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Preface

The present work is the outcome of my post-doctoral research at
Indian Institute of Advanced Study (IIAS), Shimla, India. It deals
with the contribution of Sriharsa, the philosopher-poet of 12t
century CE to Vedantic dialectic. A confluence of strong lineages
of extra-Advaitic systems like Nyaya, Buddhism, Mimamsa etc.,
entering most harmoniously, though negatively, into the mosaic
of Advaitic theories is most discernibly exhibited in the works of
Sriharsa. | attempt in this work to structure Sriharsa’s Vedantic
dialectic.

During my sojourn at the IIAS, I inquired into the dialectic and
technique of Sriharsa’s structuring of Advaita against the back-
ground of these systems. In the process, I have been helped and
supported by many a person and many an institution; their part has
been indispensable in the shaping of this work, although mention-
ing them by name is beyond scope here.

I am deeply indebted to the former Chairmen of IIAS: D. P.
Chattopadhyaya, G. C. Pande and Balchandra Mungekar; the
former and present Directors of IIAS: Bhuvan Chandel, Peter
Ronald D’Souza and Chetan Singh; and the former and present
Vice Chancellors of Sri Sankara University, Kalady: K. N. Panik-
kar and J. Prasad. I would like to specially mention the blessings
of my revered Guru in the works of Sriharsa and Doctoral Guide
(Sanskrit-Vedanta), namely, Prof. B. Subbarayudu of Rashtriya
Sanskrit Sansthan, Puri Campus; and of P. C. Muraleemadhavan
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and M. M. Vasudevan Potty, who were the guides of my first doc-
toral work (Sankara and Aquinas).

Enriched by the Advaita Dialectic of Sriharsa—the greatest
negative dialectician and poet of the Advaita tradition—from
within the Presidential Halls of Wisdom of the Indian Institute
of Advanced Study, Shimla, I offer the fruit of my research to
Indologists and Advaitins the world over.

Francis A.P.
Fellow
1IAS, Shimla



Foreword

It is a matter of great pleasure to write a few words on this work
entitled “Structuring Advaita Dialectic” of Francis A. P.

Hisis astudy of Sriharsa’s two texts: Khandanakhandakhadyam
(KKK) and Naisadhiyacaritam (NC). The first is a philosophical
text and the second is a mahakavya, a piece of literary art. Both
these texts are known, in the tradition, as highly intellectual com-
positions. The KKK is the composition of the genre of vitanda. In
vitanda, it is said that the writer engages himself in mere refutation
of opponent’s views without giving his own views (svapaksa-
sthapana-hina-para-paksa-dosa-pradarsana-para-vitanda); that
is, ‘a vitanda variety of argument is that which is interested in
showing faults in the opponent’s arguments without any interest in
establishing one’s own position’. The vitanda form of dialectic is
mentioned in the list of sixteen entities mentioned in the first sitra
of Gautama’s Nyayasiitras.

Sriharsa has presented mainly the Naiyayikas as his opponent
and systematically refutes all basic positions of Nyaya variety
of Realism in order to hint towards the acceptance of Advaitic
Idealism indirectly. The vitanda form of argument does not com-
mit directly to any position, but one has to indirectly guess what
the arguer is interested in. Sriharsa drives through this mode of
discourse towards the position of Advaitic Idealism in which uni-
versal consciousness is accepted to be the Ultimate Reality.

This consciousness is of the nature of self-awareness, the very
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Being. It is because of such Universal Being, there is illumination
of everything (yasya bhasa sarvam idam vibhati). It is like the Sun
which does not require any lamp for its illumination (sva-prakasa)
unlike the Naiyayikas who accept anuvyavasaya to illumine a
vyavasaya or jiana.

While the Naiyayikas accept the locus of jiiana, that is, the sub-
stance as the arman, the Advaitins accept jiana (that is, caitanya
or consciousness) itself as the afman. All arguments of Sriharsa
point towards that position.

The greatest problem for such a position is that it cannot be
an object of discourse. Once it is accepted that the Reality is that
unchanging Truth or Consciousness or Bliss (sat or cit or ananda)
which is without a second and which is beyond the reach of mind
and language, how to talk about it? How to initiate any debate
on it? How to prove it? To whom should it be proved? As a mat-
ter of fact, it does not require any proof. It is self-illuminating.
Therefore it can simply be experienced. The expression for such
an experience is the Upanisadic statements. Therefore, those
Upanisadic statements alone can be presented as the proof. Since
one cannot point out to anything as identical with the Brahman
because there is nothing other than that, the only course left is to
deny the identity of everything with That saying not this, not this
and so on (neti, neti...). In such a Monistic presupposition, debate
is forced to take the shape of vitanda which simply says ‘what you
say is not the Fact.” Then, what is the Fact?

The honest answer is ‘It cannot be stated’.

It is this reason, I think, that has compelled Sriharsa to adopt
this kind of dialectic form.

Jayantabhatta, the great Naiyayika of Kashmir of ninth cen-
tury has shown in his Nyayamarijari the limitation of arguments
with regard to the establishment of Absolute Monism. He says
that if someone claims such a Reality one has to prove it by some
pramana. If it cannot be proved by pratyaksa, let it be proved by
anumana. But how can anumana even work because what could
be the ground (%etu) to establish the sadhya? Because the hetu has
to be different from the sddhya and it should also be real. But by
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presupposition, there is nothing Real other than the Brahman. So
how can Brahman be established by anumana too?

This is the limitation of argument and hence Absolute Monism
cannot be established by any direct method of argument. That is
why, I think, Sriharsa has taken recourse to vitanda.

As regards the NC, this mahdkavya is known in the tradition
as a medicine to imbibe scholarship in oneself (naisadham-vid-
vad-ausadham). Sriharsa seems to float the same urge of
philosophy in this text also.

Although I agree with the concluding observations of Fran-
cis A. P, I would like to suggest that the limitations pointed out
by him are only due to the basic thesis that Brahman is the only
Reality and It is beyond mind and language, and all the rest that
appears is false. With such presuppositions, I think, that Reality is
beyond the scope of any discourse.

I would like to congratulate Francis A. P. for bringing out such
a comprehensive and excellent study of Sriharsa’s KKK and NC.
I hope the scholarly world of Sanskrit and philosophy in general,
and of Advaita philosophy in particular, will welcome this work
with whole heart and would like to have more such research works
from him in the future too.

Pror. V.N. JHA
Professor and Director (Rtd.)
CASS, University of Pune
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(Where various editions of books are used, the editor’s name will
duly be mentioned therewith.)
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Introduction

Swami Vivekananda has said that India was saved twice from
materialism—once by Lord Buddha and a second time by Sii
Sankara through his philosophy of Advaita Vedanta. World teach-
ers of Sri Sankara’s eminence never cease to be relevant in any
period of human history; they go on influencing world thought.
That is the reason why even today Sri Sankara and his doctrine,
the Advaita, is being studied and written upon.

Dr. Francis is my friend and colleague who worked under my
guidance for his doctoral degree at Sree Sankaracharya University,
Kalady. He is an enthusiastic young scholar with large amount of
curiosity in the field of his study. He has taken much pain when he
has undergone the work of comparing Sri Sankara and St. Thomas
Aquinas for his PhD thesis. In seminars and serious academic
deliberations, he used to interfere by applying his dialectics on
various philosophical systems.

As evidenced from the present work, the development of dia-
lectics in Indian philosophy, especially in Advaita Vedanta, has
been purely epistemological rather than ontological.

The development of dialectics in Indian philosophy is yet to be
probed into. The most important question concerning dialectic in
Advaita is this. Can dialectics be related to Advaita Vedanta? The
answer is in the affirmative. Why? The most general reason in one
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of the fundamental principles of dialectics itself, namely, that of
universal connection. There is nothing unrelated to other things
in this world. This rule is applicable to the world of ideas also.
The usual practice followed in philosophy to brand one system
as dialectical or metaphysical is to take into account the attitude
of system to the constitution of fundamental ontological reality: a
philosophy which accepts the dialectical reality of the fundamen-
tal ontological principle, whether it be idea or matter, it is called a
dialectical system.

Beginning of the dialectical method in Indian philosophical lit-
erature can be described in the dialogues of the Upanisads, which
form one major set of the basic texts of the system of Advaita.

The success of Sankara in appealing to the minds of the so
called great men was partly due to his employment of an appro-
priate dialectical method.

It is very interesting to note how Sri Francis has explored the
entire literature of Sriharsa namely Khandanakhandakhdadyam
and Naisadhiyacaritam, from the point of view of dialectics.
Sriharsa differs epistemologically from Kumarilabhatta, the
mimamsaka, and Sri Sankara, the Advaitin. This knowledge is
very important for critical understanding of Sriharsa’s approach
to the whole problem. Si Sankara accepts three pramdnas but
the later advaitins accepted six pramanas that of Kumarilabhatta.
But Sriharsa, the sceptic Advaitin, does not accept any of the
pramanas. He accepts only the ultimate reality. Here the author
states that Sriharsa has undertaken his distinction of knowledge
and sources of knowledge. It is said that this is a less conscious
aspect of Sriharsa’s work.

The dictum which is the basis of the ontological and episte-
mological basis of Sriharsa’s methodology, that is, “Sarvani
laksanani anupapannani”—it means “all definitions are unten-
able”. Precisely things have to be in relation, but relations are
impossible. Thus by presupposing fundamentally distinct things,
pluralists run into a host of difficulties, such as indicated by the
demonstration of incoherence by the author.

In this significant work Sri Francis has discussed very many
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issues with respect to the works of Sriharsa. The purpose of the com-
position of Naisadhivacaritam: whether it is simply to popularize
the central theme of Khandanakhandakhddyam, that is, Advaita
doctrine? What was his philosophic leaning? To which school
of Indian philosophy he belonged? To what extent he defended
that philosophy? Did he have a positive Advaita programme in
authoring Khandanakhandakhadyam and Naisadhiyacaritam?
Whether all the questions were discussed with due seriousness in
these work?

Dr. Francis has stated confidently that all the readers will
surely understand the tough philosophical and literary content of
Sriharsa’s works, and the negative stance he took throughout, with
respect to other systems of philosophy.

Starting with unique and sensible questions like, what is the
difference between skepticism, dialectics and knowledge? What is
the viewpoint of Sriharsa with regard to knowledge? What is the
role of Sriharsa in the categorization of the mode of debate called
tarka? How to locate Khandanakhandakhdadyam in the debate
landscape of India? etc. The author marches ahead, explicitly
explaining the crux of the work up to the end of the book.

The author explains effectively, that how far the works Tattvo-
paplavasimha, Milamadhyamikakarika and Vigrahavyavartani
influenced Sriharsa for authoring Khandanakhandakhdadyam.

The research dissertation “Structuring Advaita Dialectic” pre-
pared by Dr. Francis A.P. is a scholarly attempt in the field of studies
to restructure the Advaita dialectics. It is in the background of the
ideal set forth by the triumvirate of Advaita dialectics Sriharsa,
Citsukha and Madhustidana Sarasvati, I present this excellent
work in the hands of the curious students of Sastras, especially of
Advaita Vedanta, with a confidence that, it will extend the fron-
tiers of thought, in the intellectual world in general and Advaita
Vedanta in particular.

Kalady DR. MURALEEMADHAVAN P.C.
25-11-2009 Professor and Head
Dept. of Sanskrit Sahitya

Sree Sankaracharya University, Kalady






General Introduction

1. Locating Sriharsa in the Map of “Dialectic”
2. The Theme

Schools of thought and religious systems always interact, conn-
ube and convive. They interact in ways varying from the purely
dialogical to the merely polemical. The dialogical embodies the
heights of realization in the parties of dialogue, which is the most
ideal way of interaction; and the merely polemical represents the
particularities and deficits of realization of the parties involved.

Both the aspects are indispensable in philosophical discourse
and debate on religion, since the metaphysical and practical phi-
losophy of religion is a way of movement from the particularized
to the most realized shapes of expression of relationship between
the human and the Divine, among humans, and between the
human and other living beings. Therefore, the most ideal way of
interaction between religions would demand an ideal synthesis of
dialogue and polemic, which may be called dialectic.'

The present work is an earnest inquiry into one of the most
interesting syntheses of that kind in the history of interaction of

! Dialectics is the study of dialectic, the art of dia-légein, which
includes also elements of polemic. For a discussion of the term ‘dialec-

tic’ see the sub-section “Locating Sriharsa in the Map of ‘Dialectic’,
which follows immediately.
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various schools of thought and religion in Indian philosophy and
Sanskrit literature. My attempt here is, thus, to study Sriharsa,?
the philosopher, poet and mystic. The special thing about him is
that he did Vedanta dialectically for the philosopher, scholar, the
litterateur, connoisseur and the commoner alike. Herein consists
the importance of Sriharsa, the greatest negative dialectician® or
Advaitin or Deconstructive Absolutist of Advaita.*

1. LOCATING SRIHARSA IN THE MAP OF “DIALECTIC”

The term “dialectic’—which became the alternative Platonic and
Stoic name for logic—is from the Greek dia-, “between” and
légein, “collect,” “speak,” etc. ‘Dialectic’ in the present work
generally refers to the art of philosophical disputation in ancient
India, as this was obviously the Indian counterpart of the Greek
art of discussion or logical controversy.® Philosophical thoughts in
ancient times filtered through dialectic, and this was true of ancient
Greece as it was of ancient India. In ancient Greece, the Eleatic
Zeno, a follower of Parmenidgs, was the originator of “dialectic,”
which was developed by the Sophists (negatively) into an art to
win followers and to teach their students how to win men and
(positively) to seek truth discursively. Later on, dialectic became

% There exists an alternative way of writing the name of this thinker,
namely, ‘SrT Harsa’. We have no absolute certainty as to which was the
actual form used in his time. Circumstantial evidences yield the spelling
“Sriharsa’. “[T]he King Sri Harsa of the 17" century cannot be the author
of the NC, as it was composed in the 12% century. Again the author of
the NC was not a king but merely a protégé of the king of Kanauj and
his name was not St Harsa but Sriharsa.” A. N. Jani, 4 Critical Study of
Sriharsa’s Naisadhiyacarita (Baroda: Oriental Institute, 1957), 85.

* Cf. P. T. Raju, Structural Depths of Indian Thought (New Delhi:
South Asian, 1985), 383.

* See the General Conclusion of the present work for a justification
of this term.

> See Esther Solomon, Indian Dialectics: Methods of Philosoph-
ical Discussion, 2 vols. (Ahmedabad: B. J. Institute of Learning and
Research, 1978), 1:1f.
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part of the Medieval educational system. Thus, the trivium con-
sisted of Grammar, Logic (Dialectica) and Rhetoric, all of which
dealt with the use of words; and the quadrivium was comprised
of Geometry, Arithmetic, Astronomy and Harmony (Music).® The
three features of Zeno’s dialectic may be attributed also to the
dialectical arguments of Sriharsa: “(1) it is directed at someone
else; (2) it takes its start from features of premises accepted by
that other party; (3) its goal is the refutation of a view of that other
party.”” The purportedly negative application of dialectic is called
by Plato as “eristic,” which is from the Greek éris, “strife.”

In India, dialectic has its parallels in the following terms:
samvada, vada, sambhasa, katha, tarka, and even, sastrartha
(dialectical discussion about the precepts of the sastra). During
the Vedic and post-Vedic period, logic was vakovakya, “question
and answer,” “science of criticism,” “argument,” used to be stud-
ied along with Rk, Yajus and Saman. With respect to its subject
matter, it was also called brahmodaya.’ The Indian counterparts of
the Sophists were considered to be the post-Upanisadic Sramanas,
who were contemporaries of Mahavira and the Buddha. Most
prominent of them was Makkhali Gosala. In Indian thought,
“theories of truth and validity of knowledge were specifically for-
mulated after the Madhyamikas and sceptical thinkers challenged
the validity of empirical cognition and the efficacy of the organs
of knowledge to yield truth. They took the clue for this from Safi-
jaya Belatthaputta and others contemporaneous with the Buddha
and Mahavira.”!"’

In later years, the following four terms came to be used: katha,
vada, jalpa, vitanda. ‘Katha’, used once to denote debate, became
obsolete due to its use in the practice of narrating episodes of lives

99 ¢¢

¢ See Dale Jacquette, ed., 4 Companion to Philosophical Logic
(Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, 2002), 24.

7 Tbid., 12.

8 The Encyclopedia of Philosophy, vol.2, s.v. “Dialectic.”

o Satapatha Brahmana, X1.5.7, 5.9 (quoted in Solomon, Indian
Dialectics, 1:10).

19 Solomon, Indian Dialectics, 1:6.
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of saints and warriors in public. ‘Vada’ is from vad-, “to say.”
‘Jalpa’ is from jalp-, “to speak,” and ‘Vitanda’ is from vi- and
tand, “to hit, smash.” Sriharsa the dialectician par excellence in
the Advaitic tradition calls his method as Vitanda.

The present work is primarily concerned with the philosophical
method (dialectic) of Sriharsa, namely, Vitanda." But, it is to be
mentioned here that ontological, sociological, psychological, eco-
nomic and other nuances of ‘dialectic’ do not appear in this work.

2. THE THEME

The texts Khandanakhandakhadyam (hereafter, referred to mostly
as KKK unless otherwise noted, the version consulted mostly
being the one published by Medical Hall Press, Benares, 1917)
and Naisadhiyacaritam (hereafter, NC) of Sriharsa have had a
prominent position in making Advaita Vedanta ever more accept-
able to the thinker, the educated and the populace alike, during
and after his time. The first millennium CE witnessed the origin of
Pracina-Nyaya in the philosophical arena of Indian thought, espe-
cially among the Advaitins, Mimamsakas, Buddhists, Carvakas,
etc. To use modern terminology, they may be compared to the
monists, dualists, nihilistic idealists and materialists—or, better,
the realistic camp and the non-realistic.

The KKK is essentially a philosophical debate set to writing.
The pratijiia or proposition is stated,'> namely, that all definitions
are illogical, and the bulk of the text up to page 750 is devoted

"' The present work is not so much a work in the dialectics of or in
Advaita Vedanta. For an elaborate work in the latter, see K. Maheswaran
Nair, Advaita Vedanta, Dialectics and Indian Philosophy (Trivandrum:
Svantam Books, 1997) and K. Maheswaran Nair, “Dialectics in Advaita
Vedanta,” in Contemporary Approaches in Indian Philosophy, ed. C.
Rajendran, 127-38 (Calicut: Department of Sanskrit, University of
Calicut, 1999), and V. Shishupala Panikkar, Dvaita-Advaita Polemics
(Trivandrum: Svantam Books, 2004).

12" Khandanakhandakhadya of Sriharsa, ed. Navikanta Jha (Vara-
nasi: Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, 1970), 130.
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to its proof. The pages preceding 130 thus fall outside the main
framework of the text; however, they constitute a necessary
introduction to it. There had long raged a controversy between
the Naiyayikas, Mimamsakas and Jains on the one hand, and the
Buddhists and Vedantins on the other. The first group maintained
that the latter, in their refusal to admit the existence of means of
valid knowledge, logical fallacies etc., involved themselves in an
impossible situation and were no more than fools—because its
proof, the means of proof, what is to be proved and the prover
himself do not exist: who does what with what? Their very pri-
mary assumptions thus make them ineligible to enter any serious
discussion. As Sriharsa will hereafter involve himself in a lengthy
debate, he must first meet these objections. He does so by force-
fully restating the contentions of the Madhyamika Buddhist, with
the conclusion that what is necessary for discussion is not so much
the existence of the pramanas, etc. as a knowledge of their exis-
tence. This is a fact well recognized by the Naiyayika himself.'
Sriharsa’s method throughout this section is to reduce his oppo-
nent’s arguments to absurdity, and force him to admit that the very
objections he raises indicate that he holds the opposite position.
To facilitate our discussions, it is here important to note
how Sriharsa differs epistemologically from Kumarila, the
Mimamsaka, the Advaitin Sarnkara, and the later Advaitins. This
knowledge is important for a critical understanding of how exactly
it is possible for Sriharsa to bring down the whole edifice of phil-
osophical ratiocination as such by unconsciously presupposing
validity of the very means of knowledge which he attempts to
destroy. Sankara is said to have accepted (at least) three sources
of inference (pramanas), but his followers accepted all the six
accepted by Kumarila the Mimamsaka. But, Sriharsa, the scep-
tic Advaitin, does not accept any of the pramanas. Instead, he
accepts (in conclusion of his arduous destruction of all sorts of
philosophical knowledge, via proving the sources of knowledge

B3 Nyayakusumarijali of Udayana, ed. Padmaprasadopadhyaya
(Benares: Kashi Sanskrit Series, 1950), 131.
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as self-contradictory) “only the ultimate, indeterminate intuition
of the Brahman, which is Being itself.”!* All the same, the actual
ground realities around his arguments show that he has under-
taken his destruction of knowledge and the sources of knowledge
by using some of the sources of knowledge. This is, therefore, the
less conscious aspect of Sriharsa’s work.

To begin with the conscious aspects of the work of Sriharsa
proper, let me state his famous dictum that is the epitome of the
ontological and epistemological basis of Sriharsa’s methodology:
Sarvani laksanani anupapannani, “All definitions are untenable.”
Subodh Kapoor explains:

The chief method of Sriharsa’s dialectic depends upon the assumption
that the reality of the things that one defines depends upon the unim-
peachable character of the definition; but all definitions are faulty, as
they involve the fallacy of argument in a circle (cakraka), and hence
there is no way in which the real nature of things can be demonstrated or
defined. Our world of experience consists of knower, known and knowl-
edge; if a knower is defined as the possessor of knowledge, knowledge
can only be understood by a reference to the knower; the known, again,
can be understood only by a reference to knowledge and the knower,
and so there is a circle of relativity which defies all attempts at giving an
independent definition of any of these things. It is mainly this relativity
that in specific forms baffles all attempts at definition of all categories.'

That is, the methodical procedure of Sriharsa is characterized by
the destruction of all possible definitions and their epistemologi-
cal propositions.

To clarify it further, let me now put in gist here the whole argu-
ment of Sriharsa against all dualists, using the Nagarjunian nihilist
strategy (prasanga) of reducing all into absurdity (which became
vitanda in SrTharsa). He sketches two arguments, both of which
together result in the conclusion that all definitions of all dualists

4 Raju, Structural Depths, 383-84.
5 Subodh Kapoor, Encyclopedia of Indian Heritage (New Delhi:
Cosmo, 2002), 1971.
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are incoherent (which means they are “defining the indefinable”),
and so, only monism would hold:

(1) a property, such as blue, is unrelated to its bearer, such as a pot; (2) if
there is a relation that relates them, such as inherence, then there have to
be further relations to relate the inherence to each of the terms, the blue
and the pot, ad infinitum (aRb, aR R, aR ‘'R R, ad infinitum), likewise
with the second term); unless (3) it is the very nature of one of the terms
to link with the other; such linkage would amount to nondistinctness.
The third seems the only viable option. Nondistinctness, however, is at
odds with Nyaya pluralism, and thus the argument (along with others),
Sriharsa concludes, shows that there is no coherent Nyaya challenger to
the monism of Brahman taught by the Upanisads.

In sum, distinct things have to be in relation, but relations are impos-
sible. Thus by presupposing fundamentally distinct things, pluralists run
into a host of difficulties, as indicated by this demonstration of incoher-
ence (and others).

That is to say, the disease of defining the indefinable would be
cured, according to Sriharsa, by consuming the khandakhadya of
khandana.'®

The advent of Udayanacarya in the 10" century C.E. marks
the dawn of a new era, with his magnificent masterpieces like
Nyayakusumanjali, Laksanavali etc., in the philosophic scene.
Advaita was in a condition of decline in the 10" and 11" centuries.
It is against this background that Sriharsa emerges and defends
Advaita against the dualists like Naiyayikas and Buddhists. The
magnum opus in the field of Advaita dialectic has thus been KKK

16 Khandakhdadya is an Ayurvedic tonic (avaleha) for getting rid of
very many diseases:

Caksusyam brmhanam vrsyam mangalyam pritivardhanam |
Srikaram laghavakaram khandakhadyam prakirtitam ||
Hence, the KKK is also known as Anirvacanivatasarvasvam. See
Khandanakhandakhadya of Sﬁharsa, ed. Anandapurna Saraswati
(Varanasi: Chowkhamba Vidyabhavan, 1992), v. Cf. also Khandana-
khandakhadya of Sriharsa, ed. L. S. Dravida Sastri (Benares: 1904-1914),
10.
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of Sriharsa, whereas in the field of literature it was his mahakavya
NC.

Advaita Vedanta is not a monolithic movement. It develops
lines of cosmological argument and anti-cosmological argument,
epistemological (where there is less intra-camp disagreement)
and exegetical strategies, and ethical theories and views about the
way to liberation or Brahma-vidya, along with arguments against
other philosophies on any point of concern. Stiharsa directs many
of these currents into his version of Advaita, which combines,
in particular, previous epistemological thinking with dialectical
arguments—some innovative, others inherited from Nagarjuna
and others—against what he sees as views incompatible with
Upanisadic teachings about Brahman and the self."”

It is against this context that Sriharsa makes his own contribu-
tion through the KKK. The significance of the dialectic of KKK
can be seen in the fact that it ignited the cause of Advaitic Dialec-
tics. The significance of NC is that this mahakavya was one of the
last Sanskrit mahakavyas after Kalidasa, and it began the work of
popularization of Advaita among the masses, especially through
its adaptations by others.

In the present work, the author is preoccupied with very many
cognate problems with respect to the works of Sriharsa. Did he
have any intention other than popularization of the Advaita of
KKK in writing the mahakavya, namely, Naisadhiyacaritam? Did
he have the aim of writing an introductory manual for popular-
izing his philosophy through NC? Scattered in the main body of
this work, one finds that his other motives in the writing of the
NC are not very important. What was his philosophic leaning?
Which school of Indian philosophy did he represent and defend,
and to what extent? Did he have a positive Advaitic programme in
authoring the KKK and the NC? Did he succeed in achieving the
goal of this work? The reader, I am sure, would realize Sriharsa’s

17 Stephen H. Phillips, Classical Indian Metaphysics: Refutations
of Realism and the Emergence of “New Logic” (Delhi: Motilal Banarsi-
dass, 1997), 35-36.
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importance as an Advaitin, from the enormous success he had in
the field, despite the tough philosophical and literary content of
his works, and the negative stance he took with respect to other
systems of philosophy.

Did the post-Sriharsan period record a strong lineage of adher-
ents of Advaita Vedanta, as a result of his endeavours? What is the
interconnection between scepticism, dialectics and knowledge?
What is the viewpoint of Sriharsa with regard to knowledge?
What is the role of Sriharsa in the categorization of the mode of
debate called tarka? How to locate KKK in the debate landscape
of India? What was the pre-Sriharsan intellectual, social, political,
literary and religious atmosphere that caused the emergence of
his literary, dialectical and philosophical activity? The following
chapters take up an intensive search into these questions.

What is the place of NC among Sanskrit mahakavyas? Which
are the commentaries of NC that have really made it accessible?
Which are the regional variations and translations of NC? How far
is a philosophical reading of NC possible? What are the literary
merits and demerits of NC compared to other mahakavyas in San-
skrit? What are the characteristics of NC as a mahdkavya?

Did KKK act as a source book for later thinkers, especially for
advancement of Advaita dialectic and epistemology? How far has
KKK been instrumental in the emergence of Navya-Nyaya in later
centuries, as a result of the works and activity of Gangesopadhyaya
and Gadadhara? What was the role of Sriharsa in the emergence of
vadaprasthana in Advaita Vedanta?

How did he refute the particularistic realistic schools of Indian
philosophy? How far could he be the reason for development of
the Advaita dialectic during the post-Sankara epoch? To what
extent was he a philosopher, poet and mystic, and how could he
combine the three in his person?

What are the core problems of realism according to Sriharsa?
How far has he succeeded in blending the concept of saguna-
Brahman of NC and the concept of nirguna-Brahman of KKK?
How may we account for Advaitic theism in NC and for Advait-
ic-monistic voluntarism in KKK? What are the previous models
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before Sriharsa for the creation of the Advaita masterpiece, KKK?

How far have the works Tattvopaplavasimha of Jayarasi Bhatta
and Milamadhyamikakarika and Vigrahavyavartant of Nagarjuna
influenced Sriharsa for authoring KKK? How to contextualize the
fact that there exist commentaries on KKK by the arch-enemies of
the very system, together with those of his own and other Advaita
followers?

Problems of the like have been discussed in the whole body of
this work. The present work is a humble contribution to the line
of attempts to structure Advaita dialectic as presented in KKK and
NC of Sriharsa, against the background of the ideal set forth by
the triumvirate of Advaita dialectics, namely, Sriharsa, Citsukha
and Madhusiidana Sarasvati—the authors of the triple texts: KKK,
Tattvapradipika and Advaitasiddhi.

My work here is divided into seven chapters, with a view to
structure Sriharsa’s accomplishment in Advaita dialectic. Chap-
ter 1 traces the philosophical lineage of Sriharsa. Chapter 2 is a
preliminary study of Sriharsa’s works and their commentaries,
facilitating an entry into the recesses and ramifications of the
questions we have posed for our study. Chapter 3 is a Sriharsan
epistemological inquiry into the possibility of knowledge in gen-
eral, in sceptic lines. Chapter 4 focuses on his reductive vitanda
methodology, which was an Advaitically perfected form of
Nagarjunian prasanga method. Chapter 5 studies the constructive
Advaitic dimension enshrined in Khandanakhandakhadyam, the
philosophical magnum opus of Sriharsa. Chapter 6 deals with the
making of Advaita dialectic through the poetic means, through
the medium of a mahakavya, namely, Naisadhiyacaritam, the
last of the five great mahakavyas in Sanskrit. Chapter 7 is a con-
clusive study of post-Sriharsan contributions of Citsukha and
Madhustidana Sarasvati in perfecting the Advaita dialectic, thus
bringing out the importance of Sriharsa in the development of
Advaita in the post-Sriharsan millennium. The Appendices add
flavour to the text by providing ample material for reference.



CHAPTER 1

The Philosophical Lineage of Sriharsa:
An Outline

1.1. Philosophical Doctrines of Pre-Sriharsa Advaitins
1.1.1. Significance of the Term ‘Vedanta’
1.1.2. The Chief Periods of Advaita Vedanta
1.1.2.1. The Vedic Period
1.1.2.2. The Upanisadic Period
1.1.2.3. The Epic Period
1.1.2.4. The Aphoristic Period
1.1.2.5. The Commentatorial Period
1.1.2.5.1. The Pre-Sankara Period
1.1.2.5.1.1. Gaudapada (ca. AD 520-620)
1.1.2.5.1.2. Mandana Misra (ca. AD 750)
1.1.2.5.2. The Period of Sankara (ca. AD 780-820)
1.1.2.5.3. The Post-Sankara Period
1.1.2.5.3.1. Sures$vara (AD 800)
1.1.2.5.3.2. Padmapada (AD 820)
1.1.2.5.3.3. Hastamalaka (ca. AD 820)
1.1.2.5.3.4. Totaka (ca. AD 800)
1.1.2.5.3.5. Vacaspati Misra (AD 841-900)
1.1.2.5.3.6. Vimuktatman (ca. AD 850-1050)
1.1.2.5.3.7. Sarvajhatma Muni (AD 900)
1.1.2.5.3.8. Prakasatman (AD 1000)
1.1.2.5.3.9. Anandabodha Yati (ca. AD 1050-1150)
1.2. Identity of Sriharsa, The Philosopher-Poet
1.2.1. Harsagupta (ca. 6™ Century AD)
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1.2.2. Harsagupta (7" Century AD)
1.2.3. Harsagupta
1.2.4. Harsavarman (8" Century AD)
1.2.5. Harsargja (9" Century AD)
1.2.6. Sriharsa (AD 1089-1101)
1.2.7. Harsamitra
1.2.8. Ananga Harsa
1.2.9. Sriharsa
1.2.10. Vikramaditya Harsa
1.2.11. Sriharsa
1.2.12. Harsa
1.2.13. Harsa
1.2.14. Sriharsa
1.2.15. Sriharsa
1.2.16. Harsa
1.2.17. Sriharsa
1.3. A Life-Sketch of Sﬁharsa

1.1. PHILOSOPHICAL DOCTRINES OF PRE-SRIHARSA
ADVAITINS

1.1.1. Significance of the Term ‘Vedanta’

The term ‘Vedanta’ generally means the anta or concluding por-
tion of the Veda. ‘Veda’, according to the commentators, denotes
the Samhitas and Brahmanas,' including the Aranyakas and Upa-
nisads of the different recensions of the Vedas. But all the Vedanta
texts do not come at the end of the Brahmanas. Some, like the Isa,
form portions of the Samhitas themselves. Others like the Aitar-
eya and the Taittiriya come in the middle of Aranyakas and do not
form portion of the Samhitas at their end, as it is the case with the
Chandogya or the Brhadaranyaka.

Another mode of interpreting the term Vedanta is at times
resorted to, whereby anta is taken to imply the final or ultimate

' Mantrabrahmanayorvedanamadhyeyam. Apastamba, Yajiiapari-
bhasasutra  1.34;  Mantrabrahmanayorveda-sabdah.  Kausitaki-
Grhyasitra 111.12.23.
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teaching of the Vedas. The portion of the Vedic texts that concern
themselves with the details of rituals is the karmakanda. Vedanta
is the final teaching of the Veda and stresses salvation through
knowledge. Vedanta is often styled, in this sense, as the latter por-
tion (“Uttara Mimamsa” or the science of exegesis) as applied
to the latter part of the Veda, thus to demarcate it from the Piirva
Mimamsa which deals with the ritualistic part of the Veda. The
term ‘vedanta’ signifies not one system. The different systems
within it differ from each other essentially in points of metaphysi-
cal doctrines. The differences range from absolute idealism down
to dualism, with some important features. These common features
may be the reason of their being designated by a common name,
Vedanta or Upanisads.

1.1.2. The Chief Periods of Advaita Vedanta

Advaita philosophy is a philosophia perennis in its meaning and
scope, in its theory and practice, and in its ideology and method-
ology. Its tradition is oldest in the pristine days of the Rg Veda.
Dr. S. Radhakrishan classifies Advaita into four periods, namely,
the Vedic, the Epic, Sttra and Scholastic periods.? Sangamlal Pan-
dey has classified the same into five periods: (1) the Vedic Period
(2000 BC-500 BC); (2) the Upanisadic Period (700 BC—600 BC);
(3) the Epic Period (600 BC—AD 200); (4) the Aphoristic Period
(AD 200-AD 500); and (5) the Commentatorial Period (AD 500—
AD 1400).}

The last period, that is, the Commentatorial Period, has further
been classified into the three sub-periods:* (1) the Pre-Sankara
Period (AD 500-AD 700); (2) the Period of Sankara (AD 780—
AD 820); and (3) the Post-Sankara Period (AD 800-AD 1400).

2 Radhakrishnan S., Indian Philosophy, 2 vols. (London: Allen and
Unwin, 1966), 1:56-59.

* Sangamlal Pandey, Pre-Sankara Advaita Philosophy (Allahabad:
Darshan Peeth, 1974), 1.

4 T. M. P. Mahadevan, Gaudapada: A Study in Early Advaita
(Madras: University of Madras, 1960), 13.
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1.1.2.1. The Vedic Period

The Rg Veda marks the beginning of Vedanta in seminal form. It
includes esoteric hymns such as RV X.29, X.90, .164.46, 1.115.1,
X.172, X.171, X.121 and X.12. These hymns deal with both ele-
mentary and highly reflective speculations on the universe, about
its creation, on the feasibility of a great pantheism-compatible
universal soul conceived to be one with the universe, etc. The lat-
ter concept appears for the first time in the Rg Veda. It has since
dominated the whole of Indian thought and reappeared in some
form or other. Despite references to different deities like Indra,
Varuna, Yama, Agni, Matari§van, etc., the underlying monistic
filament is unambiguously philosophic. In these philosophical
hymns, the underlying theme is that all specific natural realities
and events that popular belief denotes as ‘god’, is an emanation of
the theoretically one whole. All plurality is imaginary. This may
be encountered in RV 1.164.46:

Indram mitram varunam agnimahuratho divyah sa suparno
garutman |

Ekam sadviprah bahudha vadantyagnim yamam
matarisvanamahuh ||

To translate it, “That one Divine Reality is called Indra, Mitra,
Varuna, Agni, Yama, Matarisvan, etc. The wise appellate the same
One Reality in many ways.”

In some Rg Vedic hymns, the conception of the unity of the
world and gods is the seminal shape of the Veda-anta. Some
mantras advocate the unity and uniqueness of the Real: That One
(tadekam) is not personal or specific or manifold, but it is the
Impersonal Principle of all that are perceived as many in their
individuality and event-nature. In short, nothing exists, other than
this Principle (RV X.129.1, 2). Later, after much time, theoret-
ical reflection and mystical practice, this concept emerged into
Monism, which perceives through the veil of the manifold, the
unity that underlies it. Accordingly, we have the hymn X.121. It
describes Hiranyagarbha, the sole lord of beings (a sort of Demi-
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urge) consciously supporting heaven and earth, as existing in the
beginning of creation. Another hymn, X.90, conceives Viratapu-
rusa as the one being who pervades the earth from all sides, and
still remains over and above the mundane universe.

1.1.2.2. The Upanisadic Period

The monism foreshadowed in some hymns of the Rg Veda had
not yet become advaita or dvaita or any other. It began to evolve
into idealistic monism in the Upanisads. It views the infinite,
eternal, omnipresent, omniscient, purely spiritual Brahman as
the Ultimate Reality. The temporal, spatial and causal world is
the subjectively objective manifestation of this Ultimate. In
contradistinction, Brahman is understood to be non-temporal,
transcendental, indefinable, incomprehensible and unknowable.
Note that the presupposition behind such a conclusion was the
need to absolutely differentiate between the many and the One,
although the trend is least to be encountered in the Vedas! Accord-
ingly, Brahman is without before and after, and inside and outside.
One then encounters a spark of Brahman in the human, namely,
Atman. The latter is, then, found to be the almost impersonal (of
the Brahman-level realization) and trans-personal (beyond the
Jjiva-level of realization) Atman, which must have been such by
reason of its own experience of connection and continuity with
Brahman. Brahman is the one, undifferentiated, homogenous con-
sciousness without inside and outside, and hence, its like is also
such in fact. The reason for our experience otherwise had then to
be found in some phenomenon, which was called Maya.

As we have mentioned, the principal concept in the oldest Upa-
nisads—the Chandogya (V1.2.1), the Brhadaranyaka (11.4.14,
IV.4.19, 11.5.13), the Mundaka and the Katha—have their zenith
in the experiential equation, “Brahman = Atman,” whereby the
world is taken most literal sense, and from which it obtains by
transposition that the Atman is the only Reality (BrhU 1.4.10;
I1.5.1; 11.5.14: ChaU 111.4.1). It is the consciously experienced
metaphysical unity manifested in all the empirical (read ‘experi-
ential’) plurality. Hence, all (ya-, “that which”) finite, measuring
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(ma-, “measure”) plurality, by implication, reduces itself to Maya,
which is the doctrine that the universe is illusory, as found in Upa-
nisads like Svetagvatara 9-10.

1.1.2.3. The Epic Period

The epics Mahabharata (hereafter, Mbh) and Ramayana are the
literary representatives of Hindu philosophy in its Upanisadic
origin and its multifarious aspects of development. It being a
voluminous collection of metaphorical and allegorical narratives
and discourses, the Mbh may be considered to be a masterpiece
of the art of popularizing the Vedic and Upanisadic ontologies
and ethics within the framework of plots and sub-plots that ably
instantiate in the contemporary moral and religious forms of life,
within the diverse social strata. It would be apt here to point out
the persuasive methodology of the epics of Mbh and Ramayana
as remote prototypes of mahdakavyas like the Naisadhiyacaritam
(NC) of Sriharsa. As the epics are compendia of several streams
of schools of thought allegorically enshrined in historical and
mythical items, so also, the NC has been a reservoir of several
disciplines and philosophical discourses.

Out of the Upanisads arose, besides Vedanta, several other
schools of thought. The Epics, in their own right, have also given
rise to fresh developments and cogent trends in Vedantic thought,
through their methodical communication of the essence of the
Vedantic schools. Thus, for example, brahmavidya is not unknown
to the Epics. Pertinently, S. K. De observes about the Mbh thus:
“Indeed the idealistic absolution of the Upanisads underlies most
of the Epic teaching in its theoretic aspect.” So too, it should be
mentioned in passing that Sriharsa attempted to teach and to pop-
ularize the rational insistence of such Vedanta, the aesthetic-moral
persuasion of the Epics and the moral-religious philosophy of the
Bhagavadgita by hybridizing them with the Mahayana, Nyaya
and Carvaka dialectic! As we know, the main contribution of the

> Radhakrishnan S., et al., eds., History of Philosophy, Eastern and
Western (London: Allen & Unwin, 1952-53), 86.
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Epic to Advaita is the Bhagavadgita. The path of persuasion that
Sriharsa’s NC follows is the Nalopdkhyana of Mbh in the BhG,
but in a more dramatic, theatric and dialectic style.

The Bhagavadgita, which forms part of the Bhismaparva of
the Mbh (25-42), has been the most popular religious poem in
Sanskrit literature. It conveys lessons of philosophy, religion and
ethics in one of the most universally effective ways—an example
that Sriharsa follows by staunch adherence. It transforms Upa-
nisadic metaphysical doctrines into a life philosophy of universal
ethics and religion, concealing within itself the deep metaphysical
doctrines of the dutiful, just, active, loving and contemplative per-
son and society through apt narratives of the likes of the person’s
own life. As is always in the case of literary encapsulations of
philosophic and religious doctrines, what is conveyed in a literary
way wields great persuasive power by the chiaroscuro (Italian,
“clear-obscure”) dynamic, awaiting decipherment of the con-
cealed pearls of doctrine and life by the discerning devotee and
connoisseur from within pious and literary ways unto being holy.

The BAhG contributes, among others, the following main onto-
logical doctrines to Advaita. In the spirit of the Upanisads, the
BhG identifies the two principles, that is, the Atman in its so-called
“identity” with Brahman. Behind the fleeting senses and phys-
ical body there transpires the Atman; and behind the transitory
objects of the world the Brahman transpires. Theoretically, they
are transcended into the One Being with Its metaphysically iden-
tical nature (BAG XV.17; VIIL.22; VIIL.3). Hence, their practical
diversity does not matter!

The unity of all pathways is explicitly maintained in the
Bhagavadgita. The BhG practically removes the conflicts of all
pathways, that is, of jiiana, yoga, karma, and bhakti. It maintains
their organic unity within the ontological structure of practice.
In effect, the BhAG shows their points of contact by first divid-
ing these pathways into two connected classes: samkhyamarga
(here, intellectual thedria/contemplation, by philosophical intent
of the Gitakara) and yogamarga (here, praxis, by moral-practical
intent). The BAG establishes for practical consumption the Advaita



18 Structuring Advaita Dialectic

ontological view, “he who sees Samkhya and Yoga as one, really
sees.” (BhG 1V.2; VII, 21-23; 1X.3, 5, 23).

The Bhagavadgita develops the doctrine of Maya (BhG 1V.6;
VII.14, 15, 25) when it solves the problem of the transformation
of the impersonal Absolute into a personal God by the supposition
that it is due to maya or cosmic illusion that such a transformation
takes place. In other words, the BhG states that this transformation
is a mystery and explains it in the same way as it does the relation
of the Absolute to the world as do the Upanisads too. Although Sri
Krsna comes as a personalized God, the monistic principle is con-
stantly kept in view in His utterances. The Gita of S17 Krsna lights
the way of the Bhagavatadharma, which assures all, irrespective
of all differences, that they can achieve the liberation promised by
the Upanisads by continuing their daily works and activities in a
spirit of devotion and renunciation.

There is an allegorical interpretation® of the BiAG in the light
of the whole Mbh. The blind Dhrtarastra represents ignorance.
Arjuna is the individual soul. $1T Krsna, the charioteer, represents
the universal soul, the indweller of the heart. Our body is the
chariot, the sense—motor organs being the horses. Mind, egoism,
senses, samskaras, desires, craving, anger, hatred, lust, jealousy,
greed, pride and hypocrisy are our enemies. These battles within
are being fought continuously in life. Almost the same pattern of
allegorical representation may be witnessed in the mahdakavya NC
in a vivid and dramatic manner.

1.1.2.4. The Aphoristic Period

Badarayana’s Brahmasiitra (also called Vedantasiitra)—the expo-
sition of the Upanisadic philosophy and backbone of the orthodox
systems—is the main text representing the aphoristic period in
Indian Philosophy. All Brahmasitra commentators agree on its
status as the quintessence of the Upanisadic teachings.
Badarayana proclaims Brahman to be the distinctive but evo-

¢ Ravindra Kumar Panda, Anandabodha Yati: Life and Philosophy
(Delhi: Eastern Books, 1997), 6-7.
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lutionary cause of the origin, subsistence and dissolution of the
world (BrS 1.1.2)—cause both material and instrumental (BrS
1.4.23). Unaided by any extraneous means, Brahman created the
universe by the process of parinama (progressive modification).
The world so created is not a new object coming into existence out
of an absolutely non-existent state, but exhibits qualities diver-
gent from those of the cause. The sitrakara propounds that the
individual soul is distinct from the intellect, mind, sense organs
and life breaths (BrS 11.3.15; 11.3.30; 11.3.32; 11.4.1; 11.4.17;
1V.2.10), as also from both the gross physical body and the subtle
transmigrating body, both conceived as a totality. Individual soul
is subtle (BrS 11.3.1). It has its abode in the heart (BrS 11.3.24;
1.3.14), where he dwells along with the Lord, the creator from
whom he is a distinct entity but is nevertheless related to him like
the drop to the ocean or the sparks to the fire. As the soul’s essence
1s identical with that of Brahman, there is no creation of the soul as
such. The soul is immortal and liable to transmigration from life
(BrS 11.3.19; II1.1.1; I1.1.13) until he is able to win its salvation
through proper knowledge and discipline.

1.1.2.5. The Commentatorial Period

1.1.2.5.1. The Pre-Sarkara Period

1.1.2.5.1.1. GAUDAPADA (ca. AD 520-620)’

Gaudapada occupies an important place in the history of Advaita
Vedanta, as he is its first systematic exponent. In the traditional
salutation formula repeated daily by the followers of Sankara,
he stands as the grand preceptor—paramaguru—of Sankara.
Gaudapada’s teaching provides the firm foundation for Vedanta
on which Sankara and his successors built the edifice of Advaita
theory.® His name will ever remain as the great pioneer who com-

7 In the “Introduction” of Brahmasiddhi of Mandana Misra, ed. S.
Kuppuswami Sastri (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1980), lviii.
8 In the “Introduction” of Gaudapada-karika of Gaudapada, ed. R.
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bined in himself a deep mysticism with a penetrating philosophy.
Gaudapada is known as the author of the following works:

1. Gaudapadakarika or Manditkyopanisadkarika
2. Bhasya on the Sarkhyakarika of Tsvarakrsna
3. Uttaragita

4. Subhagodayastuti

5. Srividyaranyasiitra

The Ultimate Reality, according to all these works of
Gaudapada, is Brahman. Following the way of the Upanisads, he
teaches the nature of Brahman both affirmatively and negatively.
As related to, and inclusive of, the world, Brahman is I$vara who
is also called the lower (apara) Brahman, seated in the hearts of
all, (GauK 1.28) and is the all-pervasive lord, impelling all being
to activity. It remains the same in the three states of experience,
namely, waking, dreaming and sleeping. The higher Brahman
(Parambrahma), that is, Brahman per se, however, is not related
to the world. It is devoid of sleep and dream; and transcends the
three states of experience, and hence is called the fourth (turiya)
(GauK 1.14). Gaudapada expounds the doctrine of non-duality
(GauK 1.10; 1.16; 1.14) of the Supreme Spirit by citing import-
ant scriptural passages and by reasoning. Creation texts, he says,
should not be interpreted literally; they are to be understood in a
figurative sense, and should be regarded as providing an introduc-
tion to the texts, which teach non-duality.

Gaudapada analyses the three states of experience, and con-
cludes thereof that the real Self is not affected by the changing
states and that the Self is the constant unvarying non-dual reality.
Gaudapada sets forth the doctrine of gjati (non-origination). The
category of cause itself, which is the ground of the notion of origi-
nation, is unintelligible. Giving a critique of causality, Gaudapada
says, “Nothing could come out of nothing; nor could anything

D. Karmarkar (Poona: Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, 1953),
xlviii.
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issue out of anything else. Thus, asatkaryavada and satkaryavada
perish by mutual conflict, and point to the truth of no-origination,
the truth that nothing whatsoever is born.” Brahman, which is the
eternal immutable reality, is neither an effect nor a cause. There
is nothing other than it. Gaudapada holds the view that the world
of plurality is an appearance (mayamatra). The one Self seems to
be many through its own maya (GauK 11.12). The world with its
things is an illusory projection of Atma-maya (GauK 111.10).

Gaudapada teaches the vivartavada or, to use his terminology,
the theory of the vaitathya of the world. Maya, which is the prin-
ciple of illusion, has no independent ontological status. It is not
an entity or reality having a substance of its own. As there are no
real distinctions in either, and as it is created by things and expe-
riences like pots and pitchers, so also, according to Gaudapada,
Brahman or the Self, which is pure consciousness, is undivided
and indivisible.' The truth is that no jiva is ever born. There is
neither destruction nor origination, neither the bound souls nor
those who seek the means to realise, neither mumuksu nor mukta
(GauK 11.32). According to Gaudapada, moksa is not that which
is attained (sadhya). What is called moksa is really the attainment
of what is really attained. The path thereto is jiana. Gaudapada
defines it as atmasatyanubodha (realisation of truth of the self)
(GauK 111.32). It is through the unborn knowledge that the unborn
self is realized.

1.1.2.5.1.2. MANDANA MISRA (ca. AD 750)

In ranking philosophical writers according to their contributions
to the liberation of the human mind, Mandana Misra, a great
authority on Mimamsa and Advaita Vedanta, occupies a promi-
nent place after Gaudapada in the history of pre-Sankara Advaita
Vedanta. He is the author of six works:"" Mimamsanukramanika,
Bhavanaviveka, Vidhiviveka, Sphotasiddhi, Vibhramaviveka, and

° Mahadevan, Gaudapada, 235.
19 Panda, Anandabodha Yati, 10.
U Sastri, Brahmasiddhi, lviii.
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Brahmasiddhi. Of these works, Mandana’s Brahmasiddhi occu-
pies a unique place among the works on Advaita Vedanta not only
because of its comparative antiquity, but also because of the com-
prehensive and elaborate treatment of the various aspects of the
Advaita doctrine.

Mandana maintains the sphotavada and sabdadvaita of
Bhartrhari. He holds the view that the Upanisadic text “Aum iti
Brahma, Aum iti idamsarvam,” should be understood as establish-
ing the identity of pranava with Brahman and as supporting the
Sabddadvaita doctrine.'? Mandana gives a prominent and honoured
place to the Bhatta theory of viparitakhyati or anyathakhyati (BhS
143, 150), with a slight variation. He maintains that the theory
of anyathdkhyati is sound and, when the nature of the object of
erroneous cognition is examined, this theory reduces inevitably
to a form in which it becomes hardly distinguishable from the
anirvacaniyakhyati (error of the indefinable object).

Further, Mandana recognises two kinds of avidyad (nescience),
namely, non-apprehension (agrahana) and misapprehension
(anyathagrahana) (BhS 149-50). Mandana also utilises this dis-
tinction in explaining the purpose of meditation in his scheme of
the attainment of the final liberating realization of Brahman and
considers meditation as necessary for completely removing the
second variety, that is, anyathdagrahana of nescience and for con-
verting the first indirect knowledge of Brahman (paroksajiiana)
into direct Brahman-realisation (aparoksabrahman-saksatkara).

Mandana further avers that jiva (the Individual soul) is the locus
(asraya) and Brahman is its object (visaya) (BhS 50). According
to Mandana, experience of Upanisadic mahavakyas like ‘Tat-
tvamasi’ (ChaU X1.4; X.2.3) reveal the “identity” of Brahman
with Atman and give rise to the true knowledge of the one Abso-
lute Real. The knowledge that arises from such texts, however, is
indirect (BAS 99) and mediate (paroksa) and necessarily involves
relation in some manner (samsrstavisa) like any other cognition
arising from a valid verbal testimony (Sabdapramana). Mandana

12 Tbid., xxvi.
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advocates that direct realization, which springs from meditation
based upon the indirect knowledge, which in turn arises from
the Upanisadic texts, is capable of bringing about realization of
moksa (final beatitude).

1.1.2.5.2. The Period of Sarnkara (ca. AD 780-820)"

Sankaracarya is one of the greatest systematic thinkers that India
has ever produced. His Advaitism is a system of great speculative
daring and logical subtlety. From a purely philosophical point of
view, and apart from all theological considerations, Sankara’s doc-
trine is the most important and interesting one that has arisen on
the Indian soil. In him, all lines of thought converge: idealism and
realism, pragmatism and rationalism, naturalism and mysticism,
agnosticism and faith-philosophy. His system is one of the most
valuable products of genius of mankind in its search for the eternal
truth, and won him a place among the immortals of the humanity.
The works of Sankara include eleven commentaries on the Brah-
masiitra, the Bhagavadgitda and prominent Upanisads, etc., as well
as five Prakaranagranthas, Upadesa sahasri, Aparoksanubhiiti,
Atmabodha, etc., and eight stotras like Anandalahari, Dasaslokt,
Daksinamurti, Satpadi, etc., making a net total of twenty-four.'*
Sankara’s doctrine is commonly known as Kevaladvaita
(Absolute Monism), according to which the Supreme Reality, that
is, Brahman, is the only transcendental, absolute, eminent power
and everything else, including individual souls, being false, gets
merged with it, after attaining the true knowledge, the Brahman,
the Intelligence without form, without qualities, without any
limitations of time, space or causality and underlying the unity
of reality. Brahman, according to Sankara, is the only absolute
substratum of all that is ephemeral. Empirical plurality is itself
without the slightest touch of plurality. Sankara’s doctrine has two

3 Surendranath Dasgupta, 4 History of Indian Philosophy, 3 vols
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1969-73), 2:100.

14 Shripad Krishna Belvalkar, Shree Gopal Basu Mallik Lectures on
Vedanta Philosophy (Poona: Bilvakuija, 1929), 230.
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aspects, esoteric and exoteric, be it with reference to theology,
cosmology, or psychology. Esoterically, Brahman is knowledge or
realisation itself, without qualification and without possibility of
change; exoterically, it is qualified, possessed of an infinite num-
ber of auspicious attributes capable of producing this world from
itself and reabsorbing it in itself. Esoteric cosmology, however,
says that it is [$vara and all that is, is a mere appearance of truth.
The manifold world is only an illusion, mayd, a dream, and the
reality is to be attained not by reasoning (farka) but by introspec-
tive realization (anubhava). According to esoteric psychology,
the jiva is Brahman itself in full and total possession of eternity,
omnipresence, omniscience, etc., but these godly qualities lie con-
cealed with it as the fire in the wood and appears only after the
final deliverance of self-realisation.

The philosophical part of Sankara’s doctrine may therefore be
summed up as follows:!"

1) All plurality is false or unreal and superimposed upon one
pure and eternal Brahman, which is all-pervading; it is the
Maya that makes us see plurality, where there is unity and
which itself has not independent existence (BrSSB 1.3.5;
11.2.2; IV.3.14; 11.1.33; 1.3.16; 11.1.14).

2) The individual soul is really nothing but Brahman (BrSSB
1.3.46; 1.1.1; 1.2.20: BrhUSB 11.1.20).

3) Knowledge in the form of self-realisation—realization of
the identity of Brahman and Jivatman—is the only means to
moksa (BrSSB 1.1.4; 111.2.5; 111.4.1: BrhUSB 1V.3.1, IVA.7:
BhGSB XVIII.20).

4) The practical part of the doctrine amounts to this: Actions
must be performed only to purify the mind, so as to make
one fit to acquire the knowledge of this identity of Brahman
and Jiva; but afterwards they must all be given up, since
without complete renunciation (sannydsa) of all actions,
achievement of moksa is impossible because action (karma)

5 Panda, Anandabodha Yati, 13—-14.
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and knowledge (jiiana) are opposed to each other like dark-
ness and light.

1.1.2.5.3. The Post-Sarikara Period

1.1.2.5.3.1. SURESVARA (AD 800)'¢

In the history of Advaita Vedanta, Suresvara occupies an import-
ant place, as he has presented the philosophy of Sarkara in a clear
and systematic manner. This eminent Mimamsaka is renowned as
an immediate disciple of Sankara after the latter defeated him in a
debate and converted him into an advaitin.

The works'” of Sures$vara are the following:

1. Naiskarmyasiddhi

2. Brhadaranyaka-Upanisadbhasya-varttika
3. Taittiriya-Upanisadbhasya-varttika

4. Manasollasa

5. Parictkaranavarttika

Sure$vara propounds the theory of semblance (abhasavada),
according to which Jiva (Individual Self) is the semblance (abhdsa)
of Brahman (NaS 11.51: BrUpV L11.157; 1.1V.1328; 11.1V.4.24, 25;
IIL.IV.105). Suresvara does not recognize any kind of differentia-
tion between the @sraya (locus) and the visaya of avidya (NaS 111).
According to Sure$vara, the immutable Brahman is the material
cause of the world, while Maya is its secondary or mediate cause.
Suresvara maintains that the Vedic texts are capable of produc-
ing immediate cognition of the Self as Brahman and repudiates
necessity of meditation (as dhyanabhdsa) or of repetition (as
prasankhyana) as a means of producing immediacy (aparoksatva)
(NaS 111.89-93; 111.123-26). This view of Sure$vara is called
Sabdaparoksavada. Sure$vara holds that moksa has nothing to do

16 Dasgupta, History of Indian, 2:98.
'7 In the “Introduction” of Naiskarmyasiddhi of Sure$vara, ed. S. S.
Raghavachar (Mysore: University of Mysore, 1965), iv.
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with the performance of action (karma). Moksa is not acquired by
a combination of knowledge and performance of duties (BrUpV
18, 28, 38, 39, 40, 73: NaS 154-79). When self-knowledge dawns,
the experience of ego (ahamkara) vanishes. Duality is caused by
the effects of antahkarana. Knowledge breaks the bond of objec-
tivity and illusory appearance. Hence jiiana (pure knowledge) is
the only means for attainment of self-realisation (NaS 1.99).

1.1.2.5.3.2. PADMAPADA (ca. AD 820)'8

Amongst the immediate disciples of Sankara, Padmapada is
universally reputed for his substantial contribution to the devel-
opment of Sankara’s Advaita doctrine. The only work Padmapada
is reputed to have composed is a commentary on the bhdsya of
Sankara called Paiicapadika® (as it relates to the first five padas
of the Brahmasiitra of Badarayana) and unfortunately that too is
not available in its complete form but up to the first four sutras.
Padmapada propounds that maya, avyakrta, prakrti, agrahana,
tama, karana, laya, sakti, mahasupti, nidra, ksara, and akasa are
the terms synonymous with avidya.?® It is this entity that obstructs
the pure and independently self-revealing nature of Brahman.
Thus, standing as the painted canvas (citra-bhitti) of ignorance
(avidya), deeds (karma) and past impressions of knowledge
(piarvaprajiiasamskara), avidya produces individual selves.?!
Undergoing its peculiar transformations with Brahman as its
support, it manifests itself as the two powers of knowledge and
activity (vijianakriyasaktidvayasraya) and functions as doer of
all actions and enjoyer of all experiences.”? In association with
the Pure and Unchangeable light of Brahman, it is the complex of

% Dasgupta, History of Indian, 2:100.

¥ Pajicapadika of Padmapadacarya, ed. T. Chandrasekharan
(Madras: Madras Government Oriental Series, 1958), (n.p.).

2 Paficapadika of Padmapada, eds. S. Srirama Sastri and S. R.
Krishnamurti Sastri (Madras: Madras Government Oriental Series,
1958), 98.

2! Tbid., 98-99.

2 Tbid.
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this transformation, which appears as the immediate ego (aham-
kara).” Through association with this ego, the Pure Self is falsely
regarded as the enjoyer of experiences. This transformation is
called antahkarana, manas, buddhi and the ego or the ego-feeler
(aham-pratyayin). On the vibratory side of its activity, it is called
prana (biomotor functions). The association of the ego with the
pure Atman, like the association with the redness of a japa flower
with a crystal, is a complex (granthi) that manifests the dual char-
acteristics of activity of the avidya stuff and the consciousness
of the pure self (sambhinnobhayaripatvar).** Padmapada avers
that avidya manifests itself in the individual person by obstructing
the real nature of the Brahman as pure self-luminosity and that
the Brahman by its limitation (avaccheda) through beginningless
avidya, is the cause of the appearance of infinite individual selves.

1.1.2.5.3.3. HASTAMALAKA (ca. AD 820)*

Hastamalaka is one of the immediate disciples of Sankara. He
is known as the author of Dvadasamarijart vyakhya and Hasta-
malaka-sloka. Hastamalaka expounds the theory that the self is
eternally pure and it goes through transmigration (samsrsti), which
is only temporary. The cause of samsrsti is avidyda (nescience)
residing in Atman, its object.

I$vara is the reflection of cidabhasa in Maya, consisting of
three dualities of guna (quality), viz., sattva (‘“whiteness”/light
and intelligence), rajas (“redness”/activity and passion) and
tamas (“darkness”/inertia and biliousness), while jiva is a reflec-
tion of the cidabhdsa at the level of a consciousness that is in
sattvagunapradhanamayd (nescience characterized by the white-
ness-quality). I$vara, the cause of this world, is a reflection of the
highest Brahman called the kiitastha nitya while jiva, appears to
be the further reflection of Isvara in jivamaya (nescience limited
by individuality), influenced by sattva, rajas and tamas.

3 Ibid.
* Ibid., 100-02.
2 Dasgupta, History of Indian, 2:100.
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1.1.2.5.3.4. TOTAKA (ca. AD 800

Totaka alias Anandagiri is not a major author. Still, he is reck-
oned among the Sisyacatustayi (four pupils) of Sankara. He is
credited with the authorship of two works, namely, Tofakasloka
and Kalanirnaya. Totaka propounds that the highest Reality is
drsiriipa (comprising intelligence), ananta (infinite), rta (highest
reality), viguna (void of qualities) and Ardyastha (residing in the
heart). The plurality in the world is like the several appearances of
the sun due to distinction by water or like the differences of shapes
of ether-in-jar according to the shape of the jar.

1.1.2.5.3.5. VACASPATI MISRA (ca. AD 841-900)’

After the four immediate disciples of Sankara, Vacaspati Misra,
a great Advaitin of versatile genius and encyclopaedic learning,
rose to fame. He is reputed to have propounded a new sub-school
of Advaita called Bhamati School, derived from the name of his
celebrated work, Bhamatt, on the Brahmasitra-Sankarabhasya,
which is the first complete commentary in the entire history of
post-Sankara Advaita Vedanta.
The following are the works of Vacaspati:

. Nyayakanika, a commentary on the Vidhiviveka of Mandana,;
. Tattvasamiksa, a commentary on Mandana’s Brahmasiddhi,
. Tattvabindu, an independent treatise on Vakyartha;

. Nyayavartikatatparyatikd, a commentary on Uddyota-
kara’s Nyayavarttika, it being an epistemological work that
discusses in detail the nature of the pramanas. It recon-
structs the Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophy on account of which
Vacaspati had become famous as tatparyacarya,

5. Nyayasiici, the Nyaya work written as a supplement to

Tatparya;

A W N ==

20 Nachane S.A., 4 Survey of Post-Sarkara Advaita Vedanta (Delhi:
Paramamitra Prakashan, 2000), 237.
27 Panda, Anandabodha Yati, 18.
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6. Samkhyatattvakaumudi, a commentary on I$varakrsna’s
Samkhyakarika;

7. Tattvavaisaradi, a commentary on Vyasa’s Yogabhasya;

8. Bhamati, a commentary on the Brahmasitra-Sankara-
bhasya.

Besides these works, Vacaspati is supposed to have written
other works like

9. Nyayatattvaloka,
10. Nyayaratnatika,
11. Brahmatattvasamhitoddipant;
12. Yuktidipika, a work on the Sankhya;
13. Vedanta-tattva-kaumudi.

The Bhamati® upon the Brahmasiitra-Sarnkarabhdsya is known
for its profundity of spirit and subtlety of thought. It expounds an
uncompromising non-dualism, setting forth its basic principles in
cogent terms. In spirit, his view of Advaita is marked by depth
of insight. Vacaspati’s other Vedantic work, namely, Brahmatat-
tva-samiksd, a commentary on Mandana’s Brahmasiddhi, has not
found the light of day. Vacaspati propounds that the locus (asraya)
of avidya is the Individual Soul (jiva) and Brahman is its object
(visaya) (BhA 1.4.3). Avidya differs from individual to individual.
It is positive (bhavariipa) and specific to each jiva. In fact, there
are many avidyas as there are jivas. Vacaspati thus believes in
plurality of even miila-avidyas and accepts that the avarana-sakti
(veiling power) alone is dominant in the case of avidya: miila-
avidya or primal nescience (karana-avidya); and tila-avidya or
derivative nescience (karya-avidya).

Vacaspati propounds the theory of limitation (avacchedavada)
according to which the individual self (jiva) is the limitation
(avaccheda) of Brahman (BhA 11.3.17; 11.3.28; 11.3.30). Vacaspati

2 Bhamati of Vacaspati Misra I, ed. Anantakrishna Sastri (Bombay:
Nirpaya Sagar Press, 1917).
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holds the view that Sabda (verbal testimony) causes only mediate
knowledge, which is to be made direct and immediate through
constant practice of rational contemplation (manana) and con-
stant meditation (nididhyasana). This view is technically called
“prasamkhyana”. For Vacaspati, constant meditation becomes the
primary means to moksa (salvation).

According to Vacaspati, what is veiled by nescience is the con-
ditioned Brahman (sopddhika Brahman). Vacaspati advocates a
distinct view as to the role of Karma in the scheme of Advaitic
sadhana. Karma, says Vacaspati, only subserves the purpose of
generating the desire to know Brahman (vividisa sadhand) not as
a means to knowledge of Brahman.

1.1.2.5.3.6. VIMUKTATMAN (ca. AD 850-1050)*

Another great writer who flourished after Vacaspati Misra is
Vimuktatman. He is earlier than Prakasatman, the author of the
Paricapadikavivarana, wherein his view is referred to by the lat-
ter. His successors like Prakasatman, Sarvajiiatman, Anandabodha
and others profusely refer to his views in their distinguished
works like Parnicapadikavivarana, Samksepasarivaka and Nyaya-
makaranda respectively. Vimuktatman is known as the author of
two works, viz, Istasiddhi and Pramanavrttinirnaya.
Vimuktatman holds the view that the ultimate reality is pure
intuitive consciousness (anubhiiti). Nothing can be beginningless
and external except pure consciousness (Is7° 1). Maya is inde-
scribable (anirvacaniya), not from both, that is, from being and
non-being (sat and asat), but as involving the characters of being
and non-being (saf and asat). It is thus regarded as a power of igno-
rance (avidya-sakti), which is the material cause of all objects of
perception otherwise called matter (sarvajadopadanabhiita) (IsT
69). But, just as the fire springing from bamboos may burn up the
same bamboos even upto their very roots, so Brahman-knowledge,
which is itself a product of ignorance, at last itself subsides and

» 1In the “Introduction” of Istasiddhi of Vimuktatman, ed. Mysore
Hiriyanna (Baroda: Oriental Institute, 1933), xiii.
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leaves Brahman to shine on its own radiance (/s7 69). The func-
tions of the pramanas, which are all mere processes of ignorance
(ajiiana or avidya), consist only in the removal of obstructions
veiling the illumination of the self-luminous consciousness, just
as the digging of a well means the removal of all earth that is
obstructing the omnipresent akasa (space); the pramanas have
thus no function of manifesting the self-luminous consciousness,
but only of removal of the last remnants of ajiiana, after which
Brahman-knowledge as conceptual knowledge, being the last
vestige of the ajiiana, also ceases. This cessation of avidya is as
unspeakable as avidya itself (IsT 366—75). Vimuktatman does not
consider avidyd to be merely subjective, but regards it as being
both subjective and objective, involving within it not only all phe-
nomena, but also all their mutual relations; and also regards it as
related to the pure consciousness, which is in reality beyond all
relations.

1.1.2.5.3.7. SARVAJNATMA MUNI (ca. AD 900)*

Sarvajfiatma Muni alias Sarvajiatman is the author of three
works—Sambksepasariraka,’® Paiicaprakriya, and Pramanal-
aksana. Ofthese three works, his Saumksepasarirakais very famous,
which contains the gist of the Brahmasiitra-Sankarabhasya. In his
text, Sarvajfiatman tries to describe the fundamental problems of
Vedanta philosophy as explained by Sarkara.

Sarvajiatman maintains that the supreme self itself undergoes
transmigration and attains release. There is the transmigration of
the self, having the subtle body as the operating condition. He
speaks of asceticism as the necessary condition for attaining direct
experience of Brahman.

3% Dasgupta, History of Indian, 2:iii.
31 Samksepasariraka of Sarvajiiatman, ed. and trans. Veezhinathan
N. (Madras: Madras University Philosophical Series, 1972.
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1.1.2.5.3.8. PRAKASATMAN (ca. AD 1000)*

Another great Vedantin of post-Sankara Vedanta period is
Prakasatman who had brought up Padmapada’s Paricapadika to
very great prominence. He is more famous as the vivaranakara,
after his work named Paricapadikavivarana. Besides the Vivarana,
Prakasatman is the author of another work entitled Nyayanirnaya.
But his Paricapadikavivarana is the nucleus for the development
of Advaitic thought known as “Vivarana Prasthana.”

According to the Vivarana school of Prakasatman, Brahman is
both the locus (asraya) and the object (visaya) of avidya.** The
Vivarana school postulates only one avidya, that is common to all
Jivas, but has different modes or potencies (Sakti) to bind jivas.
The Vivarana school advocates Pratibimbavada (theory of reflec-
tion), that is, jiva (individual self) is the reflection of the Brahman.

1.1.2.5.3.9. ANANDABODHA YATI (ca. AD 1050-1150)*

The post-Sankara period witnessed another distinguished Vedantin,
most popularly known as Anandabodha. He referred himself under
various titles such as Yati (Nyayamakaranda, 360; Pramanamala,
24), Bhattaraka (Nyayamakaranda, 360; Nyayadipika, 15),
Parivrajakacarya (Pramanamalda, 24), Sudhi (Nydyadipika, 15),
Sukavi (Pramanamala, 360) and Acarya (Pramanamala, 24). The
New Catalogus Catalogorum gives the titles of his main works:
(1) Nyayadipavalr, (2) Nyayamakaranda, (3) Pramanamala and
(4) Sabdanirnayavyakhya or Nyayadipika.®

32 P. K. Gode, Studies in Indian Literary History (Bombay: Singhi
Jain Sastra Sikshapith, 1953-56), 228; Mysore Hiriyanna, Qutlines of
Indian Philosophy (London: Allen & Unwin, 1932), 340.

3 Bratindra Kumar Sengupta. 4 Critique on the Vivarana School:
Studies in Some Fundamental Advaitist Theories (Calcutta: Namita
Sengupta, 1959), 249.

3 V. Raghavan and K. Kunjunni Raja, eds., New Catalogus
Catalogorum: An Alphabetical Register of Sanskrit and Allied Works
and Authors, Vol.2. (Madras: University of Madras, 1968), 108. See also
Panda, Anandabodha Yati, 28.

3 Quoted in Panda, Anandabodha Yati, 28.
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Like Sankara, he was a metaphysician and an Advaitin of
encyclopaedic scholarship, a poet, an honest critic and a recondite
dialectician, who contributed much to Advaita philosophy and
dialectics. It is known from his works that he not only explained
the subtle points of Advaita philosophy with sound logical reason-
ing, facile examples, and epistemologically valid arguments, but
also prominent doctrines of other orthodox and heterodox schools
like Jainism, Buddhism, Sankhya, Nyaya-Vai$esika, Mimamsa,
etc.

The dialectical method used for the philosophical analysis, is
not his invention. The Buddhists had made use of the dialectic
method of logical discussions even from the time of Nagarjuna
(AD 300).

“Sankara has also applied dialectic method for refutation of
Puarvapaksa views in his Bhasya on Brahmasiitra and the Upa-
nisads. His aim in employing the dialectic method was,” as Sarma
remarks, “to establish the individuality of the system on the foun-
dations of the Sruti freeing it from the shackles of the dualistic
Sankhya and Mimamsa in which it had been caught up in its early
phase.”

The record of Dasgupta is pertinent in this context: “Sankara
himself had started it in his refutation of the Nyaya and other sys-
tems in his commentary on the Vedanta Sitras 11.11 Tarkapada.”’

Karl H. Potter opines: “Sankara is responsible for a group of
dialecticians who conceive of the refutation of alternative views
as the only function of philosophical analysis.”*

Anandabodha adopted the method of dialectics, the technical
intricacies and the style of argumentation from the Navya-Naiya-
yikas since in those days, that is, ninth century onwards, dialectic
method was prominently used by Jayanta Bhatta (AD 984) and
Udayanacarya (AD 1000). Nachane aptly remarks, “This age was

% Sarma V.A., Citsukhas Contribution to Advaita (Mysore:
Kavyalaya Publishers, 1974), 17.

37 Dasgupta, History of Indian, 2:118.

3% Karl H. Potter, Presuppositions of India’s Philosophies (New
Delhi: Prentice-Hall, 1965), 165.



34 Structuring Advaita Dialectic

the age of big Naiyayikas like Udayana, the Advaita was enhanced
through the dialectical approach in order to defend Advaitic view
points since they were seriously attacked by the Naiyayikas.”>’
He “has maintained throughout his works the principles of dia-
lectic such as applying the skills and techniques for the refutation
(khandana) of the opponent’s views. He employs the technical
terms most probably used by the Naiyayikas called dosas (faults)
relating to argumentation which is the prominent feature of
dialectical writing like anavasthd (inconstant gress), ativyapti
(over-applicability), and anaikantika (inconstant reason).”*

1.2. IDENTITY OF SRIHARSA, THE PHILOSOPHER-POET

In Sanskrit literature, one mahakavya, entitled Naisadhiyacaritam
(NC), and one Advaita dialectical text, Khandanakhandakhddyam
(KKK), have come down to us as ascribed to the authorship of
Sriharsa. But there are a good number of Sriharsas known to us.
We have seventeen persons of the name Harsa*' in the realm of
Sanskrit literature.

1.2.1. Harsagupta (ca. 6th Century AD)

There was a king by the name “Adityavarman” in the Maukhari
dynasty who took the name Harsagupta. From the royal seals and
inscriptions available today, the identity of the kings of this dynasty
has been established. The original names, along with those names
assumed later, are given hereby in their chronological order:

% Nachane, Survey of Post-Sankara, 100; see also Panda,
Anandabodha Yati, 44.

40 Potter, Presuppositions, 44—45.

4 Dhyanesh Narayan Chakarvarty, “Identity of Sriharsa the
Dramatist,” in 4 Corpus of Indian Studies: Essays in Honour of Professor
Gaurinath Sastri, ed. A. L. Basham, 295-303 (Calcutta: Sanskrit Pustak
Bhandar, 1980).
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a) Maharaja Harivarman Jayasvamin
b) Maharaja Adityavarman Harsagupta
¢) Maharaja Isvaravarman Upagupta

The Harsagupta alias Adityavarman lived in the first part of the
6™ century AD. It is believed that he was a resident of what has
been the modern Uttar Pradesh.*

1.2.2. Harsagupta (ca. 7th Century AD)

We come across another king by the name Harsagupta in the
dynasty of Pandu. The name of his father was Candragupta, and
Balarjuna Sivagupta was his son. He m