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Introduction

Advaita Vedanta' s tradition of reflection on perceptual illusion arises out of a concern
with mukti, a "liberation" or "salvation" that is conceived as a radical change of
awareness, thus as a "mystical experience." Developing the teachings of the Upanishads
and the Bhagavadgita, Sankara (c. 700 A.D.) and his followers try to articulate a world
view that would explain the possibility of this mystical state and show it to be the
summum bonum (paramapurusartha). It is problematic whether any Advaita
philosopher, even the great Sahkara himself, is a "mystic philosopher,” that is, one who
attempts to describe his own mystical experience and to theorize therefrom. But
convinced that a kind of experience, albeit a mystical experience, is the most important
matter in life, the Advaitins try to formulate a comprehensive theory of experience
(anubhava) that would conform to their soteriological views. Above al, it is the topic of
perceptua illusion that forms the bridge between the Advaitins' soteriology on the one
hand and their theory of experience on the other. The relation of the salvific experience to
our everyday experience is viewed as analogous to the relation between veridical and
delusive sense perception.

Sankara in the very first sentence of his Brahmasitrabhasyal? uses the term
‘adhyasa,’ literally "superimposition” but also "false appearance,” to capture the relation
between the natural and mystical state of the self’s true experience on the one hand and
worldly experience on the other.¥l The Advaitin then asks, "What is adhyasa?' and
proceeds to give two characterizations (or definitions) of it. The second of these he
defends with references to everyday instances of illusion. Thus in this opening passage,
and in pronounced fashion in his Upanishadic commentaries and his UpadeSasahasri as
well, Sankara articulates an understanding of "adhyasa" that is supposed to include both
everyday and mystical phenomena Further, in this "adhyasa" section of his BSB, he
mentions some aternative views of illusion, apparently for descriptive as opposed to
polemical purposes. without disputing these views, he puts forth his second
characterization and claims that it would be acceptable to all disputants.® Therefore with
these characterizations, Sahkara must be seen as launching Advaita "phenomenology of
perceptua illusion." ]

However, it is only after Sankara that Advaita phenomenology and indeed critical
reflection overall become advanced. Sankara himself is so much less concerned with
argument and justificational issues than with elaborating the soteriological teachings of
diverse Upanishadic texts that many of his more properly philosophic views are too
inchoate and embedded in other discussions to repay at all easily a scrutiny,® although
many modern reconstructions of his positions have appeared. His followers inherit the
soteriological and textual concerns, but they also try to be systematic and to refute
opponents on a whole range of issues. It is with Sankara's disciples, Padmapada,
Suredvara, Vacaspati, and their followers that the Advaita polemics and
phenomenological analyses become truly astute.

Advaita theory of knowledge, and related phenomenology, become increasingly
broad in scope, as through the years there is a shift in the focus of Advaita reflection. In
general, more and more attention is paid to cosmological and worldly (vyavaharika)
issues, while Sankara's embedded epistemological positions are enormously filled out.
By the time of the Vedantaparibhasa, the famous seventeenth-century textbook of
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Advaita epistemology, the topic of perceptual illusion is taken up not so much within a
soteriological discussion as within a wide-ranging explanation of "means of knowledge"
(praména) in general.[’! The Vedantaparibhasa incorporates centuries of reflection—
much of which originates in rival schools—on topics ranging from particulars and
universals to the foundations of claims about the non-presence of something x. (Do |
directly perceive that there is not an elephant here?) Thus one should not think that
Advaita epistemology is limited to a concern with perceptual illusion, particularly in the
later period. Yet in the Vedantaparibhasa and in many intermediate works, the early
phenomenology of perceptual illusion, and in particular that contributed by Padmapada,
informs crucially the theory of knowledge, somewhat like the influence of Descartes and
Hume in the West.[® It clearly forms the mainstay of the central Advaita positions.

Padmapada is generally admitted to have been Sankara's younger contemporary and
his student. Along with SureSvara (who most likely was also a student of Sankara's) and
Vacaspati Misra (who was probably at least a generation later), he is the originator of a
distinct line of Advaita commentary. These three are the founders of the prasthanatraya,
"three lines of interpretation [of Sankara],” known to students of Advaita. Padmapada
launched a tradition of commentary and understanding of Sankara to which several
prominent philosophers belong, including Praka&atman (c. 975), the title of whose lucid
(but often unfaithful—see note 12 below) commentary "Vivarana" has become the name
whereby this branch of Advaitais commonly known, Citsukha (c. 1275), the logician and
polemicist who purports to refute al the late schools, Madhava (c. 1350), who is best
known for a wide-ranging survey of Indian schools® and Dharmarjadhvarindra, the
author of the Vedantaparibhasa previously mentioned. There are also several less major
figures who belong to Padmapada’s "line," and the number of Sanskrit commentaries
written on hiswork is large."%

In this paper, | wish to examine Padmapada’ s thought on illusion—with an eye to
evaluating his metaphysics. Despite the sophistication of Padmapada’ s anaysis, the mar-
riage between the metaphysics and the understanding of illusion is an unhappy one. Yet
this point could be turned around: athough, as | shall show, Padmapada is unsuccessful
in his attempt to show through an illusion-analogy the possibility (sambhava) of his
views about the Absolute (brahman), his meticulous phenomenology of the mental life
has merits of itsown. | shall not dlight it by jumping too quickly into an examination of
the metaphysics. Only after presenting with some detail Padmapada’ s analysis of every-
day illusions, do | take up the metaphysics of Advaita and demonstrate the failure of his
illusion-analogy.

Another aim of the paper, overlapping the evaluative concern, is historical. | contend
that Padmapada’ s view of illusion illumines his metaphysics of brahman, the "Absolute,"
and of brahman’s relation to maya, the "cosmic illusion." This metaphysics has been
misunderstood by some scholars of Indian philosophy.[*Y By elaborating Padmapada's
use of the illusion-analogy, | intend to show precisely what his views are on the nature
and ontic status of "maya." While it is a matter of debate to what degree he departs on
this score from Sankara, his views on maya are not the same as those of Praka&tman, his
famous "follower" who lived about two centuries later.'? Also, Padmapada's insistence
on defending the possibility (sambhava) of the truths revealed by &uti, "scripture,” along
with the phenomenology, achieves a quantum-leap in Advaitic philosophic procedure.
This type of reasoning, in addition to the phenomenological arguments, represents a
major development over Sankara.l*®! This paper is not directed principally to questions of
Padmapada exegesis or of his place in the evolution of Advaita, but it is intended to con-
tribute to what is hardly an overmined field.*4

The distinction between illusion and memory

Padmapada’s principal work, the Paficapadika, is a commentary on that portion of
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Sankara's BSB which explains the first four siitras of the Brahmastitra.['™™ Presumably,
the work was to take up the first five sections of Sankara’'s BSB (i.e. the entire first
chapter and the first section of the second), but all we have is a commentary on Sankara's
treatment of sitras 1.1.1-4. ;

As noted, at the beginning of Sankara' s BSB the key topic isillusion as the appropri-
ate analogue for the Self’ s true experience in relation to one's experience of the everyday
world. Padmapada focuses first and at length on this part of his teacher's treatise. We
remarked that Sankara characterizes illusion in two ways. These are, first, "an appear-
ance (avabhasa) of something previously experienced—T{in this way] like memory—in
something else"*®l Then after relating three aternative views, he gives a second
"minimalist" characterization that is presumed to be acceptable to all disputants (as well
as to conform to common usage): to wit, "the appearance of one thing with the properties
of another."[* As | indicated, it seems to me that Sankara, because he gives the second
characterization without a word of dispute for the alternative positions, is not so much
concerned with the precise nature of illusion as with making a soteriological point. He
wants merely to refer to illusions as the phenomena that are—within our everyday
experience—the appropriate analogues for the relation of the world to the single tran-
scendent Self. But Padmapada takes it upon himself to show that each of Sahkara s char-
acterizations is superior to alternative views, and does not elaborate the minimalist point.
His concern is with disagreements on illusion among rival schools.

Padmapada begins his discussion by distinguishing an illusory cognition
(mithyajfidna) from an instance of memory. He has two goals in this regard. First, he
wants to show in what sense the term ‘smrtirtpa,’ "like memory," is used by Sankara in
his first characterization. Second, he wants to establish—against an alternative view of
illuson ("smrtipramosakhyativada" interpreted as "akhyativada" by some of the
commentators'*&)—the positions that illusion has a distinct phenomenological character
and, most importantly, that cognition is unitary. According to the alternative view, illu-
sion is predominantly memory but also involves two cognitions, a sense cognition as well
as a memory cognition, somehow blended together (because the "awareness of
remembering" is obscured or "stolen away").

The reason that Sahkara uses the term ‘smrtirdpa,’ "like memory," is, he says, to sug-
gest that there can be no illusory appearance of something that has not been previously
experienced, just as there can be no memory of something whereof one has had no
immediate acquaintance. Thisis aview that Padmapada wholeheartedly endorses. Sen-
sation creates mental (or subliminal) impressions (called "samskara" and "vasana"),
while both memory and illusion involve, psychologically considered, the activity of these
sense-created impressions.

The way in which mental impressions inform a present cognition is complex on
Padmapada’'s view. He elaborates this portion of his theory while disputing the
smrtipramosakhyati view mentioned just above.[*¥ To translate the text, the position to
be refuted (the "parvapaksa") is:

The cognition of something x that occurs when the eye is in contact with a different
thing y is just memory, but there is an obscuration (pramosa—"stealing away") of
the awareness that it is a remembering. Because of some defect of the instruments
[or causes] of cognition, i.e. the senses, etc., there arises a memory-awareness of a
particular object, while the capacity of the organ to present the distinct thing with
which it is in contact is vitiated by the defect. In this way, solely because of the
defect of the sense-organ, there is a failure to note the distinction between the
memory and the sensation which arise together, and thus the error is produced that
there is a single [cognition] that in fact has not occurred, as in the case of two trees
in the distance [perceived as one].[?)

While according to this the opponent’s position an illusory cognition is predominantly
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memory, Padmapada believes that an illusion has little in common with an instance of
memory except in one respect. Thisis that in both the object cognized has been experi-
enced previously. (This is what Padmapada sees as the point of Sankara's use of
‘smrtirdpa,’ as we noted.) He insists that as a presentation (avabhasa) an illusory cogni-
tion differs crucially from an instance of memory in its clarity ("spastam™) and immedi-
acy ("aparoksarthavabhasa").l?!

Then in addition to this phenomenological argument, Padmapada presents a linguistic
one. He points out that if the object of an illusory cognition were the same as the object
of an instance of memory then a person deluded by, for example, a piece of mother-of-
pearl appearing as silver would make the judgment ‘That silver,’ not ‘This silver,” as
actually occurs. In Sanskrit, the term ‘idam,” "this" is used to refer to an object
presented in immediate experience, while the term ‘tat,” "that," is reserved for objects
previously experienced and remembered. Thus the common usage tells against the
opponent’s position. This, to my mind, is Padmapada's best point against the
purvapaksa, although surely the phenomenological argument is also a good one.

But this is not all he says. He also attacks by asking, "What is an awareness of
remembering (smarandbhimana)?' According to the opponent, it is this awareness of
remembering which, invariably present in an instance of correct memory, is obscured or
suppressed by a sense-defect in an instance of illusion. Padmapada avers that there is no
particular form in which an awareness of remembering presentsitself and by which it can
be discerned.?? He is firmly convinced that cognition is unitary. And | believe it is
above all this supposition that rules out for him the possibility of any such distinct aware-
ness of remembering. But he does seem to have some good phenomenological points.
First, we are not always self-conscious about our remembering when we recall something
or other. Thisis particularly evident in recalling the meaning of words: in comprehend-
ing the meaning of a sentence one must recall the meaning of individual words, but one
does not recall their meaning as remembered meaning. So there is clearly no "awareness
of remembering" in this instance.” Second, memory is invariably "intentional": one
cannot engage in an act of remembering without remembering some object or other. No
awareness of remembering occurs entirely apart from the objective content of the
memory.?? But Padmapada’s eschewal of the idea of smaranabhimana involves more
than the denials that there is any remembering that is "non-intentiona” and that in all
instances there is plainly a self-consciousness about the remembering. He says in a
sweeping fashion that whereas admittedly one sometimes designates an object as remem-
bered by a certain usage, e.g. "l remember (such and such)," still even then, as always, no
distinguishable "awareness of remembering" is involved.* Thus here he appears to be
guided not by phenomenological considerations but by a peculiar idea of the unity of
cognition. Surely we can be aware of engaging in the act of remembering—in some
cases with little attention to the objects remembered. (Imagine an amnesiac questioned
by a physician: "Can you remember what you ate for breakfast? Can you picture the
entrance to the hospital?" The point in these cases would be to focus on remembering
itself, not its objects.) Some of Padmapada's arguments in this passage (Ppk 45-47)
appear to be mere hand-waving. In fact, his eschewal of the notion of self-conscious
remembering is one indication that his is a "one-dimensional phenomenalism"—a posi-
tion the full implications of which | shall explain in the last section.

Now an everyday cognition is no simple unity according to Padmapada. Judgments
(reflecting cognitions) do indeed, he says, involve mental impressions, because judg-
ments are expressed in words whose meanings are remembered. Further, in the inference
‘The mountain isfiery’ (made by one who sees only that the mountain is smokey) mental
impressions of past experiences of fire conjoined with smoke clearly have arole. Also,
in an instance of recognition (e.g. ‘ Thisis that Devadatta whom | met previously’) men-
tal impressions are responsible for the "that" portion of the judgment. But in all these
cases there is only a single cognition in part influenced by memory (smrtigarbha), not
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two cognitions.

The references to cases of inference and of recognition are presumed to show the
possibility (utpadanam = sambhava) of a unitary cognition. Thus there also could be a
unitary cognition in the case of anillusion:

... itisevident that an inferential cognition [e.g. as expressed in the judgment ‘ The
mountain is fiery’] arises from a [direct] cognition [i.e. sensation] of the inferential
mark [e.g. particular smoke] together with mental impressions, while an instance of
recognition [e.g. as expressed in the judgment ‘This is that Devadatta'] arises from
eye-contact together with mental impressions. In both these cases aswell [asin illu-
sion], there is just one single valid cognition that is "impregnated” with memory
(smrtigarbha). Without an arising of mental impressions, both [of these two types
of valid cognition] would not occur. ... Nor is there, moreover, any [other] reason
to believe that in these cases we have two cognitions.[?!

The unity of inferential cognitions and of those of recognition reveals, Padmapada
argues, the possibility of single yet "memory-impregnated” cognitions. That this possi-
bility is actual in the case of illusion he presumably takes to be demonstrated by the uni-
tary judgment it provokes, e.g. ‘idam rajatam,” "This silver," just as with inference and
recognition, although he is not explicit here.l?”! In any case, a key idea in this section is
the unity of consciousness in the present moment. Later, we shall review the role of the
ideain Padmapada’ s metaphysics.

Also important here—though for a different line of the metaphysics—is that
Padmapada sees the force of his opponent’ s position as deriving from the need to explain
causally the contrast of illusion and veridical perception. He wants to appropriate that
force into his own position. Note that according to the smrtipramosakhyativadin illusion
comes about through a break in the causal chain characteristic of veridical perception.
Padmapada agrees.[?¥ He too embraces a causal theory of perception (pratyaksa) in gen-
eral, and as we shall see, much of his explanation of individual instances of illusion relies
on the identification of causal factors. His disagreement with the
smrtipramosakhyativadin is limited to the characterization of the mental life.

The "object” of anillusion

Padmapada, we have seen, in part uses a linguistic argument to refute the
smrtipramosakhyativadin: we say ‘idam rajatam,” "this silver," not ‘tad rajatam,” "that
silver,” when presented with what we take to be silver, whether the presentation be
illusory or veridical. What then is the reference of the term ‘idam,’ the "this" used as an
ostension? Padmapada sees the thing (visaya = artha = dlambana)!?® pointed to as the
presented "silver" supported by the real mother-of-pearl (&uktigatamithyarajata). Here
he is opposed first of al by "realists’ who espouse anyathakhyativada, "the view that
illusion is the perception of something as otherwise (than the way it isin fact),” e.g. cer-
tain Naiyayikas or "Logicians." His attack against this view reveals the extent to which
Padmapada is a "phenomenalist.” My reading is that he is a phenomenalist on the issue
of the criterion of the ultimately real. But athough his is a radical phenomenalism on
that issue, it is hardly thorough-going or comprehensive: hisontological position is pecu-
liarly Advaitic, having little in common with the Western subjectivist systems (such as
Berkeley’s) that espouse a phenomenalist position on the issue of the criterion of the real.

The opponent’ s anyathakhyativada is presented as a naive realism, though one with a
peculiar wrinkle. Padmapada's opponent claims that the illusory cognition not only
presents something real, the something can satisfy desire. In the stock example, the
deluded person on the beach would be seeing a real piece of silver in the marketplace
through some bizarre extension of his normal power of sight. (And he would not realize
that he has such capability—unless he were an astute philosopher.)
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Padmapada pokes fun at the view so-rendered, except for its understanding of the
nature of an "object" of a (perceptual) cognition (whether illusory or veridical). Thisis
the idea that such an "object" is presented as something toward which purposeful activity
might be directed. The Buddhist Dharmakirti and the Naiyayikas argue that "arthakriya,"
"causal efficiency” and "capacity to fulfill an aim," is the mark of atrue "object" (or real
thing, vastu) in that a real thing is capable of satisfying desire and thus is appropriately
sought in action.* In other words, according to Dharmakirti and the others, whom | see
as "pragmatists,” something isreal justin case it can satisfy adesire. A mirageisnot real
just because it will not quench thirst. Nor isthere adanger that one could be bitten by the
snake of the "snake-rope" illusion. Thus the Indian pragmatists have a "holistic" notion
of experience such that experience would involve activity in the world, and more pre-
cisely, interaction with worldly objects.*¥ Padmapada, on the other hand, does not use
the term *arthakriya,” and incorporates only as much of the theory as suits his purposes:
instead of ‘arthakriyd’ he uses the term ‘vyavaharayogya,” "suitable (as the object of)
[illusory] worldly activity."®@ The term ‘vyavahdra,” "worldly activity," is used by
Advaitins to designate the illusory world of our everyday experience in contrast to the
transcendent reality of the Absolute, Brahman. Thus this usage shows that Padmapada
does not believe activity has anything to do with the means whereby the real isto be dis-
cerned. Although the expression echoes the pragmatists position, for Padmapada it
means only that a perceptual presentation is a presentation of something that appears as
though it could be an object of purposeful activity. But "purposeful activity" is itself
illusory from the sublating perspective of the single Self. All worldly activity is maya,
"illusion," according to Padmapada, and is revealed to be so by the sublating cognition
that simultaneously reveals brahman.!*¥ Consonantly within the "vyavaharika" perspec-
tive, the means whereby an illusory object (of the "silver" and "snake" sort) is discerned
as such is, he says, not interaction but a sublational cognition, e.g. as expressed in the
judgment "This is mother-of-pearl." Thus the point is that according to Padmapada the
illusory silver is presented as an appropriate object of desire. One does not find out that
it isincapable of fulfilling desire until one has a sublating experience that shows it to be
unreal. Not the capacity of the object to fulfill desire is the criterion whereby veridical
and illusory experiences are to be discriminated. Rather, only a further experience can
be the basis for that determination—at least with illusions of the silver-mother-of-pearl
sort (we shall see that Padmapada distinguishes between two broad types of illusion and
that it is only with regard to one of these that the character of the immediate presentation
is al-decisive). Padmapada goes no further in his embrace of the notion arthakriya than
to hold that the object (dlambana) appears as an appropriate object of desire. This, in his
view, is only a matter of phenomenal fact, with no special ontic relevance. The contrast
of Padmapada’ s phenomenalism with the pragmatism of this group of opponents is
extremely important, and we shall return to it in evaluating his theory in the last section.

Y et despite his stance on "arthakriya," Padmapada s phenomenalism is limited. The
"silver-mother-of-pearl” (also "snake-rope") type of illusion is, he says, the appropriate
analogy for the metaphysics of Brahman, but it differs crucially from a second type that
he identifies. Four examples of this second type of illusion are given: (1) the bitter taste
of something sweet to a person with hepatitis ("diseased with bile"), (2) the sight of a
double moon (dvicandra) by an astigmatic, (3) the red appearance of a crystal because of
the proximity of ared flower, and (4) the reflection of an object in a mirror. These are
presentations that remain false, Padmapada points out, even after one understands that
they do not present a true reality, unlike the case of the snake and the rope.l3¥l One can
know that these presentations are false (mithya) while they remain immediate presenta-
tions.

Padmapada does not give full details about how this is possible, beyond distinguish-
ing between the two kinds of illusion. To be sure, he finds other praméana-s, "means of
knowledge," and it is in particular the pramana inference (anumana) that appears to be
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operative in this "counter-intuitional" discernment. Further, the inferences here are
drawn based on causal relations.!*™ But "Why are there means of knowledge in addition
to the character of experience?' and "How are these pramana-s related one to another?"
are questions that Padmapada does not directly address, although, as| shall argue, on the
latter question he appears to have a pretty definite view.[*® There is a tension in
Padmapada’s position: sense perception (pratyaksa) provides a reason to believe that,
for example, the crystal is red, while inferential reasoning based on causal relations urges
that such an appearance is false. Why should the character of an immediate presentation
be the criterion of the real in some instances but not in all? Padmapada’ s commentators
give more thought to the question than does Padmapada himself, but the groundwork for
aresponse isindeed present in his distinction of the two types of illusion—along with his
complex use of the distinction in explicating the metaphysics of Brahman.[*"]

The presentations of the second type of illusion (the red crystal, etc.) are relational
(sopadhika); their very nature invites reflection on the relations of one thing to another.
Indeed, experience itself teaches that sense presentations in general are mediated by com-
plex causal factors. But al this causal interaction is conditioned by the polemics of the
first type of illusion, which is relationless (nirupadhika).®¥ Recall that Padmapada
accepts that the object of a perception appears as an object of purposeful activity, while
viewing the entire realm of activity as illusory. In parallel fashion, he sees objects as
standing in a causal chain that involves the sense organs while he also maintains that the
entire nexus of causal relations is negated in the Self’ s true perception.

The causal nexus is complex on Padmapada’ s account. The presence of the object is
a necessary but not a sufficient condition for the perception of it.*¥ Many contributing
factors are identified: a causal theory of perception (embraced by many of the Indian
schools with variations) is by the time of Padmapada already quite developed. The
object perceived, along with many variables pertaining to distinct kinds of objects, light
(or another medium), the sense-organ, subliminal impressions, the internal organ
(manas), and the self are al necessary factors. (We might call this Advaita psychology
of perception, except for the factors relating to external objects such as the transparency
of a crystal.)*¥ Through identifying the conditions (upadhi) that influence perception,
Padmapada can agree with many of the rival thinkers that the reason that, for example, a
person diseased with an excess of bile sees white things as yellow is a defect in the sense
organ; likewise with other illusions of the sopadhika, "relational,” type. But the entire
causal nexus is subject to a sublation of the "snake-rope" (nirupadhika) sort.

The "support" and "locus" of anillusion

One factor that is common to all illusions, whether relational or not, and indeed com-
mon to all cognitions, is the presence of areal "locus' and "support,” dlambana (or less
ambiguously "adhisthana" and "asraya").[*y! This stands as an empirical generalization,
and Padmapada refutes a counter-example that purports to show that there are presenta-
tions that have no locus.“? He also puts forth a linguistic argument in support of the
claim: a judgment that expresses a sublational cognition invariably makes reference, at
least implicitly, to alocus where the change occurs.[*!

Now in ordinary experience, the locus of the object of a cognition is either (a)
external—a physical (jadaka) object—as exemplified in sensory cognitions, or (b) inter-
nal, as exemplified in dreams. Padmapada in discussing dreams (as examples of illusion)
says that he does not want to quibble over the terms ‘antar’ and ‘bahir,” "internal" and
"external.” Though he does view the self as internal, like dream-objects and unlike phy-
sical things, his chief concern is to defend the position that—from the metaphysical
perspective—both the presentations of dreams and of waking experiences have cons-
ciousness (caitanya) as their support (a&aya):

Even in the waking state [as well as in dreaming] the immediacy [of
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consciousness—"aparoksata"] that involves [external] objects is not to be dis-
tinguished from inner immediate experience (anubhava)—at |east not] according to
[any] cognition that is valid—for they are presented in the same way. Thus an
object even in the waking state is experienced invariably (eva) as intimately associ-
ated with inner immediate experience. Otherwise the presentation of the material
world would be impossible. As a pot that is covered (avagunthita) by darkness is
not presented [to cognition] without the [counter-]covering (avagunthana) of the
light of alamp, soiit is here.[*4

From the metaphysical perspective, the Sdlf, i.e. Brahman, is the locus and support of
maya the cosmic illusion, and that reality (paramarthikatva) is thought to underlie every
worldly appearance. Although the externality of the "locus' in waking experience is a
dimension to be sublated, a real locus is said to remain even after the ultimate sublation.
Padmapada’ s stress on an invariable presence of an adhisthana in all instances of cogni-
tion, to include the worst illusions, is married to his view of Brahman as the "ground" of
al phenomena and their "material cause."*°!

In this way, Padmapada presents his understanding of the central doctrine of Advaita,
namely the identity of the self with Brahman. And indeed the famous atman-brahman
equation of the Upanishads appears to be understood similarly throughout Advaita, i.e.
with the brahman-factor understood as the "ground" or "locus’ of all phenomena.l*! The
connotations of the terms used in the passage translated just above reinforce the stress on
the idea that al cognitions involve a locus: both darkness and light are thought of as
"coverings' (avagunthana). Everything "objective" except the locus and support in all
cognitions is similarly a matter of "covering” and can be removed in a sublational experi-
ence of the snake-rope sort—so that only the bare "locus,” and "inner immediate experi-
ence," would remain.*]

Padmapada does not present an empirical argument for the ultimate identity of all
objects with a single locus-support—namely Brahman—and relies instead on &uti,
"scripture.” But he does argue defensively, pointing out that because dream and external
objects are presented in the same way[®® there is no reason (pramana) to believe that
external appearances have anything other than the self for their locus-support.l*¥l Thus
his point is that this ultimate identity is possible.>"

A summary and an appraisal

We have seen that Padmapada distinguishes two kinds of illusion and that it is only
the relationless ("snake-rope") sort that is the proper analogue for the "relation” between
Brahman and one’'s experience of the everyday world. In this final section, | want to
focus on the metaphysics and in particular on Padmapada’s use of an illusion analogy to
explain the relation (or non-relation) of Brahman, the Absolute, to maya, the cosmic illu-
sion. | shall also say aword about what appears to be wrong with his theory.

The central conception, what makes this "illusionist" world view click in
Padmapada’s mind and provides the key to its structure, is, | believe, the notion that
everything except the self (or cognition itself) is a candidate for sublation (badha) within
the invariable presentation of a "locus'—in other words, that only the self is not a candi-
date for the sort of change in the phenomenal character of experience that occurs when
one ceases to see the snake and sees instead the rope as it is.°Y The notion that only (a)
the self and (b) the locus-support of a cognition (the two are thought to be identical) are
unsublatable is the linchpin of the system. To change metaphors, it is this idea that
undergirds the remarkable statement of Sankara's that perception and all the other
pramana-s, "means of knowledge," including scripture (&stra), are dependent on the
presence of avidyd, "non-awareness [of oneself as Brahman],"[%? that is to say, their
operation presupposes the condition of maya. This statement is remarkable, and a
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fortiori Padmapada’ s embrace of it, because of Sankara's concern with giving reasons
(i.e. "pramana”) for his views, a concern that Padmapada expands a thousandfold. How
can aview be rational that purports to transcend the canons of rationality—or criteria for
warranted belief—including, to be sure, scripture?

Now the topic of the foundations of the Advaita world view, whether scriptural reve-
lation, reason, mystical experience, or some combination of these, has been amply dis-
cussed in recent, and not so recent, scholarly literature, both in the West and in India.%%
My intention is not so much to contribute further reflection on thistopic, though as | have
said | shall not hold back my opinion about the merits of Padmapada’s theory, but to
question whether the ideas about sublatability really show the possibility of a single Self
excluding the world, as Padmapada claims.

First let us summarize his most abstract positions. The Advaita doctrine championed
by Padmapada is that everything except the self-luminous character of the self, itsintrin-
sic awareness of itself as aware (svayamprakaS&amana), is sublated—within the invari-
able "locus'—in the ultimate "knowledge" (vidya), even the phenomena of thought-
processes, emotions, and desires, even the profound mystical appearance of an isvara,
"God."* Unlike Vacaspati who holds that Brahman always carries within its supreme
self at least the "potencies’ of world-forms,!® Padmapada holds—in consonance with
his idea of mukti—that the ontic status of the world is simply that it does not exist; it is
only maya, like the illusory snake.[® All appearances of "otherness," including that of an
iSvara, similarly are not veridical; there absolutely are no other things than Brahman, the
Self. This radical "illusionism" is the distinguishing mark of Padmapada's interpretation
of Sankara.

| admit that he also gives, as Karl Potter points out,!> an interesting cosmology and

theory of how Brahman comes to appear as maya, and this involves both a notion of an
n[58]

iSvara and the concession that it is Brahman itself that suffers avidya, "nescience.
PrakaSatman takes this theory as the point of departure for his own much more realistic
view of world-appearance. But the passage in the Ppk presenting these ideas is exceed-
ingly brief and in effect a digression.’®® Moreover, as Prakasatman rightly explains, the
key idea in this regard is that Brahman can undergo the sort of change that is typical of
illusory presentations without relinquishing its native state.[®” The way that the passage
(Ppk 98-99) connects with the main line of thought reinforces this emphasis: near the end
it is proclaimed that "ego-sense" (ahamkara, which is said to be foundational for much
appearance) isillusion only, and an analogy to the illusion of ared crystal is made. Now
the red-crystal illusion is "relational,” and correspondingly Padmapada holds that ego-
sense isrelated to a more primal "nescience," avidyd. The point is that what then follows
is further discussion of relationless illusion as the way to understand avidya. Finally, the
ontic status of avidya is declared to be, as aready noted, illusion alone. This means that
it exists aslong as oneis caught up init. But with liberation, it disappears.!®!

The metaphysics is thus a radical "illusionism,” and the quasi-theistic cosmology
bound up with the notions of "jfidna&kti" and "kriya&kti," Brahman's powers of
knowledge and (creative) action, would be better attributed to Praka&tman, the pre-
eminent "Vivartavadin."[6?

Let us return now to the question of whether Padmapada demonstrates the possibility
of this "Brahman." The idea that the self and the locus-support are unsublatable while
everything else is—conceived on analogy to the relationless sort of everyday illusion—is
supposed to secure the possibility (sambhava) of the single and absolute reality of Brah-
man excluding the world. Scripture (§uti) indicates that the possibility is actual; or at
least, this is the official position of both Sanhkara and Padmapada. Both of the Advaitins
also appear to hold that a mystical experience (brahmasaksatkara)—revealing brahman
as sense experience reveals everyday objects—is the theory’s consummation, and even
"confirmation"; thus unofficially and in a peculiar way both appear to believe that there is
mystic "evidence" for the theory.®®l In any case, the possibility of the truth of the
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metaphysics is to be secured by the ideas about sublatability; the truth itself by scripture
or extraordinary experience. The prior question is then whether these ideas do their job.

Now insofar as Padmapada is correct in understanding the snake-rope type of illusion
to be "relationless,” he would be able, first of all, to maintain a pure phenomenalism on
the criterion-issue—at least at its highest level (paramarthika-sat)—and exclude causal
factors. Without relations (other than the identity relation exemplified in the proposition
that atman is brahman), there can be no basis for the discernment of causal factors condi-
tioning the veridicality of an immediate (mystical) presentation, in the imagined experi-
ence of "mukti."

Similarly, there would be no basis for a supposition of "otherness," since this would
reguire a presentation of things in a relation other than that of identity. Indeed, the claim
about possibility is very strong. It is, again, that on analogy to the type of sublation that
occurs when the snake is seen to be not the rope it was formerly taken to be, it becomes
imaginable—however remotely—that | am deluded right now and that nothing that | take
to be real on the basis of my present experience, the chair here, the piece of paper, etc., is
indeed real, except my own subjectivity. With all candidates that involve relations
excluded, the only thing not possibly sublated would be the subject’s immediate and
unreflective awareness of itself (svayamprakasamana). The snake-rope type of sublation
is taken to show that it is possible that some future experience of my own could reveal
the illusoriness of everything in my present experience, except that dimension which is
the awareness' s awareness of itself including, to be sure, the presentation of areal thing
asits "support." [

But, let us ask, is there not in the sublational cognition revealing the rope a presenta-
tion of relations among things, between the rope and our bodies, for example? The rope
isuseful and would not bite were we to pick it up. Padmapada himself respondsto a simi-
lar question.[®™ He tells us not to take the specific analogy too seriously. Of course, he
has to have an analogy, otherwise he would have no argument and no demonstration that
the identity of the self with Brahman excluding the world is possible. So he offers us
another analogy: space and the space inside a pot. There are in reality no relations (other
than identity) obtaining between universal space and the space that we arbitrarily delimit
as that inside a pot.[®® This analogy is taken to illustrate the idea that any presumption,
and perception, of thingsin relation could be false (mithya). And | must say that | see no
reason why we should not agree. The chief difficulty | find is not that all presentation of
relation could appear to be negated experientialy, but that the austere self-experience
that he imagines could not. Let me explain.

The polemics of sublatability are very profound. In modern Western thought, this has
been brought out by Descartes and his thought-experiment of possible deception by a
devil. He imagines, i.e. deems it possible, that a devil could be deceiving him with
illusory sense presentations. (Nowadays philosophers bring out the same idea with talk
of "experience-tanks" or the like: "Superduper neuropsychologists could stimulate your
brain so that you would think and feel you were writing a great novel, or making a friend,
or reading an interesting book. All the time you would be floating in a tank, with elec-
trodes attached to your brain."[6”) Padmapada’s illustrations do not appear to me to be as
vivid as Descartes', but this hardly matters. He has a similar argument. What presenta-
tion of experience could not possibly be sublated, as an illusory appearance of silver by a
veridical appearance of mother-of-pearl, by some further experience? In respect to what
dimension of experience is it impossible to imagine that one is deceived? Surely not any
particular presentation of thingsin relation. Isit not imaginable that there be a cognition
that involves a self-awareness but not anything external to oneself? (Yogic trance, or
"deep-dleep,” might be an example of this.)

As| seeit, the problem is not with imagining an apparent disappearance of the exter-
nal world in a cognition of "self-absorption,” but with the notion that the self-absorption
is unsublatable.
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One of Padmapada’s great themes is, as we have seen, the unity of cognition. It is
evident in his notion of "memory-impregnated” cognitions, which we reviewed, and in
many other details of his theory of experience. His claim isthat there is a possibility of a
cognition that is unitary to the ultimate degree. What would it be like? 1t would be the
barest bones of a cognition. It would be an awareness of itself and a sense of its own
reality asitsown "locus"' and "support.” | find all these ideas intelligible and this state of
"mukti" imaginable—so long as the conception is restricted to the psychological and no
notion of brahman isimplied. More about thisin a moment. But if one could "pop" into
this supreme self-absorption, why couldn’t one also pop out? There is no end to the
regress of possibilities of experiential sublation.

Padmapada takes the unsublatability of the self to show the possibility of a true
ultimacy of experience. But the idea shows only the trap of the "solipsistic" ultimacy!®®
of an extreme and "one-dimensional” phenomenalism. The metaphysics would hoist
itself by its own petard: the very logic of sublatability requires that in the negation of
world-appearance in a unitary cognition of self all means of knowledge (pramana) would
be inoperative. The picture isthus a potent trap.

Does the objection that hinges on the sublatability of "self-absorption” presuppose a
view of temporal relations among cognitive moments, in that it is thought that a further
sublational cognition could follow the salvific experience? Yes, it does. Wéll, the
salvific experience is presumed to transcend temporal relations, and thus the objection is
not cogent. No, itiscogent. Every dimension of everyday experience that isimaginable
as sublatable in the supreme self-absorption is also imaginable as again present in some
ensuing experience—imaginable not, to be sure, on the part of the "liberated" person, but
on all our parts. Neither Padmapada nor any of his commentators, so far as | am aware,
considers this point—absorbed as they are in the picture of self-absorption.

But hasn’'t Padmapada identified factors that are essential to all cognition, namely
self-awareness and the presentation of a locus, and thus a cognition limited to these
essentials would be indeed a stop in the regress of sublatability? No. Often we are
absorbed in objective presentations, and have no awareness of ourselves. Also, our
everyday self-understanding is far richer than that which is reflected in Padmapada’ s
notion of intrinsic self-illumination. All that Padmapada has shown is that we are poten-
tially self-aware at any moment, or perhaps that there is no possibility of any other type
of awareness without this potentiality of self-awareness (the central doctrine of Kant's
Critiqgue of Pure Reason according to some interpreters). The self may be self-
illuminating, svayamprakasamana.l® And the potentiality of this profound intuition of
self may be as constant as the Advaitins think it is. But there is nothing in the idea that
suggests that such an intuition could not be followed by a fuller experience of self—such
as we have of our own bodies and our "being-in-the-world." Thus there is no reason to
suppose that a cognition that has only itself as its object as well asits "locus" and "sup-
port" is not also a candidate for sublation. This is the fundamental failure of the
theory.["

There is aso an equally grievous instance of incoherence, related to this phenomeno-
logical misconception. Padmapada’s notion of the unity of the self and Brahman
believed to be evident in a mystical experience is unintelligible, i.e. not imaginable,
because Brahman is considered the adhisthana and asaya, "locus" and "support,” of all
things. In other words, Padmapada cannot show that a cognition of the self and Brahman
negating the world is possible because Brahman is conceived as the locus-support of all
worldly things. For Brahman to be presented as identical with a state of self-absorption
would require some kind of reference to worldly things, and in the state of mukti as
Padmapada conceives it there is none such. Thus we can construct a "pragmatist” objec-
tion (invoking the tradition of Dharmakirti et al.) that would run as follows. With every-
day illusions, even of the radical "relationless’ sort—best exemplified, | would say, not in
a snake-rope sublation but in waking from a vivid dream—a judgment of illusoriness can
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be secured only by an experience involving interaction or interrelation. Since there is
imagined no interaction or interrelation in the state of self-absorption, it is unimaginable
that Brahman, by definition the locus-support of all things, could be revealed therein.
Thus Padmapada must needs fail in his attempt to show that a cognition revealing all
things to be mayayika could occur.[™

Stephen H. Phillips
Department of Philosophy
The University of Texas at
Austin
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NOTES

1. In developing an illusionist metaphysics and soteriology, the Advaitins draw deep
from a common well of Indian religious conceptions. See the Majjhima-Nikaya,
Sutta 26, for an example in the Buddhist tradition—outside Vedantic "scriptures.”
Then for an early and particularly striking example within Vedanta, see
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 4.3.9-22.

2. Brahmaslitrabhasya (henceforth "BSB") ed. J. L. Shastri,
Brahmastitra-Sankarabhasyam (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1980; originally pub-
lished [2nd ed.] Bombay: Nirnaya Sagar, 1909), 1.1.1, pp. 4-9.

3. The choice of the term ‘adhyasa,” "superimposition,” to designate illusions reflects
Sankara's metaphysical views. lllusions are more neutrally referred to as
"viparyaya" and "bhranti." (Later in fact [BSB 1.1.4: p. 69], Sankara uses the term
‘bhranti’: "sarpabhranti,” "the illusion of the snake.")

4. e.g. Upadesasahasri 2.2.51-55 (in the trandation by Sengaku Mayeda, A Thousand
Teachings [Tokyo: University of Tokyo, 1979], pp. 235-36.)

5.BSB 1.1.1: sarvatha api tu . . . na vyabhicarati.

6. N. K. Devargja, An Introduction to é@hkara’s Theory of Knowledge (Delhi: Motilal
Banarsidass, 1962), is able to present Sankara’'s views as an intricate epistemological
system because he expounds the opinions of a whole host of Sahkara's followers—
while not always crediting their originality and overvaunting the achievements of
Advaita's "founder.” Some others do this as well, apparently following the tradition
among the classical thinkers of all schools of achronistically attributing sophisticated
positions to the earliest documents, and in particular to the "siitras," of each school.

Of course, there has appeared a considerable amount of excellent scholarship on

Sankara, including in part, to be sure, this book of Devargia's.

7.Because of the enormous popularity of the Vedantaparibhasa, its author
Dharmargjadhvarindra must be viewed as the pre-eminent systematizer of Advaita
epistemol ogy, although it may be, as Surendranath Dasgupta claims in the "Forward"
to Swami Madhavananda's edition (Howrah: Ramakrishna Mission, 1972), that he is
heavily dependent upon Ramadvaya's Vedanta Kaumudi. Cf. Dasgupta’ s discussion
in his A History of Indian Philosophy, Vol. Il (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1975), pp.
204-14.

Note that in the introductory verses Dharmargjadhvarindra does say that philoso-
phy should be concerned with the paramapurusartha. He also elaborates the idea in
his book’s last chapter. Nevertheless, the book is dominated by epistemological con-
cerns, not soteriological ones.

8. See for example Vedantaparibhasa 1.55. Note further what Karl Potter says in the
"Introduction” to the volume of The Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies (Delhi:
Motilal Banarsidass, 1981) devoted to Advaita Vedanta (Vol. I11): "It is Padmapada
who pioneers the epistemology we ... associate with Advaita. He provides the
bridge between Sankara and later Advaita, which is obsessed with epistemology as
Sankara was with the contrast between knowledge and action” (p. 73). Also interest-
ing is Paul Hacker's general statement on Padmapada’s originality: "Im ganzen
kdnnen wir sagen, dass Padmapada ein schlechter Kommentator, dafiir aber ein um
S0 selbstandigerer Denker ist." Untersuchungen tber Texte des friihen Advaitavada:
1. Die Shiiler Sankaras (Wiesbaden: Akademie der Wissenschaften und der Litera-
tur in Mainz, Abhandlungen der geistes- und sozialwissenschaftlichen Klasse 1950,
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12.

13.

14.
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no. 26), p. 27.

. viz. Sarvadar&nasamgraha. Note that Madhava's Vivaranaprameyasamgraha has

been translated by S. S. Suryanarayana Sastri and Saileswar Sen, Andra University
Series No. 24 (1941), who attribute it to "Bharatitirtha."

See E. P. Radhakrishnan, "The Pancapadika Literature," Poona Orientalist 6 (1941-
42), pp. 57-73.

e.g. E. P. Radhakrishnan, pp. 58-59.

PrakaSatman has a "tiered" ontology, and views the sublation of world-appearance in
Brahman-experience as showing that the world has no absolute reality but not—as
Padmapada holds—as involving its disappearance: see below, the final section. Note
that Praka&tman’s Vivarana stands in a complex relation to Padmapada’ s work, and
isfar from a sentence-by-sentence gloss.

Doubtless, it is Sankara himself who suggests to Padmapada the importance of this
line of reasoning. He gives (BB 1.1.1: p. 19) a counter-example to the apparent
general rule (niyama) that superimposition occurs only on perceptible objects:
apratyakse 'pi hy aka& balas talamalinatady adhyasyanti. Sankara also twice uses
the expression ‘vyavaharah sambhavati,” "the worldly practice [of ... ] is possible
[only given...]" (pp. 20-21). But not only is this line of reasoning not at all prom-
inent with Sahkara—especially as compared with Padmapada’ s use of it—he appears
to be confused about its nature. When he says ‘tasmat,” "therefore," after his state-
ments about possibility (p. 21), he conflates arguments about the possible and the
actual.

There have been however some notable efforts in Padmapada scholarship. Many of
the general historians of Indian philosophy have given serious attention to the
Advaitin. For example, Surendranath Dasgupta claims to base his exposition of
Sankara's views in Volume | of A History of Indian Philosophy (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1969) on Padmapada's and Praka&atman's commentaries.
Also, Karl Potter often refers to Padmapada’ s views in his long introduction to the
Advaita volume of The Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies. He also provides there
a thirty-odd page summary of Padmapada’ s major work, the Paficapadika. The most
significant contribution in English to scholarship on Padmapada is D.
Venkataramiah’'s trandlation of the Pafcapadika, Gaekwad's Oriental Seriers, Vol.
107 (Baroda: Baroda Oriental Institute, 1948), along with the accompanying notes.
Venkataramiah's notes often elucidate obscure passages, but sometimes they reflect
the views of later Advaitins who are unacknowledged. They aso suffer, as does the
trandation, from Venkataramiah’'s lack of command of the technical philosophical
vocabulary in English. (Potter’s summary on this score represents a great advance.)

But despite these works, Padmapada has not received the attention he deserves.
As Karl Potter's bibliography shows, Advaita scholarship has focused principally on
Sankara, with Padmapada enjoying about one percent of the amount of attention that
his teacher has received: The Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies, Vol. 1, rev. ed.
(Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1980), lists more than four hundred secondary works on
Sankara, while only seven pieces are listed for Padmapada. Let me add that there is
good German scholarship on Padmapada, and on Praka&tman: most notably, Paul
Hacker's Untersuchungen Uber Texte des friihen Advaitavada, pp. 1927-1933 and
2014-2061, and Vivarta (Wiesbaden: Akademie der Wissenschaften und der Literatur
in Mainz, Abhandlungen der geistes- und sozialwissenschaftlichen Klasse 1953, no.
5), pp.36-41; and Klaus Cammann, Das System des Advaita nach der Lehre
Prakasatmans (Wieshaden: Harrassowitz, 1965).



15.

16.
17.
18.

19.

20.

21.
22,
23.
24,
25.
26.

27.
28.
29.
30.

31

32.
33.

PADMAPADA’SILLUSION ARGUMENT 15

The Paficapadika, edited by S. Srirama Sastri and S. R. Krishnamurti Sastri, Madras
Government Oriental Series 155 (1958), Part 1, is henceforth referred to as "Ppk."

BSB 1.1.1: ko 'yam adhyaso . . . smrtirdpah paratra purvadr stavabhasah
BSB 1.1.1: anyasya anyadhar mavabhasatam.

viz. by PrakaSatman in his Vivarana, which comprises Part 2 of Madras Government
Oriental Series 155, p. 129, and by Atmasvartpa and Vijfianatman, MGOS 155, Pt. 1,
pp. 41ff.

Padmapada does not identify his opponents by name. Venkataramiah attributes the
view to the Mimamsaka Prabhakara (p. 19). It seems likely that Padmapada had a
direct familiarity with Prabhakara, although at least here he does not assume any spe-
cial understanding of the views that he refutes. In fact, the three opposing views that
he takes up are just those that Sankara mentionsin giving his"minimalist" characteri-
zation.

Prabhakara’'s view, by the way, is, as noted, also referred to as
a(viveka)khyativada; and rightly so since, as we sall see, a "failure to distinguish”
memory from sensory cognitionsis one element crucial to the theory.

anyasamprayukte caksusy anyavisayajiidnam smrtir eva, pramosas tu
smaranabhimanasya. indriyadinam jfianakarananam kenacid eva dosavisesena
kasyacid eva arthavisesasya smrtisamudbodhah kriyate. samprayuktasya ca dosena
visesapratibhasahetutvam  karanasya vihanyate. tena dar&nasmaranayoh
nirantardtpannayoh karanadosdd eva vivek@navadharanadd ddrasthayor iva
vanaspatyoh anutpanne eva ekatvavabhase utpannabhramah. Ppk 42-43.

Ppk 51 and 55; cf. Ppk 40.

Ppk 46.

Ppk 45.

Ppk 45.

Ppk 47.

drsyate ... lingajianasamskarayoh lingijiidnotpadanam, pratyabhijfiandtpadanam
ca aksasamskarayoh. ubhayatra api smrtigarbham ekam eva pramanajfidnam.
samskaranudbodhe tadabhavat. . . . na punah jiidnadvaye pramanamasti. Ppk 53.
But see Ppk 52.

Ppk 51ff and many other places.

See note 41 below on the ambiguity in these terms.

Venkataramiah attributes this view to the Naiyayikas (p. 25), but it appears to ori-
ginate with Dharmakirti. See Masatoshi Nagatomi, "Arthakriya," Adyar Library Bul-
letin 31-32 (1967-68), pp. 52-72, who identifies both senses of the term in
Dharmakirti’ s writing.

A favorable comparison to such twentieth-century philosophers as John Dewey and
William Alston might be made in regard to their criticism of the phenomenalism of
Berkeley and Hume.

Ppk 48.

Although there is a difference in connotation, the terms ‘maya’ and ‘vyavahara’ are
used synonymously by Padmapada, as by most Advaitins.
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Ppk 98-113.

Padmapada many times says explicitly that causes may be inferred from effects, e.g.
Ppk 51. Note that it was again Dharmakirti who brought out to the Indian philosophic
community the causal underpinnings of many inferences. It is because fire is the
cause of smoke, necessary to its presence, that one may reason validly from the prem-
ise that there is smoke on the mountain to the conclusion that there isfire there too.

Sankara says at BSB 1.3.20 that perception (pratyaksa) is independent in its opera-
tion, while the other pramana-s, in particular inference (anumana), are dependent on
perception. Padmapada’s commentary does not extend as far as this passage, but
there is no reason to believe that he does not also see perception as having this
privileged "foundational” status. Indeed, his phenomenalism with respect to the ulti-
mately real dovetails with this position. But | have found no explicit statement in a
passage that is clearly not a " purvapaksa.”

Ppk 70-71 and 98ff.

Padmapada does not use the word ‘upadhi’ here, but he does use ‘upadhana’ (Ppk
102), a word that derives from the same verba root, ‘dha.” (The commentators
prefer the former term, possibly through the influence of the Naiyayikas, and interpret
the two terms as virtual synonyms.) Also, and this is the important exegetical point,
Padmapada clearly expresses the idea of conditioning relations. Often he does so
through forms of the verb *apeks,” e.g. Ppk 54-55. In this passage (Ppk 54-55) and
later in expositing the metaphysics of the self (Ppk 112-13), he pellucidly expresses
the idea of "relationless’ sublation. (Note that Sankara himself uses the term
‘nirupadhi’ in this sense, e.g. Mundakdpani sadbhasya 2.2.4.)

Ppk 54 (reading ‘aloka’ for the misprint ‘aloka’: when "light" is absent one cannot
see an object that is present).

. Padmapada’ s clearest statement of the mechanics of perception occurs at Ppk 114-17.

Here we may note that Sengaku Mayeda's paper, "The Advaita Theory of Percep-
tion," Wiener Zeitschrift flir des Kunde Slidasiens und Archiv ftir Indische Philoso-
phie 12-13 (1968-69), pp. 221-40, is an excellent reconstruction of the Advaita
psychology (as opposed to epistemology and phenomenology) of perception,
although he too concentrates on Sankara's views somewhat at the expense of the
more developed theory in later Advaita.

Ppk 52: mithyalambanam jfiidnam mithyajfianam. "An illusory cognition is a cogni-
tion that has an illusory aobject.” Thus one might think that the term ‘a&lambana’
invariably means "presented object,” and would refer to that which the presentation
(avabhasa or prakasa) would be of. But Padmapada sometimes uses the term to
mean "locus' and "support” instead. Two other terms used regularly, ‘visaya’ and
‘artha,’ have potentially the same ambiguity.

Ppk 63.
Ppk 64-65.

44. jagarane 'pi pramanagfianad antaraparoksanubhavat na visayasthd aparoksata

bhidyate, ekarUpapraka&nat. ato 'ntaraparoksanubhavavagunthita eva jagarane
'py artho ’'nubhlyate. anyatha jadasya praka&nupapatteh. yatha tamasa
"vagunthito ghatah pradipaprabhavagunthanam antarena na prakaSbhavati, evam.
Ppk 57-58.
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Doubtless, some of this emphasis is due to Padmapada's desire to refute the
Madhyamika Buddhists. These so-called "nihilists" hold that there is no ultimate sup-
port for appearances. the self is really &inya, "nothing." To contradict this view
Sankara uses the term ‘paratra,” "in something else," in characterizing illusion,
Padmapada says. The first time he stresses the necessity of an adhisthana is in this
context (Ppk 61-68), but he stresses it in the later talk about Brahman as well. See

Ppk 1309ff.

The identity-statement would not be analytic or epistemically necessary, but synthetic
and metaphysically necessary—to use the terms elucidated by Saul Kripke, Naming
and Necessity (Cambridge, MA: Harvard, 1980), Lecture 1. Cf. Karl Potter’s discus-
sion of the identity-statement, op. cit., Vol. Ill, p. 73, and Wilhelm Halbfass, Studies
in Kumarila and Sankara (Rienbek: Wezler, 1983), pp. 54-60.

Sometimes it seems to me that this is a metaphysics of the locative case. Note that
Sankara's use of ‘paratra’ in his first characterization of adhyasa is brilliantly sug-
gestive: the "something else" which the illusory object appears in is—from the meta-
physical perspective—Brahman, and ‘paratra,’ like all forms of ‘para,’ has the con-
notation of "supreme, highest, pre-eminent" as well as"remote" and "beyond."

. But are they? Dreams do not exhibit the same degree of continuity as waking experi-

ences. Moreover, the only way we know (or could know) that dream-objects have
the self as their locus-support is with reference to waking experiences. The fact that
Padmapada misses these points is another indication of his radical (and misguided, as
| shall show) phenomenalism on the issue of the criterion of the ultimately real.

Ppk 57.

We can understand now why Padmapada feels no need to use different terms for (a)
the presentational object of a cognition (e.g. silver) and (b) the locus and support of a
cognition (e.g. mother-of-pearl): these are ultimately identical. We remarked that the
terms ‘alambana,’ ‘artha,’” and ‘visaya' are all used in both senses—see note 41
above.

Sankara expresses the idea of the unsublatability of the self, although not so clearly as
Padmapada: BSB 1.1.1, aparoksatvac ca pratyagatmaprasiddheh, and (much more
explicitly) Aitareyopanisadbhagya, introduction (Ten Principal Upanishads with
Snkarabhasya, Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi, 1978, p. 325), utpannasya ca
brahmétmavijfiianasya abadhyamanatvat. It is aso implicit in the Brhadaranyaka
Upanisad: 4.3.23-31. Padmapada presents the idea many times, e.g. Ppk 52: na
svatah jiianasya mithyatvam asti, badhabhavat. See also in particular Ppk 65-66.

BB 1.1.1: avidyavadvisayany eva pratyaksadini pramani &strani ca. See a'so BSB
4.1.3: pratyaksadyabhave & uter apy 'bhavaprasanga iti cet; na, istatvat.

Ram Mohan Roy’s championing of the rationality of Sankara's Vedanta in the early
nineteenth century launched a series of similar defenses in India. See Wilhelm
Halbfass, Indien und Europa (Basel: Schwabe, 1981), chapter 12, and his later exten-
sive discussion of the entire issue of reason and revelation in the philosophy of
Sankara, Sudiesin Kumérila and Sankara, op. cit., pp. 27-84.

. Ppk 286-88.
55.

Bhamati 1.3.30: edited by J. L. Shastri in Brahms]tra—ééﬁkarabhé_wam, op. cit., pp.
261-64. Note that Srirama Sastri in his Preface to Vol. 155 of the Madras Govern-
ment Oriental Series (in which the Ppk appears along with seven commentaries), pp.
xvii-xix, lists ten principal differences between Padmapada’s and Vacaspati’s philo-
sophies, but he neglects this one. And it should count, | would say, at least in the top
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three.

There are ample indications of both views in Sankara's works. The reason that
Padmapada’ s teacher makes cosmological statements that spark V acaspati’ s interpre-
tation is that he is committed to an idea of invariable perfection for &uti from a
world-bound perspective. Of course, he nonetheless believes that &uti, like every-
thing that isinessential to the self, belongs to the province of maya. See BSB 1.3.30.

Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies, VVal. I11, p. 86.

Ppk 98-99; and 74: anadisiddhavidyavacchinnanantajivanirbhasaspadam ekarasam
brahma.

Ppk 98-99.

Vivarana, op. cit.,, pp. 653-57. This passage is Prakad&tman’s commentary on
Padmapada’ s understanding of sitra 1.1.2 ("[Brahman is that] from which the begin-
ning, etc. of this [world proceed]") expressed at Ppk 300: "visva vivartate." José
Pereira has tranglated this section: Hindu Theology: A Reader (New York: Double-
day, 1976), pp. 201-06.

Let me repeat that the idea of "transmogrification” (Pereiras coinage for
‘vivarta’)—contrasting with "transfiguration" (parindma)—is not pronounced in the
Ppk. However, that Padmapada is thinking of Brahman as not losing its native state
when he says here (Ppk 300) that it is the "root-cause” is likely: "yadavastambho
viSvo vivartate prapaficah tad eva mdlakaranam brahma’—"having this as its sup-
port all world-appearance unrolls, this alone, the root-cause, is Brahman." Neverthe-
less, the key ideas are "avastambha" and "mulakarana,” not that expressed by the
verb ‘vivartate’—whose grammatical subject, moreover, is not ‘brahma’ but
‘prapafica,” "world-appearance." (Cf. Ppk 56: . .. aparoksacaitanyasthavidyasaktir
alambanataya vivartate: ‘the power of "nescience" stationed in immediate awareness
"transmogrifies’ as objects.’)

Let me add that | find Praka&atman’ s ideas here of particular interest, sinceit ison
the issue of whether Brahman "transfigures" and/or "transmogrifies' that Aurobindo,
that premier mystic Brahmavadin of our century, takes himself to depart from
Sankara. (I do not believe however that Aurobindo had a direct familiarity with
PrakaS&atman’'s work.) For Aurobindo’s theory of Brahman's real "evolution” (and
"involution") in world-forms, see The Life Divine (Pondicherry: Sri Aurobindo
Ashram Trust, 1973), pp. 295-321, 439-81, and 834-35. Cf. my "Aurobindo’s Con-
cept of Supermind,” International Philosophical Quarterly 25, no. 4 (December
1985), pp. 410-16, and Aurobindo’ s Philosophy of Brahman (Leiden: Brill, 1986), pp.
124-31.

Ppk 66-67. An indication that Padmapada does not take his own "cosmology" seri-
oudly is that in this passage (Ppk 66) he says that the occurrence of the cosmic illu-
sionis"inexplicable," anirvacaniya.

Cf. Klaus Cammann’s discussion, op. cit., pp. 124-28.

| discuss the implicit "mystic empiricism" of Sankara and various "folk Vedanting' in
"Is Sri Aurobindo’s Philosophy Vedanta?' Adyar Library Bulletin 48 (1984), pp. 1-
27, and in my book, op. cit., pp. 67-73.

_Anantanand Rambachan has attempted to depreciate "experience” (anubhava) in
Sankara's soteriology and correspondingly to appreciate "scripture” or "revelation”
(&ruti): "Sankara's Rationale for Sruti as the Definitive Source of Brahmajfiana; A
Refutation of some Contemporary Views," Philosophy East and West 36, no. 1 (Janu-
ary 1986), pp. 25-40. Now &uti is indeed according to Sankara an indispensable
means both (1) to have aright intellectual understanding of the self and (2) to achieve
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an existential knowledge (vidya) of brahman. But it isimportant to distinguish these
and to see that the value of the intellectual knowledge is thought of as only instru-
mental, as deriving from its role in the attainment of brahmasaksatkara, "immediate
brahman-experience." The intellectual understanding brought by "scripture" does
not, furthermore, appear to be the sole possessor of this instrumental value. Contrary
to what Rambachan says, there often appear to be yogic "prerequisites’ (adhikéara) as
well, although Sankara is not always consistent about these (see e.g. Upadesasahasri
2.1.2, Mundakdpanisadbhasya 3.1.1, 3.1.2, 3.2.4, Kenbpanisadbhasya 4.7, and
Taittiriydpanisadbhasya 3.1.1). Whatever be the precise list of adhikara-s, under-
standing the words of the Upanishads is clearly held to be, though necessary, not
sufficient. From Sankara's Mundakdpanisadbhasya 1.1.5: vedaSabdena tu sarvatra
&dbaras§r vivaksitah.  &bdarasyadhigame 'pi yatnantaram  antarena
gurvabhigamanadilaksanam vairdgyam ca na aksaradhigamah sambhavati. But
beyond this confusion of necessary and sufficient conditions, Rambachan’s worst
error is, | repeat, that he conflates the ideas of intellectual and existential understand-
ing and fails to see that according to &uti as interpreted by Sankara the liberating
"knowledge" of Brahman is a "psychological event" (anubhava), not an "intellectual
comprehension,” (&abdadhigama). See in particuar BSB 1.1.2: &utyadayo
'nubhavadayas ca yathasambhavam iha pramanam, anubhavavasanatvad
bhutavastuvisayatvac ca brahmajfianasya. (The most significant use of ‘anubhava’
here is not the first, which Rambachan focuses on, pp. 35-56, but the second.) Ram-
bachan says that experience is not a pramana for knowing brahman. In the intellec-
tualist sense of "knowing," he is right. All pramana give intellectual knowledge,
prama, and there is, according to Sankara, no intellectual knowledge in the liberating
experience. There can be no report of the experience of brahman since the liberated
person is lost to the world (or more properly, the world islost to him). Thus not any
"mystic report" but, as Rambachan partly sees, only self-authenticating &uti teaches
the essentia nature of the self and mukti. But it is an austere "self-experience” that is
most highly valued, not &uti. Moreover, this "experience" is conceptualized in such a
way that the world, including &uti, has to be maya. (The inference is drawn accord-
ing to the understanding of everyday illusion.) See the BSB citations in note 52
above, and Sankara’'s Brhadaranyakbpanisadbhasya 2.1.20: ekasmin brahmani
nirupadhike na upadeso na upadesta na ca upadeSsagrahanaphalam. tasmad
upanisadam ca anarthakyam iti etad upagatam eva. The official epistemology is
surely anti-empiricist, even anti-mystic-empiricist; but not only does Sahkara believe
that a living mukti is area possibility for a person and from that perspective "virtual
evidence," the logic of his metaphysics is governed by a complex analogy to everyday
experience, veridical and illusory. See the BSB citation in the following note (note
64) as another expression of this governing analogy.

64. Brahman thus includes both intrinsic self-awareness and all reality—in that it is that
which underlies al worldly things. Thisis an extremely important point. The reason
that there can be salvific Brahman-experience is that Brahman is real, the Advaitins
hold, just as the knowledge mediated by the senses is dependent on real things.
Sankara says this explicitly at Brahmasutrabhasya 1.1.4:

brahmavidya . . . pratyaksadipramanavisayavastujfidnavad vastutantra:

"Knowledge (vidya) of brahman is dependent on areal thing, like the knowledge
of the real things that are the abjects of such means of knowledge as sense experi-
ence."

65. Ppk 111-13.
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This appears to be the same type of phenomenon as that brought out by the "duck-
rabbit" pattern popularized by Wittgenstein: Philosophical Investigations (New
York: Macmillan, 1953), p. 194.

Robert Nozick, Anarchy, State, and Utopia (New Y ork: Basic Books, 1974), p. 42.

Cf. Paul Hacker, "Die Idee der Person im Denken von Vedanta-Philosophen,” Kleine
Schriften (Wiesbaden: F. Steiner, 1978), pp. 280-81.

The idea is that we can be aware of ourselves directly, without mentally reflecting on
the fact of our existence; the self is "irreflexively self-illuminating.” Compare M.
Merleau-Ponty’ s understanding of the Cartesian "cogito," Phenomenology of Percep-
tion, tr. Colin Smith (London: Routledge & Keagan Paul: 1962), pp. 369ff. Paul
Hacker illumines the Vedantic idea in numerous articles: see for example "Sankara
der Yogin und Sankara der Advaitin® and "Sahkara's Conception of Man" repub-
lished in his Kleine Schriften. Cf. Aurobindo’s notion "knowledge by identity,” The
Life Divine, pp. 524-552, and my book, op. cit., pp. 103, 117, and 124.

The failure is particularly evident in the obscurity of the notion of "jivanmukti,"
"liberation while alive." Cf. Potter’s discussion of the notion, op. cit., Vol. I, pp.
34-35. ("The jivanmukti state seems paradoxical"—p. 34. Indeed, it is, if "living" is
taken to involve conscious and willful activity and not just a comatose state.)

| wish to thank Wilhelm Halbfass and Richard Lariviere for commenting on an earlier
draft.



