpmatvādigu�atā viparītagu�atā tvitarasya mithyeti vyavati��hate. (Shastri, ed. 
B. Ś., 4.1.3, 833) 
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with the thought of “duty for duty.” Although this concept “setu” should be understood in the 
matured form—this issue will be put into question in the sixth chapter—,28 nevertheless the 
transcendent Brahman can not be understood as something like the transcendent Puru�a 
that contemplates the world from the bird's-eye view. At least in the phase of obligatory 
actions, Brahman (or Īśvara) is that which makes us strictly stand against transitory things, 
and this transcendent aspect of Brahman stands for Brahman in “the oneness of Brahman 
and the self” in the phase of obligatory actions. Śa�kara does not allow any other 
interpretations.  
 As we have already seen in Śa�kara’s criticism of the meditations of the 
Chāndogya Upani�ad, the oneness of Brahman and the self should not be simply regarded 
as the discriminatory knowledge (viveka-vijñāna), such as “being” or “consciousness.” 
Neither does the oneness of Brahman and the self stand for the thought “the partial 
difference and partial non-difference” jahadajahat svārthā lak�a�ā or bhāga-tyāga lak�a�ā 
—where the primary meaning is partly rejected and partly retained, like “this is that 
Devadatta”—.29 The thought of the partial difference and partial non-difference is actually 
presented as the view held by ācārya Āśmarathya in B. Ś. 1.4.20, but Śa�kara clearly 
denies this view in B. Ś. 1.4.22.30 Neither does the oneness of Brahman and the self stand 
for “the glorification of the agent” (puru�a-arthavāda) (B. Ś., 3.4.2) of sacrifices as obligatory 
actions.  
 Here, our problem is: What is the difference between the thought held by the 
B�hadāra�yaka—where the transcendent concepts, such as “controller of all,” “ruler of all,” 
and so on, are used for the glorification (stūti) for the unqualified Brahman—and the thought 
held by Jaimini—who thinks of the knowledge of the self as “glorification of the agent” 
(puru�a-arthavāda)—?  
 As we have already seen, the difference of views between Śa�kara and the 
Pūrva-mīma�sā does not consist in the emphasis on knowledge and the emphasis on 
obligatory actions. In the viewpoint of sacrifices as obligatory actions, Śa�kara does not 
have a different view from the Pūrva-mīma�sā. In this point of view, Śa�kara has no 
objection against the Pūrva-mīmā�sā. It is sure that the knowledge (jñāna, vijñāna) is more 
powerful in the phase of obligatory actions rather than in the phase of the recognition of 
individual things. Śa�kara deplores such a characteristic of knowledge as follows: 

To quote from the scriptures: “The self-existent (svaya�bhū) [Īśvara] destroyed 
(vit�d) the outgoing senses (parāñci khāni). Therefore, one sees the outer things 
(parāñc) and not the inner self (antar-ātman)....” (Ka. U., 2.1.1).31 (B. Ś., 3.2.24) 

 Here, we are faced with a strange fact that, the more we fasten ourselves to our 
knowledge of obligatory actions as “duty for duty” which “dispassion for the enjoyments of 
fruits of actions” is based on, the more we are involved into the external world. This 
characteristic is also called “the concealment of the lordship of knowledge” (jñāna-aiśvarya- 
                                                       
 28 The supreme self, strictly standing against transitory things, is definitely different from the self 
described thus: “Having meditated on the self as bodiless in the midst of bodies, as [eternally] existing in the 
midst of non-[eternal]-existents, and as great and pervasive, the wise man does not grieve” (aśarīra�- 
śarīre�vanavasthe�vavasthitam. mahānta� vibhumātmāna� matvā dhīro na śocati) (Ka. U., 1.2.22) or “He 
[is] verily that great birthless self, who is this [one] identified with (or reflected upon) the intellect (vijñāna), 
being within prā�ā� (sense-organs), and lying within the space that is within the heart” (B�. U., 4.4.2). 
However, this issue will be argued in the sixth chapter, because this issue can not be argued in the phase of 
obligatory actions. 
 29  See Hari Mohan Jha, Trends of Linguistic Analysis in Indian Philosophy (Varanasi : 
Chaukhambha Orientalia, 1981), 111. 
 30 Moreover, denying also the view held by ācārya Au�ulomi, “the oneness of the self identified 
with the intellect [the embodied self] with the supreme self after the departure from this aggregate of body 
and so on” (vijñānātmana� ... dehādisa�ghātādutkrami�yata� paramātmaikya ...) (B. Ś., 1.4.21), Śa�kara 
adopts the view held by ācārya Kāśak�tsna as his final view, “the becoming into existence (bhāvena- 
avasthāna, avasthiti) of this very supreme self as the self identified with the intellect [the embodied self]” 
(asyaiva paramātmano'nenāpi vijñānātmabhāvenāvasthānāt ...) (B. Ś., 1.4.22). However, this issue will be 
argued in the sixth chapter in regard to the issue of meditation. 
 31 tathāhi śruti� -- "parāñci khāni vyat��atsvaya�bhūstasmātparā�paśyati nāntarātman....” 
(Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.2.24, 657) 
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tirobhāva). 
In the similar way, [there occurs] the concealment of the lordship of knowledge 
(jñāna-aiśvarya-tirobhāva) of the embodied self (jīva), which is caused from the 
confusion (bhrama) by the non-discrimination (aviveka). It is due to its 
association with limiting adjuncts (upādhi), such as the body and so on, which 
are made of names and forms which are brought about by nescience.32 (B. Ś., 
3.2.6) 

 Then, Śa�kara indicates that, in order to approach the inner self, there is only one 
possibility. It must be approached through meditation (samādhi, dhyā, dhyāna). Śa�kara 
says as follows: 

“... A wise man (dhīra), desiring for immortality (am�tatva), turns his eyes and 
saw the individual self (or the inner self) (pratyag-ātman)” (Ka. U., 2.1.1), “Since 
one becomes purified in the mind through the favorableness of knowledge 
(jñāna-prasāda), therefore one sees the indivisible (ni�kala) through meditation 
(dhyāyamāna)” (Mu. U., 3.1.8) and so on.33 (B. Ś., 3.2.24) 

 However, the approach to the inner self can not be arbitrarily approved. First of all, 
we must renounce all duties. Śa�kara implies that the inquiry into the inner self should not 
be mixed up with our social duties; because the inner self is not to be inquired in the phase of 
obligatory actions, and because the investigation of the inner self is concerned with our 
existence (bhāva) or our modes of existence (avasthā). 

Here it is replied thus; “standing together with Brahman” (brahma-sa�stha) 
means “consummation in Brahman” (brahma�i parisamāpti) which consists in 
“being not occupied by any other thing.” Furthermore, it is not possible for people 
in the other three stages of life (āśrama); because the scriptures mention that it is 
a sin (pratyavāya) not to perform the duties which are prescribed for one's own 
stage of life. However, for mendicants (parivrājaka) [or Sa�nyāsins], 
non-performance [of duties] can not be a sin because of his renunciation 
(sa�nyāsa) of all duties.34 (B. Ś., 3.4.20) 

 Śa�kara does not deny the validity of the thought of “duty for duty” in the actual 
social life. Śa�kara just wants to say that, as far as we are involved in the phase of 
obligatory actions, we can not put into question the issue of “liberation” (mok�a) in the true 
meaning, which must be put into question through our existential life itself. 
 Although it is difficult to say that Radhakrishanan has the same philosophical 
position with Śa�kara, nevertheless Radhakrishanan is right in pointing out that Śa�kara's 
view is not compliant with jñāna-karma-samuccaya, such as “Śa�kara finds it difficult to hold 
his view that spiritual wisdom and practical activity are incompatible. ... That the knowers of 
Brahman are doers of good is said by way of eulogy. This view of Ś [Śa�kara] is not the 
obvious meaning of the text (B�. U., 4.4.9) which seems to suggest jñāna-karma- 
sammucaya.” 35  Needless to say, Śa�kara does not deny the compliance between 
knowledge and obligatory actions. Śa�kara definitely admits the validity of knowledge of 
obligatory actions as “duty for duty” in our social life. However, in Śa�kara’s thought, it is 
definitely sure that the issue of “liberation” (mok�a) should not be put into question in the 
phase of obligatory actions.  
 However, Śa�kara thinks that such an approach to the inner self is approved, only 
as far as we can not arrive at the complete realization of the knowledge of the self, which is 

                                                       
 32 evamavidyāpratyupasthāpitanāmarūpak�tadehādyupādhiyogāttadavivekabhramak�to 
jīvasya jñānaiśvaryatirobhāva�. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.2.6, 629) 
 33 “... kaściddhīra� pratyagātmānamaik�adāv�ttacak�uram�tatvamicchan" iti. 
"jñānaprasādena viśuddhasattvastatastu ta� paśyate ni�kala� dhyāyamāna�" iti caivamādyā. (Shastri, ed. 
B. Ś., 3.2.24, 657-8) 
 34 atrocyate -- brahmasa�stha iti hi brahma�i parisamāptirananyavyāpāratārūpa� tan- 
ni��hatvamabhidhīyate. tacca trayā�āmāśramā�ā� na sa�bhavati. svāśramavihitakarmānanu��hāne 
pratyavāyaśrava�āt. parivrājakasya tu sarvakarmasa�nyāsātpratyavāyo na sa�bhavatyananu��hāna- 
nimitta�. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.4.20, 795) 
 35 S. Radhakrishnan, The Principal Upani�ads (India : HarperCollins, 1953), 274-5. 
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presented by the Upani�ads. Therefore, this approach to the inner self starts with becoming 
the subsidiary of the knowledge (jñāna-a�ga, vidyā-a�ga, vidyā-śe�a) of the self. 
“Becoming the subsidiary of the knowledge” or “becoming the subsidiary of the knowledge of 
Brahman for its maturity” (brahma-jñāna-paripāka-a�gatva) is the meaning of “mendicancy” 
(pārivrājya) or “meditativeness” (mauna).   

Moreover, mendicancy (pārivrājya) [is meant] as becoming the subsidiary of the 
knowledge of Brahman for its maturity (brahma-jñāna-paripāka-a�gatva), [and it 
is] not [meant] as relating to the non-qualification [of obligatory actions].36 (B. Ś., 
3.4.20) 

 The meditativeness or the becoming the subsidiary of the knowledge brings us two 
things. The first one is “injunction” (vidhi), just as “the subsidiary injunction based on the 
main one.” The fact that we can not arrive at the complete realization of the knowledge of the 
self, or the fact that we should subdue ourselves to that knowledge for its maturity, brings 
about a fresh factor (apūrva) (B. Ś., 3.3.18, 3.4.47, 4.4.2) of a new injunction (vidhi), even in 
the case of Sa�nyāsins who have already renounced all of duties. Here we should 
discriminate such an injunction (vidhi) which is based on the thought of the subsidiary of 
knowledge—which is the duty of Sa�nyāsins—from the injunction (vidhi) as “duty for duty” 
which is definitely valid in our social life. 

It means thus: This [becomes] an injunction in such a point of view that [one] 
does not [yet] arrive at [the complete realization of the knowledge of the self] due 
to the predominance of the dualistic view (bheda-darśana), just as the 
[subsidiary] injunction and so on [is based on the main injunction]. Just as, such 
subsidiary [injunctions] as the lighting of fire and so on are instructed, through 
being helpful to such a [main] injunction and so on as, “one desiring heaven 
should perform the Darśa-Pūr�amāsa sacrifice,” so meditativeness (mauna) 
comes to be meant as an injunction (vidhi) in this [very] context of knowledge 
(vidyā-vākya), even though the instruction (vidhi) does not play any predominant 
role.37 (B. Ś., 3.4.47) 

 The duty of Sa�nyāsins should be “control of the mind and control the senses and 
organs” (śamadama) which is based on the fact of their becoming the subsidiary of the 
knowledge, and which is to be discriminated from the Vedic sacrifices as “duty for duty.” 

Moreover, also among them [sacrifice etc. and control of the mind etc.], “he 
knows thus” (eva�-vid) (B�. U., 4.4.23) is to be discriminated (vivektavya) thus; 
from the connection with knowledge (vidyā-sa�yoga), control of the mind (śama) 
and so on [can be] proximate (pratyāsanna) and leading to knowledge, [but], 
from the connection with the seeking to know (vividi�ā-sa�yoga), sacrifice (or 
meditation) (yajña) and so on will be external (or remote) (bāhya).38 (B. Ś., 
3.4.27) 

 “Becoming the subsidiary of the knowledge” brings one more thing. It must be 
meditation (upāsana, nididhyāsana), just as Udgītha meditation is not only the subsidiary of 
the sacrifice but also something independent from the sacrifice. 

Moreover, it is ascertained that, from the connection with “seeking to know” 
(vividi�ā) (B�. U., 4.4.22), they [the study of the Veda, sacrifice (or meditation), 
charity, austerity, dispassion, and so on] become a means to the emergence [of 
knowledge], and, in the text, “Now, what is called a sacrifice (or meditation) is 
indeed Brahmacarya,” where Brahmacarya [the state of religious studentship or 
the state of continence] is praised as a means [to knowledge] along with a 

                                                       
 36 brahmajñānaparipākā�gatvācca pārivrājyasya nānadhik�tavi�ayatvam. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 
3.4.20, 796) 
 37 etadukta� bhavati -- yasminpak�e bhedadarśanaprābalyānna prāpnoti tasminne�a vidhiriti. 
vidhyādivat. yathā -- "darśapūr�amāsābhyā� svargakāmo yajeta" ityeva�jātīyake vidhyādau 
sahakāritvenāgnyanvādhānādikama�gajāta� vidhīyate. evamavidhipradhāne'pyasminvidyāvākye 
maunavidhirityartha�.. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.4.47, 818) 
 38 tatrāpyeva�viditi vidyāsa�yogātpratyāsannāni vidyāsādhanāni śamādīni vividi�āsa�yogāttu 
bāhyatarā�i yajñādīnīti vivektavyam.. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.4.27,804) 
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sacrifice (or meditation) and so on, it is pointed out that [in this meaning] a 
sacrifice (or meditation) and so on becomes a means to knowledge.39 (B. Ś., 
3.4.26) 

 A concept “co-operatorship” (sahakāritva) does not mean the compliance between 
sacrifices as obligatory actions—or “duty for duty”—and knowledge in Śa�kara’s thought. In 
the phase of obligatory actions, even taking account of the meaning of the knowledge of the 
self, they are definitely compliant. However, Śa�kara deplores that he can not arrive at the 
complete realization of the knowledge of the self, as far as it is considered in the phase of 
obligatory actions. The concept “co-operatorship” (sahakāritva) must mean another thing. It 
must be the co-operatorship of control of the mind and control of the senses and organs 
(śama-dama) and so on—which is the duty of Sa�nyāsins brought about by their becoming 
the subsidiary of the knowledge of the self—and the sacrifice of the knower of 
Brahman—namely, “meditation”—. 

Therefore, it is reasonable that the statement of co-operatorship (sahakāritva) 
means that they [the study of Veda, sacrifice (or meditation), charity, austerity, 
dispassion, and so on, not sacrifices as “duty for duty”] are means to the 
emergence (utpatti) [of the knowledge of the self]. There is no contradiction to be 
suspected in the connection of obligatory (nitya) and occasional (anitya); 
because there is the difference in the connection (sa�yoga), even though there 
is no difference in the action; because, one connection is obligatory as 
presupposed (kalpita) through the text about a long-life performance [for 
example, Agnihotra sacrifice] and so on; of this, knowledge can not be matured. 
However, the other connection is occasional as presupposed (kalpita) from the 
text: “[the Brāhma�as seek to know] it [the birthless self] through the study of the 
Vedas” (B�. U., 4.4.22) and so on; of this, knowledge can be matured. It is just 
like the sacrificial stake made of Khādira wood which is meant for the sacrifice 
(kratu)40 through the obligatory connection [to the sacrifice], but which is meant 
for puru�a [the subtle body] through the occasional connection.41 (B. Ś., 3.4.33) 

 As we have already seen in the section “Knowledge of Obligatory Actions,” 
knowledge of Vedic sacrifice as “duty for duty” is rationally understood by both Śa�kara and 
the Pūrva-mīmā�sā. We want to say that the ritualism of the Pūrva-mīmā�sā consists in the 
thought of “duty for duty,” as far as we understand it from Śa�kara’s explanation about 
Jaimini’s thought. Śa�kara admits that the Mīmā�sakas, represented by Jaimini, are typical 
rationalists in the phase of obligatory actions. They are decent people (śi��a) (B. Ś., 3.4.43). 
However, Śa�kara deplores that, these decent people have no sympathy with his inquiry 
into the sphere of meditation. “Indeed the decent people do not undertake sacrifices (or 
meditations), reciting [of the Veda], or matrimonial ceremony in association with them” (nahi 
yajñādhyayanavivāhādīni tai� sahācaranti śi��ā�) (B. Ś., 3.4.43). 
 To be sure, Śa�kara’s thought owes many things to the Pūrva-mīmā�sā, and it is 
very closely related to the Pūrva-mīmā�sā, at least in the phase of knowledge of obligatory 
actions. However, Śa�kara wants to enter the sphere of meditation in order to put into 
question the issue of “liberation,” renouncing all of duties, still subduing himself to the strict 
self-given duty—control of the mind and control of the senses and organs and so on—, in the 
manner of his becoming the subsidiary of the knowledge of the self, even though he perhaps 
should approve that he is “to be expelled from the society by decent people” (śi��ai� ... 

                                                       
 39 vividi�āsa�yogāccai�āmutpattisādhanabhāvo'vasīyate. "atha yadyajña ityācak�ate 
brahmacaryameva tat" ityatra ca vidyāsādhanabhūtasya brahmacaryasya yajñādibhi� sa�stavād- 
yajñādīnāmapi hi sādhanabhāva� sūcyate. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.4.26, 802) 
 40 This word kratu is ambiguous. It stands for both ‘meditation’ (or ‘worship’) and ‘sacrifice’ like 
the word yajña. Moreover, this word kratu also sometimes means ‘resolution’ or ‘desire.’ 
 41 tasmādutpattisādhanatva evai�ā� sahakāritvavācoyukti�. nacātra nityānityasa�yogavirodha 
āśa�kya�, karmābhede'pi sa�yogabhedāt. nityo hyeka� sa�yogo yāvajjīvādivākyakalpito na tasya 
vidyāphalatvam. anityastvapara� sa�yoga� "tameta� vedānuvacanena" ityādivākyakalpitastasya 
vidyāphalatvam. yathaikasyāpi khādiratvasya nityena sa�yogena kratvarthatvamanityena sa�yogena 
puru�ārthatva� tadvat.. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.4.33, 808) 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 

                                                                          69 

bahi�-kartavya) (B. Ś., 3.4.43); because the issue of “liberation” can be put into question 
only in the sphere of meditation, which we want to understand as something related to our 
modes of existence (avasthā), or something related to puru�a or “the subtle body” 
(li�ga-ātman) in Śa�kara’s thought. 
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CHAPTER 6 

 
MEDITATION AND ADHYĀSA 

 
 This chapter serves four purposes. The first is to clarify what Śa�kara puts into 
question in the sphere of meditation (nididhyāsana, upāsana) through a key concept “the 
subtle” (amūrta, sūk�ma) or “the subtle body” (li�ga-ātman). The second is to investigate 
the meaning of the concept “superimposition” (adhyāsa, adhyāropa, sa�patti) together with 
the various concepts, “name” or “name-giving” (nāma-dheya, vyavahāra), “limiting adjunct” 
(upādhi), and “symbol” (pratīka). The third is to consider the meaning of a privileged 
meditation traditionally called aha�-graha-upāsana. The fourth is to conclude Śa�kara’s 
philosophical and religious position through these considerations. 
 
 

Li�ga-ātman 
 
 Meditation is related rather to the subtle (amūrta, sūk�ma) than to the gross 
(mūrta). While the gross is generally defined as “the aggregate of effects and instruments 
which are made of names and forms” (nāmarūpak�takāryakara�asa�ghāta) (B. Ś., 2.1.14, 
2.1.22, 2.3.43), the subtle seems to consist in name (nāma, sa�jñā) (B. Ś., 2.4.20), which is 
merely a conscious thing (cetana) or in other words our particular consciousness (sa�jñā). 
Here, it is to be noted that we are involved in the sphere of meditation, not through the valid 
means of knowledge (pramā�a), but through the subtle, names, or meanings (artha). 
 Besides, general things (sāmānya-vi�aya) are directly known by reasoning (yukti) 
or texts (vākya), just as knowledge about obligatory actions can be purely established. 
However, meditation is not related to general things. It is rather related to an intimate (or 
particular) experience (viśe�a-anubhava). This intimate (or particular) experience—which is 
not the so-called “immediate knowledge” like knowledge about obligatory actions, but rather 
“mediate knowledge”—is to be understood as something “evident (with the eyes) and 
non-invisible” (sāk�āt aparok�āt) (B�. U.,3.4.1) (B. Ś., 4.3.14)—therefore, it is not 
appropriate to do away with this experience by easily calling it “intuition”—. For example, 
Śa�kara explains about the necessity of the repetition of meditation as follows: 

Then [we] can also [say] that a general thing (sāmānya-vi�aya) is indeed known 
by reasoning (yukti) and texts (vākya), [but] not an intimate thing (viśe�a- 
vi�aya). Therefore, from such a text (vākya) as “I have a pain in the heart” and 
such a symptom as a trembling of the body and so on, another person can 
understand a general [fact] that there is a pain, but he does not have an intimate 
experience (viśe�a-anubhū) like he himself suffers. An intimate experience 
(viśe�a-anubhava) leads to the cessation of nescience, therefore, the repetition 
(āv�tti) [of meditation] is meant for this.1 (B. Ś., 4.1.2) 

 The sphere of meditation is called “the subtle body” (li�ga-ātman) (B. Ś., 3.2.22). 
This is also variously called thus; “the subtle” (amūrta), “the subtle body” or “the infinite” 
(puru�a),2 “the subtle elements of essence” (amūrta-rasa-bhūta) (B. Ś., 3.2.22), “the subtle 
body” (sūk�ma� śarīram) (B. Ś., 1.4.3, 4.2.11), prā�a (B. Ś., 3.4.52) or prā�ā� (B�. U., 
4.4.6), “the subtle [elements]” (sūk�mā�) (B. Ś., 4.2.5) (sūk�ma) (B. Ś., 1.4.2, 3.3.15) 
(bhūta-sūk�māni) (B. Ś., 4.2.7), “the fine [space]” (dahara) (Chā. U., 8.1.1) in the topic of 
dahara (B. Ś., 1.3,14-20), “the space in the heart” (antar-h�daya ākāśa) (B�. U., 4.4.22), 
                                                       
 1 athāpi syādyuktyā vākyena ca sāmānyavi�ayameva vijñāna� kriyate na viśe�avi�ayam. 
yathāsti me h�daye śūlamityato vākyādgātrakampādili�gācca śūlasadbhāvasāmānyameva para� 
pratipadyate na viśe�amanubhavati yathā sa eva śūlī. viśe�ānubhavaścāvidyāyā nivartakastatas- 
tadarthāv�ttiriti cet. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 4.1.2, 828) 
 2 The infinite is also expressed by the word bhūman (Chā. U., 7.23.1, 7.24.1) in the topic of the 
infinite (bhūma-adhikara�a) (B. Ś., 1.3.8,9), and this is referred to “the great birthless self” (mahān-aja 
ātmā) (B�. U., 4.4.22,25) (B. Ś., 1.3.42, 1.4.22, 2.1.14, 2.3.17, 2.3.21, 2.3.29, 3.3.17, 3.3.39, 3,4,52). 
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and so on. According to the B�hadāra�yaka (B�. U., 2.3.1)—which is cited in B. Ś. 3.2.22—, 
the subtle (amūrta) takes a stand against the gross (mūrta), just like the immortal (am�ta) 
against the mortal (martya), the going (or the pervading) (yat) against the non-going (or the 
non-pervading) (sthita), the undefined (tyat) against the defined (sat). Furthermore, it seems 
that this concept “the subtle body” is also related to the figurative expressions of the 
Upani�ads, such as purītat (pericardium) (B�. U., 2.1.19), hitā (B�. U., 2.1.19, 4.2.3, 
4.3.20), vid�ti (sature in the skull) (Ai. U., 1.3.12), nādī (nerve) (Chā. U., 8.6.1, 8.6.6, Ka. U., 
2.3.16), su�umnā (artery) (Maitrī Upani�ad, 6.21), and so on. 
 However, it is not appropriate to say that the subtle or the subtle body is 
immediately pure or eternal. Rather, Śa�kara seems to think that it is the ground of our 
transitory existence. For example, Śa�kara says as follows: 

Even here it is not contradicted that the embodied self (jīva), surrounded 
(parive��ita) by the subtle (ap),3 has a measure of [its] lengthening through 
thoughts (or imaginations) (bhāvana) concerned with the body to be attained 
(pratipattvya-deha) which is brought about by actions (karma-upasthāpita), just 
as it is said by a simile of leech.4 (B. Ś., 3.1.1) 

 Indeed, in our actual life, we are bound by the various kinds of value, validity, or 
duty. Sometimes we try to get over them by accepting them for ourselves, and sometimes 
we are even tempted to run away from such bondages. However, it is not evident that here 
we are bound only by the various kinds of value or duty. This issue seems to be that which 
Śa�kara wants to put into question in the sphere of meditation. 
 Here we have a doubt. Is it really appropriate for us to put into question the issue of 
“liberation” (mok�a) or “bliss” (ānanda)—which is often described as the oneness of the self 
with Brahman in Śa�kara’s thought—in the sphere of meaning? For example, Paul Deussen 
says as follows: 

They [the authors of the system of Vedānta including Śa�kara] insist that the 
liberation, which consists in thus becoming one, would be impossible, if we held 
the separation to be in the strictest sense real and conclude from the scripture, 
that, with the annihilation of plurality, only the knower in us, and therefore the 
Ātman, remains the unit; but an explanation of this unification of subject and 
object (as it actually takes places in the phenomena of aesthetic contemplation 
and religious devotion) cannot be obtained from their discussions.5 

 We have no objection against Deussen’s view that the issue of unification (or 
oneness) can be asked in the spheres of aesthetic contemplation and religious devotion as 
well—while it is not admissible for Sa�nyāsins, who subdue themselves to the strict 
self-given duty, namely “control of the mind and control of the senses and the organs” 
(śama-dama) and so on, to put into question the issue of unification in those spheres—. 
However, we can not agree with Deussen’s view, if he means that the issue of the oneness 
should not be taken into account in regard to our question about the self or our question 
about the meaning of our existence. 
 It is true that, in the sphere of meaning, we are apt to fly through imaginations 
(kalpanā) or thoughts (bhāvana), just as it is seen in the case of the honey-meditation 
(madhu-vidyā) or the meditation based on symbols (pratīka-upāsana). Such flying through 
imaginations should not be confused with the meditation which Śa�kara as a Sa�nyāsin put 
into question the meaning of his existence through, because it is not acceptable that our 
flying into the sphere of imaginations would stand for the truth. It is quite proper that, even in 
the sphere of meaning, or rather, verily in the sphere of meaning, we should subdue 
ourselves to the strict restrictions, when we want to put into question the issue of liberation or 
the meaning of our existence. 
 Śa�kara as a Sa�nyāsin, in the manner of his becoming the subsidiary of the 
                                                       
 3 The word ap literally means ‘water,’ but Śa�kara explains this word as standing for the subtle 
elements (bhūta-sūk�ma) —which is the seed of the body (deha-bīja)—in B. Ś. 3.1.2. 
 4 tatrāpyapparive��itasyaiva jīvasya karmopasthāpitapratipattavyadehavi�ayabhāvanādīrghī- 
bhāvamātra� jalūkayopamīyata ityavirodha�. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.1.1, 596) 
 5 Duessen, The System of the Vedanta, 214. 
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knowledge which is presented (upanyasta) by the Upani�ads, gives up the enjoyments of 
fruits of work in this world, through renouncing all of duties, and he still accepts the strict 
self-given duty, such as “control of the mind and control of the senses and organs” 
(śama-dama) and so on. However, it is verily in the sphere of meaning that Śa�kara puts 
into question the meaning of our existence through meditation, because we can not attain 
the complete realization (samyag-darśa�a) of the knowledge presented by the Upani�ads 
in the phase of our rational considerations, as we have already seen in the previous chapter 
“Meaning of Ta�astha.” 
 We want to say that, for Śa�kara as a Sa�nyāsin, “meditation” is a mental act 
(mānasī kriyā) which consists in putting into question the meaning of our existence, while it is 
admissible only as far as he gives the strict duty to himself in the manner of his becoming the 
subsidiary of the knowledge presented by the Upani�ads.  
 
 

Adhyāsa 
 
 As we have seen in the chapter “Meaning of Svarūpa,” we are abiders in the two 
discriminated spheres. In the phase of the logical consideration, we considered these two as 
the sphere of the eternal (or the beginnningless) and the sphere of the transitory. This 
two-sphere view is not changed and this view gives a ground to the thought of the 
transcendental or the effulgence (jyoti��va). In other words, we are abiders in the two 
spheres, between the two of which we can not establish any other existential or conceptual 
relationship than the transcendental or the effulgence. However, here in this phase of 
meditation, we can not consider the transcendental or the effulgence only as the essence 
(svarūpa, svabhāva), but also the existence (bhāva) or the mode of existence (avasthā), 
which is eternal (or beginnigless) as our mode of existence, but which also constitutes the 
basis of the birth, the maintenance, the dissolution.  
 By the way, as we have seen in the fifth chapter “Meaning of Ta�astha,” in the 
phase of obligatory actions, the knowledge of the self should be understood thus; by 
realizing oneself as standing in the appositional relationship with the non-transitory Īśvara, 
one should drive away the transitory attributes. In the phase of knowledge of obligatory 
actions, Śa�kara does not allow any other interpretations at all. In the phase of actions 
where we are first inevitably involved in obligatory actions, these two spheres severely stand 
against each other. We are forced to stand against this transitory and differentiated world, so 
that we should struggle to burn out our transitory attributes and so on. However, in such a 
struggling, Śa�kara can not arrive at the complete realization (samyag-darśana) of the 
knowledge of the self, so that Śa�kara wants to enter the sphere of meditation, although 
Śa�kara does not simply reject knowledge of obligatory actions as “duty for duty” but he 
subdues himself to the strict self-given duty, in the manner of his becoming the subsidiary of 
the knowledge of the self.  Thus, Śa�kara wants to put into question the knowledge of the 
self in another sphere, namely, the sphere of meditation. Moreover, this sphere seems to be 
considered again from the transcendental point of view—or from the viewpoint of our modes 
of existence—. What Śa�kara wants to investigate here is another meaning of the 
knowledge of the self and another discriminatory knowledge (viveka-vijñāna)—which must 
be the discriminatory knowledge (viveka-vijñāna) of the unqualified Brahman and the 
qualified Brahman—. 
 As we have already told, the sphere of meditation (or the sphere of meaning) is 
related to the subtle (amūrta), and the subtle (amūrta) is closely related to names (nāma, 
sa�jñā). Although it is not appropriate to say that Śa�kara’s approach to the knowledge of 
the self in the sphere of meditation is to be considered in the linguistic point of view, we can 
not deny that we are here faced with the various concepts which should be understood in the 
sphere of meaning, such as “name“ or ”name-giving” (nāmadheya, vyavahāra), “limiting 
adjunct” (upādhi), and “symbol” (pratīka). We want to consider these concepts not from the 
viewpoint of linguistic, but from our existence (bhāva) or our modes of existence (avasthā); 
because these concepts also stand for conscious things, which constitute our subject—or 
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the subtle body (li�ga-ātman, sūk�ma-śarīra)—.  
 The relationship between the two spheres, which we are abiders of, is neither 
existential nor conceptual—as we have already seen in “Meaning of Svarūpa”—. It is more 
appropriate to think that this relationship is the transcendental or the effulgence (jyoti��va). 
Śa�kara seems to think that we have three kinds of “effulgence.” These three kinds of 
effulgence stand for rather our existence (bhāva) or our modes of existence (avasthā) than 
the linguistic concepts as the objects of knowledge. 
 
 The first effulgence (jyotis) is defined as “being” (sat). This is a mode of existence 
(avasthā) of the eternal (or the beginningless). As we have already seen in the chapter 
“Meaning of Svarūpa,” this effulgence is a discriminatory knowledge (viveka-vijñāna), which 
consists in establishing the real (sat) essence (ātmaka, svarūpa, prak�ti)—“name” (or 
“name-giving” (nāmadheya) as an effect (vikāra, kārya)—of an individual thing through its 
becoming into existence along with its various limiting adjuncts (upādhi). Here we do not ask 
speculative question how such a discriminatory knowledge (viveka-vijñāna) is possible, just 
as Śa�kara does not do it. We just admit that we are already involved in such knowledge, 
“being,” as we have already seen. 
 However, although this “being” as a kind of effulgence is an essence (svarūpa, 
svabhāva) of the eternal (or the beginningless), nevertheless, from the viewpoint of the 
subtle body (li�ga-ātman)—which is the effect (vikāra, kārya) in the true meaning—, or from 
the viewpoint of our modes of existence (bhāva, avasthā), it is the root or the cause (mūla) of 
the transitory world. For example, Śa�kara explains this by citing the verses of Chāndogya 
as follows:  

Thus, after having presented thus, “O good one, know this sheath of bud (śu�ga) 
[namely an effect] becoming into existence from there; for it cannot be without a 
root (or a cause) (mūla)” (Chā. U., 6.8.3), [the Chāndogya Upani�ad] shows later 
[Chā. U. 6.8.6)] that “being” (sat) alone is to be known the only one root (mūla) of 
the world.6 (B. Ś., 4.3.14)  

 Moreover, this effulgence “being” can be also regarded as “the self-identification” 
(abhivimāna, abhimāna) or “the individual self” (pratyag-ātman), because Śa�kara defines 
“self-identification” (abhivimāna, abhimāna) or “the individual self” (pratyag-ātman) as the 
cause (kāra�a) of the transitory world, as follows: 

The term abhivimāna (self-identification) in the [Upani�ad's] passage means 
“being the individual self (or the inner self)” (pratyagātmatva). Abhivimāna is 
meant as measured as “being the individual self” of all existents, or abhivimāna is 
understood (abhigata) as [our] being the individual self (or the inner self) and as 
[our] being freed (viyoga) from the measurement (vimāna) and the self-reference 
(māna), or abhivimāna is meant as the cause (kāra�a), [which] measures out (or 
creates) diversely the whole world. Therefore, it is established that vaiśvānara is 
the supreme Īśvara.7 (B. Ś., 1.2.32) 

 To be sure, Śa�kara implies two aspects of “self-identification” or “the individual 
self,” but it is proper to think that the aspect of “self-identification” or “the individual self” as 
the cause of the transitory world is related to the effulgence “being”— on the other hand, we 
want to argue about another aspect of the self-identification or the individual self (or the inner 
self) in regard to the self-effulgence (svaya�-jyoti�) and the light in the heart 
(h�dy-antar-jyoti�) (B�. U., 4.3.7), but this issue will be argued later on—.  
 Probably it is more appropriate to say that this effulgence “being” consists in the 
self-identification (abhivimāna, abhimāna) to the substratum (āśraya), the essence (ātmatā, 
ātmaka), the material cause (upādāna-kāra�a, prak�ti), the self in the self (ātmany-eva 
                                                       
 6 tathāhi "tatraitacchu�gamutpatita� somya vijānīhi nedamamūla� bhavi�yati" 
ityupanyasyodarke sata evaikasya jaganmūlasya vijñeyatva� darśayati. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 1.3.16, 229) 
 7 abhivimānaśruti� pratyagātmatvābhiprāyā. pratyagātmatayā sarvai� prā�ibhirabhivimīyata 
ityabhivimāna�. abhigato vāya� pratyagātmatvādvimānaśca mānaviyogādityabhivimāna�. abhivimimīte 
vā sarva� jagatkāra�atvādityabhivimāna�. tasmātparameśvaro vaiśvānara iti siddham. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 
1.2.32, 203) 
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ātmā) (B. Ś., 3.3.9), the unknown self (anavagata-ātman) (B. Ś., 1.1.4), and so on. Moreover, 
such a kind of self-identification is related to the effect (vikāra). Śa�kara explains the effect 
(or the change) as follows:  

It is the same even in the view that [the self] is the effect (vikāra); because “the 
one who undergoes a change” (vikārin) eternally (or beginninglessly) (nitya) 
exists (prāpta) along with the change (or the effect) (vikāra). A pot made of clay 
can never become into existence if [it] renounces the essence (ātmatā) of the 
clay; because it will cease to exist when [it] renounces [the essence].8 (B. Ś., 
4.3.14) 

 Moreover, this self-identification (abhivimāna, avimāna) is also relating to the 
aggregateness (sa�hatatva) of the body. Although “being” is a kind of “discriminatory 
knowledge” and it is an essence of the eternal (or the beginningless)—a kind of effulgence 
as one of the modes of our existence—, still it constitutes the basis of the gross, for example, 
our gross body as an aggregate thing, which is also a basis of our agency—in this point of 
view, we can even say that “being” as the self-identification stands in a kind of complicity with 
“obligatory actions”—. 

Opponent: It [means] that [the scriptures can] instruct one, who thinks that [the 
self] is [existentially] distinguished (vyatireka) from the body.  
Vedāntin: No, because of the self-identification (abhimāna) that it [the body] is an 
aggregate (or a composite) (sa�hatatva). It is true that [the scriptures can] 
instruct one, who thinks that [one’s self] is [existentially] distinguished (vyatireka) 
from the body and so on, [but it is through] the self-identification (abhimāna) that 
[the scriptures can] instruct the self, who does not realize the non-aggregation of 
the body and so on, like in the case of the space (vyoman) and so on.9 (B. Ś., 
2.3.48) 

 From the viewpoint of the subtle body as standing for our modes of existence, it is 
more appropriate to say that this effulgence is correspondent to “name” or “name-giving” 
(nāmadheya, vyavahāra), as Śa�kara says that the effect (vikāra) based on this effulgence 
is “name originated by speech” (vācārambha�a� ... nāmadheyam) (B. Ś., 2.1.14). 
 Whereas it is correct to think that this effulgence “being” is related to the 
self-identification of the gross to its substratum or its essence, it is more important that this 
effulgence “being” is related to the origination (ārambha�a) of “name” (nāmadheya), and 
that this “name” constitutes the subtle body (li�ga-ātman) as the individual self or the inner 
self (pratyagātman)—which is also called the witness of all (sarva-sāk�in)—. This “name” 
must be “the self, grasped through nescience [the subtle body as “food”], which [constitutes] 
the aggregate of the body and so on ...” (dehādisa�hatasyaivāvidyāg�hītasy ātmana� ...) 
(B. Ś., 1.1.4) 
 Needless to say, in Śa�kara’s thought, “name” or “name-giving” (nāmadheya, 
vyavahāra) is not giving a name to the individual, but it consists in establishing its real 
essence (ātmaka, ātmatā, svarūpa) among the various limiting adjuncts, while, on the other 
hand, it constitutes our subtle body (li�ga-ātman). Śa�kara explains this mode of existence 
as follows: 

Thus, just as space (vyoman) being surrounded (anurodhin) with the limiting 
adjuncts like pot, jar, and so on, Īśvara is surrounded with the limiting adjuncts 
brought about (or superimposed) (k�ta) by nescience. In the sphere of “name” 
(or “name-giving”) (vyavahāra), [He] rules over “the self identified with (reflected 
upon) the intellect” (vijñāna-ātman), which is called the embodied self (jīva), and 
which, although existing through its own self, is surrounded with the aggregate of 
effects and instruments made of names and forms which are brought about (or 
superimposed) (pratyupasthāpita) by nescience, just as the space in a pot and 

                                                       
 8 vikārapak�e'pyetattulya� vikāre�āpi vikāri�o nityaprāptatvāt. nahi gha�o m�dātmatā� 
parityajyāvati��hate parityāge vā'bhāvaprāpte�. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 4.3.14, 885) 
 9 śarīravyatirekadarśina eva niyojyatvamiti cet. na. tatsa�hatatvābhimānāt. satya� vyatireka- 
darśino niyojyatva� tathāpi vyomādivaddehādyasa�hatatvamapaśyata evātmano niyojyatvābhimāna�. 
(Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.3.48, 559-560) 
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so on.10 (B. Ś., 2.1.14) 
 In regard to the recognition of a gross thing or an individual thing, this effulgence of 
“being” is not only related to “usage” (vyavahāra) of the words or “function” (v�tti) of speech 
(vāc), but also to other valid means of the knowledge, such as “perception” and “inference,” 
as we have already seen in the chapter “Meaning of Svarūpa.” In this sense, Śa�kara does 
not believe in the privileged validity of the common words. Śa�kara rejects the privilege of 
the words (śabda) among the various valid means of the knowledge, while such a privilege 
can be sometimes seen in the spho�a theory or the padārtha theory. Therefore, in a broad 
sense, the word vyavahāra is to be understood as “action” or “behavior” of the 
sense-organs—which is often represented by “speech” (vāc) in Śa�kara’s thought—, the 
mind, the intellect, and so on in the viewpoint of the recognition of a gross thing. 
 However, although the speech is just a representative of the functions of the 
sense-organs in regard to the recognition of the real existence of the individual, it is still 
appropriate to think that the speech (vāc) has a privileged position among those functions in 
the sphere of meditation—which is deeply concerned with the realization of our modes of 
existence through the subtle body—, and the word vyavahāra can be understood as “name” 
or “name-giving” as our mode of existence. Probably it is not unrelated to the fact that 
Śa�kara thinks of the sphere of meditation as related to the subtle—which consists of 
“conscious thing,” “particular consciousness,” or “names” (sa�jñā)—. In this sense, we can 
not simply ignore Śa�kara’s assertion, “the effect is a name originated by speech” 
(vācārambha�a� vikāro nāmadheyam) (B. Ś., 2.1.14). 
 Admittedly, this effulgence “being” is a discriminatory knowledge (viveka-vijñāna) 
or a kind of intuitional knowledge, still, it is to be noted that this effulgence “being” is realized 
only along with the activity (vyavahāra) of the speech and so on. Although it is important to 
realize this effulgence “being” as an essence of the eternal, it is still evident that Śa�kara 
intends to give up the activity of the external organs which this effulgence “being” is related 
to, as Śa�kara says, “‘He should merge the organ of speech into the mind’11 means that he 
should give up the activities (vyāpāra) of the external organs of speech and so on and 
continue to act only through the mind...” (vāca� manasi sa�yacchet vāgādibāhyendriya- 
vyāpāramuts�jya manomātre�āvati��heta) (B. Ś., 1.4.1). Needless to say, Śa�kara does 
not regard the realization of this effulgence “being” as “complete realization” 
(samyag-darśana).  
 The second effulgence is “consciousness” (cit, caitanya, bodha). In a sense, this is 
an elementary kind of our effulgence, as we can see from the fact that Śa�kara defines this 
effulgence as “manifestation” (āvirbhāva). Therefore, this effulgence “consciousness” can 
not be confused with the characteristics like “being free from the sin (apahata-pāpman) (Chā. 
U., 8.7.1), “desire for truth” (satya-kāma) (Chā. U., 8.7.1), “omniscience” (sarva-jña), 
“rulership over all” (sarva-īśvara), and so on. These characteristics are only spoken of in the 
relation with (apek�ā) “name-giving” or “behavior” (vyavahāra) (B. Ś., 4.4.5-7).  
 When this effulgence is understood in its pure form, in the transcendental point of 
view, or in the state of deep-sleep in the meaning used in the Upani�ads, this effulgence as 
consciousness (cit, bodha) is to be understood just as a manifestation (āvirbhāva) (B. Ś., 
1.3.19, 2.2.10, 4.4.1) (abhini�patti) (B. Ś., 1.3.19, 4.4.1), which is also an elementary 
definition of essence (svarūpa), as Śa�kara explains, “āvirbhūtasvarūpa� means one 
whose nature has become manifest” (āvirbhūta� svarūpamasyetyāvirbhūtasvarūpa�) (B. Ś., 
1.3.19). Śa�kara explains this effulgence as an essence of the eternal as follows: 

“This self is a knower (jña),” it is endowed with the eternal consciousness 
(nitya-caitanya), exactly because it does not become into existence (utpad).12 (B. 
Ś., 2.3.18) 

                                                       
 10 evamavidyāk�tanāmarūpopādhyanurodhīśvaro bhavati, vyomeva gha�akarakādyupādhy- 
anurodhi. sa ca svātmabhūtāneva 
gha�ākāśasthānīyānavidyāpratyupasthāpitanāmarūpak�takāryakara�a- sa�ghātānurodhino 
jīvākhyānvijñānātmana� pratī��e vyavahāravi�aye. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.1.14, 382) 
 11 This expression is referred to Ka. U. 1.3.13. 
 12 jño nityacaitanyo'yamātmāta eva, yasmādeva notpadyate.... (Shastri, ed., B. Ś., 2.3.18, 529) 
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 However, it is still a fact that we can realize this effulgence itself only through its 
reflection on the limiting adjuncts (upādhi), such as concepts (buddhi, vijñāna, pratyaya, 
upalabdhi), thoughts (or imaginations) (bhāvana, citta), and so on, as we have seen in the 
phase of the logical consideration based on the scriptures (manana). In other words, it is true 
that this effulgence consists in the nature of manifestation, but it is realized only through its 
reflection upon the limiting adjuncts (upādhi). 

However, it is the very supreme Brahman itself that, [although it is] 
non-changeable, becomes into existence as the embodied self owing to the 
contact (mixture or union) (sa�parka) with limiting adjuncts.13 (B. Ś., 2.3.18) 

 Although we can not yet put into question what “the supreme Brahman becomes 
into existence as the embodied self” means, and although “consciousness” essentially 
consists in the nature of a manifestation (āvirbhāva), nevertheless it is realized along with its 
reflection (the contact or the mixture or the union) upon the limiting adjuncts. We want to say 
that this effulgence “consciousness” consists in its reflection upon the limiting adjuncts, even 
though these two, “consciousness” and “limiting adjuncts” (upādhi) should be discriminated. 
 Moreover, this manifestation (āvirbhāva) as “consciousness” is not to be confused 
with “aggregated manifestations” (samasta� prapañca�) (B. Ś., 3.2.21), “aggregated 
effects” (samasta� vikāra-jātam) (B. Ś., 1.2.18)—these are to be understood as the 
becoming into existence of gross things, which is based on “name” or “name-giving” 
(nāma-dheya, vyavahāra)—. Neither is it to be confused with “an individual (personalized) 
manifestation” (abhivyakti) (B. Ś., 1.2.29)—which is rather related to the issue of the 
self-effulgence (svaya�-jyoti�)—.  
 However, this effulgence “consciousness” is an essence of the eternal (or the 
beginningless), but Śa�kara does not intend to surrender himself to the stream of the 
concepts, the thoughts, or the imaginations, which this effulgence “consciousness” is deeply 
related to. On the contrary, he rather tries to deprive himself of the thoughts (or the 
imaginations) of the mind, which can be still the cause of the worldly and imaginary 
enjoyments, just as Śa�kara says, “The mind also has a tendency to think of (or imagine) 
[external] objects. By realizing the defect of thinking of (or imagining), he should hold [the 
mind] steadfastly in the intellect which has the nature of determination and is referred by the 
term knowledge (jñāna)” (mano'pi vi�ayavikalpābhimukha� vikalpado�adarśanena jñāna- 
śabdoditāyā� buddhāvadhyavasāyasvabhāvāyā� dhārayet) (B. Ś., 1.4.1). 
 Furthermore, this effulgence “consciousness” has another aspect. When this 
effulgence “consciousness” (cit, bhoda), is reflected upon (or identified with) the intellect 
(vijñāna, buddhi)—which is the privileged limiting adjunct for us—, “the embodied self” (jīva, 
śārīra, dehin), “the self identified with (or reflected upon) the intellect” (vijñāna-ātman) 
becomes into existence. This self is a shadow (chāyā), the shadowy self (chāyā-ātman), the 
self as reflected image (pratibimba-ātman), the transitory self (sa�sārin), the self identified 
with (or reflected upon) the intellect, severely standing against the supreme self.  

The expression “shade and light” (chāyā-tapau) is not contradicted either; 
because being the transitory [self] (sa�sāritva) and being the non-transitory [self] 
(asa�sāritva) are different (vilak�a�atva) each other like shade and light 
(chāyā-tapa-vat), for being the transitory [self] (sa�sāritva) is made by 
(superimposed by) nescience (avidyā-k�tatva), while being the non-transitory 
self (asa�sāritva) is [to be understood as] meant in the true meaning 
(pāramārthikatva). Therefore, the self identified with (reflected upon) the intellect 
(vijñānātman) and the supreme self (paramātman) are recognized as the two 
having entered into the hidden place.14 (B. Ś., 1.2.11) 

 This self, being identified with (or reflected upon) the intellect, becomes the agent, 
                                                       
 13 ... parameva brahmāvik�tamupādhisa�parkājjīvabhāvenāvati��hate. (Shastri, ed., B. Ś., 
2.3.18, 529) 
 14 chāyātapāvityapyaviruddham. 
chāyātapavatparasparavilak�a�atvātsa�sāritvāsa�sāritvayo�. avidyāk�tatvātsa�sāritvasya 
pāramārthikatvāccāsa�sāritvasya. tasmādvijñānātmaparamātmānau guhā� pravi��au g�hyete.. (Shastri, 
ed. B. Ś., 1.2.11, 172) 
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through the way of superimposition (adhyāsa) of the attributes—such as happiness, sorrow, 
and so on—of the intellect as a limiting adjunct (B. Ś., 2.3.29), as we have seen in the fourth 
chapter “Meaning of Svarūpa.” However, in Śa�kara’s thought, the self identified with (or 
reflected upon) the intellect is ambivalent, as Śa�kara says, “... [The verse of the Ka�ha 
Upani�ad 1.3.3] causes [us] to imagine that the self identified with the intellect (vijñānātman) 
is the charioteer, who attains either the transitory state or liberation” (vijñānātmāna� 
rathina� sa�sāramok�ayorgantāra� kalpayati) (B. Ś., 1.2.12).15 
 Although this self identified with (or reflected upon) the intellect is just a shadow 
(chāyā), we can not simply deny it; as far as it is an undeniable fact that we have the intellect 
as our essential limiting adjunct. As we have seen in the fifth chapter “Meaning of 
Ta�astha,” this self identified with the intellect (vijñānātman) can not be easily ignored, just 
as Śa�kara strictly subdues himself to the self-given duty, even though he regards the 
sphere of obligatory actions as the sphere of “dream.” 

Moreover, this relationship of this self with the intellect (buddhi) as a limiting 
adjuncts (upādhi) has false nescience (mithyājñāna) at its root, and this false 
nescience cannot be removed (niv�tti) by anything other than the complete 
knowledge (samyag-jñāna) [of Brahman]. Therefore, this relationship with this 
intellect as a limiting adjunct does not cease (śam) so long as the oneness of the 
self with Brahman (brahma-ātmatā) is not realized.16 (B. Ś., 2.3.30) 

 It is quite evident that, although the discriminatory knowledge of “being” (sat) or 
“consciousness” (cit) and the issue of the duty—which is deeply related to “the self reflected 
upon the intellect” (vijñānātman)—are indispensable factors to understand our existence or 
our modes of existence, nevertheless even through these we can not yet arrive at the 
complete realization (samyag-jñāna, samyag-darśana). Here, the remaining question is how 
we, as the embodied self (jīva, dehin, śārīra) or the self identified with the intellect 
(vijñānātman), can attain “liberation,” or how we, as the embodied self or the self identified 
with the intellect, can attain the complete realization, even though this embodied self as the 
shadowy self severely stands against the non-transitory Īśvara, just as “shadow and light.” 
Now, we should proceed to put into question the third effulgence. 
 The third effulgence is that which is under discussion in this chapter. It is quite 
evident that Śa�kara implies “Brahmanhood” (brahmatva), “liberation” (mok�a), or “bliss” 
(ānanda) by this third effulgence. This effulgence is considered in a close relationship with a 
symbol (pratīka), as Śa�kara says that we, the embodied self, and symbols have the forms 
of Brahman. Śa�kara seems to imply that this effulgence is different from such effulgence as 
“being” and “consciousness,” just as a symbol (pratīka) is different from both “name” or 
“name-giving” (vyavahāra) and limiting adjunct (upādhi). 
 From the analytical point of view, we can not say what symbols are. For example, 
the letters Om—which is a symbol of Brahman in the Vedic tradition—consist of three letters 
“a,” “u,” and “m.” However, from this fact, we can not say what this symbol is, because we 
just realize that a symbol consists of symbolic limbs. It means that these three letters are 
again the symbolic letters. It is not appropriate to think that these letters are either the 
scribbling on the paper or the vibration of air—from such a view, probably we have no 
relationship with symbols—. 
 Śālagrama is a stone symbol. Śālagrama is known as a symbol of Vi��u. Vi��u is 
again a deity (an image or a symbol of God) standing for the fire (agni), the lightning (vidyut), 

                                                       
 15 According to the verses Ka. U. 1.3.3-4, the self (ātman), body (śarīra), intellect (buddhi), mind 
(manas), senses (indriyā�i), sense-objects (vi�ayā�), and the one associated with the self, senses, and 
mind (ātma-indriya-mano-yukta) are thought of as the lord of chariot (rathin), chariot (ratha), charioteer 
(sārathi), reins (pragraha), horses (hayā�), paths (gocarā�), and enjoyer (bhokt�) respectively. Besides, 
ātman in ātma-indriya-mano-yukta is to be understood as the individual self (pratyagātman), which is the 
witness of all (sarvasak�in), and which constitutes the subtle body (li�ga-ātman). In this sense, ātman in 
ātma-indriya-mano-yukta is possibly said to be rather a body (or the subtle body) than the self. 
 16 apica mithyājñānapura�saro'yamātmano buddhyupādhisa�bandha�. naca mithyājñānasya 
samyagjñānādanyatra niv�ttirastītyato yāvadbrahmātmatānavabodhastāvadaya� buddhyupādhi- 
sa�bandho na śāmyati. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 2.3.30, 540) 
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and the sun (āditya). It is proper to say that Śālagrama as a symbol of Vi��u has limbs, such 
as the fire, the lightning, and the sun, but these limbs are again symbolic limbs, which are 
traditionally considered as deities. In this point of view, Śālagrama as a symbol has no 
relationship with “a stone” or “stoneness.”  
 In Śa�kara’s thought, we can have a relationship with a symbol only through 
meditation or superimposition (adhyāsa, sampatti, adhyāropa). However, it does not mean 
that we can realize Brahmanhood (brahmatva) of a symbol through meditation based on 
symbols. Although meditation based on symbols brings about some mental results for us, 
this can not be the realization of Brahmanhood. On the contrary, as far as we are attached to 
the meditations based on symbols, Śa�kara seems to think that we can not arrive at the 
realization of Brahmanhood. We should not attach ourselves to symbols, and much less, we 
should not look for Brahmanhood in symbols—Śa�kara says that it just vanishes out 
symbols—. In other words, we should not put into question what symbols are, even though 
we, the embodied self, and symbols are both involved in Brahmanhood. Śa�kara explains 
this as follows: 

One should not bind the idea of the self upon symbols; because the meditator 
(upāsaka) should not consider the separated (vyasta) symbols as the self. [Such 
a reasoning that] symbols are the effects (or the forms) of Brahman, [and 
symbols] have Brahmanhood, therefore [symbols are the same with] the self, is 
wrong (asat). It results in the absence of symbols; because Brahmanhood of 
such [symbols] as names and so on becomes to be resorted through the 
annihilation of [their] nature as effect (vikāra-svarūpa).17 (B. Ś., 4.1.4) 

 Generally, Śa�kara admits few validity for knowledge of the oneness based upon 
the common nature (samatva, samāna)—whether existential or conceptual—, as we have 
already seen in the chapter “Meaning of Svarūpa.” Moreover, even although we try to 
understand Brahmanhood like the effulgence as “being”—a discriminatory knowledge 
(viveka-vijñāna) or the self-identification (abhimāna) as “name-giving” (vyavahāra)—, we 
can not realize Brahmanhood which symbols are involved in. Śa�kara says as follows: 

Hence, it is not possible to do self-grasping (ātma-graha) from the commonness 
(samatva) of a meditator with symbols; because rucaka and svastika [—both are 
different kinds of gold ornament—] have the essences (ātmatva) which are 
different each other. Moreover, when the oneness of Brahman with the self is 
[understood] like [rucaka and svastika has the same] essence (ātmatva) as gold, 
it results in the absence of symbols, as we have already said. Therefore, the self 
can not be grasped in symbols.18 (B. Ś., 4.1.4) 

 Furthermore, we can not consider symbols as standing in the appositional 
relationship (sāmānādhikara�ya) with Brahman. For example, although Āditya (a deity of 
the sun) is divine—namely, belonging to the traditional line—, even this can not stand in the 
appositional relationship with Brahman (B. Ś., 4.1.5). The appositional relationship with 
Brahman should bring about the destruction of the transitory, because it must be understood 
as “refutation” (or “ablation”) (apavāda) (B. Ś., 3.3.9) of the transitory, as we have seen in the 
chapter “Meaning of Ta�astha.” Without the nature as effect (vikāra- svarūpa), symbols can 
not exist as such. Śa�kara concluded that the relationship of Āditya as a symbol with 
Brahman is a superimposition (adhyāsa) of the idea of Brahman upon Āditya.  
 On the other hand, symbols are also different from the limiting adjuncts; because 
these are the two different factors in meditations. 

[The superimposition of] the idea of the supreme Īśvara (parameśvara) in 
vaiśvānara [fire] in the stomach is instructed here like “meditate upon the mind as 
Brahman” (Chā. U., 3.18.1) and so on. Or the supreme Īśvara (parameśvara) is 

                                                       
 17 na pratīke�vātmamati� badhnīyāt. nahi sa upāsaka� pratīkāni vyastānyātmatvenākalayet. 
yatpunarbrahmavikāratvātpratīkānā� brahmatva� tataścātmatvamiti. tadasat. pratīkābhāvaprasa�gāt. 
vikārasvarūpopamardena hi nāmādijātasya brahmatvamevāśrita� bhavati. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 4.1.4, 834-5) 
 18 ataścopāsakasya pratīkai� samatvādātmagraho nopapadyate. nahi rucakasvastikayor- 
itaretarātmatvamasti. suvar�ātmatveneva tu brahmātmanaikatve pratīkābhāvaprasa�gamavocāma. ato 
na pratīke�vātmad���i� kriyate.. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 4.1.4, 835) 
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instructed here to be meditated upon [as] the limiting adjunct (upādhi) of 
vaiśvānara [fire] in the stomach here like “[one] identified with the mind, having 
prā�a as the body, having effulgence as the nature” (Chā. U., 3.14.2).19 (B. Ś., 
1.2.26) 

 In the former case, “vaiśvānara (fire) in the stomach” and “the mind” are symbols 
(pratīka), which are the objects or the loci of meditation. In the later case, “vaiśvānara (fire) in 
the stomach,” “(identified with) the mind,” and so on, are limiting adjuncts. As for limiting 
adjuncts, we want to consider thus; just as the word nāmadheya stands for a sacrifice in the 
Indian tradition—in this sense, nāmadheya stands for “the ceremony of giving a name to a 
child”—, if we consider this nāmadheya from the viewpoint of sacrifice or meditation, 
nāmadheya does not mean only “name-giving,” but also “name-giving” along with wishing 
“happiness” or “harmlessness” for someone, for example, for a child. Such thoughts 
(bhāvana, citta, vijñāna) can be “limiting adjuncts” (upādhi). When we are faced with an 
object, we do not realize only its essence—such an essence must be void, so it can not be 
worthy existing—. The real essence of the existing object should be grasped along with the 
various limiting adjuncts or the various existing factors. In the true meaning, limiting adjuncts 
or existing factors—the word upādhi, literally means “that which is placed on” or “that which 
is put on”—must be that which is superimposed. In this sense, limiting adjuncts are also that 
which is surrounding (parive��ana) (B. Ś., 3.2.7), that which is enveloping (paridhāna) (Chā. 
U., 5.2.2) (B. Ś., 3.3.18), that which is brought about by the meditation (or the imagination) of 
the garment (vāso-vijñāna) (B. Ś., 3.3.18), and so on. Generally speaking, they are the 
external nature (bāhya-rūpa) (B. Ś., 2.1.17). 
 Besides, symbols are the loci or the objects of meditation. In other words, symbols 
are also that which limiting adjuncts are superimposed upon. Although essences—which are 
based on the self-identification as “name” or “name-giving” (vyavahāra)—and 
symbols—which are based on superimposition (adhyāsa)—are similar in the point of view 
that both of them are that which limiting adjuncts are surrounding or that which limiting 
adjuncts are superimposed upon, nevertheless they should not be mixed up each other; this 
is a point that Śa�kara puts into question. 
 By the way, it is true that Śa�kara says that the superimposition of an idea of 
Brahman upon a symbol must be a worship of Brahman, but it should be understood in a 
very common sense like; Brahman should be worshipped as an absent, which never 
becomes to existence in this world, because Brahman (or Īśvara) has no body (asarīra) in 
the true meaning. Furthermore, Śa�kara admits that meditations based on symbols can 
bring us some mental results or some mental food. However, Śa�kara as a Sa�nyāsin verily 
renounces such a meditation based on symbols, as far as these meditations bring about only 
the worldly and imaginary results, which are rather obstacles to liberation. Therefore, it is not 
proper to think of meditations based upon symbols as the Upani�adic meditation. Śa�kara 
says about a flag-staff (of Sa�nyāsins) (dhvaja)—which is said to be a mark given as a 
penance for the murder of a Brāhma�a (the knower of Brahman) and also a symbol of 
ascetics, therefore it must be a subsistence of life for Sa�nyāsins in a sense—as follows: 

Moreover, it is not possible to shake off virtue and vice like a piece of flag-staff, 
since they are not [individual and transitory] things (adravyatva).20 (B. Ś., 3.3.26) 

 Śa�kara as a Sa�nyāsin intends to be meditative, but he does not try to depend on 
symbols or meditations based upon symbols, because they bring us just the worldly and 
imaginary results or the desirable things (kāmyā�) (B. Ś., 3.3.59). It is sure that “symbol” is a 
key concept to realize Brahmanhood or liberation, as it is said like “This very Brahman, O 
satyakāma (the desire for the truth), which is superior and inferior, is Om” (etadvai satyakāma 
para� cāpara� ca brahma yado�kāra�) (Pra. U., 5.2) (B. Ś., 4.3.14). Gambhirananda also 
say thus, “... this monasticism consists in remaining steadfast in Brahman, the meaning of 
                                                       
 19 parameśvarad���irhi jā�hare vaiśvānara ihopadiśyate, "mano brahmetyupāsīta" ityādivat. 
athavā jā�haravaiśvānaropādhi� parameśvara iha dra��avyatvenopadiśyate, "manomaya� prā�aśarīro 
bhārūpa�" ityādivat. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 1.2.26, 198) 
 20 naca cālana� dhvajāgravatsuk�tadu�k�tayormukhya� sa�bhavati. adravyatvāt. (Shastri, 
ed. B. Ś., 3.3.26, 726) 
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Om, by giving up all other activities.”21 However, we can not realize this Brahmanhood 
(brahmatva) through putting into question what symbols are. We can not have an intuitional 
knowledge about the Brahmanhood (brahmatva) through symbols, even though both 
symbols and we, the embodied self, are already involved in this Brahmanhood. Moreover, 
symbols can not be resorted as far as they just bring about the worldly and imaginary results. 
In short, Śa�kara as a Sa�nyāsin intends to be meditative, but he does not easily meditate, 
he does not easily enjoy mental results. 
 Here we proceed to a privileged meditation, which is traditionally called aha�- 
graha-upāsana in the Vedānta system, and which we want to ask about the meaning of the 
third effulgence through. 
 
 

Aha�-graha-upāsana 
 
 The meditation called aha�-graha-upāsana consists in putting into question the 
meaning of the oneness of Brahman and the self. As we have already seen, the oneness of 
Brahman and the self should not be simply regarded as the discriminatory knowledge, such 
as “being” or “consciousness.” Much less, Śa�kara agrees with neither the view “the partial 
non-difference and the partial difference,” nor the view “a glorification of the agent of 
sacrifices as obligatory action.” In the phase of obligatory actions, Śa�kara dares to 
understand the knowledge of the oneness of Brahman and the self as our appositional 
relationship with the non-transitory Īsvara. Therefore, Śa�kara as a Sa�nyāsin severely 
stands against the transitory to burn out the transitory attributes. It seems that such an 
appositional relationship with the non-transitory can not be denied even in the sphere of 
meditation, because this oneness as appositional relationship with the non-transitory is still 
valid, as far as we have the intellect as our essential limiting adjunct. 
 However, in the manner of his becoming the subsidiary of the knowledge, now he 
dares to put into question another meaning of the oneness of Brahman and the self. In this 
sphere of meditation, Śa�kara does not adopt even the view held by ācārya Au�ulomi, “the 
oneness of the embodied self with the supreme self after the departure from the transitory, 
such as body and so on” (vijñānātmana� ... dehādisa�ghātādutkrami�yata� 
paramātmaikya ...) (B. Ś., 1.4.21). According to the view held by ācārya Kāśak�tsna, 
Śa�kara asserts that the oneness of Brahman and the self should be understood as “the 
becoming into existence of this very supreme self as the self identified with the intellect [or 
the embodied self]” (asyaiva paramātmano'nenāpi vijñānātmabhāvenāvasthānāt ...) (B. Ś., 
1.4.22). This is what we should put into question in regard to the privileged meditation called 
aha�-graha-upāsana. 
 The most important characteristic of this meditation called aha�-graha-upāsana 
consists in the twofoldness. In this sense, we can express this meditation as the 
twofold-way-mediation. In regard to this twofoldness of this mediation, in B. Ś. 3.3.37 
Śa�kara refers to the verses “Now, He is what I am, and I am what He is” (tadyo'ha� so'sau 
yo'sau so'ham) (Ai. Ā., 2.2.4.6), “O glorious Deity, I am [what] you [are], and you are [what] I 
[am]” (tva� vā ahamasmi bhagavo devate'ha� vai tvamasi).22 Śa�kara emphasizes such 
twofoldness in the context of the meaning of the Mahāvākyas, as he says: “However, here 
[the Jābāla Upani�ad] says, ‘I am [what] you are, and you are [what] I am.’ therefore the 
non-difference (abheda) [or the oneness] is to understand [from this kind of text which is] 
different from the text of symbols” (iha punastvamahamasmyaha� ca tvamasītyāha, ata� 
pratīkaśrutivairūpyādabhedapratipatti�) (B. Ś., 4.1.3). Śa�kara also explains this 
twofoldness as follows: 

... This reciprocity (vyatihāra) is spoken of for the sake of meditation (ādhyāna), 

                                                       
 21 Gambhirananda, trans. Brahmasūtrabhā�ya of Śa�karācārya, 777f. 
 22 Śa�kara cites this verse as belonging to the Jābālas in B. Ś. 3.3.37 and B. Ś. 4.1.3, but this 
verse can not be found in our current Jābāla Upani�ad, as Paul Deussen suggests. See Deussen, The 
System of the Vedanta, 495f. 
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like the other attributes. Just as the attributes “being the self of all” (sarva- 
ātmatva) and so on are spoken of for the sake of meditation, so the reciters of the 
scriptures make it distinct by the utterance in a twofold way (ubhaya- uccāra�a) 
thus; “I am what you are and you are what I am.” It becomes meaningful when 
the meditation is to be done in a twofold way (ubhaya-rūpa). Otherwise this 
specific mention about a twofold way should be meaningless; one way alone 
should be enough.23 (B. Ś., 3.3.37) 

 From the practical point of view, let us consider this twofold-way-meditation as 
“meditation upon the heart” (hārda-vidyā) (B. Ś., 4.2.17-18, 4.3.14, 4.4.8) and “meditation 
upon Brahman” (brahma-vidyā) (B. Ś., 4.1.13).  
 It is obvious that the heart (h�daya)—or the subtle body (li�ag-ātman, puru�a, 
sūk�ma)—is considered as the privileged locus (pradeśa) in this twofold-meditation. In this 
sense, “meditation upon the heart” is not different from Śā��ilya-vidyā, Dahara-vidyā, or 
Vaiśvānara-vidyā. However, it is not appropriate to think that we should find out the supreme 
self in the hidden place of the heart in the true meaning. This meditation should be 
interpreted as “superimposition” of the idea of the supreme self upon the heart. In the topic 
(adhikara�a) of “vaiśvānara” (B. Ś., 1.2.24-32), Śa�kara says as follows: 

Or the text about the measurement of the locus (prādeśa-mātra) should have a 
ground in superimposition (sa�patti). How? For instance, the Vājasenya 
Brāhma�a in a similar context shows the supreme Īśvara’s superimposition as 
measurement of the locus, by describing [figuratively] it as the superimposition of 
the parts (avayava), from heaven to the earth, of vaśvānara which is the self in 
the three worlds, on the bodily parts of the embodied self, from the top of the 
head to the chin.24 (B. Ś., 1.2.31) 

 Śa�kara seems to be verily rigorous in this point. He seems to agree with the view 
of Jaimini, like “The ācārya Jaimini thinks that it is more reasonable that the text of 
measurement of the locus has a ground in a superimposition (sa�patti)” (sa�patti- nimittā� 
prādeśamātraśruti� yuktatarā� jaiminirācāryo manyate) (B. Ś., 1.2.31). In other words, 
Śa�kara cannot help thinking that the issue of the heart (h�daya) as the locus is just based 
on superimposition (sa�patti, adhyāsa). Therefore, we should admit that the meditation 
based upon the heart is just a kind of meditation called sa�pad-rūpa. This type of meditation 
is explained by Śa�kara as follows: 

Īśvara, possessed of a set of such qualities as subtleness and so on, is taught to 
be meditated upon there in the lotus of the heart, just as Hari25 [is taught to be 
meditated] upon a Śālagrāma (stone symbol).26 (B. Ś., 1.2.7) 

 
 Another way of the twofold-way-meditation (or aha�-graha-upāsana) is the 
meditation upon Brahman as confined in the heart. However, Śa�kara says about the 
meditation which has Brahman as the locus of meditation, as follows: 

However, if it is said that the meditation upon Brahman itself is [more] 
respectable for the sake of its fruit (phalatva), it is untenable; because it is 
already understood by the reasoning above that [the symbol of] the sun and so 
on are meditated upon. However, Brahman itself will give the fruit in the 
meditation upon the sun and so on like in the meditation upon the guest and so 

                                                       
 23 ... vyatihāro'yamādhyānāyāmnāyate. itaravat. yathetare gu�ā� sarvātmatvaprabh�taya 
ādhyānāyāmnāyante tadvat. tathāhi viśi��anti samāmnātāra ubhayoccāra�ena "tvamahamasmyaha� ca 
tvamasi" iti. taccobhayarūpāyā� matau kartavyāyāmarthavadbhavati. anyathā hīda� 
viśe�e�obhayāmnamanarthaka� syāt. ekenaiva k�tatvāt. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.3.37, 741) 
 24 sa�pattinimittā vā syātprādeśamātraśruti�. kuta�. tathāhi -- samānaprakara�a� vājasaneyi- 
brāhma�a� dyuprabh�tīnp�thivīparyantā�strailokyātmano vaiśvānarasyāvayavānadhyātmamūrdha- 
prabh�ti�u cubukaparyante�u dehāvayave�u sa�pādayatprādeśamātrasa�patti� parameśvarasya 
darśayati -- ... (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 1.2.31, 201) 
 25 Hari is an ephithet of Vi��u. 
 26 evama�īyastvādigu�aga�opeta īśvarastatra h�dayapu��arīke nicāyyo dra��avya 
upadiśyate. yathā sālagrāme hari�. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 1.2.7, 166) 
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on, because Brahman is the witness (or the ruler) of all (sarva-adhyak�atva). 
This is described like this, “Because it is reasonable that the fruit [comes] from 
Him” (B. Ś., 3.2.38). Moreover, here [it means that] such a superimposition 
(adhyāropa�a) of idea of Brahman upon the symbols is a meditation (or a 
worship) of Brahman, like [the superimposition of the idea of] Vi��u on the 
images [or the symbols].27 (B. Ś., 4.1.5) 

 It is a little strange, but Śa�kara says that, in a sense, the meditation upon 
Brahman—or the meditation which has Brahman as the locus or the object—is untenable 
(ayukta). Moreover, Śa�kara even says that the meditation upon Brahman is involved in a 
sin. Śa�kara explains the meaning of this sin as follows: 

When the decision of that [meaning] is uncertain, it is not contradicted even 
though the worldly reasoning is also resorted. Therefore, as far as, according to 
the meaning of the scriptures, the superimposition (adhyāsa) of the idea of the 
higher [upon the lower] is ascertained, it follows that by superimposing of the 
idea of the lower [upon the higher] [one] should cling to a sin (pratyave).28 (B. Ś., 
4.1.5) 

 The meditation upon Brahman should not be done in the normal sense. It should 
not be done because of the desire for its result. However, it should be done, as far as it is 
understood as an instruction or an injunction. In this sense, Śa�kara reads a voice in the 
Upani�ads, “This very meditation should be done.”  
 Aha�-graha-upāsana is the main theme in the phase of meditation and this 
meditation is the true meaning of Śā��ilya-vidyā, Vaiśvānara-vidyā, Dahara-vidyā, 
Brahma-vidyā, and so on, as far as this meditation is understood in a twofold way. This 
meditation is explicitly expressed in the topic “the adobe of that [the self]” (tad-oka�) (B. Ś, 
4.2.17). The aphorism B. Ś. 4.2.17 is as follows: 

[There occurs] an illumination on the top of the heart. The one [departs] through 
this illuminated door (dvāra), through the hundred and first [nerve] (śata-adhika), 
being favored one who resides in the heart (hārda-anug�hīta), owing to the 
power of knowledge (vidyā-sāmarthya) and the appropriateness of the 
meditations (or the remembrances) upon the path which is the subsidiary of 
knowledge.29 (B. Ś., 4.2.17)  

 Śa�kara gives his commentary for this aphorism as follows:  
Therefore, the man of knowledge (vidvas), being favored (anug�hīta) by the 
meditation upon Brahman as having its adobe in the heart (h�dayālayena 
brahma�ā sūpāsitena), reaching the end [putting to death] (samāpanna), 
becomes that [Brahman] (tad-bhāva), and departs (ni�kram) through the 
hundred and first [nerve] (śata-adhika), through the one [nerve] over and above 
hundred which is on the top of the head; [but] the others [depart] through the 
other [hundred nerves]. For instance, [the scriptures] state in the context of 
meditation upon the heart (hārda-vidyā) like this; “The nerves of the heart are a 
hundred and one.30 Of them, the one departs (abhini�s�) through the head. 

                                                       
 27 yattūkta� brahmopāsanamevātrādara�īya� phalatvāyeti. tadayuktam. uktena 
nyāyenādityādīnāmevopāsyatvāvagamāt. phala� tvatithyādyupāsana iva ādityādyupāsane'pi brahmaiva 
dāsyati sarvādhyak�atvāt. var�ita� caitat "phalamata upapatte�" ityatra. īd�śa� cātra brahma�a 
upāsyatva� yatpratīke�u tadd���yadhyāropa�a� pratimādi�viva vi��vādīnām.. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 
4.1.5, 867) 
 28 sa�digdhe tu tasmi�stannir�aya� prati laukiko'pi nyāya āśrīyamā�o na virudhyate. tena 
cotk���ad���yadhyāse śāstrārthe'vadhāryamā�e nik���ad���imadhyasyanpratyaveyāditi śli�yate. 
(Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 4.1.5, 866) 
 29 tadokograjvalana� tatprakāśitadvāro vidyāsāmarthyāttacche�agatyanusm�tiyogācca 
hārdānug�hīta� śatādhikayā. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 4.2.17, 867) 
 30 The symbolic expression of “hundred and one” (śata-adhika) seems to be related to “death.” 
For example, according to the dictionary of Monier-williams, the word m�tiyu (death) is explained thus; 
“deaths of different kinds are enumerated, 100 from disease or accident and one natural from old age.” In 
the very context of aha�-graha-upāsana, the expression of “hundred and one” (śata-adhika) is also referred 
to “death.” It is sure that the hundred and first death can not be the natural death from old age, but Śa�kara 
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Going up through that, [the one] arrives at the immortality. The others becomes 
[the cause of] the deaths (utkrama�a) in the different directions” (Chā. U., 8.6.6, 
Ka. U., 2.3.16).31 (B. Ś., 4.2.17) 

 If we see this meditation called aha�-graha-upāsana from the viewpoint of symbols, 
we can say that the description about this meditation is related to a creation of a new symbol. 
For example, Gambhirananda explains thus: “The limbs of Puru�a are said to be in Puru�a, 
though the limbs constitute His body and are not separate from it. Since God [Īśvara] is 
superimposed on the limbs of Puru�a, His conformity to Puru�a’s limbs amounts to His 
residence inside Puru�a.”32 “The spatial limitation of the heart becomes superimposed on 
the remembrance of the mind. And since God too is present in the remembrance (or 
meditation), this limitation becomes superimposed on Him as well.”33 
 However, if we understand this note of Gambhirananda thus; “meditation upon the 
heart as Brahman” means the superimposition of Brahman upon the heart, namely, the 
symbolic limbs, such as “[one] identified with the mind” (manomaya�), “[one] having prā�a 
as the body” (prā�a-śarira�), and so on, which consist of the path of the meditations (or the 
remembrances) (anusm�ti-gati)—the path of control of the mind and control of the senses 
and the organs (śama-dama) and so on, namely, the subtle body of the Sa�nyāsin—, and 
“meditation upon Brahman as confined in the heart” means a creation of a new symbol—the 
qualified Brahman—based on such symbolic limbs which consists of the path of meditations, 
so there is a severe criticism of Radhakrishnan like this: “Brahman who is said to be remote 
is here envisaged as close to us. Though the Supreme is present everywhere, here we are 
taught to look upon Him as residing in one's own heart. Ś. [Śa�kara] says that the Supreme 
is said to be in the heart as a help to meditation, even as an image is used for deity. 
upalabdhyartham upāsanārtha� ca h�dayākāśa sthānam ucyate, sālagrama iva vi��o�. ... 
Here we find a transition from the view that the heart is the seat of the soul to the other view 
that the brain is the seat of the soul.”34 
 Although it is correct that this twofold-way-meditation is involved in a creation of a 
new symbol, and although it is correct that Śa�kara implies a kind of knowledge or a kind of 
realization, nevertheless we can not agree with the view that the concerned symbol is an 
object of knowledge and this realization is attributed to the brain; because Śa�kara seems 
to imply that this realization consists in an awareness of nescience (avidyā). 
 “Meditation upon the heart” or “meditation upon the mind as Brahman” is to be 
understood as accepting Brahman—which is said to be “the light of lights” (jyoti�ā� jyoti�) 
(B�. U., 4.4.16)—as both of our subtle body (li�gātman) and the embodied self (jīva, dehin, 
śārira), along with our limiting adjuncts (upādhi), such as prā�a (vital force, life, or body), the 
mind (manas), the intellect (buddhi), and so on. This is a trial of understanding or accepting 
Brahman, which has verily done through the hermeneutics of the Upani�ads (śrava�a), the 
logical consideration based on the Upani�ads (manana), the consideration about obligatory 
actions, and so on. 
 “Meditation upon Brahman as confined in the heart” is to be understood as realizing 
our subject as both the subtle body and the embodied self, through our limiting adjuncts, 
such as the body, the mind, the intellect, and so on, in the manner of attaching (or 
superimposing) our limiting adjuncts to the unqualified Brahman (or the unqualified 
Īśvara)—Śa�kara says, this is a sin—. It is a trial of making ourselves become into existence 
as the qualified Brahman. This must be the third effulgence under discussion. This must be 

                                                                                                                                                              
does not explicitly indicate it, while Śa�kara says, “It is concluded thus; ‘he, who has death as his self, 
becomes immortal,’ which means the result of meditation (the maturity of knowledge)” ("so'm�to bhavati 
m�tyurhyasyātmā bhavati" iti vidyāphalenaivopasa�hārāt) (B. Ś., 3.3.52).  
 31 tasmādh�dayālayena brahma�ā sūpāsitenānug�hītastadbhāva� samāpanno vidvān- 
mūrdhanyayaiva śatādhikayā śatādatiriktayaikaśatatamyā nā�yā ni�krāmatītarābhiritare. tathāhi hārda- 
vidyā� prak�tya samāmananti -- "śata� caikā ca h�dayasya nā�yastāsā� mūrdhānamabhini�s�taikā. 
tayordhvamāyannam�tatvameti vi�va��anyā utkrama�e bhavanti" iti.. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 4.2.17, 868) 
 32 Gambhirananda, trans. Brahmasūtrabhā�ya of Śa�karācārya, 153f. 
 33 Ibid., 155f. 
 34 Radhakrishnan, The Principal Upani�ads, 533. 
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“becoming Brahman” (brahma-bhāva). 
 The Upani�ads often say that Brahman is the light, the light of lights (jyoti�ā� 
jyoti�) (B�. U., 4.4.16). The unqualified Brahman never reveals itself, but it reveals itself 
through being reflected upon the others (for example, we, the embodied self), just as the 
light of the sun, which never reveals itself, reveals itself as being colored or formed through 
its reflection upon the other things. However, the third effulgence, namely the self-effulgence, 
is not such effulgence as the light of the sun. It must be discriminated from the light of the sun, 
which is actually just a reflection (ābhāsa). The self-effulgence can be realized only through 
the twofold-way-meditation. It must be correspondent to Śa�kara’s explanation in B. Ś. 
1.3.22. 

[It is] because of acting in accordance (anuk�ti). Acting in accordance means 
imitation (anukara�a). The shining in imitation (anubhāna), as implied in, “He 
shining, all this shines,” is appropriate for accepting the consciousness; because 
the conscious self is mentioned in the Upani�ads, as “having the effulgence as 
the nature, having the desire for truth” (Chā. U., 3.14.2).35 (B. Ś., 1.3.22) 

 Although both of “being” and “consciousness” are also “effulgence,” nevertheless 
we can not say that these two kinds of effulgence are self-effulgent. “Being” as a kind of 
effulgence consists in just establishing the essence or the self among the various limiting 
adjuncts. Although “consciousness” is an elementary effulgence or manifestation (āvirbhāva, 
abhini�patti) and it is pure in the transcendental point of view, nevertheless it consists in just 
its reflection upon the various limiting adjuncts. There is no shining in imitation. The 
self-effulgence (svaya�-jyoti�) consists in realizing one’s own light, responding or 
corresponding to another light. Śa�kara believes that the Upani�ads reveals Brahman (and 
also Īśvara) as the light of lights. However, as far as our realization is just based on the 
self-identification (abhimāna) or the manifestation (āvirbhāva, abhini�patti), it is neither the 
self-effulgence (svaya�-jyoti�) nor the complete realization (samyag- darśana). 
 Gambhiranada says, “The enlightened man may continue performing his usual 
acts for setting an example to others.”36 We must become the light, or the symbol of the light, 
responding to the light which is presented by the Upani�ads. In such a realization of the 
self-effulgence, the resorption or the dissolution will occur—this state (bhāva, avasthā) is 
called Brahman—. The embodied self (jīva, śārira, dehin) or the self identified with (reflected 
upon) the intellect (vijñāna-ātman) will disappear, just as the self as shadow (chāyā, 
pratibimba, ābhāsa) will disappear through being enlightened through its own light—along 
with the dissolution of the subtle body—. Śa�kara says as follows: 

It is verily the attainment of the state of non-difference (avibhāga). Why? “On the 
words [of the scriptures].” For example, after referring to the dissolution of the 
constituents, the [Praśna] Upani�ad says, “When their names and forms are 
destroyed, he is called puru�a [the subtle body during its own dissolution]. This 
man becomes the [one] who is without the constituents and immortal” (Pr. U., 
6.5). Besides, the constituents that spring from nescience can have no remnant 
after their dissolution caused through knowledge (or meditation). Accordingly, 
they must become non-different (avibhāga).37 (B. Ś., 4.2.16) 

 Although this kind of effulgence, the self-effulgence, or the shining in imitation, 
should be put into question in our experience itself, it seems that Śa�kara actually explains 
the meaning of the following verses of the Upani�ads, which sound superficially 
paradoxical. 

Similarly the Upani�ads say—“It [Brahman] is known to him to whom it is not 
known. He to whom it is known, he does not know it, it is not conceived to those 

                                                       
 35 ... anuk�te�. anukara�amanuk�ti�. yadetat "tameva bhāntamanubhāti sarvam" 
ityanubhāna�, tatprājñaparigrahe'vakalpate. "bhārūpa� satyasa�kalpa�" iti hi prājñamātmānamāmananti. 
(Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.14.2, 241) 
 36 Gambhirananda, trans. Brahmasūtrabhā�ya of Śa�karācārya, 765f. 
 37 ... avibhāgāpattireveti. kuta� -- vacanāt. tathā hi kalāpralayamuktvā vakti -- "bhidyete tāsā� 
nāmarūpe puru�a ityeva� procyate sa e�o'kalo'm�to bhavati" ( pra. 6.5 ) iti. avidyānimittānā� ca kalānā� 
na vidyānimitte pralaye sāvaśe�atvopapatti�. tasmādavibhāga eveti.. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 4.2.16, 866-7) 
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who conceives it, and it is conceived to those who do not conceive it” (Ke. U., 2.3), 
“You cannot see the seer of seeing, [you cannot hear the hearer of hearing, you 
cannot know the knower of knowing,] you cannot conceive the conceiver of 
conceiving” (B�. U., 3.4.2) and so on.38 (B. Ś., 1.1.4) 
Owing to him, [namely,] owing to Īśvara, bondage and liberation of this embodied 
self (jīva) become into existence. Bondage [comes from] the non-understanding 
of the essence of Īśvara but liberation [comes from] the non-understanding 
(aparijñāna)39 of his essence.40 (B. Ś., 3.2.5) 

 Therefore, although the city of Brahman (brahma-pura) (Chā. U., 8.1.1), the space 
in the heart (antar-h�daya ākāśa) (B�. U., 4.4.22), or the subtle body (li�ga-ātman) is said 
to be of the supreme Brahman, nevertheless it is not proper to say that this issue of the 
self-effulgence is only related to the supreme Brahman. It must be also related to the 
qualified Brahman. In other words, the supreme Brahman is never realized apart from this 
qualified Brahman or the inferior Brahman. Only in this point of view, although the supreme 
Brahman—which is the light of lights—is still unqualified and never reveals itself, it can be 
said to become into existence as the inferior Brahman or the qualified Brahman, just as the 
light, which never reveals itself, reveals itself as being colored and formed through its 
reflection upon the other things. In other words, we understand the self-effulgence verily 
along with our realization, embodiment, or personification of our own light, responding to the 
light which is presented by the Upani�ads.  

It is the supreme Brahman when it is spoken of with such a word as “not gross” 
through the negation of the difference of names and forms and so on which are 
brought about by nescience (avidyā). That very Brahman [becomes into 
existence as] the inferior when it is spoken of as differentiated somehow with the 
difference of names and forms and so on for the sake of meditation (upāsana), 
with the words “[one] identified with the mind, having prā�a as the body, having 
effulgence as the nature” (Chā. U., 3.14.2) and so on.41 (B. Ś., 4.3.14) 
The use of the word Brahman even for the inferior Brahman is not contradicted, 
because this inferior Brahman is proximate to the supreme Brahman. It is 
established that the supreme Brahman itself is called (upadiśyamāna) the 
inferior in the connection with a pure limiting adjunct (viśuddha-upādhi) for the 
sake of meditation (upāsana) through the transitory attributes such as “being 
identified with mind” (manomayatva) and so on somehow or for some 
aspirants.42 (B. Ś., 4.3.9) 

 Therefore, we want to conclude that the realization of the self-effulgence, the third 
effulgence under discussion, consists in making Śa�kara himself become into existence as 
the inferior Brahman (apara-brahman), the qualified Brahman, through establishing the 
subtle body as real (sat), conscious (cit), and self-effulgent (bhā-rūpa). In other words, this 
                                                       
 38 tathāca śāstram -- 'yasyāmata� tasya mata� mata� yasya na veda sa�. avijñāta� vijānatā� 
vijñātamavijānatām' 'na d���erdra��āra� paśye�' 'na vijñātervijñātāra� vijānīyā�' iti caivamādi. (Shastri, 
ed. B. Ś., 1.1.4, 79) 
 39 The translations by Gambhirananada and Apte seem to be based on the text tatsvarūpa- 
parijñānāttu mok�a�, not tatsvarūpāparijñānāttu mok�a�. Gambhirananada translates; “freedom that 
comes from the knowledge of His reality” (Gambhīrananda, trans. Brahmasūtrabhā�ya of Śa�karācārya, 
595). Apte tranlates; “Final Release occurs as a result of the acquisition of such knowledge (of the nature of 
the Lord)” (Apte, trans. Brahma-sūtra Shānkara-bhāshya, 568). Strictly speking, this issue needs a text critic. 
However, taking into account the verses of Ke. U. 2.3, B�. U. 3.4.2, and so on, and also considering that the 
self-effulgence (svaya�-jyoti�) is not that which is to be known but that which is to be realized or 
established through our own life, in this study we want to adopt the text of Shastri’s editon. 
 40 ... tato hīśvarāddhetorasya jīvasya bandhamok�au bhavata�. īśvarasvarūpāparijñānād- 
bandhastatsvarūpāparijñānāttu mok�a�. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.2.5, 628) 
 41 yatrāvidyāk�tanāmarūpādiviśe�aprati�edhādasthūlādiśabdairbrahmopadiśyate tatparam. 
tadeva yatra nāmarūpādiviśe�e�a kenacidviśi��amupāsanāyopadiśyate "manomaya� prā�aśarīro 
bhārūpa�" ityādiśabdaistadaparam. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 4.3.14, 889) 
 42 parabrahmasāmīpyādaparasya brahma�astasminnapi brahmaśabdaprayogo na virudhyate. 
parameva hi brahma viśuddhopādhisa�bandha� kvacitkaiścidvikāradharmairmanomayatvādibhir- 
upāsanāyopadiśyamānamaparamiti sthiti�.. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 4.3.9, 881) 
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realization consists in making Śa�kara himself become into existence as a symbol or an 
example of Brahman, through his realizing, embodying, or personalizing his own light in the 
heart (h�dy-antar-jyoti�) (B�. U., 4.3.7) (B. Ś., 2.3.42), in the midst of the body and so on, 
being reflected upon the pure limiting adjunct—which must be understood as the subtle 
body as “non-food”—, responding to the light which is presented by the Upani�ads. 
 
 

Krama-mukti 
 
 It is sure that the realization of the self-effulgence has definitely the great 
significance in Śa�kara’s thought, and that Śa�kara decisively tries to live along with that 
which is brought about by this experience. However, although this realization stands for the 
complete realization (samyag-darśana), it is to be noted that Śa�kara indicates a kind of 
ambivalence of this realization in the various places. 
 For example, as Śa�kara says, “Moreover, it is just as those who are realizing 
Brahman, having originated the body (bhoga), experience liberation (kaivalya) in its 
dissolution” (yathā ca vartamānā brahmavida ārabdhabhogak�aye kaivalyam-anubhavanti) 
(B. Ś., 3.3.32),43 for us, the embodied self, “liberation” is that which is realized in the 
dissolution of the subtle body which is originated by us, the embodied self. In this sense, we 
are the originator of the subtle body and also the consumer or the eater (att�) of the subtle 
body as “food.” 
 It means that, verily because we have essentially the subtle body as a part of our 
subject, we are subject to the birth and the dissolution. In this manner, we are verily involved 
in our transitoriness. In the context of the supreme knowledge (para-vidyā), Śa�kara 
describes the birth and the dissolution as our modes of existence (avasthā), by explaining 
the two verses, “The fifteen parts repair to their sources (or support)” (gatā� kalā� 
pañcadaśa prati��hā�) (Mu. U., 3.2.7),44 “Thus these sixteen parts of all seeing [puru�a], 
approaching puru�a, get absorbed in puru�a” (evamevāsya paridra��urimā� �o�aśa 
kalā� puru�āya�ā� puru�a� prāpyāsta� gacchanti) (Pra. U., 6.5),45 as follows: 

This [Mu��aka text] verily speaks from such a point of view of “name” [or 
“name-giving”] (vyavahāra) that the parts repair to their own material causes 
(prak�tī�) just like the parts namely the things made of the earth and so on 
repair to the earth and so on. However, the other [Praś�a text] speaks from the 
point of view of the realization of the man of knowledge (vidvat-pratipatti) that the 
whole aggregate of parts get absorbed in (or superimposed upon) (sa�pad) 
Brahman for the knower of the supreme Brahman.46 (B. Ś., 4.2.15) 

 Moreover, we have also such a duality as “food” and “eater” (or consumer), just as 
the verse of the Taittirīya Upani�ad, “I am food, I am the eater of food” (ahamannam- 
ahamannāda�) (Tai. U., 3.10.6) (B. Ś., 1.2.23). The food means the subtle body, which 
consists of the individual self (pratyag-ātman) as the witness of all (sarvasāk�in), and which 
is subject to the dissolution or the death, and the eater of “food” means the supreme self (B. 
Ś., 1.2.9). In this sense, while we, as the subtle body, are the food, we, as the embodied self 
(jīva, dehin, śārīra), are also the originator of the food (anna) and the eater (or the consumer) 
of the food (anna-ada).  

                                                       
 43 The word bhoga (literally, ‘curve,’ ‘coil of a serpent,’ ‘snake,’ ‘body’) seems to be also related to 
the verbal root bhuj (class 6, literally, ‘sweep,’ ‘bend,’ ‘curve’), not only to the verbal root bhuj (class 7, 
literally, enjoy, eat). 
 44 It is continued thus: "... And all the gods in their respective deity ....” (... devāś ca serve prati- 
devatāsu....) (Radhakrishnan, ed. The Principal Upani�ads, 691)  
 45 It is continued thus: “... Their name and form are destroyed, he [a seer] is called as puru�a 
(subtle body), he becomes this partless and immortal ...” (... bhidyete cāsā� nāma-rūpe puru�a ity ayam 
procyate, sa e�a'kalo'm�to bhavati, ....). (Radhakrishnan, ed. The Principal Upani�ads, 667) 
 46 sā khalu vyavahārāpek�ā, pārthivādyā� kalā� p�thivyādīreva svaprak�tīrapiyantīti. itarā tu 
vidvatpratipattyapek�ā, k�tsna� kalājāta� parabrahmavido brahmaiva sa�padyata iti. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 
4.2.15, 866) 
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 Furthermore, as we have seen in the previous section “Aha�-graha-upāsana,” the 
realization of the self-effulgence does not bring about only the consummation or the 
dissolution of the subtle body, but also a fresh result, which Śa�kara tries to live along with, 
as Śa�kara says like, “Liberation is that which is established as the maturity [of the 
knowledge], it is [spoken of] from the point of view of the cessation of bondages, but not from 
the point of view of the production of the fresh result” (phalatvaprasiddhirapi mok�asya 
bandhaniv�ttimātrāpek�ā nāpūrvaupajanāpek�ā) (B. Ś., 4.4.2).  
 It is to be noted that, before the realization of the self-effulgence, the self identified 
with the intellect (vijñānātman) or the embodied self (jīva, dehin, śārira) must be first 
established, which must be “the self in the self” (ātmany-eva-ātmā) (B. Ś., 3.3.9), the self as 
agency (kart�tva) of the meditator (upāsaka), and the self as agency of “control of the mind 
and control of the senses and organs” (śama-dama). Then, through the twofold-way- 
meditation—and through the disappearance of the self identified with the intellect as the 
shadowy self (chāyā-ātman, pratibimba-ātman)—, the self-effulgence as the dissolution of 
the subtle body is realized. Śa�kara says as follows: 

Indeed, being turned back (viparīta) from that [Brahman] which is first 
established as an agency or an experiencership, I am Brahman which is by 
nature devoid of an agency or an experiencership in the threefold time, so even 
before I was never an agent or an experiencer, nor am I so at present, nor shall I 
be so in the future: this is how the knower of Brahman realizes. Moreover, from 
such a point of view alone, liberation (mok�a) is reasonably understood.47 (B. Ś., 
4.1.13) 

 Here, we must see our undeniable duality of our modes of existence (avasthā). 
There are two things which Śa�kara must admit. First, we have essentially a subtle body, 
which is a city of Brahman and belongs to the supreme Brahman, and which has the ground 
of its origination in “name” or “name-giving” (vyavahāra)—as the self-identification to the 
substratum—. On the other hand, we, as the embodied self, are the originators of the subtle 
body, and the consumers of the subtle body. Even after the realization of the self-effulgence, 
we are still involved in this duality.  
 This duality is definitely related to Śa�kara’s understanding of Īśvara and māyā. 
Śa�kara explains about Īśvara and māyā—māyā stands for the non-manifest (avyāk�ta, 
avyakta) or the subtle body—as follows: 

The indestructible (ak�ara) is the non-manifest (avyāk�ta) [namely the subtle 
body or māyā], which is a kind of potentiality [belonging to] the seed of names 
and forms (nāma-rūpa-bīja-śakti-rūpa), which is the subtle of all the existents 
(bhūta-sūk�ma), which has Īśvara as its support (īśvara-āśraya), which is a 
limiting adjunct to Īśvara himself (tasya-eva-upādhi-bhūtam), and which is higher 
than all [other] modifications (sarvasmād-vikārāt-para�) but is itself unmodified. 
By declaring a difference through the statement, “superior to that superior 
[namely māyā]” (tasmāt-paratas-para�), the text shows that what is intended 
here to be spoken is the supreme self (parama-ātman).48 (B. Ś., 1.2.22) 

 In the context of the supreme knowledge (para-vidyā) (B. Ś., 4.2.13), Śa�kara 
denies our being abiders in two worlds in the common sense like “this world and heaven,” as 
he denies our self's departing from the subtle body and the path to follow, whether “the path 
to gods” (devayāna) or “the path to fathers” (pit�yāna). However, there is still an undeniable 
duality in our front, verily now and here. This dualistic vision about our subject, which is the 
basis of the differentiated manifestation (prapañca) of this world, and which is verily spoken 
of in the supreme knowledge (para-vidyā), should be understood as related to our modes of 
existence (avasthā). 
                                                       
 47 pūrvasiddhakart�tvabhokt�tvaviparīta� hi tri�vapi kāle�vakart�tvābhokt�tvasvarūpa� 
brahmāhamasmi neta� pūrvamapi kartā bhoktā vāhamāsa� nedānī� nāpi bhavi�yatkāla iti brahmavid- 
avagacchati. evameva ca mok�a upapadyate. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 4.1.13, 847-8) 
 48 ak�aramavyāk�ta� nāmarūpabījaśaktirūpa� bhūtasūk�mamīśvarāśraya� tasyaivopādhi- 
bhūta� sarvasmādvikārātparo yo'vikārastasmātparata� para iti bhedena vyapadiśātparamātmānamiha 
vivak�ita� darśayati. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 1.2.22, 191-2) 
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 The realization of the self-effulgence as the dissolution of the subtle body is just a 
relative immortality (āpek�ikam-am�tatvam) (B. Ś., 4.2.7) or an instantaneous liberation 
(sadyomukti) (B. Ś., 1.1.11) in the truest meaning. We are still involved in our undeniable 
duality. We, the embodied self along with this subtle body—is still involved in nescience 
(avidyā)—the subtle body as “food”—, the non-manifest (avyakta), or māyā, just as the first 
birthless self or the effulgent puru�a—the subtle body during its own dissolution—, although 
it does not undergo the change, it is still “the first creator (ādikart�) of existent things” (B. Ś., 
1.2.23), and the supreme self is “the eater” or “the consumer” (att�) (B. Ś., 1.2.9) of existent 
things. In this very manner, we, having essentially the subtle body which is “real,” 
“conscious,” and “self-effulgent,” become into existence in the transitory world in the true 
meaning. This is another meaning of the realization of the self-effulgence. 
 Therefore, it is not appropriate to think that liberation by stages (krama-mukti) 
would stand for our gradual proceeding to the absolute liberation. Such an understanding 
principally belongs to the thought of the path to follow (gati), whether the path of the gods 
(devayāna) or the path of the fathers (pit�yāna). It is more appropriate to think that Śa�kara 
points out the fact that the realization of the self-effulgence is still involved in the undeniable 
duality of our mode of existence (avasthā), as we have already seen. 
 Furthermore, even though the realization of the self-effulgence is definitely 
important in Śa�kara’s thought, it is not proper to say that this realization is the final view 
(siddhānta) held by Śa�kara, because even through the realization of this self-effulgence we 
can not yet understand the meaning of the supreme light. Then, in the true meaning, what is 
the supreme light? Or rather, what is the light in the heart, for Śa�kara as a Sa�nyāsin? 
 
 

The light in the heart 
 
 Śa�kara’s commentary on the Brahmasūtra is ended with “non-return of those who 
have the recourse to the qualified [Brahman]” (sagu�a-śara�ānā� ... anāv�tti�) (B. Ś., 
4.4.22). As we have already told, this qualified Brahman stands for Śa�kara himself, who 
realizes, embodies, or personalizes his own light in the heart, through the realization of the 
self-effulgence by the twofold-way-meditation, responding to the light which is presented by 
the Upani�ads. It is not appropriate to think that this qualified Brahman stands for the 
supreme Īśvara, which is in the true meaning just the supreme light (para� jyoti�) (B. Ś., 
4.4.19), which is presented by the Upani�ads, and which has obviously the unqualified 
aspect. We can not arrive at it in the truest meaning. Impossibility of our arriving at the 
unqualified is double. 

Therefore, it is to be understood that, just as not attaining the supreme Īśvara 
(parameśvara) possessing of two aspects (dvi-rūpe), one exists in the qualified 
aspect, and, even in the qualified aspect, not attaining the non-limited faculty 
(niravagraham-aiśvaryam), one exists in the limited faculty (sāvagraha).49 (B. Ś., 
4.4.19) 

 Does it mean that the knowledge of oneness of Brahman and the self (brahma- 
ātma-ekatva-vijñāna) (B. Ś., 1.1.4, B. Ś., 2.1.14) is compromised? Suppose that this 
oneness (ekatva) is understood as the appositional relationship (sāmānādhikara�ya) with 
the omniscient (sarvajña) and omnipresent (sarvagata) Brahman, our answer must be yes; 
because even through the realization of the self-effulgence along with “being” and 
“consciousness,” we can not say that we would stand in the appositional relationship with the 
omniscient and omnipresent Brahman. Śa�kara is never arrogant to say that this world 
would be the product of his heart or his mind. Śa�kara just says that our self-effulgence is 
realized through a kind of twofold-way-meditation, such as meditation upon the heart and 
meditation upon Brahman. On the contrary, it is a fact that we are born in the world where 

                                                       
 49 ataśca yathaiva dvirūpe parameśvare nirgu�a� rūpamanavāpya sagu�a evāvati��hanta 
eva� sagu�e'pi niravagrahamaiśvaryamanavāpya sāvagraha evāvati��hanta iti dra��avyam.. (Shastri, 
ed. B. Ś., 4.4.19, 904) 
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there exists already words before our birth. In this sense, we essentially exist within the 
words-world. Although Brahman is called the repository of the subtle, nevertheless, it is not 
proper to say that this repository belongs to my heart alone. 
 Moreover, it is not appropriate for us to establish the existential or conceptual 
relationship with the supreme Īśvara, except the relationship of our becoming the subsidiary 
of the knowledge, as it is explained in regard to knowledge of obligatory actions. This is the 
limitation, as far as we are also the self identified with (reflected on) the intellect 
(vijñānātman) or the embodied self. 
 In this sense, although the realization of self-effulgence can be said as the maturity 
(phala, paripāka, vipāka) of the knowledge of oneness of Brahman and the self, we can not 
say that the realization of the self-effulgence stands for this knowledge itself, as far as it 
stands for the appositional relationship with the omniscient and omnipresent Brahman. First 
of all, knowledge and meditation are different. Śa�kara explains this issue as follows: 

... Knowledge (jñānam) arises by itself (svayam) just as objects (vi�aya) [arise] 
or just as valid means of knowledge (pramā�a) [arise]. It is not [a fact] that, when 
an object (artha) is [already] established in a certain way by a certain valid means 
of knowledge (pramā�a), knowledge arises in the other way for a man who is 
directed (niyukta) [in that way]. On the contrary, even although [one realizes] “I 
am directed to [know this in a certain way]”, one may know it in the other way; this 
can not be knowledge (jñāna). What is it then? It is a mental act (mānasī kriyā) 
[namely meditation]. However, if it [a mental act] may arise verily by itself in the 
other way [than direction], it will be merely an error (bhrānti) [unless it is from the 
injunction].50 (B. Ś., 3.2.21) 

 It is sure that Śa�kara says that aha�-graha-upāsana brings us the maturity of the 
knowledge of Brahman and the self. As we have already seen, it is the realization of the 
self-effulgence as the third effulgence. However, it is not necessarily proper to say that this 
maturity of the knowledge as the realization of the self-effulgence stands for the appositional 
relationship with the omniscient and omnipresent Brahman. It must be a mental act, namely 
meditation, not knowledge. This is a limitation of our existence as the embodied self (jīva). 
 On the contrary, Śa�kara does not admit our appositional relationship with the 
omniscient or the omnipresent. Śa�kara strictly denies the establishment of our relationship 
with the omniscient—Īśvara, who has no body (aśarīra)—except the relationship of our 
becoming the subsidiary of the knowledge of the self, which is presented by the Upani�ads, 
either in the phase of the hermeneutics of the Upani�ads (śrava�a), or in the phase of the 
logical consideration (manana), or in the phase of knowledge of obligatory actions (karman), 
or in the phase of meditation (nididhyāsana). There is no bridge (setu) which we could 
establish between us and Īśvara—the light of the lights—.  
 However, from the viewpoint of meditation (upāsana), such an appositional 
relationship with the omniscient Īśvara is not the oneness (ekatva), but it is “ablation” 
(apavāda) (B. Ś., 3.3.9). 

Ablation (apavāda) means that, when a thing is [deeply] determined in a false 
idea (mithyā-buddhi) previously settled down, then a [new] idea—as it is 
(yathā-artha)—comes to drive away the false idea previously settled down. For 
instance, the idea of the self [previously settled down as] the aggregate of the 
body and the sense-organs is driven away (niv�t) by the idea of the self in the 
self itself (ātmany-eva-ātma-buddhi�)— as it is (yathā-artha)—which springs out 
(bhāvin) subsequently from [the instruction] “That thou art” (Chā. U., 6.8.7).51 (B. 

                                                       
 50 ... svayameva yathāvi�aya� yathāpramā�a� ca jñānamutpadyate. naca 
pramā�āntare�ānyathāprasiddhe'rthe'nyathājñāna� niyuktasyāpyupapadyate. yadi 
punarniyukto'hamityanyathā jñāna� kuryānna tu tajjñāna� ki� tarhi mānasī sā kriyā. svayameva 
cedanyathotpadyeta bhrāntireva syāt. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.2.21, 650) 
 51 apavādo nāma yatra kasmi�ścidvastuni pūrvanivi��āyā� mithyābuddhau niścitāyā� 
paścādupajāyamānā yathārthā buddhi� pūrvanivi��āyā mithyābuddhernivartikā bhavati. yathā 
dehendriyasa�ghāta ātmabuddhirātmanyevātmabuddhyā paścādbhāvinyā "tattvamasi" ityanayā 
yathārthabuddhyā nivartyate. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.3.9, 686-7) 
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Ś., 3.3.9)  
 In the phase of meditation, the oneness (ekatva) must be “the expression (the 
mode of existence) of the meaning without surplus (and without shortage)” (an-atirikta- 
artha-v�ttitva) (B. Ś., 3.3.9) like the synonymous words. Only in this point of view, although 
there is a complete discrimination between us—the embodied self—and Īśvara —as the 
supreme self who has no body—, rather verily because there is a complete discrimination 
between them, “the expression of the meaning without surplus (and without shortage)” can 
be realized, just like the self-effulgence is realized through “shining in imitation.” It must 
stand for the realization of self-effulgence through the twofold-way-meditation, by 
responding to the light of lights, which is presented by the Upani�ads. Only in this sense, we 
can say that “I am Brahman,” even though we are the embodied self and the supreme Īśvara 
(or the supreme Brahman) who has no body (aśarīratva) in the true meaning. This must be 
the maturity of the knowledge. 
 We want to say that ultimately Śa�kara has no intention to show what the 
unqualified Īśvara (or the unqualified Brahman) is, even though the unqualified is implied in 
the traditional line, as Śa�kara sometimes expresses the supreme Īśvara as the earlier 
(pūrva) (B. Ś., 3.2.41) or the oldest one (jye��ha) (B. Ś., 3.3.1) (B�. U., 6.1.1). It is not to be 
forgotten that the unqualified Brahman can be expressed only by “not this, not this” 
(neti-neti). Therefore, it is more proper to say that Śa�kara has just an intention to realize 
our true essences (svarūpa) or our true modes of existences (avasthā). However, if it is so, 
why should we have asked about the knowledge of oneness of the supreme self and the 
embodied self?  
 We want to understand that this issue is related to the difficulty of our question 
about our self. The answer always depends upon the form of its question. If we put into 
question our self in the relationship with animals or materials, the answer will be given in 
conformity with such a question. If we ask our self in our self itself, the answer can not help 
having a void content. Then, only when we put into question our self in the relationship with 
the supreme, the light of lights, we can see the self of us, lightened through that light. No, 
furthermore, we can understand ourselves as something to be realized or established by the 
light which should be found in our heart, by responding to the light, which is presented 
(upanyasta) by the Upani�ads. We want to conclude that, only in this meaning, the oneness 
of Brahman and the self can be the valid means of knowledge (pramā�a), which is 
presented by the Upani�ads; because Śa�kara definitely says in the context of the supreme 
knowledge that we, as the embodied self, should not depart from the subtle body; it means 
that our fastening to this subtle body is the only way to avoid our transitoriness, not our 
intending to be non-embodied in the true meaning.  
 Śa�kara expresses along with the Brahmasūtra that the supreme knowledge 
consists in not burning out nescience (avidyā), namely the subtle body. In the context of the 
very supreme knowledge, Śa�kara says as follows: 

From the specific meaning (viśe�a�a) of the aphorism, “Moreover, the 
immortality spoken of is one who has attained without burning nescience” (B. Ś., 
4.2.7), it is admitted that in the endless immortality (ātyantike-‘m�tatva) there is 
an absence of any path [to follow] (gati) and any departure [from the (subtle) 
body] (utkrānti).52 (B. Ś., 4.2.12) 

 This supreme knowledge is obviously correspondent to the verse of B�. U. 4.4.6, 
“His subtle body (prā�ā�) does not depart. Being Brahman, he gets absorbed in Brahman” 
(na tasya prā�ā utkrāmanti brahmaiva sanbrahmāpyeti). It is well-known that the word 
brahman, etymologically derived from a verbal root b�h or b��h—literally ‘grow,’ ‘expand,’ 
or ‘swell’—. In this sense, the word brahman is deeply related to the concept “body,” which is 
suitable for the words ‘grow, ‘expand,’ or ‘swell.’ We can not put into question Brahman apart 
from the subtle body, which is the original cause of our transitoriness and also the basis of 
our non-transitoriness. Thus, the supreme knowledge consists in the denial of burning out 

                                                       
 52 "am�tatva� cānupo�ya" ityato viśe�a�ādātyantike'm�tatve gatyutkrāntyor- 
abhāvo'bhyupagata�. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 4.2.12, 863) 
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“nescience” and the denial of path to follow. 
Now, so far as the knower of Brahman is concerned, there occurs no excitement 
through the mention about the path [to follow]; because that [Brahman or 
liberation] is [already] established through him [whose the self] is to be known by 
itself namely non-separately, being driven together along with knowledge [of 
Brahman] (vidyā-samarpita), and standing by itself. Moreover, it can not be 
reasonably understood that the knowledge (vijñāna) [of Brahman], which is a 
non-produced result (asādhana-phala) and a presentation (nivedana) of 
liberation (ni�śreyasa) as an ever established fact (nitya-siddha), would 
somehow depend on the path [to follow].53 (B. Ś., 4.3.14)  

 Here we found the important conclusion of Śa�kara’s thought; Our 
non-transitoriness consists neither in our searching for the non-embodied, nor in our burning 
out our subtle body, nor in our searching for the path to other worlds. It consists in 
establishing this subtle body as the mental fires (sā�pādikā� agnaya�) (B. Ś., 3.3.44, 
3.3.50) endlessly (sarvadā) (B. Ś., 3.3.44), not as “food” (anna). As far as the subtle body is 
regarded as our mental food consciously or unconsciously, it is opposite to the 
enlightenment or the illumination (vidyā). The subtle body must be kept as the mental fires. 
 Although Śa�kara does not simply ignore the world of the elements and the world 
of the gods—which should be understood in the traditional line—, and although Śa�kara’s 
thought is deeply grounded in the Vedic tradition, nevertheless Śa�kara refutes the blind 
dependence upon the tradition. In this sense, Śa�kara’s thought includes a kind of retreat 
battle from such worlds. In this point of view, Śa�kara definitely parts company with the 
Chāndogya. Śa�kara says as follows: 

“Just for this reason,” namely, just because his desire is not fruitless, the man of 
knowledge becomes the self ruler (an-anya-adhipati) [literally, no another ruler], 
it means, none but him becomes the ruler [over himself]. Indeed, even the 
ordinary man (prāk�ta), having desire [something], does not desire another 
rulership than himself, [only] when there is a path; the Upani�ads shows this, 
“Then, after having found out (anuvidya) this self and the desire for truth, they 
depart from here [this world] and move with pleasure in all the worlds” (Chā. U., 
8.1.6).54 (B. Ś., 4.4.9) 

 The self-rulership must be another maturity of the knowledge of the self, but it can 
not be resorted through the dependence upon the tradition, which is related to the world of 
elements and the world of gods. The knower of the qualified Brahman along with the 
supreme Brahman can not follow the path to any other worlds. In this very way, we should 
get rid of the enjoyment of fruits in another world. The truth (satya) does not stand for the 
path to such worlds, for Śa�kara as a Sa�nyāsin. 
 While, in the Vedic tradition, the truth (satya) also stands for fire (tejas), water (ap, 
āpas), earth (anna, p�thivī)—which is the gross—, and wind (vāyu) or air (akāśa)—which is 
the subtle, these are understood by Śa�kara as speech (vāc)—which is a representative of 
the senses or the organs—, prā�a (vital force, life), mind (manas) or intellect (buddhi), and 
the subtle body (li�gātman, prā�a, puru�a, sūk�ma) respectively. The maturity of the 
knowledge of oneness of Brahman and the self consists in neither the blind subjective 
intuition nor the dependence on the tradition. The knowledge of oneness of Brahman and 
the self is the valid means of knowledge (pramā�a) presented by the Upani�ads, through 
which we should put into question the meaning of our existence and the meaning of our life 
along with our essential limiting adjuncts. The truth is neither that which is to be found out, 
nor that which is to be searched for, but that which is to be realized, embodied, or personified, 
                                                       
 53 tatra prarocana� tāvadbrahmavido na gatyuktyā kriyate. svasa�vedyenaivāvyavahitena 
vidyāsamarpitena svāsthyena tatsiddhe�. naca nityasiddhani�śreyasanivedanasyāsādhyaphalasya 
vijñānasya gatyanucintane kācidapek�opapadyate. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 4.3.14, 889) 
 54 ata eva cāvandhyasa�kalpatvādananyādhipatirvidvānbhavati nāsyānyo'dhipatirbhavatīty- 
artha�. na hi prāk�to'pi sa�kalpayannanyasvāmikatvamātmana� satyā� gatau sa�kalpayati. śrutiścaitad- 
darśayati -- "atha ya ihātmānamanuvidya vrajantyetā�śca satyānkāmā�ste�ā� sarve�u loke�u 
kāmacāro bhavati" iti.. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 4.2.12, 897-8) 
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by responding to the light presented by the Upani�ads. 
 Therefore, the subtle body must be kept, as the mental fires (sā�pādikā� 
agnaya�) (B. Ś., 3.3.44, 3.3.50), not as the food (anna). As we have already told, although 
Śa�kara intends to be meditative, he does not easily meditate. Needless to say, Śa�kara 
does not easily meditate depending upon symbols, as far as the meditations depending 
upon symbols bring about only the worldly and imaginary results. Śa�kara easily neither eat 
nor consume it; very because we are involved in our original transitoriness in such a manner 
as we are both the food and the eater.  
 However, the subtle body must be kept through the meditation of the knower of 
Brahman, along with control of the mind and control the sense and organs (śama-dama) and 
so on. Śa�kara explains the meditation of the knower of Brahman, namely puru�a 
meditation or puru�a sacrifice (puru�a-vidyā, puru�a-yajña) as follows:  

The Taittirīakas also imagine (k�p) some puru�a sacrifice (puru�a-yajña) which 
starts thus; “that [very] one who knows [Brahman] thus, [meditates] himself as 
the sacrifice, the [embodied] self as the sacrificer, faith as the wife” and so on. 
(Tai. Ā. 6.52.1,55 Nārā. 80).56 (B. Ś., 3.3.24) 

 In order to keep this subtle body as mental fires through the meditation of the 
knower of Brahman, we still need something. It must be our self, the embodied self (jīva, 
dehin, śārira) or the self-identified with the intellect (vijñānātman). This embodied self (dehin, 
śārira, jīva)—which is the basis of the control of the mind and control of the sense and 
organs (śama-dama) as the strict self-given duty—should be kept but as the light 
(jyotis)—neither “shadow” nor “agency”—. It must be the light (tapas). Therefore, we want to 
say that Śa�kara’s meditativeness consists in asceticism or a kind of quietism in the true 
meaning. Desiring for liberation (mumuk�utva) (B. Ś., 1.1.1) consists in puru�a sacrifice, 
control of the mind and control of the senses and organs, and so on. We want to conclude 
that Śa�kara is a Sa�nyāsin in the fullest sense, who lives his ascetic life as a symbol or an 
example of Brahman as the light of lights which is presented by the Upani�ads, holding the 
light in his heart (h�dy-antar-jyoti�). 

                                                       
 55 According to Gambhirananda, the verse of Tai. Ā. 6.52.1 continues thus; “the body is the fuel, 
the chest the altar, the bundle of Kūśa is the tuft of hair on the head; the heart is the sacrificial stake, desire 
is ghee, anger is the animal, austerity is fire, the quietening self-control is dak�inā (payment to the priest), 
speech is the priest called Hotā (pourer of the oblation), Prā�a is the priest Udgatā, the eye is the priest 
Adhvaryu, the mind is the Brahmā.” See Gambhirananda, trans. Brahmasūtrabhā�ya of Śa�karācārya, 
685f. 
 56 taittirīyakā api ka�cit puru�ayajña� kalpayanti -- "tasyaiva�vidu�o yajñasyātmā yajamāna� 
śraddhā patnī" ityetenānuvākena. (Shastri, ed. B. Ś., 3.3.24, 709) 
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CHAPTER 7 

 
CONCLUSION 

 
 The word adhyāsa (superimposition)—together with sa�patti, adhyāropa, and so 
on—is almost a synonym of “meditation” (upāsana, nididhyāsana, samādhi) in Śa�kara’s 
thought. Śa�kara defines this concept as “superimposition of the idea of something on 
something else” in general, but we want to conclude that this concept adhyāsa is related to 
our understanding of our existence (bhāva) or our modes of existence (avasthā). It is true 
that Śa�kara sometimes explains this concept as something related to an epistemological 
or psychological theory of error, as a ground or a presupposition of our behavior, or as a kind 
of meditation—which is called adhyāsa-rūpa—. However, these explanations belong to the 
preparatory phases in Śa�kara’s thought, where the concept “superimposition” is not put 
into question in its true meaning. Roughly speaking, the preparatory phases consist of “the 
hermeneutics of the Upani�ads” (śrava�a), “the logical consideration based on the 
scriptures” (manana), and “knowledge of obligatory actions.” These phases are 
correspondent to the investigation of the meaning of para (the supreme), the clarification of 
the meaning of svarūpa or svabhāva (essence or one’s own nature), and the consideration 
about the relationship of knowledge (or meditation) and obligatory actions. 
 In the first preparatory phase, we have seen that there are two trends in Śa�kara’s 
thought. In this study, we began with defining these two trends as the transcendental aspect 
(svarūpa-lak�a�ā) and the transcendent aspect (ta�astha-lak�a�ā). The transcendental 
thought or the discriminatory knowledge (viveka-vijñāna) is the main trend of Śa�kara’s 
thought. It prevents us from the pure and vain speculation and suggests us the importance of 
our experience. However, the difficulty of Śa�kara’s thought consists in that this 
transcendental thought again consists of the phases. At least, the transcendental thought 
has a kind of gap between the logical consideration (manana) and meditation (nididhyāsana), 
and this gap is considered as the transcendent aspect, which is first presented as belonging 
to the sphere of the false ignorance (mithyā-‘jñāna), but which has a crucial significance; 
because there is no way for us to go straight from the phase of the logical consideration to 
the phase of meditation. 
 The arguments about the transcendental thought or the discriminatory knowledge 
in the phase of the logical consideration are deeply based on the thought presented by the 
Chāndogya, especially Uddālaka Āru�i’s instruction. According to Śa�kara’s commentary, 
we understand that this transcendental thought has a vivid impact even for our present 
readers of the Upani�ads. It is to be noted that Śa�kara refutes the ontological argument, 
the cosmological argument, and the teleological argument about the eternal, based on the 
discriminatory knowledge (viveka-vijñāna). In this point of view, we want to highly evaluate 
Paul Duessen’s suggestion about the transcendental thought which we can find in the 
Upani�ads and Śa�kara’s commentary on the Brahmasūtra. However, this transcendental 
thought should not be mixed up between the phase of the logical consideration based on the 
scriptures (manana) and the phase of meditation (nididhyāsana), although both of these two 
phases are deeply related to the transcendental. As we have seen in the fifth chapter, we 
should consider the reason why Śa�kara criticizes the tendency of the Chāndogya which is 
apt to find out the true meaning of the transcendental in the phase of the logical 
consideration, such as the knowledge “being” (sat). 
 It is verily through the transcendent aspect of para that Śa�kara drives a wedge 
between these two phases of the transcendental. As Śa�kara emphasizes Brahman (or 
Īśvara) as “dam” or “bridge” (setu), this transcendent aspect of Brahman (or Īśvara) makes 
us stand in the existential relationship with the transitory things and makes us severely stand 
opposite to the transitory things which are generally defined as limiting adjuncts (upādhi) in 
Śa�kara’s thought, so that we becomes to be involved in actions, whether obligatory actions 
or meditations. It is not appropriate to think that this transcendent factor has just a 
complementary role for the logical consideration, although the issue of agency (kart�tva) 
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belongs to the sphere of the false ignorance (mithyā-‘jñāna). When Śa�kara criticizes the 
meditations of the Chāndogya Upani�ad in contrast with the meditations of the 
B�hadāra�yaka Upani�ad, what Śa�kara reads through the Upani�ads is a voice that 
commands us to live Sa�nyāsin’s life together with the strict self-given duty, such as “control 
of the mind and control of the senses and organs” (śama-dama) and so on, even though this 
strict self-given duty should be discriminated from obligatory actions as “duty for duty” of the 
rational ritualists, the Pūrvamīmā�sā. 
 Śa�kara’s thought culminates in the phase of meditation (nididhyāsana, upāsana, 
samādhi).The issue of meditation consists in our question about our existence (bhāva) or 
our modes of existence (avasthā). In Śa�kara’s thought, our existence is related to rather 
the subtle (amūrta) than the gross. The subtle, which is also called the subtle body 
(li�ga-ātman), consists of names or symbols. Needless to say, Śa�kara’s thought in the 
sphere of meditation is not to be considered from the viewpoint of linguistic. On the contrary, 
Śa�kara seems to suggest that through such a viewpoint we can not even understand what 
symbols are. “Superimposition”—together with “name” (or “name-giving”) (nama-dheya, 
vyavahāra), “limiting adjunct” (upādhi), and “symbol” (pratīka)—is a key word to approach 
the realization of our existence or our modes of existence. 
 In Śa�kara’s thought, the realization of our existence or our modes of existence is 
deeply related to the concept “effulgence” (jyoti��va). This effulgence does not stand for the 
conceptual and existential relationship with the eternal, as we have seen in the fourth 
chapter “Meaning of Svarūpa.” Although this effulgence is expressed by “essence” or “one’s 
own nature” (svarūpa, svabhāva), it stands for neither substance nor attribute of substance, 
but our modes of existence (bhāva, avasthā, avasthiti, sthāna). In this sense, the concepts 
“being” (sat, sattā) and “consciousness” (cit, caitanya), even though they are eternal (or 
beginningless) (nitya), are possibly related to the transitory things as our modes of existence. 
Therefore, from the viewpoint of our modes of existence, or from the viewpoint of the subtle 
body, “being” is related to “name” (or “name-giving”) or “behavior” (vyavahāra) as 
“self-identification” (abhivimāna, abhimāna) to the substratum (āśraya, prak�ti) among the 
various limiting adjuncts or the existential factors, and “consciousness” stands for 
“manifestation” (āvirbhāva, abhini�patti)—or rather “reflection” upon limiting adjuncts 
(upādhi)—, and, in this manner, we are verily involved in the birth or the origination (janma, 
utpatti, ārambha�a) and the maintenance (sthiti) respectively.  
 The phase of meditation is also related to the transcendental. However, the 
effulgence put into question in this phase is different from such effulgence as “being” or 
“consciousness.” It is the third effulgence or the self-effulgence (svaya�-jyoti�). Moreover, 
this self-effulgence has two aspects; namely, one aspect is the dissolution (pralaya, 
pravilaya) of the subtle or the subtle body, and another aspect is the creation of a symbol 
(pratīka). Śa�kara asserts that this self-effulgence is only realized through the twofold-way- 
meditation or aha�-graha-upāsana. Needless to say, this meditation should not be mixed up 
with the meditations based on symbols, such as the imaginary thoughts, the worldly devotion 
or worship, and so on. Śa�kara intends to be meditative in order to put into question the 
meaning of the oneness of Brahman and the self—which should be understood as the 
self-effulgence—, but, however strange it sounds, he does not easily meditate depending on 
symbols.  
 What Śa�kara puts into question through the twofold-way-meditation or aha�- 
graha-upāsana is a meaning of his existential life as a Sa�nyāsin or a meaning of “religious 
austerity” (tapas). The theme of the dissolution of “names and forms,” “actions,” and so 
on—which stand for this multifarious and transitory world as limiting adjuncts—is not related 
to the limiting adjuncts themselves, but to the aggregateness (sa�hatatva) of the limiting 
adjuncts or of something constituted by the limiting adjuncts. In other words, it is a trial to 
re-accept the various limiting adjuncts or existential factors, such as the body, the mind, the 
intellect, and so on. Or it is a trial to re-realize our relationship—or our modes of existence 
(avasthā)—with this multifarious and transitory world, being based on “religious austerity.” 
Limiting adjuncts (upādhi) are neither accessories of our existence, nor instruments of our 
actions, nor something to be rejected in order to establish our pure substance. They are that 
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which our true effulgence or our self-effulgence appears along with. It is that which Śa�kara 
puts into question in regard to the topic “symbol” (pratīka). 
 It is a fact that we are born surrounded by the various limiting adjuncts or existential 
factors, such as names and forms, the body, the intellect, and so on. These limiting adjuncts 
are something superimposed by someone. We do not put into question who has 
superimposed them, as Śa�kara does not put into question it. It is a vain speculation to 
search this origin or deny this fact speculatively. As far as some limiting adjuncts are based 
on imaginary meditations, Śa�kara practically stands opposite to them and tries to get rid of 
them in his actual and existential life—not in a speculative way—. In this sense, Śa�kara 
lives together with “control of the mind and control the senses and organs” and so on, which 
is the strict self-given duty of Sa�nyāsins. However, in this stage, Śa�kara can not arrive at 
the complete realization of the knowledge of the oneness of Brahman and the self. The 
complete realization is to re-accept or re-realize our relationship with our limiting adjuncts, 
such as names and forms, the body, the intellect, and so on. It is only possible by 
re-superimposing the limiting adjuncts by ourselves. As a Sa�nyāsin, Śa�kara can not 
accept such superimposition (or meditation), as far as it brings about the imaginary and 
transitory results. However, Śa�kara admits this superimposition, as far as it means his 
making himself live as a Sa�nyāsin—or the qualified Brahman—in his actual and existential 
life, responding to the light which is presented by the Upani�ads. This must be the meaning 
of “the shining in imitation” (anubhāna) or “the self-effulgence” (svaya�- jyoti�). We want to 
conclude that this is the complete realization (samyag-darśana) of the transcendental. 
 However, at the same time, the transcendent aspect of Brahman should be still 
kept. As we have seen in the fifth chapter “Meaning of Ta�astha,” this aspect is based on the 
arguments about obligatory actions. Śa�kara as a Sa�nyāsin can not accept his staying in 
the sphere of “duty for duty,” because we can not realize the true meaning of “religious 
austerity” (tapas) in this sphere, even though Śa�kara admits the validity of the knowledge 
of obligatory actions as “duty for duty” in our actual social life. Śa�kara can not accept the 
view that “religious austerity”, such as “control of the minds and control of the senses and 
organs,” and so on, stands for only an obligatory action. It must be “light” (jyotis). It must be 
“light” (tapas) in the true meaning (paramārthatas). 
 It is evident that Śa�kara’s thought is turning around the knowledge of the oneness 
of Brahman and the self. In Śa�kara’s final view, this oneness stands for “the becoming of 
existence of the supreme self as the embodied self.” We understand this oneness as “the 
shining in imitation” or “the self-effulgence,” which Śa�kara wants to realize or embody, 
based on his own light in the heart, responding to the light presented by the Upani�ads. This 
oneness should be mixed up with neither the oneness of the individual, nor the oneness as a 
pure and vain category, nor “being,” nor “consciousness.” 
 
 This study is not aimed to criticize Śa�kara’s thought in his commentary on the 
Brahmasūtra, but to try to understand Śa�kara’s thought from his traditional and cultural 
background. However, at the same time, this study is not aimed to glorify Śa�kara’s thought. 
We can not help hesitating to accept the view that Śa�kara’s thought is only a way to 
understand the Upani�adic thought. In fact, the content of the Upani�ads is very broad and 
multifarious, and very plentiful. Rather, we want to think that the Upani�adic thought should 
be also studied from the other views, because our suffering in this transitory and existential 
life is so deep. 
 Nevertheless, we want to say that Śa�kara’s thought, especially in regard to the 
discriminatory knowledge (viveka-vijñāna) or meditation (upāsana), is worthy of our 
investigation even from the viewpoint of our present life. The author of this study, as one who 
has also the Upani�adic thought as his cultural background even only through Mahāyāna 
Buddhism, wants to further deepen his understanding of it, paying respects to Śa�kara’s 
investigation. 
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Suggestion 
 
 Śa�kara’s thought is indeed characterized by a kind of quietism or a kind of 
pessimism, still, it consists in investigating a meaning of liberation (mok�a), beatitude 
(ni�śreyasa), or bliss (ānanda) in the midst of our transitory and existential life, even though 
it is undertaken exclusively from the viewpoint of the ascetic life. In this sense, Śa�kara is 
surely one of the followers of the Upani�ads. However, there are possibly the other 
approaches to the Upani�adic thought, such as the Sā�khya, Buddhism, and so on. They 
seem to provide another aspect of the Upani�adic thought, especially in regard to our 
suffering in this transitory and existential life. Besides, as for our further investigation of 
Śa�kara’s thought, we need to study his other works, especially his commentaries on the 
Upani�ads and so on, and probably we also need to study some Brāhma�as, such as the 
Śatapatha Brāhma�a—where Yājñavalkya, one of the most important seers for Śa�kara’s 
thought, plays a significant role—and so on. 
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1.2.4  karmakart�vyapadeśācca 

1.2.5  śabdaviśe�āt 

1.2.6  sm�teśca 

1.2.7  arbhakaukastvāttadvyapadeśācca neti cenna 
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1.3.5  bhedavyapadeśāt 

1.3.6  prakara�āt 

1.3.7  sthityadanābhyā� ca 

1.3.8 bhūmādhikara�am bhūmā sa�prasādādadhyupadeśāt 

1.3.9  dharmopapatteśca 

1.3.10 ak�arādhikara�am ak�aramambarāntadh�te� 

1.3.11  sā ca praśāsanāt 

1.3.12  anyabhāvavyāv�tteśca 

1.3.13 īk�atikarmādhikara�am īk�atikarmavyapadeśātsa� 

1.3.14 daharādhikara�am dahara uttarebhya� 

1.3.15  gatiśabdābhyā� tathāhi d���a� li�ga� ca 

1.3.16  dh�teśca mahimno'syāsminnupalabdhe� 

1.3.17  prasiddheśca 

1.3.18  itaraparāmarśātsa iti cennāsambhavāt 

1.3.19  uttarāccedāvirbhūtasvarūpastu 

1.3.20  anyārthaśca parāmarśa� 

1.3.21  alpaśruteriti cettaduktam 

1.3.22 anuk�tyadhikara�am anuk�testasya ca 

1.3.23  apica smaryate 

1.3.24 pramitādhikara�am śabdādeva pramita� 

1.3.25  h�dyapek�ayā tu manu�yādhikāratvāt 

1.3.26 devatādhikara�am taduparyapi bādarāya�a� sa�bhavāt 

1.3.27  virodha� karma�īti cennānekapratipatterdarśanāt 

1.3.28  śabda iti cennāta� prabhavātpratyak�ānumānābhyām 

1.3.29  ata eva ca nityatvam 

1.3.30  samānanāmarūpatvācca v�ttāvapyavirodho 
darśanātsm�teśca 

1.3.31  madhvādi�vasambhavādanadhikāra� jaimini� 

1.3.32  jyoti�i bhāvācca 

1.3.33  bhāva� tu bādarāya�o'sti hi 

1.3.34 apaśūdrādhikara�am śugasya tadanādaraśrava�āttadādrava�ātsūcyate hi 

1.3.35  k�atriyatvagateścottaratra caitrarathena li�gāt 

1.3.36  sa�skāraparāmarśāttadabhāvābhilāpācca 

1.3.37  tadabhāvanirdhāra�e ca prav�tte� 
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1.3.39 kampanādhikara�am kampanāt 
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1.3.41 arthāntaratvādivyapadeśādhikara�am ākāśo'rthāntaratvādivyapadeśāt 

1.3.42 su�uptyutkrāntyadhikara�am su�uptyutkrāntyorbhedena 
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1.3.43  patyādiśabdebhya� 

1.4.1 ānumānikādhikara�am ānumānikamapyeke�āmiti cenna 
śarīrarūpakavinyastag�hīterdarśayati ca  

1.4.2  sūk�ma� tu tadarhatvāt 

1.4.3  tadadhīnatvādarthavat 

1.4.4  jñeyatvāvacanācca 

1.4.5  vadatīti cenna prājño hi prakara�āt 

1.4.6  trayā�āmeva caivamupanyāsa� praśnaśca 

1.4.7  mahadvacca 

1.4.8 camasādhikara�am camasavadaviśe�āt 

1.4.9  jyotirupakramā tu tathā hyadhīyata eke 

1.4.10  kalpanopadeśācca madhvādivadavirodha� 

1.4.11 sa�khyopasa�grahādhikara�am na sa�khyopasa�grahādapi nānābhāvādatirekācca 

1.4.12  prā�ādayo vākyaśe�āt 

1.4.13  jyoti�aike�āmasatyanne 

1.4.14 kāra�atvādhikara�am kāra�atvena cākāśādi�u yathāvyapadi��okte� 

1.4.15  samākar�āt 

1.4.16 bālākyadhikara�am jagadvācitvāt 

1.4.17  jīvamukhyaprā�ali�gānneti cettadvyākhyātam 

1.4.18  anyārtha� tu jaimini� praśnavyākhyānābhyāmapi 
caivameke 

1.4.19 vākyānvayādhikara�am vākyānvayāt 

1.4.20  pratijñāsiddherli�gamāśmarathya� 

1.4.21  utkrami�yata eva�bhāvādityau�ulomi� 

1.4.22  avasthiteriti kāśak�tsna� 

1.4.23 prak�tyadhikara�am prak�tiśca pratijñād���āntānuparodhāt 

1.4.24  abhidhyopadeśācca 

1.4.25  sāk�āccobhayāmnānāt 

1.4.26  ātmak�te� pari�āmāt 

1.4.27  yoniśca hi gīyate 

1.4.28 sarvavyākhyānādhikara�am etena sarve vyākhyātā vyākhyātā� 

2.1.1 sm�tyadhikara�am sm�tyanavakāśado�aprasa�ga iti 
cennānyasm�tyanavakāśado�aprasa�gāt  

2.1.2  itare�ā� cānupalabdhe� 

2.1.3 yogapratyuktyadhikara�am etena yoga� pratyukta� 

2.1.4 vilak�a�atvādhikara�am na vilak�a�atvādasya tathātva� ca śabdāt 

2.1.5  abhimānivyapadeśastu viśe�ānugatibhyām 

2.1.6  d�śyate tu 

2.1.7  asaditi cenna prati�edhamātratvāt 
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2.1.8  apītau tadvatprasa�gādasamañjasam 

2.1.9  na tu d���āntabhāvāt 

2.1.10  svapak�ado�ācca 

2.1.11  tarkāprati��hānādapyanyathānumeyamiticedevamapy- 
avimok�aprasa�ga� 

2.1.12 śi��āparigrahādhikara�am etena śi��āparigrahā api vyākhyātā� 

2.1.13 bhoktrāpattyadhikara�am bhoktrāpatteravibhāgaścetsyāllokavat 

2.1.14 ārambha�ādhikara�am tadananyatvamārambha�aśabdādibhya� 

2.1.15  bhāve copalabdhe� 

2.1.16  sattvāccāvarasya 

2.1.17  asadvyapadeśānneti cenna dharmāntare�a vākyaśe�āt 

2.1.18  yukte� śabdāntarācca 

2.1.19  pa�avacca 

2.1.20  yathā ca prā�ādi 

2.1.21 itaravyapadeśādhikara�am itaravyapadeśāddhitākara�ādido�aprasakti� 

2.1.22  adhika� tu bhedanirdeśāt 

2.1.23  aśmādivacca tadanupapatti� 

2.1.24 upasa�hāradarśanādhikaramam upasa�hāradarśanānneti cenna k�īravaddhi 

2.1.25  devādivadapi loke 

2.1.26 k�tsnaprasaktyadhikara�am k�tsnaprasaktirniravayavatvaśabdakopo vā 

2.1.27  śrutestu śabdamūlatvāt 

2.1.28  ātmani caiva� vicitrāśca hi 

2.1.29  svapak�ado�ācca 

2.1.30 sarvopetādhikara�am sarvopetā ca taddarśanāt 

2.1.31  vikara�atvānneti cettaduktam 

2.1.32 prayojanavattvādhikara�am na prayojanavattvāt 

2.1.33  lokavattu līlākaivalyam 

2.1.34 vai�amyanairgh��yādhikara�am vai�amyanairgh��ye na sāpek�atvāttathāhi darśayati 

2.1.35  na karmāvibhāgāditi cennānāditvāt 

2.1.36  upapadyate cāpyupalabhyate ca 

2.1.37 sarvadharmopapattyadhikara�am sarvadharmopapatteśca 

2.2.1 racanānupapattyadhikara�am racanānupapatteśca nānumānam  

2.2.2  prav�tteśca 

2.2.3  payombuvaccettatrāpi 

2.2.4  vyatirekānavasthiteścānapek�atvāt 

2.2.5  anyatrābhāvācca na t��ādivat 

2.2.6  abhyupagame'pyarthābhāvāt 

2.2.7  puru�āśmavaditi cettathāpi 

2.2.8  a�gitvānupapatteśca 
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2.2.9  anyathānumitau ca jñaśaktiviyogāt 

2.2.10  viprati�edhāccāsamañjasam 

2.2.11 mahaddīrghādhikara�am mahaddīrghavadvā hrasvaparima��alābhyām 

2.2.12 paramā�ujagadakāra�atvādhikara�a
m 

ubhayathāpi na karmātastadabhāva� 

2.2.13  samavāyābhyupagamācca sāmyādanavasthite� 

2.2.14  nityameva ca bhāvāt 

2.2.15  rūpādimattvācca viparyayo darśanāt 

2.2.16  ubhayathā ca do�āt 

2.2.17  aparigrahāccātyantamanapek�ā 

2.2.18 samudāyādhikara�am samudāya ubhayahetuke'pi tadaprāpti� 

2.2.19  itaretarapratyayatvāditi cennotpattimātranimittatvāt 

2.2.20  uttarotpāde ca pūrvanirodhāt 

2.2.21  asati pratijñoparodho yaugapadyamanyathā 

2.2.22  pratisa�khyā'pratisa�khyānirodhāprāptiravicchedāt 

2.2.23  ubhayathā ca do�āt 

2.2.24  ākāśe cāviśe�āt 

2.2.25  anusm�teśca 

2.2.26  nāsato'd���atvāt 

2.2.27  udāsīnānāmapi caiva� siddhi� 

2.2.28 abhāvādhikara�am nābhāva upalabdhe� 

2.2.29  vaidharmyācca na svapnādivat 

2.2.30  na bhāvo'nupalabdhe� 

2.2.31  k�a�ikatvācca 

2.2.32  sarvathānupapatteśca 

2.2.33 ekasminnasa�bhavādhikara�am naikasminnasa�bhavāt 

2.2.34  eva� cātmā'kātsnryam 

2.2.35  naca paryāyādapyavirodho vikārādibhya� 

2.2.36  antyāvasthiteścobhayanityatvādaviśe�a� 

2.2.37 patyadhikara�am patyurasāmañjasyāt 

2.2.38  sambandhānupapatteśca 

2.2.39  adhi��hānānupapatteśca 

2.2.40  kara�avaccenna bhogādibhya� 

2.2.41  antavattvamasarvajñatā vā 

2.2.42 utpattyasa�bhavādhikara�am utpattyasambhavāt 

2.2.43  naca kartu� kara�am 

2.2.44  vijñānādibhāve vā tadaprati�edha� 

2.2.45  viprati�edhācca 

2.3.1 viyadadhikara�am na viyadaśrute�  

2.3.2  asti tu 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 

             105 

2.3.3  gau�yasa�bhavāt 

2.3.4  śabdācca 

2.3.5  syāccaikasya brahmaśabdavat 

2.3.6  pratijñā'hāniravyatirekācchabdebhya� 

2.3.7  yāvadvikāra� tu vibhāgo lokavat 

2.3.8 mātariśvādhikara�am etena mātariśvā vyākhyāta� 

2.3.9 asa�bhavādhikara�am asambhavastu sato'nupapatte� 

2.3.10 tejo'dhikara�am tejo'tastathāhyāha 

2.3.11 abadhikara�am āpa� 

2.3.12 p�thivyadhikārādhikara�am p�thivyadhikārarūpaśabdāntarebhya� 

2.3.13 tadabhidhyānādhikara�am tadabhidhyānādeva tu talli�gātsa� 

2.3.14 viparyayādhikara�am viparyaye�a tu kramo'ta upapadyate ca 

2.3.15 antarāvijñānādhikara�am antarā vijñānamanasī krame�a talli�gāditi cennāviśe�āt

2.3.16 carācaravyapāśrayādhikara�am carācaravyapāśrayastu syāttadvyapadeśo 
bhāktastadbhāvabhāvitvāt 

2.3.17 ātmādhikara�am nātmā'śruternityatvācca tābhya� 

2.3.18 jñādhikara�am jño'ta eva 

2.3.19 utkrāntigatyadhikara�am utkrāntigatyāgatīnām 

2.3.20  svātmanā cottarayo� 

2.3.21  nā�uratacchruteriti cennetarādhikārāt 

2.3.22  svaśabdonmānābhyā� ca 

2.3.23  avirodhaścandanavat 

2.3.24  avasthitivaiśe�yāditi cennābhyupagamāddh�di hi 

2.3.25  gu�ādvā lokavat 

2.3.26  vyatireko gandhavat 

2.3.27  tathāca darśayati 

2.3.28  p�thagupadeśāt 

2.3.29  tadgu�asāratvāttu tadvyapadeśa� prājñavat 

2.3.30  yāvadātmabhāvitvācca na do�astaddarśanāt 

2.3.31  pu�stvādivattvasya sato'bhivyaktiyogāt 

2.3.32  nityopalabdhyanupalabdhiprasa�go'nyataraniyamo 
vā'nyathā 

2.3.33 kartradhikara�am kartā śāstrārthavattvāt 

2.3.34  vihāropadeśāt 

2.3.35  upādānāt 

2.3.36  vyapadeśācca kriyāyā� na cennirdeśaviparyaya� 

2.3.37  upalabdhivadaniyama� 

2.3.38  śaktiviparyayāt 

2.3.39  samādhyabhāvācca 
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2.3.40 tak�ādhikara�am yathā ca tak�obhayathā 

2.3.41 parāyattādhikara�am parāttu tacchrute� 

2.3.42  k�taprayatnāpek�astu 
vihitaprati�iddhāvaiyarthyādibhya� 

2.3.43 a�śādhikara�am a�śo nānāvyapadeśādanyathā cāpi 
dāśakitavāditvamadhīyata eke 

2.3.44  mantravar�ācca 

2.3.45  apica smaryate 

2.3.46  prakāśādivannaiva� para� 

2.3.47  smaranti ca 

2.3.48  anujñāparihārau dehasa�bandhājjyotirādivat 

2.3.49  asa�tateścāvyatikara� 

2.3.50  ābhāsa eva ca 

2.3.51  ad���āniyamāt 

2.3.52  abhisa�dhyādi�vapi caivam 

2.3.53  pradeśāditicennāntarbhāvāt 

2.4.1 prā�otpattyadhikara�am tathā prā�ā�  

2.4.2  gau�yasa�bhavāt 

2.4.3  tatprākśruteśca 

2.4.4  tatpūrvakatvādvāca� 

2.4.5 saptagatyadhikara�am sapta gaterviśe�itatvācca 

2.4.6  hastādayastu sthite'to naivam 

2.4.7 prā�ā�utvādhikara�am a�avaśca 

2.4.8 prā�aśrai��hyādhikara�am śre��haśca 

2.4.9 vāyukriyādhikara�am na vāyukriye p�thagupadeśāt 

2.4.10  cak�urādivattu tatsahaśi��yādibhya� 

2.4.11  akara�atvācca na do�astathāhi darśayati 

2.4.12  pañcav�ttirmanovadvyapadiśyate 

2.4.13 śre��hā�utvādhikara�am a�uśca 

2.4.14 jyotirādyadhikara�am jyotirādyadhi��hāna� tu tadāmananāt 

2.4.15  prā�avatā śabdāt 

2.4.16  tasya ca nityatvāt 

2.4.17 indriyādhikara�am ta indriyā�i tadvyapadeśādanyatra śre��hāt 

2.4.18  bhedaśrute� 

2.4.19  vailak�a�yācca 

2.4.20 sa�jñāmūrtik�ptyadhikara�am sa�jñāmūrtik�ptistu triv�tkurvata upadeśāt 

2.4.21  mā�sādi bhauma� yathāśabdamitarayośca 

2.4.22  vaiśe�yāttu tadvādastadvāda� 

3.1.1 tadantarapratipattyadhikara�am tadantarapratipattau ra�hati sa�pari�vakta� 
praśnanirūpa�ābhyām  
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3.1.2  tryātmakatvāttu bhūyastvāt 

3.1.3  prā�agateśca 

3.1.4  agnyādigatiśruteriti cenna bhāktatvāt 

3.1.5  prathame'śrava�āditi cenna tā eva hyupapatte� 

3.1.6  aśrutatvāditi cenne��ādikāri�ā� pratīte� 

3.1.7  bhākta� vānātmavittvāttathāhi darśayati 

3.1.8 k�tātyayādhikara�am k�tātyaye'nuśayavānd���asm�tibhyā� 
yathetamaneva� ca 

3.1.9  cara�āditi cennopalak�a�ārtheti kār��ājini� 

3.1.10  ānarthakyamiti cenna tadapek�atvāt 

3.1.11  suk�tadu�k�te eveti tu bādari� 

3.1.12 ani��ādikāryadhikara�am ani��ādikāri�āmapi ca śrutam 

3.1.13  sa�yamane tvanubhūyetare�āmārohāvarohau 
tadgatidarśanāt 

3.1.14  smaranti ca 

3.1.15  apica sapta 

3.1.16  tatrāpi ca tadvyāpārādavirodha� 

3.1.17  vidyākarma�oriti tu prak�tatvāt 

3.1.18  na t�tīye tathopalabdhe� 

3.1.19  smaryate'pica loke 

3.1.20  darśanācca 

3.1.21  t�tīyaśabdāvarodha� sa�śokajasya 

3.1.22 sābhāvyāpattyadhikara�am sābhāvyāpattirupapatte� 

3.1.23 nāticirādhikara�am nāticire�a viśe�āt 

3.1.24 anyādhi��hitādhikara�am anyādhi��hite�u pūrvavadabhilāpāt 

3.1.25  aśuddhamiti cenna śabdāt 

3.1.26  reta�sigyogo'tha 

3.1.27  yone� śarīram 

3.2.1 sa�dhyādhikara�am sa�dhye s���irāha hi  

3.2.2  nirmātāra� caike putrādayaśca 

3.2.3  māyāmātra� tu kātsnryenānabhivyaktasvarūpatvāt 

3.2.4  sūcakaśca hi śruterācak�ate ca tadvida� 

3.2.5  parābhidhyānāttu tirohita� tato hyasya 
bandhaviparyayau 

3.2.6  dehayogādvā so'pi 

3.2.7 tadabhāvādhikara�am tadabhāvo nā�ī�u tacchruterātmani ca 

3.2.8  ata� prabodho'smāt 

3.2.9 karmānusm�tiśabdavidhyadhikara�am sa eva tu karmānusm�tiśabdavidhibhya� 

3.2.10 mugdhādhikara�am mugdhe'rdhasa�patti� pariśe�āt 
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3.2.11 ubhayali�gādhikara�am na sthānato'pi parasyobhayali�ga� sarvatra hi 

3.2.12  na bhedāditi cenna pratyekamatadvacanāt 

3.2.13  apicaivameke 

3.2.14  arūpavadeva hi tatpradhānatvāt 

3.2.15  prakāśavaccāvaiyarthyāt 

3.2.16  āha ca tanmātram 

3.2.17  darśayati cātho api smaryate 

3.2.18  ata eva copamā sūryakādivat 

3.2.19  ambuvadagraha�āttu na tathātvam 

3.2.20  v�ddhihrāsabhāktvamantarbhāvādubhayasāmañjasyād-
evam 

3.2.21  darśanācca 

3.2.22 prak�taitāvattvādhikara�am prak�taitāvattva� hi prati�edhati tato bravīti ca bhūya� 

3.2.23  tadavyaktamāha hi 

3.2.24  api ca sa�rādhane pratyak�ānumānābhyām 

3.2.25  prakāśādivaccāvaiśe�ya� prakāśaśca 
karma�yabhyāsāt 

3.2.26  ato'nantena tathāhi li�gam 

3.2.27  ubhayavyapadeśāttvahiku��alavat 

3.2.28  prakāśāśrayavadvā tejastvāt 

3.2.29  pūrvavadvā 

3.2.30  prati�edhācca 

3.2.31 parādhikara�am paramata� 
setūnmānasambandhabhedavyapadeśebhya� 

3.2.32  sāmānyāttu 

3.2.33  buddhyartha� pādavat 

3.2.34  sthānaviśe�ātprakāśādivat 

3.2.35  upapatteśca 

3.2.36  tathānyaprati�edhāt 

3.2.37  anena sarvagatatvamāyāmaśabdādibhya� 

3.2.38 phalādhikara�am phalamata upapatte� 

3.2.39  śrutatvācca 

3.2.40  dharma� jaiminirata eva 

3.2.41  pūrva� tu bādarāya�o hetuvyapadeśāt 

3.3.1 sarvavedāntapratyayādhikara�am sarvavedāntapratyaya� codanādyaviśe�āt  

3.3.2  bhedānneti cennaikasyāmapi 

3.3.3  svādhyāyasya tathātvena hi samācāre'dhikārācca 
savavacca tanniyama� 

3.3.4  darśayati ca 
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3.3.5 upasa�hārādhikara�am upasa�hāro'rthābhedādvidhiśe�avatsamāne ca 

3.3.6 anyathātvādhikara�am anyathātva� śabdāditi cennāviśe�āt 

3.3.7  na vā prakara�abhedātparovarīyastvādivat 

3.3.8  sa�jñātaścettaduktamasti tu tadapi 

3.3.9 vyāptyādhikara�am vyāpteśca samañjasam 

3.3.10 sarvābhedādhikara�am sarvābhedādanyatreme 

3.3.11 ānandādyadhikara�am ānandādaya� pradhānasya 

3.3.12  priyaśirastvādyaprāptirupacayāpacayau hi bhede 

3.3.13  itare tvarthasāmānyāt 

3.3.14 ādhyānādhikara�am ādhyānāya prayojanābhāvāt 

3.3.15  ātmaśabdācca 

3.3.16 ātmag�hītyadhikara�am ātmag�hītiritaravaduttarāt 

3.3.17  anvayāditi cetsyādavadhāra�āt 

3.3.18 kāryākhyānādhikara�am kāryākhyānādapūrvam 

3.3.19 samānādhikara�am samāna eva� cābhedāt 

3.3.20 sa�bandhādhikara�am sa�bandhādevamanyatrāpi 

3.3.21  na vā viśe�āt 

3.3.22  darśayati ca 

3.3.23 sa�bh�tyadhikara�am sa�bh�tidyuvyāptyapi cāta� 

3.3.24 puru�avidyādhikara�am puru�avidyāyāmiva cetare�āmanāmnānāt 

3.3.25 vedhādyadhikara�am vedhādyarthabhedāt 

3.3.26 hānyadhikara�am hānau tūpāyanaśabdaśe�atvātkuśācchandastuty- 
upagānavattaduktam 

3.3.27 sā�parāyādhikara�am sā�parāye tartavyābhāvāttathā hyanye 

3.3.28  chandata ubhayāvirodhāt 

3.3.29 gaterarthavattvādhikara�am gaterarthavattvamubhayathā'nyathāhi virodha� 

3.3.30  upapannastallak�a�ārthopalabdherlokavat 

3.3.31 aniyamādhikara�am aniyama� sarvāsāmavirodha� śabdānumānābhyām 

3.3.32 yāvadadhikārādhikara�am yāvadadhikāramavasthitirādhikārikā�ām 

3.3.33 ak�aradhyadhikara�am ak�aradhiyā� tvavarodha� 
sāmānyatadbhāvābhyāmaupasadavattaduktam 

3.3.34 iyadadhikara�am iyadāmananāt 

3.3.35 antaratvādhikara�am antarā bhūtagrāmavatsvātmana� 

3.3.36  anyathā bhedānupapattiriti cennopadeśāntaravat 

3.3.37 vyatihārādhikara�am vyatihāro viśi��anti hītaravat 

3.3.38 satyādyadhikara�am saiva hi satyādaya� 

3.3.39 kāmādyadhikara�am kāmādītaratra tatra cāyatanādibhya� 

3.3.40 ādarādhikara�am ādarādalopa� 

3.3.41  upasthite'tastadvacanāt 
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3.3.42 tannirdhāra�ādhikara�am tannirdhāra�āniyamastadd���e� 
p�thagghyapratibandha� phalam 

3.3.43 pradānādhikara�am pradānavadeva taduktam 

3.3.44 li�gabhūyastvādhikara�am li�gabhūyastvāttaddhi balīyastadapi 

3.3.45  pūrvavikalpa� prakara�ātsyātkriyā mānasavat 

3.3.46  atideśācca 

3.3.47  vidyaiva tu nirdhāra�āt 

3.3.48  darśanācca 

3.3.49  śrutyādibalīyastvācca na bādha� 

3.3.50  anubandhādibhya� prajñāntarap�thaktvavadd���aśca 
taduktam 

3.3.51  na sāmānyādapyupalabdherm�tyuvannahi lokāpatti� 

3.3.52  pare�a ca śabdasya tādvidhya� 
bhūyastvāttvanubandha� 

3.3.53 śarīrebhāvādhikara�am eka ātmana� śarīre bhāvāt 

3.3.54  vyatirekastadbhāvābhāvitvānna tūpalabdhivat 

3.3.55 a�gāvabaddhādhikara�am a�gāvabaddhāstu na śākhāsu hi prativedam 

3.3.56  mantrādivadvā'virodha� 

3.3.57 bhūmajyāyastvādhikara�am bhūmna� kratuvajjyāyastva� tathāhi darśayati 

3.3.58 śabdādibhedādhikara�am nānā śabdādibhedāt 

3.3.59 vikalpādhikara�am vikalpo'viśi��aphalatvāt 

3.3.60 kāmyādhikara�am kāmyāstu yathākāma� samuccīyeranna vā 
pūrvahetvabhāvāt 

3.3.61 yathāśrayabhāvādhikara�am a�ge�u yathāśrayabhāva� 

3.3.62  śi��eśca 

3.3.63  samāhārāt 

3.3.64  gu�asādhāra�yaśruteśca 

3.3.65  na vā tatsahabhāvāśrute� 

3.3.66  darśanācca 

3.4.1 puru�ārthādhikara�am puru�ārtho'ta� śabdāditi bādarāya�a�  

3.4.2  śe�atvātpuru�ārthavādo yathā'nye�viti jaimini� 

3.4.3  ācāradarśanāt 

3.4.4  tacchrute� 

3.4.5  samanvārambha�āt 

3.4.6  tadvato vidhānāt 

3.4.7  niyamācca 

3.4.8  adhikopadeśāttu bādarāya�asyaiva� taddarśanāt 

3.4.9  tulya� tu darśanam 

3.4.10  asārvatrikī 
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3.4.11  vibhāga� śatavat 

3.4.12  adhyayanamātravata� 

3.4.13  nāviśe�āt 

3.4.14  stutaye'numatirvā 

3.4.15  kāmakāre�a caike 

3.4.16  upamarda� ca 

3.4.17  ūrdhvareta�su ca śabde hi 

3.4.18 parāmarśādhikara�am parāmarśa� jaiminiracodanā cāpavadati hi 

3.4.19  anu��heya� bādarāya�a� sāmyaśrute� 

3.4.20  vidhirvā dhāra�avat 

3.4.21 stutimātrādhikara�am stutimātramupādānāditi cennāpūrvatvāt 

3.4.22  bhāvaśabdācca 

3.4.23 pāriplavādhikara�am pāriplavārthā iti cenna viśe�itatvāt 

3.4.24  tathā caikavākyatopabandhāt 

3.4.25 agnīndhanādyadhikara�am ata eva cāgnīndhanādyanapek�ā 

3.4.26 sarvāpek�ādhikara�am sarvāpek�ā ca yajñādiśruteraśvavat 

3.4.27  śamadamādyupeta� syāttathāpi tu 
tadvidhestada�gatayā te�āmavaśyānu��heyatvāt 

3.4.28 sarvānnānumatyadhikara�am sarvānnānumatiśca prā�ātyaye taddarśanāt 

3.4.29  abādhācca 

3.4.30  apica smaryate 

3.4.31  śabdaścāto'kāmakāre 

3.4.32 āśramakarmādhikara�am vihitatvāccāśramakarmāpi 

3.4.33  sahakāritvena ca 

3.4.34  sarvathāpi ta evobhayali�gāt 

3.4.35  anabhibhava� ca darśayati 

3.4.36 vidhurādhikara�am antarā cāpi tu tadd���e� 

3.4.37  api ca smaryate 

3.4.38  viśe�ānugrahaśca 

3.4.39  atastvitarajjyāyo li�gācca 

3.4.40 tadbhūtādhikara�am tadbhūtasya tu nātadbhāvo jaiminerapi 
niyamātadrūpābhāvebhya� 

3.4.41 ādhikārikādhikara�am na cādhikārikamapi patanānumānāttadayogāt 

3.4.42  upapūrvamapi tveke bhāvamaśanavattaduktam 

3.4.43 bahiradhikara�am bahistūbhayathāpi sm�terācārācca 

3.4.44 svāmyadhikara�am svāmina� phalaśruterityātreya� 

3.4.45  ārtvijyamityau�ulomistasmai hi parikriyate 

3.4.46  śruteśca 
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3.4.47 sahakāryantaravidhyadhikara�am sahakāryantaravidhi� pak�e�a t�tīya� tadvato 
vidhyādivat 

3.4.48  k�tsnabhāvāttu g�hi�opasa�hāra� 

3.4.49  maunavaditare�āmapyupadeśāt 

3.4.50 anāvi�kārādhikara�am anāvi�kurvannanvayāt 

3.4.51 aihikādhikara�am aihikamapyaprastutapratibandhe taddarśanāt 

3.4.52 muktiphalādhikara�am eva� muktiphalāniyamastadavasthāvadh�tes- 
tadavasthāvadh�te� 

4.1.1 āv�ttyadhikara�am āv�ttirasak�dupadeśāt  

4.1.2  li�gācca 

4.1.3 ātmatvopāsanādhikara�am ātmeti tūpagacchanti grāhayanti ca 

4.1.4 pratīkādhikara�am na pratīke nahi sa� 

4.1.5 brahmad���yadhikara�am brahmad���irutkar�āt 

4.1.6 ādityādimatyadhikara�am ādityādimatayaścā�ga upapatte� 

4.1.7 āsīnādhikara�am āsīna� sa�bhavāt 

4.1.8  dhyānācca 

4.1.9  acalatva� cāpek�ya 

4.1.10  smaranti ca 

4.1.11 ekāgratādhikara�am yatraikāgratā tatrāviśe�āt 

4.1.12 āprāya�ādhikara�am ā prāya�āttatrāpi hi d���am 

4.1.13 tadadhigamādhikara�am tadadhigama uttarapūrvāghayoraśle�avināśau 
tadvyapadeśāt 

4.1.14 itarāsa�śle�ādhikara�am itarasyāpyevamasa�śle�a� pāte tu 

4.1.15 anārabdhādhikara�am anārabdhakārye eva tu pūrve tadavadhe� 

4.1.16 agnihotrādyadhikara�am agnihotrādi tu tatkāryāyaiva taddarśanāt 

4.1.17  ato'nyāpi hyeke�āmubhayo� 

4.1.18 vidyājñānasādhanatvādhikara�am yadeva vidyayeti hi 

4.1.19 itarak�apa�ādhikara�am bhogena tvitare k�apayitvā sa�padyate 

4.2.1 vāgadhikara�am vā�manasi darśanācchabdācca  

4.2.2  ata eva ca sarvā�yanu 

4.2.3 manodhikara�am tanmana� prā�a uttarāt 

4.2.4 adhyak�ādhikara�am so'dhyak�e tadupagamādibhya� 

4.2.5  bhūte�u tacchrute� 

4.2.6  naikasmindarśayato hi 

4.2.7 ās�tyupakramādhikara�am samānā cās�tyupakramādam�tatva� cānupo�ya 

4.2.8 sa�sāravyapadeśādhikara�am tadā'pīte� sa�sāravyapadeśāt 

4.2.9  sūk�ma� pramā�ataśca tathopalabdhe� 

4.2.10  nopamardenāta� 

4.2.11  asyaiva copapattere�a ū�mā 
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4.2.12 prati�edhādhikara�am prati�edhāditi cenna śārīrāt 

4.2.13  spa��o hyeke�ām 

4.2.14  smaryate ca 

4.2.15 vāgādilayādhikara�am tāni pare tathā hyāha 

4.2.16 avibhāgādhikara�am avibhāgo vacanāt 

4.2.17 tadokodhikara�am tadokograjvalana� tatprakāśitadvāro 
vidyāsāmarthyāttacche�agatyanusm�tiyogācca 
hārdānug�hīta� śatādhikayā 

4.2.18 raśmyadhikara�am raśmyanusārī 

4.2.19  niśi neti cenna sa�bandhasya 
yāvaddehabhāvitvāddarśayati ca 

4.2.20 dak�i�āyanādhikara�am ataścāyane'pi dak�i�e 

4.2.21  yogina� prati ca smaryate smārte caite 

4.3.1 arcirādyadhikara�am arcirādinā tatprathite�  

4.3.2 vāyvadhikara�am vāyumabdādaviśe�aviśe�ābhyām 

4.3.3 ta�idadhikara�am ta�ito'dhi varu�a� sa�bandhāt 

4.3.4 ātivāhikādhikara�am ātivāhikāstalli�gāt 

4.3.5  ubhayavyāmohāttatsiddhe� 

4.3.6  vaidyutenaiva tatastacchrute� 

4.3.7 kāryādhikara�am kārya� bādarirasya gatyupapatte� 

4.3.8  viśe�itatvācca 

4.3.9  sāmīpyāttu tadvyapadeśa� 

4.3.10  kāryātyaye tadadhyak�e�a sahāta� paramabhidhānāt 

4.3.11  sm�teśca 

4.3.12  para� jaiminirmukhyatvāt 

4.3.13  darśanācca 

4.3.14  naca kārye pratipattyabhisa�dhi� 

4.3.15 apratīkālambanādhikara�am apratīkālambanānnayatīti bādarāya�a 
ubhayathā'do�āttatkratuśca 

4.3.16  viśe�a� ca darśayati 

4.4.1 sa�padyāvirbhāvādhikara�am sa�padyāvirbhāva� svenaśabdāt  

4.4.2  mukta� pratijñānāt 

4.4.3  ātmā prakara�āt 

4.4.4 avibhāgena d���atvādhikara�am avibhāgena d���atvāt 

4.4.5 brāhmādhikara�am brāhme�a jaiminirupanyāsādibhya� 

4.4.6  cititanmātre�a tadātmakatvādityau�ulomi� 

4.4.7  evamapyupanyāsātpūrvabhāvādavirodha� 
bādarāya�a� 

4.4.8 sa�kalpādhikara�am sa�kalpādeva tu tacchrute� 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 

             114 

4.4.9  ata eva cānanyādhipati� 

4.4.10 abhāvādhikara�am abhāva� bādarirāha hyevam 

4.4.11  bhāva� jaiminirvikalpāmananāt 

4.4.12  dvādaśāhavadubhayavidha� bādarāya�o'ta� 

4.4.13  tanvabhāve sa�dhyavadupapatte� 

4.4.14  bhāve jāgradvat 

4.4.15 pradīpādhikara�am pradīpavadāveśastathā hi darśayati 

4.4.16  svāpyayasa�pattyoranyatarāpek�amāvi�k�ta� hi 

4.4.17 jagadvyāpārādhikara�am jagadvyāpāravarja� prakara�ādasa�nihitatvācca 

4.4.18  pratyak�opadeśāditi cennādhikārikama��alasthokte� 

4.4.19  vikārāvarti ca tathāhi sthitimāha 

4.4.20  darśayataścaiva� pratyak�ānumāne 

4.4.21  bhogamātrasāmyali�gācca 

4.4.22  anāv�tti� śabdādanāv�tti� śabdāt 
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INDEX OF QUOTATIONS IN THE BRAHMASŪTRA-ŚĀ�KARABHĀ�YA  
 
 This index is not based on a complete investigation about quotations in the 
Brahmasūtra-śā�karabhā�ya, but it is based on a brief survey about the quotations which 
have explicit references in “Brahmasūtra Śā�karabhā�yam : with Commentaries : 
Bhā�yaratna-prabhā of Govindānanda, Bhāmātī of Vācaspatimiśra, Nyāyanir�aya of 
Ānandagiri” (Shastri, ed. 1980). Besides, in this thesis, the way to give chapter and verse for 
the passages of the Upani�ads is based on “The Principal Upani�ads” of Radhakrishnan 
(Radhakrishnan, ed. trans. 1953). Therefore, this index gives also the correspondence of 
chapter and verse between this thesis and Shastri’s edition. 
 
 

Abbreviations 
 
 Ai. Ā.  Aitreya Āra�yaka  (ai. ā.; ai. āra.)1 

Ai. Brā.  Aitareya Brāhma�a (ai. brā.) 
Ai. U.  Aitareya Upani�ad (ai.; aita.; aita. u.; ai. ā.2) 
B�. U.  B�hadāra�yaka Upani�ad (b�.; b�ha.; 
vājasaneyibrāhma�opa.) 
Brahmabi�du U. Brahmabi�du Upani�ad (bra. bi�.) 
Brahmasūtra Brahmasūtra    (bra.; bra. sū.) 
Chā. U.  Chāndogya Upani�ad (chā.; chāndo.) 
Dharma Sū. Āpastamba Dharma Sūtra or 
  Dharma Sūtra  (dha. sū.) 
Gau�apāda Kā. Gau�apāda Kārikā   (gau�apā. kāri.; mā��ū.) 
Gī.  Bhagavadgītā  (gī.; bha. gī.; bhaga.) 
Ī. U.  Īśa Upani�ad or 
  Īśāvāsya Upani�ad   (ī.; īśā.) 
Jābāla U.  Jābāla Upani�ad  (jā.; jābā.) 
Jai. Sū.  Jaimini Sūtra or 
  Pūrva-mīma�sā Sūtra (jai.; jai. a.; jai. sū.) 
 
Ka. U.  Ka�ha Upani�ad or 
  Kā�haka Upani�ad (ka.; kā.; ka�ha.; kā�ha.) 
Kaivalya U. Kaivalya Upani�ad   (kaivalya.) 
Kau. U.  Kau�ītaki-brāhma�a Upani�ad or 
  Kau�ītākī Upani�ad  (kau.; kau. brā.; kau�ī.; kau�īta.) 
Ke. U.  Kena Upani�ad  (ke.; kena.) 
Ma. Bhā. Mahābhārata  (ma. bhā.) 
Mā. U.  Mā��ūkya Upani�ad (mā��ū) 
Manu  Manu or 
  Mānava-dharma-śāstra (manu) 
Muktikā U. Muktikā Upani�ad   (mukti.; muktiko.) 
Mu. U.  Mu��aka Upani�ad (mu.; mu��a.) 
Nārāya�a U. Nārāya�a Upani�ad (nārā.) 
Nyāya Sū. Nyāya Sūtra  (nyā. sū.; nyāyasū.) 
Pā�ini Sū. Pā�ini Sūtra  (pā.; pā. sū.) 
Pra. U.  Praśna Upani�ad  (pra.; praśna.) 
�. Sa�  �g-veda Sa�hitā  (�. sa�.) 

                                                       
 1 Abbreviations in the brackets are of Shastri’s edition.  
 2 The forth, fifth, and sixth chapters of the second āra�yaka of the Aitareya Āra�yaka are 
regarded as the Aitareya Upani�ad. 
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Śa. Brā.  Śatapatha Brāhma�a3 (śa. brā.; śa. pa. brā.; śata. brā.) 
�a�vi�śa Brā. �a�vi�śa Brāhma�a4 (�a�vi�śa. brā.) 
Sā�khya Kā. Sā�khya Kārika  (sā�khyakā.) 
Śve. U.  Śvetāśvatara Upani�ad (śve.; śvetā.) 
Tā��ya Brā. Tā��ya Brāhma�a or 
  Pañcavi�śa Brāhma�a5 (tā��ya. brā.) 
Tai. Ā.  Taittirīya Āra�yaka (tai. ā.) 
Tai. Brā.  Taittrīya Brāhma�a (tai. brā.) 
Tai. Sa�. Taittrīya Sa�hitā  (tai. sa�.) 
Tai. U.  Taittirīya Upani�ad (tai.; taitti.) 
Vaiśe�ika Śū. Vaiśe�ika Sūtra  (vai.; vai. sū.) 
Yoga Sū. Yoga Sūtra or 
  Pātañjala Yoga Sūtra (yo. sū.; pāta. yoga. sū.) 

                                                       
 3 The Śatapatha Brāhma�a is attached to the Vājasaneyi Sa�hitā (or White Yajur-veda). This 
Brāhma�a is preserved in two schools (śākhā), Mādhyamdina and Kā�va. 
 4 The �a�vi�śa Brāhma�a belongs to the Sāma-vedā (being a supplement to the Pañca-vi�śa 
Brāhma�a and regarded as the 26th section of it). 
 5 The Tā��ya Brāhma�a, consisting of 25 books, is also called the Pañcavi�śa Brāhma�a. 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 



 
             

118 

 References 
of quotations 
in this theisis 

References 
of quotations 
in Shastri’s edition 

1.1.1 Chā. U. 8.1.6 ( chāndo. 8.1.6 ) 

1.1.1 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( taitti. 2.1 ) 

1.1.1 Tai. U. 3.1.1 ( taitti. 3.1 ) 

1.1.2 Tai. U. 3.1.1 ( taitti. 3.1 ) 

1.1.2 B�. U. 2.4.5 ( b�ha. 2.4.5 ) 

1.1.2 Chā. U. 6.14.2 ( chāndo. 6.14.2 ) 

1.1.2 Tai. U. 3.1.1 ( taitti. 3.1 ) 

1.1.2 Tai. U. 3.6.1 ( taitti. 3.6 ) 

1.1.3 B�. U. 2.4.10 ( b�ha. 2.4.10 ) 

1.1.3 Jai. Sū. 1.2.1 ( jai. sū. 1.2.1 ) 

1.1.3 Jai. Sū. 1.2.7 ( jai. sū. 1.2.7 ) 

1.1.4 Chā. U. 6.2.1 ( chāndo. 6.2.1 ) 

1.1.4 Ai. U. 1.1.1 ( aita. 1.1.1 ) 

1.1.4 B�. U. 2.5.19 ( b�ha. 2.5.19 ) 

1.1.4 Mu. U. 2.2.12 ( mu��a. 2.2.11 ) 

1.1.4 B�. U. 2.4.14 ( b�ha. 2.4.14 ) 

1.1.4 Chā. U. 6.8.7 ( chāndo. 6.8.7 ) 

1.1.4 Jai. Sū. 1.1.5 ( jai. sū. 1.1.5 ) 

1.1.4 Jai. Sū. 1.1.25 ( jai. sū. 1.1.25 ) 

1.1.4 Jai. Sū. 1.2.1 ( jai. sū. 1.2.1 ) 

1.1.4 B�. U. 2.4.5 ( b�ha. 2.4.5 ) 

1.1.4 Chā. U. 8.7.1 ( chāndo. 8.7.1 ) 

1.1.4 B�. U. 1.4.7 ( b�. 1.4.7 ) 

1.1.4 B�. U. 1.4.15 ( b�. 1.4.15 ) 

1.1.4 Mu. U. 3.2.9 ( mu��a. 3.2.9 ) 

1.1.4 B�. U. 2.4.5 ( b�ha. 2.4.5 ) 

1.1.4 Jai. Sū. 1.1.1 ( jai. sū. 1.1.1 ) 

1.1.4 Chā. U. 5.10.5 ( chāndo. 5.10.5 ) 

1.1.4 Chā. U. 8.12.1 ( chāndo. 8.12.1 ) 

1.1.4 Ka. U. 1.2.22 ( kā�ha. 1.2.22 ) 

1.1.4 Mu. U. 2.1.2 ( mu��a. 2.1.2 ) 

1.1.4 B�. U. 4.3.15 ( b�ha. 4.3.15 ) 

1.1.4 Ka. U. 1.2.14 ( ka. 2.14 ) 

1.1.4 Mu. U. 3.2.9 ( mu��a. 3.2.9 ) 

1.1.4 Mu. U. 2.2.9 ( mu��a. 2.2.8 ) 

1.1.4 Tai. U. 2.9.1 ( taitti. 2.9 ) 

1.1.4 B�. U. 4.2.4 ( b�ha. 4.2.4 ) 

1.1.4 B�. U. 1.4.10 ( vājasaneyibrāhma�opa. 
1.4.10 ) 

1.1.4 Ī. U. 7 ( īśā. 7 ) 

1.1.4 B�. U. 1.4.10 ( b�ha. 1.4.10 ) 

1.1.4 Pra. U. 6.8 ( pra. 6.8 ) 

1.1.4 Chā. U. 7.1.3 ( chāndo. 7.1.3 ) 

1.1.4 Chā. U. 7.26.2 ( chāndo. 7.26.2 ) 

1.1.4 Nyāya Sū. 1.1.2 ( nyā. sū. 1.1.2 ) 

1.1.4 B�. U. 3.1.9 ( b�ha. 3.1.9 ) 

1.1.4 Chā. U. 3.18.1 ( chāndo. 3.18.1 ) 

1.1.4 Chā. U. 3.19.1 ( chāndo. 3.19.1 ) 

1.1.4 Chā. U. 4.3.1 ( chāndo. 4.3.1,3 ) 

1.1.4 Chā. U. 4.3.3 ( chāndo. 4.3.1,3 ) 

1.1.4 Chā. U. 6.8.7 ( chāndo. 6.8.7 ) 

1.1.4 B�. U. 1.4.10 ( b�ha. 1.4.10 ) 

1.1.4 B�. U. 2.5.19 ( b�ha. 2.5.19 ) 

1.1.4 Mu. U. 2.2.9 ( mu��a. 2.2.8 ) 

1.1.4 Mu. U. 3.2.9 ( mu��a. 3.2.9 ) 

1.1.4 Ke. U. 1.3 ( kena. 1.3. ) 

1.1.4 B�. U. 2.4.14 ( b�ha. 2.4.14 ) 

1.1.4 Ke. U. 1.5 ( kena. 1.4 ) 

1.1.4 Ke. U. 2.3 ( kena. 2.3 ) 

1.1.4 B�. U. 3.4.2 ( b�ha. 3.4.2 ) 

1.1.4 Mu. U. 3.1.1 ( mu��a. 3.1.1 ) 

1.1.4 Ka. U. 1.3.4 ( kā�ha. 1.3.4 ) 

1.1.4 Śve. U. 6.11 ( śvetā. 6.11 ) 

1.1.4 Ī. U. 8 ( īśā. 8 ) 

1.1.4 Ai. Brā. 3.8.1 ( ai. brā. 3.8.1 ) 

1.1.4 Chā. U. 5.7.1 ( chāndo. 5.7,8.1 ) 

1.1.4 Chā. U. 5.8.1 ( chāndo. 5.7,8.1 ) 

1.1.4 B�. U. 2.4.6 ( b�ha. 2.4.6 ) 

1.1.4 B�. U. 4.5.15 ( b�ha. 4.5.15 ) 

1.1.4 B�. U. 2.5.19 ( b�ha. 2.5.19 ) 

1.1.4 B�. U. 4.4.12 ( b�ha. 4.4.12 ) 

1.1.4 Gī. 15.20 ( bha. gī. 15.20 ) 

1.1.4 B�. U. 3.9.26 ( b�ha. 3.9.26 ) 

1.1.4 Ka. U. 1.3.11 ( kā�ha. 1.3.11 ) 

1.1.4 B�. U. 3.9.26 ( b�ha. 3.9.26 ) 

1.1.4 Chā. U. 8.12.1 ( chāndo. 8.12.1 ) 

1.1.4 B�. U. 4.4.7 ( b�ha. 4.4.7 ) 

1.1.4 Gī. 2.54 ( bha. gī. 2.54 ) 

1.1.4 Jai. Sū. 4.1.1 ( jai. 4.1.1 ) 

1.1.4 Gī. 14.17 ( gī. 14.17 ) 

1.1.5 Chā. U. 6.2.1 ( chāndo. 6.2.1 ) 

1.1.5 Chā. U. 6.2.3 ( chāndo. 6.2.3 ) 

1.1.5 Ai. U. 1.1.1 ( aita. 1.1.1 ) 

1.1.5 Pra. U. 6.3 ( praśna. 6.3 ) 

1.1.5 Mu. U. 1.1.9 ( mu��a. 1.1.9 ) 
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1.1.5 Śve. U. 6.8 ( śvetā. 6.8 ) 

1.1.5 Śve. U. 3.19 ( śvetā. 3.19 ) 

1.1.5 B�. U. 3.7.23 ( b�ha. 3.7.23 ) 

1.1.5 Brahmasūtra 2.1.4 ( bra. 2.1.4 ) 

1.1.5 Chā. U. 6.2.3 ( chāndo. 6.2.3,4 ) 

1.1.5 Chā. U. 6.2.4 ( chāndo. 6.2.3,4 ) 

1.1.6 Chā. U. 6.2.1 ( chāndo. 6.2.1,3 ) 

1.1.6 Chā. U. 6.2.3 ( chāndo. 6.2.1,3 ) 

1.1.6 Chā. U. 6.3.2 ( chāndo. 6.3.2 ) 

1.1.6 Chā. U. 6.14.3 ( chāndo. 6.14.3 ) 

1.1.7 Chā. U. 6.14.2 ( chāndo. 6.14.2 ) 

1.1.7 Ai. Ā. 2.1.2.6 ( ai. āra. 2.1.2.6 ) 

1.1.8 Chā. U. 6.1.2 ( chā. 6.1.2-6 ) 

1.1.8 Chā. U. 6.1.3 ( chā. 6.1.2-6 ) 

1.1.8 Chā. U. 6.1.4 ( chā. 6.1.2-6 ) 

1.1.8 Chā. U. 6.1.5 ( chā. 6.1.2-6 ) 

1.1.8 Chā. U. 6.1.6 ( chā. 6.1.2-6 ) 

1.1.9 Chā. U. 6.8.1 ( chā. 6.8.1 ) 

1.1.9 Chā. U. 8.3.3 ( chā. 8.3.3 ) 

1.1.9 Chā. U. 6.8.3 ( chā. 6.8.3,5 ) 

1.1.9 Chā. U. 6.8.5 ( chā. 6.8.3,5 ) 

1.1.9 B�. U. 4.3.21 ( b�ha. 4.3.21 ) 

1.1.10 Kau. U. 3.3 ( kau. 3.3 ) 

1.1.10 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1 ) 

1.1.10 Chā. U. 7.26.1 ( chā. 7.26.1 ) 

1.1.10 Pra. U. 3.3 ( pra. 3.3 ) 

1.1.11 Śve. U. 6.9 ( śve. 6.9 ) 

1.1.11 B�. U. 4.5.15 ( b�ha. 4.5.15 ) 

1.1.11 Chā. U. 7.24.1 ( chā. 7.24.1 ) 

1.1.11 Tai. Ā. 3.12.7 ( tai. ā. 3.12.7 ) 

1.1.11 Śve. U. 6.19 ( śve. 6.19 ) 

1.1.11 B�. U. 2.3.6 ( b�. 2.3.6 ) 

1.1.11 B�. U. 3.8.8 ( b�. 3.8.8 ) 

1.1.11 Chā. U. 3.14.1 ( chā. 3.14.1 ) 

1.1.11 Gī. 8.6 ( gī. 8.6 ) 

1.1.11 Ai. Ā. 2.3.2.1 ( ai. ā. 2.3.2.1 ) 

1.1.11 Gī. 10.41 ( gī. 10.41 ) 

1.1.11 Brahmasūtra 1.1.22 ( bra. 1.1.22 ) 

1.1.12 Tai. U. 2.5.1 ( tai. 2.5 ) 

1.1.12 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1 ) 

1.1.12 Tai. U. 2.7.1 ( tai. 2.7 ) 

1.1.12 Tai. U. 2.8.1 ( tai. 2.8,9 ) 

1.1.12 Tai. U. 2.9.1 ( tai. 2.8,9 ) 

1.1.12 Tai. U. 3.6.1 ( taitti. 3.6 ) 

1.1.12 B�. U. 3.9.28 ( b�. 3.9.28 ) 

1.1.13 Pā�ini Sū. 5.4.21 ( pā. 5.4.21 ) 

1.1.15 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1 ) 

1.1.15 Tai. U. 2.5.1 ( tai. 2.5 ) 

1.1.15 Tai. U. 3.6.1 ( tai. 3.6 ) 

1.1.16 Tai. U. 2.6.1 ( tai. 2.6 ) 

1.1.17 Tai. U. 2.7.1 ( tai. 2.7 ) 

1.1.17 B�. U. 3.7.23 ( b�. 3.7.23 ) 

1.1.18 Tai. U. 2.6.1 ( tai. 2.6 ) 

1.1.18 Brahmasūtra 1.1.5 ( bra. 1.1.5 ) 

1.1.19 Tai. U. 2.7.1 ( tai. 2.7 ) 

1.1.19 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1,2,3,4 ) 

1.1.19 Tai. U. 2.2.1 ( tai. 2.1,2,3,4 ) 

1.1.19 Tai. U. 2.3.1 ( tai. 2.1,2,3,4 ) 

1.1.19 Tai. U. 2.4.1 ( tai. 2.1,2,3,4 ) 

1.1.19 Tai. U. 2.5.1 ( tai. 2.5 ) 

1.1.19 Tai. U. 2.6.1 ( tai. 2.6 ) 

1.1.19 B�. U. 4.3.32 ( b�ha. 4.3.32 ) 

1.1.19 Tai. U. 2.9.1 ( tai. 2.9 ) 

1.1.19 Chā. U. 7.24.1 ( chā. 7.24.1 ) 

1.1.19 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( taitti. 2.1 ) 

1.1.19 Śve. U. 6.11 ( śve. 6.11 ) 

1.1.19 Tai. U. 2.7.1 ( tai. 2.7,8,9 ) 

1.1.19 Tai. U. 2.8.1 ( tai. 2.7,8,9 ) 

1.1.19 Tai. U. 2.9.1 ( tai. 2.7,8,9 ) 

1.1.19 Tai. U. 3.6.1 ( tai. 3.6 ) 

1.1.19 B�. U. 3.9.28 ( b�. 3.9.28 ) 

1.1.19 Tai. U. 2.8.1 ( tai. 2.8 ) 

1.1.19 Tai. U. 2.6.1 ( tai. 2.6 ) 

1.1.20 Chā. U. 1.6.6 ( chā. 1.6.6,7,8 ) 

1.1.20 Chā. U. 1.6.7 ( chā. 1.6.6,7,8 ) 

1.1.20 Chā. U. 1.6.8 ( chā. 1.6.6,7,8 ) 

1.1.20 Chā. U. 1.7.1 ( chā. 1.7.1,5 ) 

1.1.20 Chā. U. 1.7.5 ( chā. 1.7.1,5 ) 

1.1.20 Ka. U. 1.3.15 ( kā. 1.3.15 ) 

1.1.20 Chā. U. 7.24.1 ( chā. 7.24.1 ) 

1.1.20 Chā. U. 1.6.8 ( chā. 1.6.8 ) 

1.1.20 Chā. U. 1.7.6 ( chā. 1.7.6 ) 

1.1.20 B�. U. 4.4.22 ( b�. 4.4.22 ) 

1.1.20 Chā. U. 8.7.1 ( chā. 8.7.1 ) 

1.1.20 Chā. U. 1.7.6 ( chā. 1.7.6 ) 

1.1.20 Gī. 10.41 ( 10.41 ) 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 



 
             

120 

1.1.20 Chā. U. 3.14.2 ( chā. 3.14.2 ) 

1.1.21 B�. U. 3.7.9 ( b�. 3.7.9 ) 

1.1.22 Chā. U. 1.9.1 ( chāndo. 1.9.1 ) 

1.1.22 Tai. U. 2.7.1 ( tai. 2.7 ) 

1.1.22 Chā. U. 8.14.1 ( chā. 8.14.1 ) 

1.1.22 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1 ) 

1.1.22 Chā. U. 3.14.3 ( chā. 3.14.3 ) 

1.1.22 B�. U. 3.9.28 ( b�. 3.9.28 ) 

1.1.22 Chā. U. 1.9.2 ( chā. 1.9.2 ) 

1.1.22 �. Sa�. 1.164.39 ( �. sa�. 1.164.39 ) 

1.1.22 Tai. U. 3.6.1 ( tai. 3.6 ) 

1.1.22 Chā. U. 4.10.5 ( chā. 4.10.5 ) 

1.1.22 B�. U. 5.1.1 ( b�. 5.1 ) 

1.1.23 Chā. U. 1.11.4 ( chā. 1.11.4,5 ) 

1.1.23 Chā. U. 1.11.5 ( chā. 1.11.4,5 ) 

1.1.23 Chā. U. 6.8.2 ( chā. 6.8.2 ) 

1.1.23 B�. U. 4.4.18 ( b�. 4.4.18 ) 

1.1.23 Śa. Brā. 10.3.3.6 ( śa. brā. 10.3.3.6 ) 

1.1.23 Chā. U. 1.11.5 ( chā. 1.11.5 ) 

1.1.23 Kau. U. 3.3 ( kau. 3.3 ) 

1.1.24 Chā. U. 3.13.7 ( chā. 3.13.7 ) 

1.1.24 Chā. U. 6.3.3 ( chā. 6.3.3 ) 

1.1.24 Chā. U. 3.13.7 ( chā. 3.13.7 ) 

1.1.24 B�. U. 5.5.3 ( b�. 5.5.3 ) 

1.1.24 Chā. U. 3.13.7 ( chā. 3.13.7 ) 

1.1.24 Chā. U. 3.13.7 ( chā. 3.13.7 ) 

1.1.24 Chā. U. 3.12.1 ( 3.12.1,6 ) 

1.1.24 Chā. U. 3.12.6 ( 3.12.1,6 ) 

1.1.24 Chā. U. 3.12.6 ( chā. 3.12.6 ) 

1.1.24 Tai. Brā. 3.12.9.7 ( tai. brā. 3.12.9.7 ) 

1.1.24 B�. U. 4.3.5 ( b�. 4.3.5 ) 

1.1.24 Tai. Brā. 1.6.3.3 ( tai. brā. 1.6.3.3 ) 

1.1.24 Ka. U. 2.2.15 ( ka. 2.5.15 ) 

1.1.24 B�. U. 4.4.16 ( b�. 4.4.16 ) 

1.1.24 B�. U. 4.4.24 ( b�ha. 4.4.24 ) 

1.1.25 Chā. U. 3.12.1 ( chā. 3.12.1 ) 

1.1.25 Chā. U. 3.12.5 ( chā. 3.12.5,6 ) 

1.1.25 Chā. U. 3.12.6 ( chā. 3.12.5,6 ) 

1.1.25 Chā. U. 3.11.3 ( chā. 3.11.3 ) 

1.1.25 Chā. U. 3.14.1 ( chā. 3.14.1 ) 

1.1.25 Brahmasūtra 2.1.14 ( bra. 2.1.14 ) 

1.1.25 Ai. Ā. 3.2.3.12 ( ai. ā. 3.2.3.12 ) 

1.1.25 Chā. U. 4.3.8 ( chā. 4.3.8 ) 

1.1.26 Chā. U. 3.12.5 ( chā. 3.12.5 ) 

1.1.26 Gī. 10.42 ( bhaga. 10.42 ) 

1.1.26 Chā. U. 3.12.7 ( chā. 3.12.7 ) 

1.1.26 Chā. U. 3.13.6 ( chā. 3.13.6 ) 

1.1.28 Kau. U. 3.1 ( kau. 3.1,2,3 ) 

1.1.28 Kau. U. 3.2 ( kau. 3.1,2,3 ) 

1.1.28 Kau. U. 3.3 ( kau. 3.1,2,3 ) 

1.1.28 Kau. U. 3.8 ( kau. 3.8 ) 

1.1.28 Kau. U. 3.1 ( kau. 3.1 ) 

1.1.28 Śve. U. 3.8 ( śvetā. 3.8 ) 

1.1.28 Kau. U. 3.1 ( kau. 3.1 ) 

1.1.28 Mu. U. 2.2.9 ( mu. 2.2.8 ) 

1.1.28 Kau. U. 3.8 ( kau. 3.8 ) 

1.1.29 B�. U. 3.8.8 ( b�ha. 3.8.8 ) 

1.1.29 Kau. U. 3.3 ( kau. 3.3 ) 

1.1.29 B�. U. 2.5.19 ( b�ha. 2.5.19 ) 

1.1.30 B�. U. 1.4.10 ( b�. 1.4.10 ) 

1.1.31 Pra. U. 2.3 ( pra. 2.3 ) 

1.1.31 Ka. U. 2.2.5 ( ka�ha. 2.5.5 ) 

1.1.31 Ke. U. 1.5 ( ke. 1.4 ) 

1.1.31 Chā. U. 3.14.2 ( chā. 3.14.2 ) 

1.2.1 Chā. U. 3.14.1 ( chā. 3.14.1,2 ) 

1.2.1 Chā. U. 3.14.2 ( chā. 3.14.1,2 ) 

1.2.1 Mu. U. 2.1.2 ( mu. 2.1.2 ) 

1.2.1 Chā. U. 3.14.4 ( chā. 3.14.4 ) 

1.2.2 Chā. U. 8.7.1 ( chā. 8.7.1 ) 

1.2.2 Śve. U. 4.3 ( śve. 4.3 ) 

1.2.2 Gī. 13.13 ( gī. 13.13 ) 

1.2.4 Chā. U. 3.14.4 ( chā. 3.14.4 ) 

1.2.5 Śa. Brā. 10.6.3.2 ( śata. brā. 10.6.3.2 ) 

1.2.6 Gī. 18.61 ( gī. 18.61 ) 

1.2.6 B�. U. 3.7.23 ( b�ha. 3.7.23 ) 

1.2.6 Gī. 13.2 ( gī. 13.2 ) 

1.2.8 B�. U. 3.7.23 ( b�. 3.7.23 ) 

1.2.9 Ka. U. 1.2.25 ( 1.2.25 ) 

1.2.9 B�. U. 1.4.6 ( b�. 1.4.6 ) 

1.2.9 Mu. U. 3.1.1 ( mu��a. 3.1.1 ) 

1.2.10 Ka. U. 1.2.18 ( kā�ha. 1.2.18 ) 

1.2.11 Ka. U. 1.3.1 ( kā�ha. 1.3.1 ) 

1.2.11 Ka. U. 1.1.20 ( kā�ha. 1.1.20 ) 

1.2.11 Ka. U. 1.2.14 ( kā�ha. 1.2.14 ) 

1.2.11 Ka. U. 1.2.12 ( kā�ha. 1.2.12 ) 

1.2.11 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1 ) 
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1.2.12 Ka. U. 1.3.3 ( kā. 1.3.3. ) 

1.2.12 Ka. U. 1.3.9 ( kā. 1.3.9 ) 

1.2.12 Ka. U. 1.2.12 ( kā. 1.2.12 ) 

1.2.12 Mu. U. 3.1.1 ( mu��a. 3.1.1 ) 

1.2.12 Mu. U. 3.1.2 ( mu��a. 3.1.2 ) 

1.2.12 Gī. 13.2 ( gī. 13.2 ) 

1.2.12 B�. U. 4.5.15 ( b�. 4.5.15 ) 

1.2.13 Chā. U. 4.15.1 ( chā. 4.15.1 ) 

1.2.13 B�. U. 5.5.2 ( b�. 5.5.2 ) 

1.2.13 Chā. U. 4.15.2 ( chā. 4.15.2,3,4 ) 

1.2.13 Chā. U. 4.15.3 ( chā. 4.15.2,3,4 ) 

1.2.13 Chā. U. 4.15.4 ( chā. 4.15.2,3,4 ) 

1.2.14 B�. U. 3.7.3 ( b�. 3.7.3 ) 

1.2.14 Chā. U. 1.6.7 ( chā. 1.6.7,6 ) 

1.2.14 Chā. U. 1.6.6 ( chā. 1.6.7,6 ) 

1.2.15 Chā. U. 4.14.1 ( chā. 4.14.1 ) 

1.2.15 Chā. U. 4.10.5 ( chā. 4.10.5 ) 

1.2.15 Chā. U. 4.14.3 ( chā. 4.14.3 ) 

1.2.15 Chā. U. 4.15.1 ( chā. 4.15.1 ) 

1.2.16 Pra. U. 1.10 ( praśna. 1.10 ) 

1.2.16 Gī. 8.24 ( gī. 8.24 ) 

1.2.16 Chā. U. 4.15.5 ( chā. 4.15.5 ) 

1.2.17 Chā. U. 8.9.1 ( chā. 8.9.1 ) 

1.2.17 Tai. U. 2.8.1 ( tai. 2.8 ) 

1.2.18 B�. U. 3.7.1 ( b�ha. 3.7.1,3 ) 

1.2.18 B�. U. 3.7.3 ( b�ha. 3.7.1,3 ) 

1.2.18 B�. U. 3.9.10 ( b�. 3.9.10 ) 

1.2.19 Manu 1.5 ( manu. 1.5 ) 

1.2.19 Brahmasūtra 1.1.5 ( bra. 1.1.5 ) 

1.2.19 B�. U. 3.7.23 ( b�ha. 3.7.23 ) 

1.2.19 B�. U. 3.4.2 ( b�. 3.4.2 ) 

1.2.20 B�. U. 3.7.22 ( b�. 3.7.22 ) 

1.2.21 Mu. U. 1.1.5 ( mu��a. 1.1.5,6 ) 

1.2.21 Mu. U. 1.1.6 ( mu��a. 1.1.5,6 ) 

1.2.21 Mu. U. 1.1.7 ( mu. 1.1.7 ) 

1.2.21 Mu. U. 1.1.9 ( mu��a. 1.1.9 ) 

1.2.21 Mu. U. 2.1.2 ( mu. 2.1.2 ) 

1.2.21 Mu. U. 1.2.13 ( mu. 1.2.13 ) 

1.2.21 Mu. U. 1.1.3 ( mu. 1.1.3 ) 

1.2.21 Mu. U. 1.1.1 ( mu. 1.1.1 ) 

1.2.21 Mu. U. 1.2.7 ( mu. 1.2.7 ) 

1.2.21 Mu. U. 1.2.12 ( mu. 1.2.12 ) 

1.2.22 Mu. U. 2.1.2 ( mu. 2.1.2 ) 

1.2.23 Mu. U. 2.1.4 ( mu. 2.1.4 ) 

1.2.23 Tai. U. 3.10.5 ( tai. 3.10.6 ) 

1.2.23 Mu. U. 2.1.10 ( mu. 2.1.10 ) 

1.2.23 �. Sa�. 10.121.1 ( �. sa�. 10.121.1 ) 

1.2.24 Chā. U. 5.11.1 ( chā. 5.11.1,6 ) 

1.2.24 Chā. U. 5.11.6 ( chā. 5.11.1,6 ) 

1.2.24 Chā. U. 5.18.2 ( chā. 5.18.2 ) 

1.2.24 B�. U. 5.9.1 ( b�. 5.9 ) 

1.2.24 �. Sa�. 10.88.12 ( �. sa�. 10.88.12 ) 

1.2.24 �. Sa�. 1.98.1 ( �. sa�. 1.98.1 ) 

1.2.24 Chā. U. 5.24.3 ( chā. 5.24.3 ) 

1.2.26 Chā. U. 5.18.2 ( chā. 5.18.2 ) 

1.2.26 Chā. U. 5.19.1 ( chā. 5.19.1 ) 

1.2.26 �. Sa�. 10.88.3 ( �. sa�. 10.88.3 ) 

1.2.26 Chā. U. 3.18.1 ( chā. 3.18.1 ) 

1.2.26 Chā. U. 3.14.2 ( chā. 3.14.2 ) 

1.2.26 Śa. Brā. 10.6.1.11 ( śa. brā. 10.6.1.11 ) 

1.2.32 Jābāla U. 2 ( jābā. 2 ) 

1.3.1 Mu. U. 2.2.5 ( mu. 2.2.5 ) 

1.3.1 B�. U. 2.4.12 ( b�. 2.4.12 ) 

1.3.1 B�. U. 3.7.2 ( b�. 3.7.2 ) 

1.3.1 Chā. U. 6.8.4 ( chā. 6.8.4 ) 

1.3.1 Mu. U. 2.2.12 ( mu. 2.2.11 ) 

1.3.1 Ka. U. 2.1.11 ( kā. 2.4.11 ) 

1.3.1 B�. U. 4.5.13 ( b�. 4.5.13 ) 

1.3.2 Mu. U. 2.2.9 ( mu. 2.2.8 ) 

1.3.2 Mu. U. 3.2.8 ( mu. 3.2.8 ) 

1.3.2 B�. U. 4.4.7 ( b�. 4.4.7 ) 

1.3.2 B�. U. 4.4.21 ( b�. 4.4.21 ) 

1.3.3 Mu. U. 1.1.9 ( mu. 1.1.9 ) 

1.3.6 Mu. U. 1.1.3 ( mu. 1.1.3 ) 

1.3.7 Mu. U. 3.1.1 ( mu. 3.1.1 ) 

1.3.8 Chā. U. 7.23.1 ( chā. 7.23.,24 ) 

1.3.8 Chā. U. 7.24.1 ( chā. 7.23.,24 ) 

1.3.8 Pā�ini Sū. 6.4.158 ( pā. 6.4.158 ) 

1.3.8 Chā. U. 7.15.1 ( chā. 7.15.1 ) 

1.3.8 Chā. U. 7.1.3 ( chā. 7.1.3 ) 

1.3.8 Pra. U. 4.2 ( pra. 4.2,3 ) 

1.3.8 Pra. U. 4.3 ( pra. 4.2,3 ) 

1.3.8 Chā. U. 7.23.1 ( chā. 7.23 ) 

1.3.8 Pra. U. 4.6 ( pra. 4.6 ) 

1.3.8 Chā. U. 7.24.1 ( chā. 7.24.1 ) 

1.3.8 Kau. U. 3.2 ( kau. 3.2 ) 
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1.3.8 Chā. U. 7.15.1 ( chā. 7.15.1 ) 

1.3.8 Chā. U. 7.16.1 ( chā. 7.16 ) 

1.3.8 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1 ) 

1.3.8 Śve. U. 6.15 ( śve. 6.15 ) 

1.3.8 Chā. U. 7.1.3 ( chā. 7.1.3 ) 

1.3.8 Chā. U. 7.26.2 ( chā. 7.26.2 ) 

1.3.8 Chā. U. 7.26.1 ( chā. 7.26.1 ) 

1.3.8 Chā. U. 7.24.1 ( chā. 7.24.1 ) 

1.3.9 B�. U. 4.5.15 ( b�. 4.5.15 ) 

1.3.9 B�. U. 4.3.32 ( b�. 4.3.32 ) 

1.3.9 B�. U. 3.4.2 ( b�. 3.4.2 ) 

1.3.10 B�. U. 3.8.7 ( b�. 3.8.7,8 ) 

1.3.10 B�. U. 3.8.8 ( b�. 3.8.7,8 ) 

1.3.10 Chā. U. 2.23.3 ( chā. 2.23.3 ) 

1.3.11 B�. U. 3.8.9 ( b�. 3.8.9 ) 

1.3.12 B�. U. 3.8.11 ( b�. 3.8.11 ) 

1.3.12 B�. U. 3.8.8 ( b�. 3.8.8 ) 

1.3.13 Pra. U. 5.2 ( pra. 5.2,5 ) 

1.3.13 Pra. U. 5.5 ( pra. 5.2,5 ) 

1.3.14 Chā. U. 8.1.1 ( chā. 8.1.1 ) 

1.3.14 Chā. U. 8.1.3 ( chā. 8.1.3 ) 

1.3.14 Śa. Brā. 10.6.3.2 ( śata. brā. 10.6.3.2 ) 

1.3.14 Pra. U. 5.5 ( pra. 5.5 ) 

1.3.14 B�. U. 2.5.18 ( b�. 2.5.18 ) 

1.3.14 Chā. U. 8.1.6 ( chā. 8.1.6 ) 

1.3.15 Chā. U. 8.3.2 ( chā. 8.3.2 ) 

1.3.15 Chā. U. 6.8.1 ( chā. 6.8.1 ) 

1.3.16 Chā. U. 8.4.1 ( chā. 8.4.1 ) 

1.3.17 Chā. U. 8.14.1 ( chā. 8.14 ) 

1.3.17 Chā. U. 1.9.1 ( chā. 1.9.1 ) 

1.3.18 Chā. U. 8.3.4 ( chā. 8.3.4 ) 

1.3.18 Brahmasūtra 1.3.20 ( bra. 1.3.20 ) 

1.3.19 Chā. U. 8.7.4 ( chā. 8.7.4 ) 

1.3.19 Chā. U. 8.9.3 ( chā. 8.9.3 ) 

1.3.19 Chā. U. 8.10.1 ( chā. 8.10.1 ) 

1.3.19 Chā. U. 8.11.1 ( chā. 8.11.1,2 ) 

1.3.19 Chā. U. 8.11.2 ( chā. 8.11.1,2 ) 

1.3.19 Mu. U. 3.2.9 ( mu��a. 3.2.9 ) 

1.3.19 Ka. U. 1.2.22 ( kā. 1.2.22 ) 

1.3.19 Gī. 13.31 ( gī. 13.31 ) 

1.3.19 B�. U. 4.3.30 ( b�. 4.3.30 ) 

1.3.19 Brahmasūtra 1.3.18 ( bra. 1.3.18 ) 

1.3.19 Brahmasūtra 1.1.30 ( bra. 1.1.30 ) 

1.3.20 Chā. U. 8.3.4 ( chā. 8.3.4 ) 

1.3.21 Brahmasūtra 1.2.7 ( bra. 1.2.7 ) 

1.3.22 Mu. U. 2.2.11 ( mu. 2.2.10 ) 

1.3.22 Chā. U. 3.14.2 ( chā. 3.14.2 ) 

1.3.22 B�. U. 4.4.16 ( b�. 4.4.16 ) 

1.3.22 Mu. U. 2.2.5 ( mu. 2.2.5 ) 

1.3.22 B�. U. 4.3.6 ( b�. 4.3.6 ) 

1.3.22 B�. U. 4.2.4 ( b�. 4.2.4 ) 

1.3.23 Gī. 15.6 ( 15.6,12 ) 

1.3.23 Gī. 15.12 ( 15.6,12 ) 

1.3.24 Ka. U. 2.1.13 ( kā. 2.4.13 ) 

1.3.24 Ma. Bhā. 3.297.17 ( ma. bhā. 3.297.17 ) 

1.3.24 Ka. U. 1.2.14 ( kā. 1.2.14 ) 

1.3.25 Jai. Sū. 6.1 ( jai. 6.1 ) 

1.3.25 Ka. U. 2.3.17 ( kā. 2.6.17 ) 

1.3.26 Chā. U. 8.11.3 ( chā. 8.11.3 ) 

1.3.26 Tai. U. 3.1.1 ( tai. 3.1 ) 

1.3.26 Jai. Sū. 6.1.6 ( jai. 6.1.6,7 ) 

1.3.26 Jai. Sū. 6.1.7 ( jai. 6.1.6,7 ) 

1.3.27 B�. U. 3.9.1 ( b�. 3.9.1,2 ) 

1.3.27 B�. U. 3.9.2 ( b�. 3.9.1,2 ) 

1.3.28 Brahmasūtra 1.1.2 ( bra. 1.1.2 ) 

1.3.28 B�. U. 1.2.4 ( b�. 1.2.4 ) 

1.3.28 Manu 1.21 ( manu. 1.21 ) 

1.3.28 Tai. Brā. 2.2.4.2 ( tai. brā. 2.2.4.2 ) 

1.3.29 �. Sa�. 10.71.3 ( �. sa�. 10.71.3 ) 

1.3.30 Brahmasūtra 2.1.36 ( bra. 2.1.36 ) 

1.3.30 Kau. U. 3.3 ( kau. 3.3 ) 

1.3.30 Śve. U. 6.18 ( śve. 6.18 ) 

1.3.30 �. Sa�. 10.190.3 ( �. sa�. 10.190.3 ) 

1.3.30 Tai. Brā. 3.1.4.1 ( tai. brā. 3.1.4.1 ) 

1.3.31 Chā. U. 3.1.1 ( chā. 3.1.1 ) 

1.3.31 Chā. U. 3.18.2 ( chā. 3.18.2 ) 

1.3.31 Chā. U. 4.3.1 ( chā. 4.3.1 ) 

1.3.31 Chā. U. 3.19.1 ( chā. 3.19.1 ) 

1.3.31 B�. U. 2.2.4 ( b�. 2.2.4 ) 

1.3.33 B�. U. 1.4.10 ( b�. 1.4.10 ) 

1.3.33 Chā. U. 8.7.2 ( chā. 8.7.2 ) 

1.3.33 �a�vi�śa Brā. 1.1 ( �a�vi�śa. brā. 1.1 ) 

1.3.33 Ai. Brā. 3.8.1 ( ai. brā. 3.8.1 ) 

1.3.33 Yoga Sū. 2.44 ( yo. sū. 2.44 ) 

1.3.33 Śve. U. 2.12 ( śve. 2.12 ) 

1.3.34 Tai. Sa�. 7.1.1.6 ( tai. sa�. 7.1.1.6 ) 
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1.3.34 Chā. U. 4.2.3 ( chā. 4.2.3 ) 

1.3.34 Chā. U. 4.1.3 ( chā. 4.1.3 ) 

1.3.35 Chā. U. 4.3.5 ( chā. 4.3.5 ) 

1.3.35 Tā��ya Brā. 
20.12.5 

( tā��ya. brā. 20.12.5 ) 

1.3.36 Śa. Brā. 11.5.3.13 ( śa. brā. 11.5.3.13 ) 

1.3.36 Chā. U. 7.1.1 ( chā. 7.1.1 ) 

1.3.36 Pra. U. 1.1 ( pra. 1.1 ) 

1.3.36 Chā. U. 5.11.7 ( chā. 5.11.7 ) 

1.3.36 Manu 10.4 ( manu. 10.4 ) 

1.3.36 Manu 10.12.6 ( manu. 10.12.6 ) 

1.3.37 Chā. U. 4.4.5 ( chā. 4.4.5 ) 

1.3.39 Ka. U. 2.3.2 ( kā. 2.6.2 ) 

1.3.39 Ka. U. 2.3.1 ( kā. 2.6.1 ) 

1.3.39 B�. U. 4.4.18 ( b�. 4.4.18 ) 

1.3.39 Ka. U. 2.2.5 ( kā. 2.5.5 ) 

1.3.39 Ka. U. 2.3.3 ( kā. 2.6.3 ) 

1.3.39 Tai. U. 2.8.1 ( tai. 2.8 ) 

1.3.39 Śve. U. 6.15 ( śve. 6.15 ) 

1.3.39 B�. U. 3.4.2 ( b�. 3.4 ) 

1.3.39 Ka. U. 1.2.14 ( kā. 1.2.14 ) 

1.3.40 Chā. U. 8.12.3 ( chā. 8.12.3 ) 

1.3.40 Brahmasūtra 1.1.24 ( bra. sū. 1.1.24 ) 

1.3.40 Chā. U. 8.6.5 ( chā. 8.6.5 ) 

1.3.40 Chā. U. 8.7.1 ( chā. 8.7.1 ) 

1.3.40 Chā. U. 8.9.3 ( chā. 8.9.3 ) 

1.3.40 Chā. U. 8.12.1 ( chā. 8.12.1 ) 

1.3.40 Chā. U. 8.12.3 ( chā. 8.12.3 ) 

1.3.41 Chā. U. 8.14.1 ( chā. 8.14.1 ) 

1.3.41 Chā. U. 6.3.2 ( chā. 6.3.2 ) 

1.3.41 Chā. U. 8.14.1 ( chā. 8.14 ) 

1.3.41 Brahmasūtra 1.1.22 ( bra. 1.1.22 ) 

1.3.42 B�. U. 4.3.7 ( b�. 4.3.7 ) 

1.3.42 B�. U. 4.4.22 ( b�. 4.4.22 ) 

1.3.42 B�. U. 4.3.21 ( b�. 4.3.21 ) 

1.3.42 B�. U. 4.3.35 ( b�. 4.3.35 ) 

1.3.42 B�. U. 4.3.14 ( b�. 4.3.14,15 ) 

1.3.42 B�. U. 4.3.15 ( b�. 4.3.14,15 ) 

1.3.42 B�. U. 4.3.22 ( b�. 4.3.22 ) 

1.4.1 Brahmasūtra 1.1.2 ( bra. 1.1.2 ) 

1.4.1 Brahmasūtra 1.1.5 ( bra. 1.1.5 ) 

1.4.1 Ka. U. 1.3.11 ( 1.3.11 ) 

1.4.1 Ka. U. 1.3.3 ( kā. 1.3.3,4 ) 

1.4.1 Ka. U. 1.3.4 ( kā. 1.3.3,4 ) 

1.4.1 Ka. U. 1.3.10 ( kā. 1.3.10,11 ) 

1.4.1 Ka. U. 1.3.11 ( kā. 1.3.10,11 ) 

1.4.1 B�. U. 3.2 ( b�. 3.2 ) 

1.4.1 Śve. U. 6.18 ( śve. 6.18 ) 

1.4.1 Ka. U. 1.3.12 ( kā. 1.3.12 ) 

1.4.1 Ka. U. 1.3.13 ( kā. 1.3.13 ) 

1.4.2 �. Sa�. 9.46.4 ( �. sa�. 9.46.4 ) 

1.4.2 B�. U. 1.4.7 ( b�. 1.4.7 ) 

1.4.3 B�. U. 3.8.11 ( b�. 3.8.11 ) 

1.4.3 Mu. U. 2.1.2 ( mu. 2.1.2 ) 

1.4.3 Śve. U. 4.10 ( śve. 4.10 ) 

1.4.3 Brahmasūtra 3.1.1 ( bra. 3.1.1 ) 

1.4.5 Ka. U. 1.3.15 ( kā. 1.3.15 ) 

1.4.6 Ka. U. 1.1.13 ( kā. 1.1.13 ) 

1.4.6 Ka. U. 1.1.20 ( kā. 1.1.20 ) 

1.4.6 Ka. U. 1.2.14 ( kā. 1.2.14 ) 

1.4.6 Ka. U. 1.1.15 ( kā. 1.1.15 ) 

1.4.6 Ka. U. 2.2.6 ( kā. 2.5.6,7 ) 

1.4.6 Ka. U. 2.2.7 ( kā. 2.5.6,7 ) 

1.4.6 Ka. U. 1.2.18 ( kā. 1.2.18 ) 

1.4.6 Ka. U. 1.1.20 ( kā. 1.1.20 ) 

1.4.6 Ka. U. 2.1.4 ( kā. 2.4.4 ) 

1.4.6 Ka. U. 2.1.10 ( kā. 2.4.10 ) 

1.4.6 Ka. U. 1.2.4 ( kā. 1.2.4 ) 

1.4.6 Ka. U. 1.2.12 ( kā. 1.2.12 ) 

1.4.7 Ka. U. 1.3.10 ( kā. 1.3.10 ) 

1.4.7 Ka. U. 1.2.22 ( kā. 1.2.22 ) 

1.4.7 Śve. U. 3.8 ( śve. 3.8 ) 

1.4.8 Śve. U. 4.5 ( śve. 4.5 ) 

1.4.8 B�. U. 2.2.3 ( b�. 2.2.3 ) 

1.4.9 Śve. U. 1.1 ( śve. 1.1 ) 

1.4.9 Śve. U. 1.3 ( śve. 1.3 ) 

1.4.9 Śve. U. 4.10 ( śve. 4.10,11 ) 

1.4.9 Śve. U. 4.11 ( śve. 4.10,11 ) 

1.4.10 Chā. U. 3.1 ( chā. 3.1 ) 

1.4.10 B�. U. 5.8.1 ( b�. 5.8 ) 

1.4.10 B�. U. 6.2.9 ( b�. 6.2.9 ) 

1.4.11 B�. U. 4.4.17 ( b�. 4.4.17 ) 

1.4.11 Sā�khyā Kā. 3 ( sā�khyakā. 3 ) 

1.4.11 Tai. Sa�. 1.6.2.2 ( tai. 1.6.2.2 ) 

1.4.11 Pā�ini Sū. 2.1.50 ( pā. sū. 2.1.50 ) 

1.4.12 Chā. U. 3.13.6 ( chā. 3.13.6 ) 
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1.4.12 Chā. U. 7.15.1 ( chā. 7.15.1 ) 

1.4.12 �. Sa�. 8.53.7 ( �. sa�. 8.53.7 ) 

1.4.14 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1 ) 

1.4.14 Chā. U. 6.2.3 ( chā. 6.2.3 ) 

1.4.14 Pra. U. 6.4 ( pra. 6.4 ) 

1.4.14 Ai. U. 1.1.2 ( ai. u. 4.1.2 ) 

1.4.14 Tai. U. 2.7.1 ( tai. 2.7 ) 

1.4.14 Chā. U. 3.19.1 ( chā. 3.19.1 ) 

1.4.14 Chā. U. 6.2.1 ( chā. 6.2.1,2 ) 

1.4.14 Chā. U. 6.2.2 ( chā. 6.2.1,2 ) 

1.4.14 B�. U. 1.4.7 ( b�. 1.4.7 ) 

1.4.14 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1 ) 

1.4.14 Tai. U. 2.6.1 ( tai. 2.6 ) 

1.4.14 Tai. U. 2.6.1 ( tai. 2.6 ) 

1.4.14 Chā. U. 6.2.1 ( chā. 6.2.1,3 ) 

1.4.14 Chā. U. 6.2.3 ( chā. 6.2.1,3 ) 

1.4.14 Ai. U. 1.1.1 ( ai. u. 4.1.1 ) 

1.4.14 Brahmasūtra 2.3.1 ( bra. sū. 2.3.1 ) 

1.4.14 Chā. U. 6.8.4 ( chā. 6.8.4 ) 

1.4.14 Gau�apāda Kā. 
3.15 

( mā��ū. 3.15 ) 

1.4.14 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1 ) 

1.4.14 Chā. U. 7.1.3 ( chā. 7.1.3 ) 

1.4.14 Śve. U. 3.8 ( śve. 3.8 ) 

1.4.15 Tai. U. 2.7.1 ( tai. 2.7 ) 

1.4.15 Chā. U. 3.19.1 ( chā. 3.19.1 ) 

1.4.15 Chā. U. 6.2.1 ( chā. 6.2.1 ) 

1.4.15 B�. U. 1.4.7 ( b�. 1.4.7 ) 

1.4.15 Chā. U. 6.3.2 ( chā. 6.3.2 ) 

1.4.16 Kau. U. 4.19 ( kau. brā. 4.19 ) 

1.4.16 B�. U. 3.9.9 ( b�. 3.9.9 ) 

1.4.16 Kau. U. 4.20 ( kau. brā. 4.20 ) 

1.4.17 Brahmasūtra 1.1.31 ( bra. sū. 1.1.31 ) 

1.4.17 Chā. U. 6.8.2 ( chā. 6.8.2 ) 

1.4.18 Kau. U. 4.19 ( kau. brā. 4.19 ) 

1.4.18 Kau. U. 4.20 ( kau. brā. 4.20 ) 

1.4.18 B�. U. 2.1.16 ( b�. 2.1.16 ) 

1.4.18 Chā. U. 8.1.1 ( chā. 8.1.1 ) 

1.4.19 B�. U. 4.5.6 ( b�. 4.5.6 ) 

1.4.19 B�. U. 4.5.8 ( b�. 4.5.8 ) 

1.4.19 B�. U. 4.5.11 ( b�. 4.5.11 ) 

1.4.19 B�. U. 4.5.12 ( b�. 4.5.12 ) 

1.4.21 Chā. U. 8.12.3 ( chā. 8.12.3 ) 

1.4.21 Mu. U. 3.2.8 ( mu��a. 3.2.8 ) 

1.4.22 Chā. U. 6.3.2 ( chā. 6.3.2 ) 

1.4.22 Tai. Ā. 3.12.7 ( tai. ā. 3.12.7 ) 

1.4.22 B�. U. 2.4.6 ( b�. 2.4.6 ) 

1.4.22 B�. U. 2.4.12 ( b�. 2.4.12 ) 

1.4.22 B�. U. 2.4.14 ( b�. 2.4.14 ) 

1.4.22 Chā. U. 6.2.1 ( chā. 6.2.1 ) 

1.4.22 Chā. U. 7.25.2 ( chā. 7.25.2 ) 

1.4.22 Mu. U. 2.2.12 ( mu��a. 2.2.11 ) 

1.4.22 B�. U. 2.4.6 ( b�. 2.4.6 ) 

1.4.22 B�. U. 3.7.23 ( b�. 3.7.23 ) 

1.4.22 B�. U. 3.8.11 ( b�. 3.8.11 ) 

1.4.22 Gī. 7.19 ( gī. 7.19 ) 

1.4.22 Gī. 13.2 ( gī. 13.2 ) 

1.4.22 Gī. 13.27 ( gī. 13.27 ) 

1.4.22 B�. U. 1.4.10 ( b�. 1.4.10 ) 

1.4.22 B�. U. 4.4.19 ( b�. 4.4.19 ) 

1.4.22 B�. U. 4.4.25 ( b�. 4.4.25 ) 

1.4.22 Mu. U. 3.2.6 ( mu��a. 3.2.6 ) 

1.4.22 Ī. U. 7 ( ī. 7 ) 

1.4.22 Gī. 2.54 ( gī. 2.54 ) 

1.4.22 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1 ) 

1.4.22 Tai. U. 2.6.1 ( tai. 2.6 ) 

1.4.23 Brahmasūtra 1.1.2 ( bra. 1.1.2 ) 

1.4.23 Pra. U. 6.3 ( pra. 6.3 ) 

1.4.23 Pra. U. 6.4 ( pra. 6.4 ) 

1.4.23 Śve. U. 6.19 ( śve. 6.19 ) 

1.4.23 Chā. U. 6.1.2 ( chā. 6.1.2 ) 

1.4.23 Chā. U. 6.1.4 ( chā. 6.1.4,5,6 ) 

1.4.23 Chā. U. 6.1.5 ( chā. 6.1.4,5,6 ) 

1.4.23 Chā. U. 6.1.6 ( chā. 6.1.4,5,6 ) 

1.4.23 Mu. U. 1.1.3 ( mu��a. 1.1.3 ) 

1.4.23 Mu. U. 1.1.7 ( mu��a. 1.1.7 ) 

1.4.23 B�. U. 4.5.6 ( b�. 4.5.6,8 ) 

1.4.23 B�. U. 4.5.8 ( b�. 4.5.6,8 ) 

1.4.23 Pā�ini Sū. 1.4.30 ( pā. sū. 1.4.30 ) 

1.4.25 Chā. U. 1.9.1 ( chā. 1.9.1 ) 

1.4.26 Tai. U. 2.7.1 ( tai. 2.7 ) 

1.4.26 Tai. U. 2.6.1 ( tai. 2.6 ) 

1.4.27 Mu. U. 3.1.3 ( mu��a. 3.1.3 ) 

1.4.27 Mu. U. 1.1.6 ( mu��a. 1.1.6 ) 

1.4.27 �. Sa�. 1.104.1 ( �. sa�. 1.104.1 ) 

1.4.27 Mu. U. 1.1.7 ( mu. 1.1.7 ) 
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1.4.28 Brahmasūtra 1.1.5 ( bra. sū. 1.1.5 ) 

2.1.1 Śve. U. 5.2 ( śve. 5.2 ) 

2.1.1 Gī. 7.6 ( bha. gī. 7.6 ) 

2.1.1 Dharma Sū. 
1.8.23.2 

( dha. sū. 1.8.23.2 ) 

2.1.1 Jai. Sū. 1.3.3 ( jai. sū. 1.3.3 ) 

2.1.1 Tai. Sa�. 2.2.10.2 ( tai. sa�. 2.2.10.2 ) 

2.1.1 Manu 12.91 ( 12.91 ) 

2.1.1 Ī. U. 7 ( ī. 7 ) 

2.1.2 Brahmasūtra 1.4.1 ( bra. 1.4.1 ) 

2.1.2 Brahmasūtra 2.1.4 ( bra. 2.1.4 ) 

2.1.3 B�. U. 2.4.5 ( b�. 2.4.5 ) 

2.1.3 Śve. U. 2.8 ( śve. 2.8 ) 

2.1.3 Ka. U. 2.3.11 ( kā. 2.6.11 ) 

2.1.3 Ka. U. 2.3.18 ( kā. 2.6.18 ) 

2.1.3 Śve. U. 6.13 ( śve. 6.13 ) 

2.1.3 Śve. U. 3.8 ( śve. 3.8 ) 

2.1.3 B�. U. 4.3.16 ( b�. 4.3.16 ) 

2.1.3 Jābāla U. 5 ( jābā. 5 ) 

2.1.3 Tai. Brā. 3.12.9.7 ( tai. brā. 3.12.9.7 ) 

2.1.3 B�. U. 3.9.26 ( b�. 3.9.26 ) 

2.1.4 Tai. U. 2.6.1 ( tai. 2.6 ) 

2.1.4 Śa. Brā. 6.1.3.2 ( śa. pa. brā. 6.1.3.2,4 ) 

2.1.4 Śa. Brā. 6.1.3.4 ( śa. pa. brā. 6.1.3.2,4 ) 

2.1.4 Chā. U. 6.2.3 ( chā. 6.2.3,4 ) 

2.1.4 Chā. U. 6.2.4 ( chā. 6.2.3,4 ) 

2.1.4 B�. U. 6.1.7 ( b�. 6.1.7 ) 

2.1.4 B�. U. 1.3.2 ( b�. 1.3.2 ) 

2.1.5 Kau. U. 2.14 ( 2.14 ) 

2.1.5 Ai. U. 1.2.4 ( ai. ā. 2.4.2.4 ) 

2.1.5 Chā. U. 5.1.7 ( chā. 5.1.7 ) 

2.1.5 B�. U. 6.1.13 ( b�. 6.1.13 ) 

2.1.6 Ka. U. 1.2.9 ( kā. 1.2.9 ) 

2.1.6 �. Sa�. 1.30.6 ( �. sa�. 1.30.6 ) 

2.1.6 Gī. 2.25 ( gī. 2.25 ) 

2.1.6 Gī. 10.2 ( gī. 10.2 ) 

2.1.6 Brahmasūtra 2.1.11 ( bra. 2.1.11 ) 

2.1.7 B�. U. 2.4.6 ( b�. 2.4.6 ) 

2.1.9 Brahmasūtra 2.1.14 ( bra. sū. 2.1.14 ) 

2.1.9 B�. U. 2.4.6 ( b�. 2.4.6 ) 

2.1.9 Chā. U. 7.25.2 ( chā. 7.25.2 ) 

2.1.9 Mu. U. 2.2.12 ( mu. 2.2.11 ) 

2.1.9 Chā. U. 3.14.1 ( chā. 3.14.1 ) 

2.1.9 Gau�apāda Kā. 
1.16 

( gau�apā. kāri. 1.16 ) 

2.1.9 Chā. U. 6.9.2 ( chā. 6.9.2,3 ) 

2.1.9 Chā. U. 6.9.3 ( chā. 6.9.2,3 ) 

2.1.11 Manu 12.105 ( 12.105,106 ) 

2.1.11 Manu 12.106 ( 12.105,106 ) 

2.1.13 Tai. U. 2.6.1 ( tai. 2.6 ) 

2.1.14 Chā. U. 6.1.4 ( chā. 6.1.4 ) 

2.1.14 Chā. U. 6.4.1 ( chā. 6.4.1 ) 

2.1.14 Chā. U. 6.8.7 ( chā. 6.8.7 ) 

2.1.14 B�. U. 2.4.6 ( b�. 2.4.6 ) 

2.1.14 Mu. U. 2.2.12 ( mu. 2.2.11 ) 

2.1.14 Chā. U. 7.25.2 ( chā. 7.25.2 ) 

2.1.14 B�. U. 4.4.19 ( b�. 4.4.19 ) 

2.1.14 B�. U. 4.5.15 ( b�. 4.5.15 ) 

2.1.14 Chā. U. 6.16 ( chā. 6.16 ) 

2.1.14 B�. U. 4.4.19 ( b�. 4.4.19 ) 

2.1.14 Chā. U. 5.2.8 ( chā. 5.2.8 ) 

2.1.14 Chā. U. 6.16.3 ( chā. 6.16.3 ) 

2.1.14 B�. U. 4.4.25 ( b�. 4.4.25 ) 

2.1.14 B�. U. 3.9.26 ( b�. 3.9.26 ) 

2.1.14 B�. U. 3.8.8 ( b�. 3.8.8 ) 

2.1.14 B�. U. 4.2.4 ( b�. 4.2.4 ) 

2.1.14 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1 ) 

2.1.14 Brahmasūtra 1.1.2 ( bra. sū. 1.1.2 ) 

2.1.14 Chā. U. 8.14.1 ( chā. 8.14.1 ) 

2.1.14 Chā. U. 6.3.2 ( chā. 6.3.2 ) 

2.1.14 Tai. Ā. 3.12.7 ( tai. ā. 3.12.7 ) 

2.1.14 Śve. U. 6.12 ( śve. 6.12 ) 

2.1.14 Chā. U. 7.24.1 ( chā. 7.24.1 ) 

2.1.14 B�. U. 4.5.15 ( b�. 4.5.15 ) 

2.1.14 Gī. 5.14 ( gī. 5.14-15 ) 

2.1.14 Gī. 5.15 ( gī. 5.14-15 ) 

2.1.14 B�. U. 4.4.22 ( b�. 4.4.22 ) 

2.1.14 Gī. 18.61 ( gī. 18.61 ) 

2.1.15 Chā. U. 6.4 ( chā. 6.4 ) 

2.1.16 Chā. U. 6.2.1 ( chā. 6.2.1 ) 

2.1.16 Ai. U. 1.1.1 ( ai. ā. 2.4.1.1 ) 

2.1.17 Chā. U. 3.19.1 ( chā. 3.19.1 ) 

2.1.17 Tai. U. 2.7.1 ( tai. 2.7.1 ) 

2.1.18 Chā. U. 6.2.1 ( chā. 6.2.1 ) 

2.1.18 Chā. U. 6.1.3 ( chā. 6.1.3 ) 

2.1.20 Chā. U. 6.1.1 ( chā. 6.1.1 ) 
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2.1.21 Chā. U. 6.8.7 ( chā. 6.8.7 ) 

2.1.21 Tai. U. 2.6.1 ( tai. 2.6 ) 

2.1.21 Chā. U. 6.3.2 ( chā. 6.3.2 ) 

2.1.22 B�. U. 2.4.5 ( b�. 2.4.5 ) 

2.1.22 Chā. U. 8.7.1 ( chā. 8.7.1 ) 

2.1.22 Chā. U. 6.8.1 ( chā. 6.8.1 ) 

2.1.22 B�. U. 4.3.35 ( b�. 4.3.35 ) 

2.1.24 Śve. U. 6.8 ( śve. 6.8 ) 

2.1.26 Śve. U. 6.19 ( śve. 6.19 ) 

2.1.26 Mu. U. 2.1.2 ( mu. 2.1.2 ) 

2.1.26 B�. U. 2.4.12 ( b�. 2.4.12 ) 

2.1.26 B�. U. 3.9.26 ( b�. 3.9.26 ) 

2.1.26 B�. U. 3.8.8 ( b�. 3.8.8 ) 

2.1.27 Chā. U. 6.3.2 ( chā. 6.3.2 ) 

2.1.27 Chā. U. 3.12.6 ( chā. 3.12.6 ) 

2.1.27 Chā. U. 6.8.1 ( chā. 6.8.1 ) 

2.1.27 B�. U. 4.2.4 ( b�. 4.2.4 ) 

2.1.28 B�. U. 4.3.10 ( b�. 4.3.10 ) 

2.1.30 Chā. U. 3.14.4 ( chā. 3.14.4 ) 

2.1.30 Chā. U. 8.7.1 ( chā. 8.7.1 ) 

2.1.30 Mu. U. 1.1.9 ( mu��a. 1.1.9 ) 

2.1.30 B�. U. 3.8.9 ( b�. 3.8.9 ) 

2.1.31 B�. U. 3.8.8 ( b�. 3.8.8 ) 

2.1.31 B�. U. 3.9.26 ( b�. 3.9.26 ) 

2.1.31 Śve. U. 3.19 ( śve. 3.19 ) 

2.1.32 B�. U. 2.4.5 ( b�. 2.4.5 ) 

2.1.34 Kau. U. 3.8 ( kau. brā. 3.8 ) 

2.1.34 B�. U. 3.2.13 ( b�. 3.2.13 ) 

2.1.34 Gī. 4.11 ( bha. gī. 4.11 ) 

2.1.35 Chā. U. 6.2.1 ( chā. 6.2.1 ) 

2.1.36 Chā. U. 6.3.2 ( chā. 6.3.2 ) 

2.1.36 �. Sa�. 10.190.3 ( �. sa�. 10.190.3 ) 

2.1.36 Gī. 15.3 ( gī. 15.3 ) 

2.2.1 Brahmasūtra 1.1.5 ( bra. sū. 1.1.5 ) 

2.2.1 Brahmasūtra 1.1.18 ( bra. sū. 1.1.18 ) 

2.2.1 Brahmasūtra 1.4.28 ( bra. sū. 1.4.28 ) 

2.2.3 B�. U. 3.7.4 ( b�. 3.7.4 ) 

2.2.3 B�. U. 3.8.9 ( b�. 3.8.9 ) 

2.2.3 Brahmasūtra 2.1.24 ( bra. sū. 2.1.24 ) 

2.2.11 Vaiśe�ika Sū. 7.1.9 ( vai. sū. 7.1.9 ) 

2.2.11 Vaiśe�ika Sū. 
7.1.10 

( 7.1.10 ) 

2.2.11 Vaiśe�ika Sū. 
7.1.17 

( 7.1.17 ) 

2.2.11 Vaiśe�ika Sū. 4.2.2 ( vai. sū. 4.2.2 ) 

2.2.11 Brahmasūtra 2.1.6 ( bra. sū. 2.1.6 ) 

2.2.11 Brahmasūtra 2.1.12 ( bra. sū. 2.1.12 ) 

2.2.15 Vaiśe�ika Sū. 4.1.1 ( vai. sū. 4.1.1 ) 

2.2.15 Vaiśe�ika Sū. 4.1.4 ( vai. 4.1.4 ) 

2.2.15 Vaiśe�ika Sū. 4.1.5 ( vai. 4.1.5 ) 

2.2.17 Vaiśe�ika Sū. 
1.1.10 

( vai. 1.1.10 ) 

2.2.24 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1 ) 

2.2.37 Brahmasūtra 1.4.23 ( bra. 1.4.23,24 ) 

2.2.37 Brahmasūtra 1.4.24 ( bra. 1.4.23,24 ) 

2.2.37 Nyāya Sū. 1.1.18 ( nyāyasū. 1.1.18 ) 

2.2.42 Chā. U. 7.26.2 ( chā. 7.26.2 ) 

2.2.42 Brahmasūtra 2.3.17 ( bra. sū. 2.3.17 ) 

2.3.1 Chā. U. 6.2.1 ( chā. 6.2.1 ) 

2.3.1 Chā. U. 6.2.3 ( chā. 6.2.3 ) 

2.3.2 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1 ) 

2.3.2 Chā. U. 6.2.3 ( chā. 6.2.3 ) 

2.3.2 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1 ) 

2.3.2 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1 ) 

2.3.4 B�. U. 2.3.3 ( b�. 2.3.3 ) 

2.3.4 Tai. U. 1.6.2 ( tai. 1.6.2 ) 

2.3.4 Tai. U. 1.7.1 ( tai. 1.7.1 ) 

2.3.5 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1 ) 

2.3.5 Tai. U. 3.2.1 ( tai. 3.2 ) 

2.3.5 Chā. U. 6.2.1 ( chā. 6.2.1 ) 

2.3.5 Tai. U. 1.6.2 ( tai. 1.6.2 ) 

2.3.6 Chā. U. 6.1.3 ( chā. 6.1.3 ) 

2.3.6 B�. U. 4.5.6 ( b�. 4.5.6 ) 

2.3.6 Mu. U. 1.1.3 ( mu��a. 1.1.3 ) 

2.3.6 Chā. U. 6.2.1 ( chā. 6.2.1 ) 

2.3.6 Chā. U. 6.2.3 ( chā. 6.2.3 ) 

2.3.6 Chā. U. 6.8.7 ( chā. 6.8.7 ) 

2.3.6 B�. U. 2.4.6 ( b�. 2.4.6 ) 

2.3.6 Mu. U. 2.2.12 ( mu��a. 2.2.11 ) 

2.3.6 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1 ) 

2.3.6 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1 ) 

2.3.6 Chā. U. 3.14.1 ( chā. 3.14.1 ) 

2.3.6 Chā. U. 6.1.2 ( chā. 6.1.2,3 ) 

2.3.6 Chā. U. 6.1.3 ( chā. 6.1.2,3 ) 

2.3.7 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1 ) 

2.3.7 Brahmasūtra 2.1.24 ( bra. sū. 2.1.24 ) 

2.3.7 B�. U. 3.8.8 ( b�. 3.8.8 ) 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 



 
             

127 

2.3.7 Śve. U. 4.19 ( śve. 4.19 ) 

2.3.7 B�. U. 3.4.2 ( b�. 3.4.2 ) 

2.3.8 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1 ) 

2.3.8 B�. U. 1.5.22 ( b�. 1.5.22 ) 

2.3.9 Chā. U. 6.2.2 ( chā. 6.2.2 ) 

2.3.9 Śve. U. 6.9 ( śve. 6.9 ) 

2.3.10 Chā. U. 3.14.1 ( chā. 3.14.1 ) 

2.3.10 Mu. U. 2.1.3 ( mu��a. 2.1.3 ) 

2.3.10 Tai. U. 2.6.1 ( tai. 2.6.1 ) 

2.3.10 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1.1 ) 

2.3.10 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1.1 ) 

2.3.10 Tai. U. 2.7.1 ( tai. 2.7.1 ) 

2.3.10 Gī. 10.4 ( bha. gī. 10.4 ) 

2.3.10 Gī. 10.5 ( bha. gī. 10.5 ) 

2.3.12 Chā. U. 6.2.4 ( chā. 6.2.4 ) 

2.3.12 B�. U. 1.2.2 ( b�. 1.2.2 ) 

2.3.13 Chā. U. 6.2.4 ( chā. 6.2.4 ) 

2.3.13 B�. U. 3.7.3 ( b�. 3.7.3 ) 

2.3.13 Tai. U. 2.6.1 ( tai. 2.6.1 ) 

2.3.13 B�. U. 3.7.23 ( b�. 3.7.23 ) 

2.3.14 Tai. U. 3.1.1 ( tai. 3.1.1 ) 

2.3.15 Ka. U. 1.3.3 ( ka�ha. 3.3. ) 

2.3.15 Mu. U. 2.1.3 ( mu��a. 2.1.3 ) 

2.3.15 Chā. U. 6.5.4 ( chā. 6.5.4 ) 

2.3.16 Chā. U. 6.11.3 ( chā. 6.11.3 ) 

2.3.16 B�. U. 4.3.8 ( b�. 4.3.8 ) 

2.3.17 B�. U. 2.1.20 ( b�. 2.1.20 ) 

2.3.17 Mu. U. 2.1.1 ( mu��a. 2.1.1 ) 

2.3.17 Chā. U. 6.11.3 ( chā. 6.11.3 ) 

2.3.17 B�. U. 4.4.25 ( b�. 4.4.25 ) 

2.3.17 Ka. U. 1.2.18 ( ka�ha. 2.18 ) 

2.3.17 Ka. U. 1.2.18 ( ka�ha. 2.18 ) 

2.3.17 Tai. U. 2.6.1 ( tai. 2.6.1 ) 

2.3.17 Chā. U. 6.3.2 ( chā. 6.3.2 ) 

2.3.17 B�. U. 1.4.7 ( b�. 1.4.7 ) 

2.3.17 Chā. U. 6.8.7 ( chā. 6.8.7 ) 

2.3.17 B�. U. 1.4.10 ( b�. 1.4.10 ) 

2.3.17 B�. U. 2.5.19 ( b�. 2.5.19 ) 

2.3.17 Śve. U. 6.11 ( śve. 6.11 ) 

2.3.17 B�. U. 4.4.5 ( b�. 4.4.5 ) 

2.3.17 B�. U. 4.5.13 ( b�. 4.5.13 ) 

2.3.17 B�. U. 4.5.14 ( b�. 4.5.14 ) 

2.3.17 B�. U. 4.3.15 ( b�. 4.3.15 ) 

2.3.18 B�. U. 3.9.28 ( b�. 3.9.28 ) 

2.3.18 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1.1 ) 

2.3.18 B�. U. 4.5.13 ( b�. 4.5.13 ) 

2.3.18 B�. U. 4.3.11 ( b�. 4.3.11 ) 

2.3.18 B�. U. 4.3.9 ( b�. 4.3.9 ) 

2.3.18 B�. U. 4.3.30 ( b�. 4.3.30 ) 

2.3.18 Chā. U. 8.12.4 ( chā. 8.12.4 ) 

2.3.18 B�. U. 4.3.23 ( b�. 4.3.23 ) 

2.3.19 Kau. U. 3.3 ( kau�īta. 3.3 ) 

2.3.19 Kau. U. 1.2 ( kau�īta. 1.2 ) 

2.3.19 B�. U. 4.4.6 ( b�. 4.4.6 ) 

2.3.20 B�. U. 4.4.2 ( b�. 4.4.2 ) 

2.3.20 B�. U. 4.4.1 ( b�. 4.4.1 ) 

2.3.20 B�. U. 4.3.11 ( b�. 4.3.11 ) 

2.3.21 B�. U. 4.4.22 ( b�. 4.4.22 ) 

2.3.21 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1.1 ) 

2.3.21 B�. U. 4.4.22 ( b�. 4.4.22 ) 

2.3.22 Mu. U. 3.1.9 ( mu��a. 3.1.9 ) 

2.3.22 Śve. U. 5.9 ( śve. 5.9 ) 

2.3.22 Śve. U. 5.8 ( śve. 5.8 ) 

2.3.24 Pra. U. 3.6 ( praśna. 3.6 ) 

2.3.24 Chā. U. 8.3.3 ( chā. 8.3.3 ) 

2.3.24 B�. U. 4.3.7 ( b�. 4.3.7 ) 

2.3.27 Chā. U. 8.8.1 ( chā. 8.8.1 ) 

2.3.28 Kau. U. 3.6 ( kau�ī. 3.6 ) 

2.3.28 B�. U. 2.1.17 ( b�. 2.1.17 ) 

2.3.29 B�. U. 4.4.22 ( b�. 4.4.22 ) 

2.3.29 Śve. U. 5.9 ( śve. 5.9 ) 

2.3.29 Śve. U. 6.8 ( śve. 6.8 ) 

2.3.29 Mu. U. 3.1.9 ( mu��a. 3.1.9 ) 

2.3.29 Kau. U. 3.6 ( kau�ī. 3.6 ) 

2.3.29 Pra. U. 6.3 ( praśna. 6.3 ) 

2.3.29 Pra. U. 6.4 ( pra. 6.4 ) 

2.3.29 Chā. U. 3.14.3 ( chā. 3.14.3 ) 

2.3.29 Chā. U. 3.14.2 ( chā. 3.14.2 ) 

2.3.30 B�. U. 3.7.23 ( b�. 3.7.23 ) 

2.3.30 B�. U. 3.8.11 ( b�. 3.8.11 ) 

2.3.30 Chā. U. 6.8.7 ( chā. 6.8.7 ) 

2.3.30 B�. U. 1.4.10 ( b�. 1.4.10 ) 

2.3.30 B�. U. 4.3.7 ( b�. 4.3.7 ) 

2.3.30 B�. U. 4.3.7 ( b�. 4.3.7 ) 

2.3.30 Śve. U. 3.8 ( śvetā. 3.8 ) 

2.3.30 Chā. U. 6.8.1 ( chā. 6.8.1 ) 
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2.3.31 Chā. U. 6.9.3 ( chā. 6.9.3 ) 

2.3.32 B�. U. 1.5.3 ( b�. 1.5.3 ) 

2.3.32 B�. U. 1.5.3 ( b�. 1.5.3 ) 

2.3.32 B�. U. 1.5.3 ( b�. 1.5.3 ) 

2.3.33 Pra. U. 4.9 ( pra. 4.9 ) 

2.3.34 B�. U. 4.3.12 ( b�. 4.3.12 ) 

2.3.34 B�. U. 2.1.18 ( b�. 2.1.18 ) 

2.3.35 B�. U. 2.1.17 ( b�. 2.1.17 ) 

2.3.35 B�. U. 2.1.18 ( b�. 2.1.18 ) 

2.3.36 Tai. U. 2.5.1 ( tai. 2.5.1 ) 

2.3.36 B�. U. 2.1.17 ( b�. 2.1.17 ) 

2.3.36 Tai. U. 2.5.1 ( tai. 2.5.1 ) 

2.3.39 B�. U. 2.4.5 ( b�. 2.4.5 ) 

2.3.39 Mu. U. 2.2.6 ( mu��a. 2.2.6 ) 

2.3.40 B�. U. 4.3.7 ( b�. 4.3.7 ) 

2.3.40 Ka. U. 1.3.4 ( ka�ha. 3.4 ) 

2.3.40 B�. U. 3.7.23 ( b�. 3.7.23 ) 

2.3.40 B�. U. 2.4.14 ( b�. 2.4.14 ) 

2.3.40 B�. U. 2.4.14 ( b�. 2.4.14 ) 

2.3.40 B�. U. 4.3.32 ( b�. 4.3.32 ) 

2.3.40 B�. U. 4.3.7 ( b�. 4.3.7 ) 

2.3.40 B�. U. 4.3.13 ( b�. 4.3.13 ) 

2.3.40 Tai. U. 2.4.1 ( tai. 2.4 ) 

2.3.40 Tai. U. 2.5.1 ( tai. 2.5.1 ) 

2.3.41 Brahmasūtra 2.1.34 ( bra. 2.1.34 ) 

2.3.41 Kau. U. 3.8 ( kau�ī. 3.8 ) 

2.3.43 Chā. U. 8.7.1 ( chā. 8.7.1 ) 

2.3.43 Śve. U. 4.3 ( śve. 4.3 ) 

2.3.43 B�. U. 3.7.23 ( b�. 3.7.23 ) 

2.3.44 Chā. U. 3.12.6 ( chā. 3.12.6 ) 

2.3.45 Gī. 15.7 ( 15.7 ) 

2.3.47 Śve. U. 4.6 ( śve. 4.6 ) 

2.3.47 Ka. U. 2.2.11 ( ka�ha. 5.11 ) 

2.3.47 Tai. U. 2.6.1 ( tai. 2.6.1 ) 

2.3.47 B�. U. 3.7.23 ( b�. 3.7.23 ) 

2.3.47 B�. U. 4.4.19 ( b�. 4.4.19 ) 

2.3.47 Chā. U. 6.8.7 ( chā. 6.8.7 ) 

2.3.47 B�. U. 1.4.10 ( b�. 1.4.10 ) 

2.4.1 Chā. U. 6.2.3 ( chāndo. 6.2.3 ) 

2.4.1 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( taitti. 2.1.1 ) 

2.4.1 Tai. U. 2.7.1 ( tai. 2.7 ) 

2.4.1 Mu. U. 2.1.3 ( mu��a. 2.1.3 ) 

2.4.1 Mu. U. 2.1.8 ( mu. 2.1.8 ) 

2.4.1 Pra. U. 6.4 ( pra. 6.4 ) 

2.4.1 B�. U. 2.1.20 ( b�. 2.1.20 ) 

2.4.1 Mu. U. 2.1.3 ( mu��a. 2.1.3 ) 

2.4.1 Jai. Sū. 3.4.15 ( jai. a. 3.4.15 ) 

2.4.2 Mu. U. 1.1.3 ( mu��a. 1.1.3 ) 

2.4.2 Mu. U. 2.1.3 ( mu��a. 2.1.3 ) 

2.4.2 Mu. U. 2.1.10 ( mu��a. 2.1.10 ) 

2.4.2 Mu. U. 2.2.12 ( mu��a. 2.2.11 ) 

2.4.2 Mu. U. 2.1.2 ( mu��a. 2.1.2 ) 

2.4.3 Mu. U. 2.1.3 ( mu. 2.1.3 ) 

2.4.3 Pra. U. 6.4 ( praśna. 6.4 ) 

2.4.4 Chā. U. 6.2.3 ( chā. 6.2.3 ) 

2.4.4 Chā. U. 6.5.4 ( chā. 6.5.4 ) 

2.4.4 Chā. U. 6.1.3 ( chā. 6.1.3 ) 

2.4.4 Chā. U. 6.8.7 ( chā. 6.8.7 ) 

2.4.5 Mu. U. 2.1.8 ( mu��a. 2.1.8 ) 

2.4.5 B�. U. 3.2.1 ( b�. 3.2.1 ) 

2.4.5 Tai. Sa�. 5.1.7.1 ( tai. sa�. 5.1.7.1 ) 

2.4.5 B�. U. 3.9.4 ( b�. 3.9.4 ) 

2.4.5 B�. U. 2.4.11 ( b�. 2.4.11 ) 

2.4.5 Pra. U. 4.8 ( pra. 4.8 ) 

2.4.5 Mu. U. 2.1.8 ( mu��a. 2.1.8 ) 

2.4.5 Mu. U. 2.1.8 ( mu��a. 2.1.8 ) 

2.4.6 B�. U. 3.2.8 ( b�. 3.2.8 ) 

2.4.6 B�. U. 3.9.4 ( b�. 3.9.4 ) 

2.4.6 B�. U. 1.5.3 ( b�. 1.5.3 ) 

2.4.6 B�. U. 4.4.2 ( b�. 4.4.2 ) 

2.4.6 B�. U. 4.4.1 ( b�. 4.4.1 ) 

2.4.6 B�. U. 4.4.2 ( b�. 4.4.2 ) 

2.4.6 B�. U. 3.2.8 ( b�. 3.2.8 ) 

2.4.6 Pra. U. 4.8 ( pra. 4.8 ) 

2.4.6 B�. U. 3.9.4 ( b�. 3.9.4 ) 

2.4.8 Mu. U. 2.1.3 ( mu��a. 2.1.3 ) 

2.4.8 Pra. U. 6.4 ( pra. 6.4 ) 

2.4.8 �. Sa�. 8.7.17 ( �. sa�. 8.7.17 ) 

2.4.8 Chā. U. 5.1.1 ( chā. 5.1.1 ) 

2.4.8 B�. U. 6.1.13 ( b�. 6.1.13 ) 

2.4.9 Chā. U. 3.18.4 ( chāndo. 3.18.4 ) 

2.4.9 Mu. U. 2.1.3 ( mu. 2.1.3 ) 

2.4.11 Chā. U. 5.1.6 ( chā. 5.1.6,7 ) 

2.4.11 Chā. U. 5.1.7 ( chā. 5.1.6,7 ) 

2.4.11 B�. U. 4.3.12 ( b�. 4.3.12 ) 

2.4.11 B�. U. 1.3.19 ( b�. 1.3.19 ) 
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2.4.12 B�. U. 1.5.3 ( b�. 1.5.3 ) 

2.4.12 Yoga Sū. 1.1.6 ( pāta. yoga. sū. 1.1.6 ) 

2.4.13 B�. U. 1.3.22 ( b�. 1.3.22 ) 

2.4.14 Ai. U. 1.2.4 ( aita. 2.4 ) 

2.4.14 Ai. U. 1.2.4 ( aita. 2.4 ) 

2.4.14 Chā. U. 3.18.3 ( chā. 3.18.3 ) 

2.4.14 B�. U. 1.3.12 ( b�. 1.3.12 ) 

2.4.15 Chā. U. 8.12.4 ( chā. 8.12.4 ) 

2.4.16 B�. U. 1.5.20 ( b�. 1.5.20 ) 

2.4.16 B�. U. 4.4.2 ( b�. 4.4.2 ) 

2.4.17 B�. U. 1.5.21 ( b�. 1.5.21 ) 

2.4.17 Mu. U. 2.1.3 ( mu. 2.1.3 ) 

2.4.18 B�. U. 1.3.2 ( b�. 1.3.2 ) 

2.4.19 B�. U. 1.5.21 ( b�. 1.5.21 ) 

2.4.19 B�. U. 1.5.21 ( b�. 1.5.21 ) 

2.4.19 B�. U. 1.5.21 ( b�. 1.5.21 ) 

2.4.19 B�. U. 1.5.21 ( b�. 1.5.21 ) 

2.4.19 B�. U. 1.5.21 ( b�. 1.5.21 ) 

2.4.20 Chā. U. 6.3.2 ( chā. 6.3.2 ) 

2.4.20 Chā. U. 8.14.1 ( chā. 8.14.1 ) 

2.4.20 Chā. U. 6.4.1 ( chā. 6.4.1 ) 

2.4.20 Chā. U. 6.3.4 ( chā. 6.3.4 ) 

2.4.20 Chā. U. 6.4.6 ( chā. 6.4.6,7 ) 

2.4.20 Chā. U. 6.4.7 ( chā. 6.4.6,7 ) 

2.4.20 Chā. U. 6.4.7 ( chā. 6.4.7 ) 

2.4.21 Chā. U. 6.5.1 ( chā. 6.5.1 ) 

3.1.1 B�. U. 4.4.1 ( b�. 4.4.1,4 ) 

3.1.1 B�. U. 4.4.4 ( b�. 4.4.1,4 ) 

3.1.1 B�. U. 4.4.1 ( b�. 4.4.1 ) 

3.1.1 Chā. U. 5.3.3 ( chā. 5.3.3 ) 

3.1.1 Chā. U. 5.9.1 ( chā. 5.9.1 ) 

3.1.1 B�. U. 4.4.3 ( b�. 4.4.3 ) 

3.1.3 B�. U. 4.4.2 ( b�. 4.4.2 ) 

3.1.4 B�. U. 3.2.13 ( b�. 3.2.13 ) 

3.1.4 B�. U. 3.2.13 ( b�. 3.2.13 ) 

3.1.5 Chā. U. 5.9.1 ( chā. 5.9.1 ) 

3.1.5 Chā. U. 5.4.1 ( chā. 5.4.1 ) 

3.1.5 Chā. U. 5.4.2 ( chā. 5.4.2 ) 

3.1.6 Chā. U. 5.10.3 ( chā. 5.10.3 ) 

3.1.6 Chā. U. 5.10.4 ( chā. 5.10.4 ) 

3.1.6 Chā. U. 5.4.2 ( chā. 5.4.2 ) 

3.1.6 B�. U. 6.2.9 ( b�. 6.2.9 ) 

3.1.6 Chā. U. 5.10.4 ( chā. 5.10.4 ) 

3.1.6 B�. U. 6.2.16 ( b�. 6.2.16 ) 

3.1.7 Chā. U. 3.6.1 ( chā. 3.6.1 ) 

3.1.7 B�. U. 1.4.10 ( b�. 1.4.10 ) 

3.1.7 Pra. U. 5.4 ( pra. 5.4 ) 

3.1.7 B�. U. 4.3.33 ( b�. 4.3.33 ) 

3.1.8 Chā. U. 5.10.5 ( chā. 5.10.5 ) 

3.1.8 B�. U. 6.2.16 ( b�. 6.2.16 ) 

3.1.8 B�. U. 4.4.6 ( b�. 4.4.6 ) 

3.1.8 Chā. U. 5.10.7 ( chā. 5.10.7 ) 

3.1.8 Chā. U. 5.10.7 ( chā. 5.10.7 ) 

3.1.9 Chā. U. 5.10.7 ( chā. 5.10.7 ) 

3.1.9 B�. U. 4.4.5 ( b�. 4.4.5 ) 

3.1.9 Tai. U. 1.11.2 ( tai. 1.11.2 ) 

3.1.12 Kau. U. 1.2 ( kau�ī. 1.2. ) 

3.1.13 Ka. U. 1.2.6 ( ka�ha. 2.6 ) 

3.1.17 Chā. U. 5.3.3 ( chā. 5.3.3 ) 

3.1.17 Chā. U. 5.10.8 ( chā. 5.10.8 ) 

3.1.17 Chā. U. 5.10.1 ( chā. 5.10.1,3 ) 

3.1.17 Chā. U. 5.10.3 ( chā. 5.10.1,3 ) 

3.1.17 Chā. U. 5.10.8 ( chā. 5.10.8 ) 

3.1.18 Chā. U. 5.10.8 ( chā. 5.10.8 ) 

3.1.18 Chā. U. 5.3.3 ( chā. 5.3.3 ) 

3.1.20 Chā. U. 6.3.1 ( chā. 6.3.1 ) 

3.1.21 Chā. U. 6.3.1 ( chā. 6.3.1 ) 

3.1.22 Chā. U. 5.10.5 ( chā. 5.10.5 ) 

3.1.22 Chā. U. 5.10.5 ( chā. 5.10.5 ) 

3.1.23 Chā. U. 5.10.6 ( chā. 5.10.6 ) 

3.1.24 Chā. U. 5.10.6 ( chā. 5.10.6 ) 

3.1.26 Chā. U. 5.10.6 ( chā. 5.10.6 ) 

3.1.27 Chā. U. 5.10.7 ( chā. 5.10.7 ) 

3.2.1 B�. U. 4.3.9 ( b�. 4.3.9 ) 

3.2.1 B�. U. 4.3.10 ( b�. 4.3.10 ) 

3.2.1 B�. U. 4.3.9 ( b�. 4.3.9 ) 

3.2.1 B�. U. 4.3.10 ( b�. 4.3.10 ) 

3.2.2 Ka. U. 2.2.8 ( ka. 5.8 ) 

3.2.2 Ka. U. 1.1.23 ( ka. 1.23 ) 

3.2.2 Ka. U. 1.1.24 ( ka. 1.24 ) 

3.2.2 Ka. U. 1.2.14 ( ka. 2.14 ) 

3.2.2 Ka. U. 2.2.8 ( ka. 5.8 ) 

3.2.2 B�. U. 4.3.14 ( b�. 4.3.14 ) 

3.2.3 B�. U. 4.3.12 ( b�. 4.3.12 ) 

3.2.3 B�. U. 2.1.18 ( b�. 2.1.18 ) 

3.2.3 B�. U. 4.3.10 ( b�. 4.3.10 ) 
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3.2.4 Chā. U. 5.2.8 ( chā. 5.2.8 ) 

3.2.4 B�. U. 4.3.9 ( b�. 4.3.9 ) 

3.2.4 Ka. U. 2.2.8 ( kā. 5.8 ) 

3.2.4 Chā. U. 6.9.4 ( chā. 6.9.4 ) 

3.2.4 Brahmasūtra 2.1.14 ( bra. sū. 2.1.14 ) 

3.2.5 Śve. U. 1.11 ( śve. 1.11 ) 

3.2.6 Chā. U. 6.3.2 ( chā. 6.3.2 ) 

3.2.6 Chā. U. 6.3.2 ( chā. 6.3.2 ) 

3.2.6 Chā. U. 6.9.4 ( chā. 6.9.4 ) 

3.2.7 Chā. U. 8.6.3 ( chā. 8.6.3 ) 

3.2.7 B�. U. 2.1.19 ( b�. 2.1.19 ) 

3.2.7 Kau. U. 4.19 ( kau�ī. 4.19 ) 

3.2.7 B�. U. 2.1.17 ( b�. 2.1.17 ) 

3.2.7 Chā. U. 6.8.1 ( chā. 6.8.1 ) 

3.2.7 B�. U. 4.3.21 ( b�. 4.3.21 ) 

3.2.7 Chā. U. 8.6.3 ( chā. 8.6.3 ) 

3.2.7 B�. U. 2.1.19 ( b�. 2.1.19 ) 

3.2.7 Chā. U. 6.8.1 ( chā. 6.8.1 ) 

3.2.7 Chā. U. 6.8.2 ( chā. 6.8.2 ) 

3.2.7 Chā. U. 6.9.2 ( chā. 6.9.2 ) 

3.2.7 Kau. U. 4.19 ( kau�ī. 4.19 ) 

3.2.7 Brahmasūtra 1.1.28 ( bra. sū. 1.1.28 ) 

3.2.7 Chā. U. 8.6.3 ( chā. 8.6.3 ) 

3.2.7 Chā. U. 8.6.3 ( chā. 8.6.3 ) 

3.2.7 Chā. U. 8.6.3 ( chā. 8.6.3 ) 

3.2.7 Chā. U. 8.6.3 ( chā. 8.6.3 ) 

3.2.7 B�. U. 4.4.7 ( b�. 4.4.7 ) 

3.2.7 Chā. U. 8.4.1 ( chā. 8.4.1 ) 

3.2.7 B�. U. 2.1.17 ( b�. 2.1.17 ) 

3.2.7 B�. U. 2.1.19 ( b�. 2.1.19 ) 

3.2.7 Brahmasūtra 1.3.14 ( bra. sū. 1.3.14 ) 

3.2.7 B�. U. 2.1.19 ( b�. 2.1.19 ) 

3.2.7 Chā. U. 6.8.1 ( chā. 6.8.1 ) 

3.2.7 B�. U. 2.4.14 ( b�. 2.4.14 ) 

3.2.7 B�. U. 4.3.31 ( b�. 4.3.31 ) 

3.2.8 B�. U. 2.1.16 ( b�. 2.1.16 ) 

3.2.8 B�. U. 2.1.20 ( b�. 2.1.20 ) 

3.2.8 Chā. U. 6.10.2 ( chā. 6.10.2 ) 

3.2.9 B�. U. 4.3.16 ( b�. 4.3.16 ) 

3.2.9 Chā. U. 8.3.2 ( chā. 8.3.2 ) 

3.2.9 Chā. U. 6.9.3 ( chā. 6.9.3 ) 

3.2.10 Chā. U. 6.8.1 ( chā. 6.8.1 ) 

3.2.10 B�. U. 4.3.22 ( b�. 4.3.22 ) 

3.2.10 Chā. U. 8.4.1 ( chā. 8.4.1 ) 

3.2.11 Chā. U. 3.14.2 ( chā. 3.14.2 ) 

3.2.11 B�. U. 3.8.8 ( b�. 3.8.8 ) 

3.2.11 Ka. U. 1.3.15 ( ka. 3.15 muktiko. 2.72 ) 

3.2.11 Muktikā U. 2.72 ( ka. 3.15 muktiko. 2.72 ) 

3.2.12 B�. U. 2.5.1 ( b�. 2.5.1 ) 

3.2.13 Ka. U. 2.1.11 ( ka. 4.11 ) 

3.2.13 Śve. U. 1.12 ( śve. 1.12 ) 

3.2.14 B�. U. 3.8.8 ( b�. 3.8.8 ) 

3.2.14 Ka. U. 1.3.15 ( ka�ha. 3.15. mukti. 
2.72 ) 

3.2.14 Muktikā U. 2.72 ( ka�ha. 3.15. mukti. 
2.72 ) 

3.2.14 Chā. U. 8.14.1 ( chā. 8.14.1 ) 

3.2.14 Mu. U. 2.1.2 ( mu��a. 2.1.2 ) 

3.2.14 B�. U. 2.5.19 ( b�. 2.5.19 ) 

3.2.14 Brahmasūtra 1.1.4 ( bra. sū. 1.1.4 ) 

3.2.16 B�. U. 4.5.13 ( b�. 4.5.13 ) 

3.2.17 B�. U. 2.3.6 ( b�. 2.3.6 ) 

3.2.17 Ke. U. 1.4 ( ke. 1.3 ) 

3.2.17 Tai. U. 2.4.1 ( tai. 2.4.1 ) 

3.2.17 Gī. 13.12 ( 13.12 ) 

3.2.18 Brahmabi�du U. 12 ( bra. bi�. 12 ) 

3.2.21 B�. U. 2.5.18 ( b�. 2.5.18 ) 

3.2.21 Chā. U. 6.3.2 ( chā. 6.3.2 ) 

3.2.21 Brahmasūtra 3.2.18 ( bra. sū. 3.2.18 ) 

3.2.21 Ka. U. 2.3.13 ( ka. 6.13 ) 

3.2.21 B�. U. 2.5.19 ( b�. 2.5.19 ) 

3.2.21 B�. U. 2.5.19 ( b�. 2.5.19 ) 

3.2.21 Chā. U. 3.14.2 ( chā. 3.14.2 ) 

3.2.21 Chā. U. 3.14.1 ( chā. 3.14.1 ) 

3.2.21 Brahmasūtra 3.2.14 ( bra. sū. 3.2.14 ) 

3.2.21 Brahmasūtra 1.1.4 ( bra. sū. 1.1.4 ) 

3.2.21 Chā. U. 6.8.7 ( chā. 6.8.7 ) 

3.2.22 B�. U. 2.3.1 ( b�. 2.3.1 ) 

3.2.22 B�. U. 2.3.6 ( b�. 2.3.6 ) 

3.2.22 B�. U. 2.1.1 ( b�. 2.1.1 ) 

3.2.22 Tai. U. 2.6.1 ( taitti. 2.6.1 ) 

3.2.22 Ka. U. 2.3.13 ( ka�ha. 6.13 ) 

3.2.22 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1.1 ) 

3.2.22 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1.1 ) 

3.2.22 Tai. U. 2.4.1 ( tai. 2.4.1 ) 

3.2.22 B�. U. 2.3.6 ( b�. 2.3.6 ) 

3.2.22 B�. U. 2.3.6 ( b�. 2.3.6 ) 
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3.2.22 B�. U. 2.3.6 ( b�. 2.3.6 ) 

3.2.22 B�. U. 2.1.20 ( b�. 2.1.20 ) 

3.2.23 Mu. U. 3.1.8 ( mu��a. 3.1.8 ) 

3.2.23 B�. U. 3.9.26 ( b�. 3.9.26 ) 

3.2.23 Mu. U. 1.1.6 ( mu��a. 1.1.6 ) 

3.2.23 Tai. U. 2.7.1 ( tai. 2.7.1 ) 

3.2.23 Gī. 2.25 ( bha. gī. 2.25 ) 

3.2.24 Ka. U. 2.1.1 ( ka. 4.1 ) 

3.2.24 Mu. U. 3.1.8 ( mu. 3.1.8 ) 

3.2.26 Mu. U. 3.2.9 ( mu. 3.2.9 ) 

3.2.26 B�. U. 4.4.6 ( b�. 4.4.6 ) 

3.2.27 Mu. U. 3.1.8 ( mu��a. 3.1.8 ) 

3.2.27 Mu. U. 3.2.8 ( mu. 3.2.8 ) 

3.2.27 Chā. U. 6.8.7 ( chā. 6.8.7 ) 

3.2.27 B�. U. 1.4.10 ( b�. 1.4.10 ) 

3.2.27 B�. U. 3.4.1 ( b�. 3.4.1 ) 

3.2.27 B�. U. 3.7.3 ( b�. 3.7.3 ) 

3.2.30 B�. U. 3.7.23 ( b�. 3.7.23 ) 

3.2.30 B�. U. 2.3.6 ( b�. 2.3.6 ) 

3.2.30 B�. U. 2.5.19 ( b�. 2.5.19 ) 

3.2.31 Chā. U. 8.4.1 ( chā. 8.4.1 ) 

3.2.31 Chā. U. 8.4.2 ( chā. 8.4.2 ) 

3.2.31 Chā. U. 6.8.1 ( chā. 6.8.1 ) 

3.2.31 Tai. U. 2.3.1 ( tai. 2.3.1 ) 

3.2.31 B�. U. 4.3.21 ( b�. 4.3.21 ) 

3.2.31 Chā. U. 1.6.6 ( chā. 1.6.6 ) 

3.2.31 Chā. U. 1.7.5 ( chā. 1.7.5 ) 

3.2.31 Chā. U. 1.7.5 ( chā. 1.7.5 ) 

3.2.31 Chā. U. 1.6.8 ( chā. 1.6.8 ) 

3.2.31 Chā. U. 1.7.6 ( chā. 1.7.6 ) 

3.2.32 Chā. U. 6.2.1 ( chā. 6.2.1 ) 

3.2.35 Chā. U. 6.8.1 ( chā. 6.8.1 ) 

3.2.35 Chā. U. 6.8.1 ( chā. 6.8.1 ) 

3.2.35 Chā. U. 3.12.7 ( chā. 3.12.7 ) 

3.2.35 Chā. U. 3.12.8 ( chā. 3.12.8 ) 

3.2.35 Chā. U. 3.12.9 ( chā. 3.12.9 ) 

3.2.36 Chā. U. 7.25.1 ( chā. 7.25.1 ) 

3.2.36 Chā. U. 7.25.1 ( chā. 7.25.1 ) 

3.2.36 Chā. U. 7.25.2 ( chā. 7.25.2 ) 

3.2.36 B�. U. 2.4.6 ( b�. 2.4.6 ) 

3.2.36 Chā. U. 7.25.2 ( chā. 7.25.2 ) 

3.2.36 B�. U. 4.4.19 ( b�. 4.4.19 ) 

3.2.36 Śve. U. 3.9 ( śve. 3.9 ) 

3.2.36 B�. U. 2.5.19 ( b�. 2.5.19 ) 

3.2.37 Chā. U. 8.1.3 ( chā. 8.1.3 ) 

3.2.37 Chā. U. 3.14.3 ( chā. 3.14.3 ) 

3.2.37 Gī. 2.24 ( bha. gī. 2.24 ) 

3.2.39 B�. U. 4.4.24 ( b�. 4.4.24 ) 

3.2.41 Gī. 7.21 ( 7.21 ) 

3.3.1 Brahmasūtra 1.1.4 ( bra. sū. 1.1.4 ) 

3.3.1 B�. U. 6.1.1 ( b�. 6.1.1 chā. 5.1.1. ) 

3.3.1 Chā. U. 5.1.1 ( b�. 6.1.1 chā. 5.1.1. ) 

3.3.1 B�. U. 6.1.1 ( b�. 6.1.1 ) 

3.3.2 B�. U. 6.2.14 ( b�. 6.2.14 ) 

3.3.2 Chā. U. 5.10.10 ( chā. 5.10.10 ) 

3.3.2 B�. U. 6.1.6 ( b�. 6.1.6 ) 

3.3.2 Chā. U. 5.9.2 ( chā. 5.9.2 ) 

3.3.2 B�. U. 6.2.14 ( b�. 6.2.14 ) 

3.3.3 Mu. U. 3.2.11 ( mu. 3.2.11 ) 

3.3.3 Mu. U. 3.2.10 ( mu��a. 3.2.10 ) 

3.3.4 Ka. U. 1.2.15 ( ka. 2.15 ) 

3.3.4 Ka. U. 2.3.2 ( ka. 6.2 ) 

3.3.4 Tai. U. 2.7.1 ( tai. 2.7.1 ) 

3.3.4 Chā. U. 5.18.1 ( chā. 5.18.1 ) 

3.3.6 B�. U. 1.3.1 ( b�. 1.3.1 ) 

3.3.6 B�. U. 1.3.2 ( b�. 1.3.2 ) 

3.3.6 B�. U. 1.3.7 ( b�. 1.3.7 ) 

3.3.6 Chā. U. 1.2.1 ( chā. 1.2.1 ) 

3.3.6 Chā. U. 1.2.7 ( chā. 1.2.7 ) 

3.3.6 B�. U. 1.3.2 ( b�. 1.3.2 ) 

3.3.6 Chā. U. 1.2.7 ( chā. 1.2.7 ) 

3.3.6 B�. U. 1.3.23 ( b�. 1.3.23 ) 

3.3.7 Chā. U. 1.1.1 ( chā. 1.1.1 ) 

3.3.7 Chā. U. 1.1.10 ( chā. 1.1.10 ) 

3.3.7 Chā. U. 1.2.2 ( chā. 1.2.2 ) 

3.3.7 B�. U. 1.3.2 ( b�. 1.3.2 ) 

3.3.7 B�. U. 1.3.24 ( b�. 1.3.24 ) 

3.3.7 Chā. U. 1.9.1 ( chā. 1.9.1 ) 

3.3.7 Chā. U. 1.9.2 ( chā. 1.9.2 ) 

3.3.8 Brahmasūtra 3.3.7 ( bra. sū. 3.3.7 ) 

3.3.9 Chā. U. 1.1.1 ( chā. 1.1.1 ) 

3.3.9 Chā. U. 6.8.7 ( chā. 6.8.7 ) 

3.3.9 Chā. U. 1.1.7 ( chā. 1.1.7 ) 

3.3.10 B�. U. 6.1.14 ( b�. 6.1.14 ) 

3.3.10 Kau. U. 2.14 ( kau. 2.14 ) 

3.3.11 Tai. U. 2.5.1 ( tai. 2.5 ) 
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3.3.12 Chā. U. 6.2.1 ( chā. 6.2.1 ) 

3.3.12 Brahmasūtra 1.1.12 ( bra. sū. 1.1.12 ) 

3.3.14 Ka. U. 1.3.10 ( ka. 3.10 ) 

3.3.14 Ka. U. 1.3.11 ( ka. 3.11 ) 

3.3.14 Ka. U. 1.3.15 ( ka. 3.15 ) 

3.3.15 Ka. U. 1.3.12 ( ka�ha. 3.12 ) 

3.3.15 Ka. U. 1.3.13 ( ka�ha. 3.13 ) 

3.3.15 Brahmasūtra 1.4.1 ( bra. sū. 1.4.1 ) 

3.3.15 Ka. U. 1.3.9 ( ka. 3.9 ) 

3.3.16 Ai. U. 1.1.1 ( ai. 1.1 ) 

3.3.16 Ai. U. 1.1.2 ( ai. 1.2 ) 

3.3.16 Ai. U. 1.1.2 ( ai. 1.2 ) 

3.3.16 B�. U. 1.4.1 ( b�. 1.4.1 ) 

3.3.16 B�. U. 1.4.1 ( b�. 1.4.1 ) 

3.3.16 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1.1 ) 

3.3.16 B�. U. 1.4.1 ( b�. 1.4.1 ) 

3.3.16 B�. U. 1.4.1 ( b�. 1.4.1 ) 

3.3.16 Ai. U. 1.1.1 ( ai. 1.1 ) 

3.3.16 Ai. U. 1.1.2 ( ai. 1.2 ) 

3.3.17 Chā. U. 6.2.3 ( chā. 6.2.3 ) 

3.3.17 Ai. U. 1.3.11 ( aita. 3.11 ) 

3.3.17 Ai. U. 1.3.12 ( ai. 3.12 ) 

3.3.17 Ai. U. 1.3.11 ( ai. 3.11 ) 

3.3.17 Ai. U. 1.3.11 ( ai. 3.11 ) 

3.3.17 Ai. U. 1.3.13 ( ai. 3.13 ) 

3.3.17 Ai. U. 3.1.3 ( ai. 5.3 ) 

3.3.17 Ai. U. 3.1.3 ( aita. 5.3 ) 

3.3.17 B�. U. 4.3.7 ( b�. 4.3.7 ) 

3.3.17 B�. U. 4.4.25 ( b�. 4.4.25 ) 

3.3.17 Chā. U. 6.2.1 ( chā. 6.2.1 ) 

3.3.17 Chā. U. 6.8.7 ( chā. 6.8.7 ) 

3.3.17 Chā. U. 6.2.1 ( chā. 6.2.1 ) 

3.3.17 B�. U. 4.3.7 ( b�. 4.3.7 ) 

3.3.17 Chā. U. 6.1.1 ( chā. 6.1.1 ) 

3.3.17 Chā. U. 6.8.7 ( chā. 6.8.7 ) 

3.3.18 Chā. U. 5.2.2 ( chā. 5.2.2 ) 

3.3.18 B�. U. 6.1.14 ( b�. 6.1.14 ) 

3.3.18 B�. U. 6.1.14 ( b�. 6.1.14 ) 

3.3.18 B�. U. 6.1.14 ( b�. 6.1.14 ) 

3.3.19 B�. U. 5.6.1 ( b�. 5.6.1 ) 

3.3.20 B�. U. 5.5.1 ( b�. 5.5.1 ) 

3.3.20 B�. U. 5.5.2 ( b�. 5.5.2 ) 

3.3.21 B�. U. 5.5.3 ( b�. 5.5.3 ) 

3.3.21 B�. U. 5.5.4 ( b�. 5.5.4 ) 

3.3.22 Chā. U. 1.7.5 ( chā. 1.7.5 ) 

3.3.22 Chā. U. 1.7.5 ( chā. 1.7.5 ) 

3.3.23 Chā. U. 3.14.3 ( chā. 3.14.3 ) 

3.3.23 Chā. U. 8.1.1 ( chā. 8.1.1 ) 

3.3.23 Chā. U. 4.15.1 ( chā. 4.15.1 ) 

3.3.23 Chā. U. 3.14.3 ( chā. 3.14.3 ) 

3.3.23 Chā. U. 4.15.4 ( chā. 4.15.4 ) 

3.3.23 Chā. U. 8.1.3 ( chā. 8.1.3 ) 

3.3.24 Nārāya�a U. 80 ( nārā. 80 ) 

3.3.24 Nārāya�a U. 80 ( nārā. 80 ) 

3.3.24 Nārāya�a U. 80 ( nārā. 80 ) 

3.3.24 Chā. U. 3.16.7 ( chā. 3.16.7 ) 

3.3.25 Tai. U. 1.1.1 ( tai. 1.1.1 ) 

3.3.25 Chā. U. 3.15.3 ( chā. 3.15.3 ) 

3.3.25 Jai. Sū. 3.3.13 ( jai. sū. 3.3.13 ) 

3.3.26 Chā. U. 8.13.1 ( chā. 8.13.1 ) 

3.3.26 Mu. U. 3.2.8 ( mu��a. 3.2.8 ) 

3.3.26 Kau. U. 1.4 ( kau. 1.4 ) 

3.3.26 Chā. U. 2.10.5 ( chā. 2.10.5 ) 

3.3.26 Chā. U. 8.13.1 ( chā. 8.13.1 ) 

3.3.27 Kau. U. 1.3 ( kau. 1.3 ) 

3.3.27 Kau. U. 1.4 ( kau. 1.4 ) 

3.3.27 Chā. U. 8.13.1 ( chā. 8.13.1 ) 

3.3.29 Mu. U. 3.1.3 ( mu. 3.1.3 ) 

3.3.31 Chā. U. 5.10.1 ( chā. 5.10.1 ) 

3.3.31 Chā. U. 5.10.1 ( chā. 5.10.1 ) 

3.3.31 B�. U. 6.2.15 ( b�. 6.2.15 ) 

3.3.31 B�. U. 6.2.16 ( b�. 6.2.16 ) 

3.3.31 Gī. 8.26 ( bha. gī. 8.26 ) 

3.3.32 Chā. U. 3.11.1 ( chā. 3.11.1 ) 

3.3.32 Chā. U. 6.14.2 ( chā. 6.14.2 ) 

3.3.32 Mu. U. 2.2.9 ( mu��a. 2.2.8 ) 

3.3.32 Chā. U. 7.26.2 ( chā. 7.26.2 ) 

3.3.32 Gī. 4.37 ( bha. gī. 4.37 ) 

3.3.32 Chā. U. 6.14.2 ( chā. 6.14.2 ) 

3.3.32 B�. U. 1.4.10 ( b�. 1.4.10 ) 

3.3.32 B�. U. 3.4.1 ( b�. 3.4.1 ) 

3.3.32 Chā. U. 6.8.7 ( 6.8.7 ) 

3.3.32 B�. U. 1.4.10 ( b�. 1.4.10 ) 

3.3.33 B�. U. 3.8.8 ( b�. 3.8.8 ) 

3.3.33 Mu. U. 1.1.5 ( mu. 1.1.5 ) 

3.3.33 Brahmasūtra 3.3.11 ( bra. sū. 3.3.11 ) 
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3.3.33 Jai. Sū. 3.3.8 ( jai. sū. 3.3.8 ) 

3.3.34 Mu. U. 3.1.1 ( mu. 3.1.1 ) 

3.3.34 Ka. U. 1.3.1 ( ka. 3.1 ) 

3.3.34 Śve. U. 4.7 ( śve. 4.7 ) 

3.3.34 Ka. U. 1.2.14 ( ka. 2.14 ) 

3.3.34 Ka. U. 1.3.2 ( ka. 3.2 ) 

3.3.34 Brahmasūtra 1.2.11 ( bra. sū. 1.2.11 ) 

3.3.35 B�. U. 3.4.1 ( b�. 3.4.1-3.5.1 ) 

3.3.35 B�. U. 3.5.1 ( b�. 3.4.1-3.5.1 ) 

3.3.35 Śve. U. 6.11 ( śve. 6.11 ) 

3.3.36 Chā. U. 6.8.7 ( chā. 6.8.7 ) 

3.3.36 Chā. U. 6.5.4 ( chā. 6.5.4 ) 

3.3.36 B�. U. 3.4.2 ( b�. 3.4.2-3.5.1 ) 

3.3.36 B�. U. 3.5.1 ( b�. 3.4.2-3.5.1 ) 

3.3.36 B�. U. 3.5.1 ( b�. 3.5.1 ) 

3.3.38 B�. U. 5.4.1 ( b�. 5.4.1 ) 

3.3.38 B�. U. 5.5.2 ( b�. 5.5.2 ) 

3.3.38 B�. U. 5.4.1 ( b�. 5.4.1 ) 

3.3.38 B�. U. 5.5.3 ( b�. 5.5.3,4 ) 

3.3.38 B�. U. 5.5.4 ( b�. 5.5.3,4 ) 

3.3.38 B�. U. 5.5.2 ( b�. 5.5.2 ) 

3.3.38 Chā. U. 1.6.6 ( chā. 1.6.6 ) 

3.3.38 Chā. U. 4.15.1 ( chā. 4.15.1 ) 

3.3.38 Chā. U. 1.6.1 ( chā. 1.6.1 ) 

3.3.38 Chā. U. 1.6.8 ( chā. 1.6.8 ) 

3.3.38 Chā. U. 1.7.9 ( chā. 1.7.9 ) 

3.3.39 Chā. U. 8.1.1 ( chā. 8.1.1 ) 

3.3.39 Chā. U. 8.1.5 ( chā. 8.1.5 ) 

3.3.39 B�. U. 4.4.22 ( b�. 4.4.22 ) 

3.3.39 Chā. U. 8.1.5 ( chā. 8.1.5 ) 

3.3.39 Brahmasūtra 1.3.14 ( bra. sū. 1.3.14 ) 

3.3.39 Chā. U. 8.1.6 ( chā. 8.1.6 ) 

3.3.39 B�. U. 4.3.14 ( b�. 4.3.14 ) 

3.3.39 B�. U. 4.3.15 ( b�. 4.3.15 ) 

3.3.39 B�. U. 3.9.26 ( b�. 3.9.26 ) 

3.3.40 Chā. U. 5.19.1 ( chā. 5.19.1 ) 

3.3.40 Chā. U. 5.24.2 ( chā. 5.24.2 ) 

3.3.40 Chā. U. 5.24.5 ( chā. 5.24.5 ) 

3.3.41 Chā. U. 5.19.1 ( chā. 5.19.1 ) 

3.3.41 Chā. U. 5.18.2 ( chā. 5.18.2 ) 

3.3.42 Chā. U. 1.1.1 ( chā. 1.1.1 ) 

3.3.42 Chā. U. 1.1.7 ( chā. 1.1.7 ) 

3.3.42 Chā. U. 1.1.10 ( chā. 1.1.10 ) 

3.3.42 Chā. U. 1.10.9 ( chā. 1.10.9 ) 

3.3.42 Chā. U. 1.10.10 ( chā. 1.10.10 ) 

3.3.42 Chā. U. 1.10.11 ( chā. 1.10.11 ) 

3.3.42 Chā. U. 1.1.10 ( chā. 1.1.10 ) 

3.3.42 Chā. U. 2.2.3 ( chā. 2.2.3 ) 

3.3.43 B�. U. 1.5.21 ( b�. 1.5.21 ) 

3.3.43 Chā. U. 4.3.1 ( chā. 4.3.1 ) 

3.3.43 Chā. U. 4.3.3 ( chā. 4.3.3 ) 

3.3.43 Ai. U. 1.2.4 ( ai. 2.4 ) 

3.3.43 B�. U. 1.5.13 ( b�. 1.5.13 ) 

3.3.43 B�. U. 1.5.23 ( b�. 1.5.23 ) 

3.3.43 B�. U. 1.5.23 ( b�. 1.5.23 ) 

3.3.43 B�. U. 1.5.23 ( b�. 1.5.23 ) 

3.3.43 Chā. U. 4.3.6 ( chā. 4.3.6 ) 

3.3.43 B�. U. 1.5.22 ( b�. 1.5.22 ) 

3.3.43 B�. U. 1.5.23 ( b�. 1.5.23 ) 

3.3.43 B�. U. 1.5.21 ( b�. 1.5.21 ) 

3.3.43 B�. U. 1.5.21 ( b�. 1.5.21 ) 

3.3.43 B�. U. 1.5.23 ( b�. 1.5.23 ) 

3.3.43 B�. U. 1.5.23 ( b�. 1.5.23 ) 

3.3.43 B�. U. 1.5.22 ( b�. 1.5.22 ) 

3.3.43 Chā. U. 4.3.4 ( chā. 4.3.4 ) 

3.3.43 Chā. U. 4.3.8 ( chā. 4.3.8 ) 

3.3.44 Jai. Sū. 3.3.13 ( jai. sū. 3.3.13 ) 

3.3.48 Brahmasūtra 3.3.44 ( bra. sū. 3.3.44 ) 

3.3.49 Kau. U. 2.5 ( kau. 2.5 ) 

3.3.49 Kau. U. 2.5 ( kau�ī. 2.5 ) 

3.3.50 Jai. Sū. 11.4.7 ( jai. sū. 11.4.7 ) 

3.3.51 B�. U. 3.2.10 ( b�. 3.2.10 ) 

3.3.51 Chā. U. 5.4.1 ( chā. 5.4.1 ) 

3.3.55 Chā. U. 1.1.1 ( chā. 1.1.1 ) 

3.3.55 Chā. U. 2.2.1 ( chā. 2.2.1 ) 

3.3.55 Chā. U. 1.1.1 ( chā. 1.1.1 ) 

3.3.56 �. Sa�. 2.6.7 ( �. sa�. 2.6.7 ) 

3.3.57 Chā. U. 5.11.1 ( chā. 5.11.1 ) 

3.3.57 Chā. U. 5.12.1 ( chā. 5.12.1 ) 

3.3.57 Chā. U. 5.18.2 ( chā. 5.18.2 ) 

3.3.57 Chā. U. 5.12.1 ( chā. 5.12.1 ) 

3.3.57 Chā. U. 5.12.2 ( chā. 5.12.2 ) 

3.3.57 Chā. U. 5.12.2 ( chā. 5.12.2 ) 

3.3.57 Chā. U. 5.18.1 ( chā. 5.18.1 ) 

3.3.57 Chā. U. 5.12.2 ( chā. 5.12.2 ) 

3.3.58 Chā. U. 3.14.2 ( chā. 3.14.2 ) 
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3.3.58 Chā. U. 4.10.5 ( chā. 4.10.5 ) 

3.3.58 Chā. U. 8.1.5 ( chā. 8.1.5 ) 

3.3.58 Chā. U. 4.3.3 ( chā. 4.3.3 ) 

3.3.58 Chā. U. 5.1.1 ( chā. 5.1.1 ) 

3.3.58 Chā. U. 7.15.1 ( chā. 7.15.1 ) 

3.3.58 Chā. U. 3.14.1 ( chā. 3.14.1 ) 

3.3.59 Chā. U. 3.14.2 ( chā. 3.14.2 ) 

3.3.59 Chā. U. 4.10.5 ( chā. 4.10.5 ) 

3.3.59 Chā. U. 8.1.5 ( chā. 8.1.5 ) 

3.3.59 Chā. U. 3.14.4 ( chā. 3.14.4 ) 

3.3.59 B�. U. 4.1.2 ( b�. 4.1.2 ) 

3.3.59 Gī. 8.6 ( 8.6 ) 

3.3.60 Chā. U. 3.15.2 ( chā. 3.15.2 ) 

3.3.60 Chā. U. 7.1.5 ( chā. 7.1.5 ) 

3.3.63 Chā. U. 1.5.5 ( chā. 1.5.5 ) 

3.3.64 Chā. U. 1.1.9 ( chā. 1.1.9 ) 

3.3.65 Brahmasūtra 3.3.42 ( bra. sū. 3.3.42 ) 

3.3.66 Chā. U. 4.17.10 ( chā. 4.17.10 ) 

3.4.1 Chā. U. 7.1.3 ( chā. 7.1.3 ) 

3.4.1 Mu. U. 3.2.9 ( mu. 3.2.9 ) 

3.4.1 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1.1 ) 

3.4.1 Chā. U. 6.14.2 ( chā. 6.14.2 ) 

3.4.1 Chā. U. 8.7.1 ( chā. 8.7.1 ) 

3.4.1 Chā. U. 8.7.1 ( chā. 8.7.1 ) 

3.4.1 B�. U. 4.5.6 ( b�. 4.5.6 ) 

3.4.1 B�. U. 4.5.15 ( b�. 4.5.15 ) 

3.4.3 B�. U. 3.1.1 ( b�. 3.1.1 ) 

3.4.3 Chā. U. 5.11.5 ( chā. 5.11.5 ) 

3.4.4 Chā. U. 1.1.10 ( chā. 1.1.10 ) 

3.4.5 B�. U. 4.4.2 ( b�. 4.4.2 ) 

3.4.6 Chā. U. 8.15.1 ( chā. 8.15.1 ) 

3.4.7 Ī. U. 2 ( ī. 2 ) 

3.4.8 Brahmasūtra 3.4.2 ( bra. sū. 3.4.2 ) 

3.4.8 Brahmasūtra 3.4.16 ( bra. sū. 3.4.16 ) 

3.4.8 Brahmasūtra 3.4.1 ( bra. sū. 3.4.1 ) 

3.4.8 Mu. U. 1.1.9 ( mu��a. 1.1.9 ) 

3.4.8 Tai. U. 2.8.1 ( tai. 2.8.1 ) 

3.4.8 Ka. U. 2.3.2 ( ka�ha. 6.2 ) 

3.4.8 B�. U. 3.8.9 ( b�. 3.8.9 ) 

3.4.8 Chā. U. 6.2.3 ( chā. 6.2.3 ) 

3.4.8 B�. U. 2.4.5 ( b�. 2.4.5 ) 

3.4.8 B�. U. 3.4.1 ( b�. 3.4.1 ) 

3.4.8 Chā. U. 8.7.4 ( chā. 8.7.4 ) 

3.4.8 Chā. U. 8.9.3 ( chā. 8.9.3 ) 

3.4.8 B�. U. 2.4.10 ( b�. 2.4.10 ) 

3.4.8 B�. U. 3.5.1 ( b�. 3.5.1 ) 

3.4.8 Chā. U. 8.12.3 ( chā. 8.12.3 ) 

3.4.8 Chā. U. 6.8.7 ( chā. 6.8.7 ) 

3.4.8 B�. U. 3.8.11 ( b�. 3.8.11 ) 

3.4.9 B�. U. 3.5.1 ( b�. 3.5.1 ) 

3.4.9 B�. U. 4.5.15 ( b�. 4.5.15 ) 

3.4.9 Chā. U. 5.11.5 ( chā. 5.11.5 ) 

3.4.9 Brahmasūtra 3.4.4 ( bra. sū. 3.4.4 ) 

3.4.10 Chā. U. 1.1.10 ( chā. 1.1.10 ) 

3.4.10 Chā. U. 1.1.1 ( chā. 1.1.1 ) 

3.4.11 B�. U. 4.4.2 ( b�. 4.4.2 ) 

3.4.11 B�. U. 4.4.6 ( b�. 4.4.6 ) 

3.4.11 B�. U. 4.4.6 ( b�. 4.4.6 ) 

3.4.11 Brahmasūtra 3.4.6 ( bra. sū. 3.4.6 ) 

3.4.12 Chā. U. 8.15.1 ( chā. 8.15.1 ) 

3.4.12 Brahmasūtra 3.4.7 ( bra. sū. 3.4.7 ) 

3.4.13 Ī. U. 2 ( īśā. 2 ) 

3.4.14 Ī. U. 2 ( īśā. 2 ) 

3.4.14 Ī. U. 2 ( īśā. 2 ) 

3.4.15 B�. U. 4.4.22 ( b�. 4.4.22 ) 

3.4.16 B�. U. 2.4.14 ( b�. 2.4.14 ) 

3.4.17 Chā. U. 2.23.1 ( chā. 2.23.1 ) 

3.4.17 Chā. U. 5.10.1 ( chā. 5.10.1 ) 

3.4.17 Mu. U. 1.2.11 ( mu. 1.2.11 ) 

3.4.17 B�. U. 4.4.22 ( b�. 4.4.22 ) 

3.4.17 Jābāla U. 4 ( jā. 4 ) 

3.4.18 Chā. U. 2.23.1 ( chā. 2.23.1 ) 

3.4.18 Chā. U. 2.23.1 ( chā. 2.23.1 ) 

3.4.18 Tai. U. 1.11.1 ( tai. 1.11.1 ) 

3.4.18 Chā. U. 5.10.1 ( chā. 5.10.1 ) 

3.4.18 Mu. U. 1.2.11 ( mu��a. 1.2.11 ) 

3.4.18 Chā. U. 2.23.1 ( chā. 2.23.1 ) 

3.4.18 B�. U. 4.4.22 ( b�. 4.4.22 ) 

3.4.19 Chā. U. 2.23.1 ( chā. 2.23.1 ) 

3.4.19 B�. U. 4.4.22 ( b�. 4.4.22 ) 

3.4.19 Chā. U. 5.10.1 ( chā. 5.10.1 ) 

3.4.19 Chā. U. 2.23.1 ( chā. 2.23.1 ) 

3.4.19 Chā. U. 2.23.1 ( chā. 2.23.1 ) 

3.4.19 Chā. U. 5.10.1 ( chā. 5.10.1 ) 

3.4.20 Nārāya�a U. 78 ( nārā. 78 ) 

3.4.20 Mu. U. 3.2.6 ( mu��a. 3.2.6 nārā. 12.3 
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kaivalya. 3 ) 

3.4.20 Nārāya�a U. 12.3 ( mu��a. 3.2.6 nārā. 12.3 
kaivalya. 3 ) 

3.4.20 Kaivalya U. 3 ( mu��a. 3.2.6 nārā. 12.3 
kaivalya. 3 ) 

3.4.20 Gī. 5.17 ( gī. 5.17 ) 

3.4.20 Jābāla U. 4 ( jābā. 4 ) 

3.4.20 Jābāla U. 4 ( jābā. 4 ) 

3.4.20 Jābāla U. 5 ( jābā. 5 ) 

3.4.21 Chā. U. 1.1.3 ( chā. 1.1.3 ) 

3.4.21 Chā. U. 1.6.1 ( chā. 1.6.1 ) 

3.4.22 Chā. U. 1.1.1 ( chā. 1.1.1 ) 

3.4.22 Chā. U. 2.2.1 ( chā. 2.2.1 ) 

3.4.22 Chā. U. 1.1.7 ( chā. 1.1.7 ) 

3.4.22 Chā. U. 1.7.9 ( chā. 1.7.9 ) 

3.4.22 Chā. U. 2.2.3 ( chā. 2.2.3 ) 

3.4.23 B�. U. 4.5.1 ( b�. 4.5.1 ) 

3.4.23 Kau. U. 3.1 ( kau�ī. 3.1 ) 

3.4.23 Chā. U. 4.1.1 ( chā. 4.1.1 ) 

3.4.24 B�. U. 4.5.6 ( b�. 4.5.6 ) 

3.4.24 Chā. U. 4.3.1 ( chā. 4.3.1 ) 

3.4.25 Brahmasūtra 3.4.1 ( bra. sū. 3.4.1 ) 

3.4.26 B�. U. 4.4.22 ( b�. 4.4.22 ) 

3.4.26 Chā. U. 8.5.1 ( chā. 8.5.1 ) 

3.4.26 Ka. U. 1.2.15 ( ka�ha. 2.15 ) 

3.4.27 B�. U. 4.4.23 ( b�. 4.4.23 ) 

3.4.27 Brahmasūtra 3.4.20 ( bra. sū. 3.4.20 ) 

3.4.28 Chā. U. 5.2.1 ( chā. 5.2.1 ) 

3.4.28 B�. U. 6.1.14 ( b�. 6.1.14 ) 

3.4.28 Chā. U. 2.13.2 ( chā. 2.13.2 ) 

3.4.28 Chā. U. 5.2.1 ( chā. 5.2.1 ) 

3.4.28 Chā. U. 1.10.1 ( chā. 1.10.1 ) 

3.4.28 Chā. U. 1.10.4 ( chā. 1.10.4 ) 

3.4.28 Chā. U. 1.10.4 ( chā. 1.10.4 ) 

3.4.28 Chā. U. 5.2.1 ( chā. 5.2.1 ) 

3.4.31 Chā. U. 5.2.1 ( chā. 5.2.1 ) 

3.4.32 Brahmasūtra 3.4.26 ( bra. sū. 3.4.26 ) 

3.4.32 B�. U. 4.4.22 ( b�. 4.4.22 ) 

3.4.33 B�. U. 4.4.22 ( b�. 4.4.22 ) 

3.4.33 Brahmasūtra 3.4.26 ( bra. sū. 3.4.26 ) 

3.4.33 Brahmasūtra 3.4.25 ( bra. sū. 3.4.25 ) 

3.4.33 B�. U. 4.4.22 ( b�. 4.4.22 ) 

3.4.34 B�. U. 4.4.22 ( b�. 4.4.22 ) 

3.4.34 Gī. 6.1 ( 6.1 ) 

3.4.35 Chā. U. 8.5.3 ( chā. 8.5.3 ) 

3.4.38 Gī. 6.45 ( 6.45 ) 

3.4.39 B�. U. 4.4.9 ( b�. 4.4.9 ) 

3.4.40 Chā. U. 2.23.1 ( chā. 2.23.1 ) 

3.4.40 Jābāla U. 4 ( jā. 4. ) 

3.4.40 Jābāla U. 4 ( jā. 4 ) 

3.4.40 Gī. 3.35 ( 3.35 ) 

3.4.41 Jai. Sū. 6.8.21 ( jai. sū. 6.8.21 ) 

3.4.42 Jai. Sū. 1.3.8 ( jai. sū. 1.3.8 ) 

3.4.42 Jai. Sū. 1.3.9 ( jai. sū. 1.3.9 ) 

3.4.44 Chā. U. 2.3.2 ( chā. 2.3.2 ) 

3.4.44 B�. U. 1.3.28 ( b�. 1.3.28 ) 

3.4.45 Chā. U. 1.2.13 ( chā. 1.2.13 ) 

3.4.46 Chā. U. 1.7.8 ( chā. 1.7.8-9 ) 

3.4.46 Chā. U. 1.7.9 ( chā. 1.7.8-9 ) 

3.4.47 B�. U. 3.5.1 ( b�. 3.5.1 ) 

3.4.47 Gī. 10.37 ( gī. 10.37 ) 

3.4.47 Chā. U. 8.15.1 ( chā. 8.15.1 ) 

3.4.49 Chā. U. 2.23.1 ( chā. 2.23.1 ) 

3.4.50 B�. U. 3.5.1 ( b�. 3.5.1 ) 

3.4.51 Brahmasūtra 3.4.26 ( bra. sū. 3.4.26 ) 

3.4.51 Ka. U. 1.2.7 ( ka. 2.7 ) 

3.4.51 Gī. 6.37 ( gī. 6.37 ) 

3.4.51 Gī. 6.40 ( gī. 6.40 ) 

3.4.51 Gī. 6.43 ( gī. 6.43 ) 

3.4.51 Gī. 6.45 ( gī. 6.45 ) 

3.4.52 B�. U. 3.8.8 ( b�. 3.8.8 ) 

3.4.52 B�. U. 3.9.26 ( b�. 3.9.26 ) 

3.4.52 Chā. U. 7.24.1 ( chā. 7.24.1 ) 

3.4.52 Mu. U. 2.2.12 ( mu��a. 2.2.11 ) 

3.4.52 B�. U. 2.4.6 ( b�. 2.4.6 ) 

3.4.52 B�. U. 4.4.25 ( b�. 4.4.25 ) 

3.4.52 B�. U. 4.5.15 ( b�. 4.5.15 ) 

3.4.52 Chā. U. 3.14.2 ( chā. 3.14.2 ) 

4.1.1 B�. U. 4.5.6 ( b�. 4.5.6 ) 

4.1.1 B�. U. 4.4.21 ( b�. 4.4.21 ) 

4.1.1 Chā. U. 8.7.1 ( chā. 8.7.1 ) 

4.1.1 Chā. U. 4.1.4 ( chā. 4.1.4 ) 

4.1.1 Chā. U. 4.2.2 ( chā. 4.2.2 ) 

4.1.1 Chā. U. 3.18.1 ( chā. 3.18.1 ) 

4.1.1 Chā. U. 3.18.3 ( chā. 3.18.3 ) 

4.1.2 Chā. U. 1.5.1 ( chā. 1.5.1 ) 

4.1.2 Chā. U. 1.5.2 ( chā. 1.5.2 ) 
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4.1.2 Chā. U. 6.8.7 ( chā. 6.8.7 ) 

4.1.2 Chā. U. 6.8.7 ( chā. 6.8.7 ) 

4.1.2 Chā. U. 6.8.7 ( chā. 6.8.7 ) 

4.1.2 B�. U. 4.5.6 ( b�. 4.5.6 ) 

4.1.2 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1.1 ) 

4.1.2 B�. U. 3.9.28 ( b�. 3.9.28 ) 

4.1.2 B�. U. 3.8.11 ( b�. 3.8.11 ) 

4.1.2 B�. U. 3.8.11 ( b�. 3.8.11 ) 

4.1.2 B�. U. 3.8.8 ( b�. 3.8.8 ) 

4.1.2 B�. U. 4.3.23 ( b�. 4.3.23 ) 

4.1.2 B�. U. 4.4.22 ( b�. 4.4.22 ) 

4.1.2 Gī. 3.17 ( gī. 3.17 ) 

4.1.3 B�. U. 3.4.1 ( b�. 3.4.1 ) 

4.1.3 B�. U. 3.7.3 ( b�. 3.7.3 ) 

4.1.3 Chā. U. 6.8.7 ( chā. 6.8.7 ) 

4.1.3 Chā. U. 3.18.1 ( chā. 3.18.1 ) 

4.1.3 Chā. U. 3.19.1 ( chā. 3.19.1 ) 

4.1.3 B�. U. 1.4.10 ( b�. 1.4.10 ) 

4.1.3 B�. U. 4.4.19 ( b�. 4.4.19. ka�ha. 
4.10. ) 

4.1.3 Ka. U. 2.1.10 ( b�. 4.4.19. ka�ha. 
4.10. ) 

4.1.3 B�. U. 4.5.7 ( b�. 4.5.7 ) 

4.1.3 B�. U. 2.4.14 ( b�. 2.4.14 ) 

4.1.3 B�. U. 4.3.22 ( b�. 4.3.22 ) 

4.1.3 B�. U. 4.3.22 ( b�. 4.3.22 ) 

4.1.4 Chā. U. 3.18.1 ( chā. 3.18.1 ) 

4.1.4 Chā. U. 3.19.1 ( chā. 3.19.1 ) 

4.1.4 Chā. U. 7.1.5 ( chā. 7.1.5 ) 

4.1.5 Chā. U. 3.19.4 ( chā. 3.19.4 ) 

4.1.5 Chā. U. 7.2.2 ( chā. 7.2.2 ) 

4.1.5 Chā. U. 7.4.3 ( chā. 7.4.3 ) 

4.1.5 Brahmasūtra 3.2.38 ( bra. sū. 3.2.38 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 1.3.1 ( chā. 1.3.1 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 2.2.1 ( chā. 2.2.1 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 2.8.1 ( chā. 2.8.1 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 1.6.1 ( chā. 1.6.1 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 1.6.1 ( chā. 1.6.1 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 1.6.1 ( chā. 1.6.1 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 2.2.1 ( chā. 2.2.1 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 2.11.1 ( chā. 2.11.1 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 3.19.1 ( chā. 3.19.1 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 2.2.1 ( chā. 2.2.1 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 1.1.10 ( chā. 1.1.10 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 2.2.3 ( chā. 2.2.3 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 1.1.1 ( chā. 1.1.1 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 1.1.10 ( chā. 1.1.10 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 1.6.1 ( chā. 1.6.1 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 1.6.1 ( chā. 1.6.1 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 1.7.7 ( chā. 1.7.7 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 2.2.1 ( chā. 2.2.1 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 2.11.1 ( chā. 2.11.1 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 2.9.1 ( chā. 2.9.1 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 2.1.1 ( chā. 2.1.1 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 2.7.2 ( chā. 2.7.2 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 2.8.1 ( chā. 2.8.1 ) 

4.1.6 Chā. U. 2.2.1 ( chā. 2.2.1 ) 

4.1.9 Chā. U. 7.6.1 ( chā. 7.6.1 ) 

4.1.10 Gī. 6.11 ( gī. 6.11 ) 

4.1.11 Śve. U. 2.10 ( śve. 2.10 ) 

4.1.12 Gī. 8.6 ( gī. 8.6 ) 

4.1.12 Gī. 8.10 ( gī. 8.10 ) 

4.1.13 Chā. U. 4.14.3 ( chā. 4.14.3 ) 

4.1.13 Chā. U. 5.24.3 ( chā. 5.24.3 ) 

4.1.13 Mu. U. 2.2.9 ( mu. 2.2.8 ) 

4.1.14 B�. U. 4.4.22 ( b�. 4.4.22 ) 

4.1.14 Mu. U. 2.2.9 ( mu. 2.2.8 ) 

4.1.14 Chā. U. 8.4.1 ( chā. 8.4.1 ) 

4.1.15 B�. U. 4.4.22 ( b�. 4.4.22 ) 

4.1.15 Chā. U. 6.14.2 ( chā. 6.14.2 ) 

4.1.16 B�. U. 4.4.22 ( b�. 4.4.22 ) 

4.1.18 Chā. U. 4.17.10 ( chā. 4.17.10 ) 

4.1.18 Chā. U. 1.1.10 ( chā. 1.1.10 ) 

4.1.18 Gī. 2.39 ( gī. 2.39 ) 

4.1.18 Gī. 2.49 ( gī. 2.49 ) 

4.1.18 Chā. U. 1.1.10 ( chā. 1.1.10 ) 

4.1.19 Chā. U. 6.14.2 ( chāndo. 6.14.2 ) 

4.2.1 Chā. U. 6.8.6 ( chā. 6.8.6 ) 

4.2.1 Brahmasūtra 4.2.16 ( bra. sū. 4.2.16 ) 

4.2.2 Pra. U. 3.9 ( praśna. 3.9 ) 

4.2.3 Chā. U. 6.8.6 ( chā. 6.8.6 ) 

4.2.3 Chā. U. 6.8.6 ( chā. 6.8.6 ) 

4.2.3 Chā. U. 6.5.4 ( chā. 6.5.4 ) 

4.2.40 B�. U. 4.4.2 ( b�. 4.4.2 ) 

4.2.40 B�. U. 4.4.2 ( b�. 4.4.2 ) 

4.2.6 Chā. U. 5.3.3 ( chā. 5.3.3 ) 

4.2.6 Brahmasūtra 3.1.2 ( bra. sū. 3.1.2 ) 
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4.2.6 B�. U. 3.2.13 ( b�. 3.2.13 ) 

4.2.6 B�. U. 3.2.13 ( b�. 3.2.13 ) 

4.2.7 Chā. U. 6.8.1 ( chā. 6.8.1,3,5 ) 

4.2.7 Chā. U. 6.8.3 ( chā. 6.8.1,3,5 ) 

4.2.7 Chā. U. 6.8.5 ( chā. 6.8.1,3,5 ) 

4.2.7 B�. U. 4.4.6 ( b�. 4.4.6 ) 

4.2.8 Chā. U. 6.8.6 ( chā. 6.8.6 ) 

4.2.8 Ka. U. 2.2.7 ( ka. 5.7 ) 

4.2.12 B�. U. 4.4.6 ( b�. 4.4.6 ) 

4.2.13 B�. U. 3.2.11 ( b�. 3.2.11 ) 

4.2.13 B�. U. 3.2.11 ( b�. 3.2.11 ) 

4.2.13 B�. U. 3.2.11 ( b�. 3.2.11 ) 

4.2.13 B�. U. 4.4.2 ( b�. 4.4.2 ) 

4.2.13 B�. U. 4.4.6 ( b�. 4.4.6 ) 

4.2.13 B�. U. 4.4.6 ( b�. 4.4.6 ) 

4.2.15 Pra. U. 6.5 ( praśna. 6.5 ) 

4.2.15 Mu. U. 3.2.7 ( mu. 3.2.7 ) 

4.2.16 Pra. U. 6.5 ( pra. 6.5 ) 

4.2.17 B�. U. 4.4.2 ( b�. 4.4.2 ) 

4.2.17 Chā. U. 8.6.6 ( chā. 8.6.6 ) 

4.2.18 Chā. U. 8.1.1 ( chā. 8.1.1 ) 

4.2.18 Chā. U. 8.6.1 ( chā. 8.6.1 ) 

4.2.18 Chā. U. 8.6.5 ( chā. 8.6.5 ) 

4.2.18 Chā. U. 8.6.6 ( chā. 8.6.6 ) 

4.2.19 Chā. U. 8.6.2 ( chā. 8.6.2 ) 

4.2.19 Chā. U. 8.6.5 ( chā. 8.6.5 ) 

4.2.20 Chā. U. 4.15.5 ( chā. 4.15.5 ) 

4.2.20 Brahmasūtra 4.3.4 ( bra. sū. 4.3.4 ) 

4.2.20 Gī. 8.23 ( gī. 8.23 ) 

4.2.21 Gī. 8.24 ( gī. 8.24-25 ) 

4.2.21 Gī. 8.25 ( gī. 8.24-25 ) 

4.2.21 Gī. 8.23 ( gī. 8.23 ) 

4.3.1 Chā. U. 8.6.5 ( chā. 8.6.5 ) 

4.3.1 B�. U. 6.2.15 ( b�. 6.2.15 ) 

4.3.1 Kau. U. 1.3 ( kau. 1.3 ) 

4.3.1 B�. U. 5.10.1 ( b�. 5.10.1 ) 

4.3.1 Mu. U. 1.2.11 ( mu��a. 1.2.11 ) 

4.3.1 Chā. U. 8.6.5 ( chā. 8.6.5 ) 

4.3.1 Chā. U. 8.6.5 ( chā. 8.6.5 ) 

4.3.1 B�. U. 6.2.15 ( b�. 6.2.15 ) 

4.3.1 B�. U. 6.2.15 ( b�. 6.2.15 ) 

4.3.1 B�. U. 5.10.1 ( b�. 5.10.1 ) 

4.3.1 Kau. U. 1.4 ( kau�ī. 1.4 ) 

4.3.1 Chā. U. 8.4.3 ( chā. 8.4.3 ) 

4.3.1 Chā. U. 5.10.8 ( chā. 5.10.8 ) 

4.3.2 Kau. U. 1.3 ( kau. 1.3 ) 

4.3.2 Chā. U. 5.10.1 ( chā. 5.10.1,2 ) 

4.3.2 Chā. U. 5.10.2 ( chā. 5.10.1,2 ) 

4.3.2 Kau. U. 1.3 ( kau. 1.3 ) 

4.3.2 B�. U. 5.10.1 ( b�. 5.10.1 ) 

4.3.2 Kau. U. 1.3 ( kau�ī. 1.3 ) 

4.3.2 B�. U. 6.2.15 ( b�. 6.2.15 ) 

4.3.3 Chā. U. 4.15.5 ( chā. 4.15.5 ) 

4.3.3 Chā. U. 7.11.1 ( chā. 7.11.1 ) 

4.3.4 Kau. U. 1.3 ( kau�ī. 1.3 ) 

4.3.4 B�. U. 1.5.16 ( b�. 1.5.16 ) 

4.3.4 Chā. U. 4.15.5 ( chā. 4.15.5 ) 

4.3.5 Chā. U. 4.15.5 ( chā. 4.15.5;5.10.1 ) 

4.3.5 Chā. U. 5.10.1 ( chā. 4.15.5;5.10.1 ) 

4.3.5 B�. U. 6.2.15 ( b�. 6.2.15 ) 

4.3.5 Chā. U. 4.15.6 ( chā. 4.15.6 ) 

4.3.7 Chā. U. 4.15.5 ( chā. 4.15.5 ) 

4.3.8 Chā. U. 6.2.15 ( chā. 6.2.15 ) 

4.3.9 Chā. U. 4.15.6 ( chā. 4.15.6 ) 

4.3.9 Chā. U. 8.6.6 ( chā. 8.6.6. ka. 6.16 ) 

4.3.9 Ka. U. 2.3.16 ( chā. 8.6.6. ka. 6.16 ) 

4.3.11 Brahmasūtra 4.3.7 ( bra. sū. 4.3.7 ) 

4.3.12 Chā. U. 4.15.6 ( chā. 4.15.6 ) 

4.3.13 Chā. U. 8.6.6 ( chā. 8.6.6. ka. 6.16 ) 

4.3.13 Ka. U. 2.3.16 ( chā. 8.6.6. ka. 6.16 ) 

4.3.13 Chā. U. 7.24.1 ( chā. 7.24.1 ) 

4.3.13 Ka. U. 1.2.14 ( ka. 2.14 ) 

4.3.14 Chā. U. 8.14.1 ( chā. 8.14.1 ) 

4.3.14 Chā. U. 8.14.1 ( chā. 8.14.1 ) 

4.3.14 Chā. U. 8.14.1 ( chā. 8.14.1 ) 

4.3.14 Śve. U. 4.19 ( śvetā. 4.19 ) 

4.3.14 Chā. U. 8.5.3 ( chā. 8.5.3 ) 

4.3.14 Chā. U. 8.6.6 ( chā. 8.6.6 ) 

4.3.14 Chā. U. 8.14.1 ( chā. 8.14.1 ) 

4.3.14 B�. U. 3.4.1 ( b�. 3.4.1 ) 

4.3.14 B�. U. 3.4.1 ( b�. 3.4.1 ) 

4.3.14 Chā. U. 7.25.2 ( chā. 7.25.2 ) 

4.3.14 Mu. U. 2.2.12 ( mu. 2.2.11 ) 

4.3.14 Śve. U. 6.19 ( śvetā. 6.19 ) 

4.3.14 B�. U. 3.8.8 ( b�. 3.8.8 ) 

4.3.14 Mu. U. 2.1.2 ( mu. 2.1.2 ) 
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4.3.14 B�. U. 4.4.25 ( b�. 4.4.25 ) 

4.3.14 B�. U. 3.9.26 ( b�. 3.9.26 ) 

4.3.14 Ī. U. 7 ( īśā. 7 ) 

4.3.14 B�. U. 4.2.4 ( b�. 4.2.4 ) 

4.3.14 Tai. U. 2.9.1 ( taitti. 2.9.1 ) 

4.3.14 Chā. U. 6.8.3 ( chā. 6.8.3 ) 

4.3.14 Tai. U. 3.1.1 ( tai. 3.1.1 ) 

4.3.14 B�. U. 4.4.6 ( b�. 4.4.6 ) 

4.3.14 Brahmasūtra 4.2.13 ( bra. sū. 4.2.13 ) 

4.3.14 Chā. U. 6.8.7 ( chā. 6.8.7 ) 

4.3.14 Śve. U. 3.8 ( śvetā. 3.8 ) 

4.3.14 B�. U. 2.4.14 ( b�. 2.4.14;4.5.15 ) 

4.3.14 B�. U. 4.5.15 ( b�. 2.4.14;4.5.15 ) 

4.3.14 B�. U. 2.4.14 ( b�. 2.4.14;4.5.15 ) 

4.3.14 B�. U. 4.5.15 ( b�. 2.4.14;4.5.15 ) 

4.3.14 Chā. U. 4.10.4 ( chā. 4.10.4 ) 

4.3.14 Chā. U. 8.1.1 ( chā. 8.1.1 ) 

4.3.14 B�. U. 4.4.6 ( b�. 4.4.6 ) 

4.3.14 Tai. U. 2.1.1 ( tai. 2.1.1 ) 

4.3.14 B�. U. 4.4.6 ( b�. 4.4.6 ) 

4.3.14 Pra. U. 5.2 ( pra. 5.2 ) 

4.3.14 Chā. U. 3.14.2 ( chā. 3.14.2 ) 

4.3.14 Chā. U. 8.2.1 ( chā. 8.2.1 ) 

4.3.14 Brahmasūtra 2.3.29 ( bra. sū. 2.3.29 ) 

4.3.14 Brahmasūtra 4.3.7 ( bra. sū. 4.3.7 ) 

4.3.14 Brahmasūtra 4.3.12 ( bra. sū. 4.3.12 ) 

4.3.15 Brahmasūtra 3.3.31 ( bra. sū. 3.3.31 ) 

4.3.15 Chā. U. 4.15.5 ( chā. 4.15.5 ) 

4.3.16 Chā. U. 7.1.5 ( chā. 7.1.5 ) 

4.3.16 Chā. U. 7.2.1 ( chā. 7.2.1 ) 

4.3.16 Chā. U. 7.2.2 ( chā. 7.2.2 ) 

4.3.16 Chā. U. 7.3.1 ( chā. 7.3.1 ) 

4.4.2 Chā. U. 8.9.3 ( chā. 
8.9.3,8.10.4,8.11.3 ) 

4.4.2 Chā. U. 8.10.4 ( chā. 
8.9.3,8.10.4,8.11.3 ) 

4.4.2 Chā. U. 8.11.3 ( chā. 
8.9.3,8.10.4,8.11.3 ) 

4.4.2 Chā. U. 8.12.1 ( chā. 8.12.1 ) 

4.4.2 Chā. U. 8.12.3 ( chā. 8.12.3 ) 

4.4.2 Chā. U. 8.7.1 ( chā. 8.7.1 ) 

4.4.3 Chā. U. 8.12.3 ( chā. 8.12.3 ) 

4.4.3 Chā. U. 8.7.1 ( chā. 8.7.1 ) 

4.4.3 B�. U. 4.4.16 ( b�. 4.4.16 ) 

4.4.3 Brahmasūtra 1.3.40 ( bra. sū. 1.3.40 ) 

4.4.4 Chā. U. 8.12.3 ( 8.12.3 ) 

4.4.4 Chā. U. 8.12.3 ( chā. 8.12.3 ) 

4.4.4 Chā. U. 6.8.7 ( chā. 6.8.7 ) 

4.4.4 B�. U. 1.4.10 ( b�. 1.4.10 ) 

4.4.4 Chā. U. 7.24.1 ( chā. 7.24.1 ) 

4.4.4 B�. U. 4.3.23 ( b�. 4.3.23 ) 

4.4.4 Ka. U. 2.1.15 ( ka. 4.15 ) 

4.4.4 Chā. U. 7.24.1 ( chā. 7.24.1 ) 

4.4.4 Chā. U. 7.25.2 ( chā. 7.25.2 ) 

4.4.5 Chā. U. 8.3.4 ( chā. 8.3.4 ) 

4.4.5 Chā. U. 8.7.1 ( chā. 8.7.1 ) 

4.4.5 Chā. U. 8.7.1 ( chā. 8.7.1 ) 

4.4.5 Chā. U. 8.12.3 ( chā. 8.12.3 ) 

4.4.5 Chā. U. 7.25.2 ( chā. 7.25.2 ) 

4.4.6 B�. U. 4.5.13 ( b�. 4.5.13 ) 

4.4.6 Brahmasūtra 3.2.11 ( bra. sū. 3.2.11 ) 

4.4.8 Chā. U. 8.2.1 ( chā. 8.2.1 ) 

4.4.8 Chā. U. 8.2.1 ( chā. 8.2.1 ) 

4.4.9 Chā. U. 8.1.6 ( chā. 8.1.6 ) 

4.4.10 Chā. U. 8.2.1 ( chā. 8.2.1 ) 

4.4.10 Chā. U. 8.12.5 ( chā. 8.12.5 ) 

4.4.10 Chā. U. 8.13.1 ( chā. 8.13.1 ) 

4.4.11 Chā. U. 7.26.2 ( chā. 7.26.2 ) 

4.4.15 Brahmasūtra 4.4.11 ( bra. sū. 4.4.11 ) 

4.4.15 Chā. U. 7.26.2 ( chā. 7.26.2 ) 

4.4.15 B�. U. 4.5.15 ( b�. 4.5.15 ) 

4.4.15 B�. U. 4.3.30 ( b�. 4.3.30 ) 

4.4.15 B�. U. 4.3.32 ( b�. 4.3.32 ) 

4.4.16 Chā. U. 6.8.1 ( chā. 6.8.1 ) 

4.4.16 B�. U. 4.4.6 ( b�. 4.4.6 ) 

4.4.16 B�. U. 2.4.12 ( b�. 2.4.12 ) 

4.4.16 B�. U. 2.4.14 ( b�. 2.4.14 ) 

4.4.16 B�. U. 4.3.19 ( b�. 4.3.19. mā��ū. 5 ) 

4.4.16 Mā. U. 5 ( b�. 4.3.19. mā��ū. 5 ) 

4.4.17 Tai. U. 1.6.2 ( tai. 1.6.2 ) 

4.4.17 Tai. U. 1.5.3 ( tai. 1.5.3 ) 

4.4.17 Chā. U. 7.25.2 ( chā. 7.25.2;8.1.6 ) 

4.4.17 Chā. U. 8.1.6 ( chā. 7.25.2;8.1.6 ) 

4.4.18 Tai. U. 1.6.2 ( tai. 1.6.2 ) 

4.4.18 Tai. U. 1.6.2 ( tai. 1.6.2 ) 

4.4.18 Tai. U. 1.6.2 ( tai. 1.6.2 ) 

4.4.19 Chā. U. 3.12.6 ( chā. 3.12.6 ) 

4.4.20 Ka. U. 2.2.15 ( ka�ha. 5.15. śvetā. 
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6.14. mu��a. 2.2.10 ) 

4.4.20 Śve. U. 6.14 ( ka�ha. 5.15. śvetā. 
6.14. mu��a. 2.2.10 ) 

4.4.20 Mu. U. 2.2.11 ( ka�ha. 5.15. śvetā. 
6.14. mu��a. 2.2.10 ) 

4.4.20 Gī. 15.6 ( gī. 15.6 ) 

4.4.21 B�. U. 1.5.23 ( b�. 1.5.23 ) 

4.4.22 Chā. U. 8.6.6 ( chā. 8.6.6. ka�ha. 6.16 ) 

4.4.22 Ka. U. 2.3.16 ( chā. 8.6.6. ka�ha. 6.16 ) 

4.4.22 B�. U. 6.2.15 ( b�. 6.2.15 ) 

4.4.22 Chā. U. 4.15.5 ( chā. 4.15.5 ) 

4.4.22 Chā. U. 8.15.1 ( chā. 8.15.1 ) 

4.4.22 Chā. U. 8.15.1 ( chā. 8.15.1 ) 

4.4.22 Brahmasūtra 4.3.10 ( bra. sū. 4.3.10 ) 
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