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Abstract

This dissertation is divided into two parts. The first is a critical study of the Dravyasamuddeśa, a
chapter from the Vākyapadīya of Bhartṛhari, a 5th-century Sanskrit philosopher of language. It also
deals with the 10th-century commentary of Helārāja, which was highly influential in shaping the in-
terpretation of the text by later authors. Although the Vākyapadīya is a treatise on Sanskrit grammar,
and this particular chapter purports to deal with the grammatical category of dravya, in the Dravya-
samuddeśa, Bhartṛhari is mostly concerned with establishing a non-dual theory of reality. Helārāja,
five centuries later, defends this theory and attempts to re-interpret other schools of thought, namely
Buddhism and Sāṃkhya, in its terms. The second part of the dissertation is a critical edition and an-
notated translation of the Dravyasamuddeśa and the commentary. It also describes the making of
the edition – for this project, an open source software package was developed to automatically col-
late diplomatic transcriptions of manuscript witnesses in order to generate an apparatus variorum.
The resulting apparatus forms part of an interactive, online digital edition of the text, from which
the printed edition is generated.
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Preface

This dissertation is the result of my own work and includes nothing which is the out-
come of work done in collaboration except as specified in the text.
It is not substantially the same as any that I have submitted, or is being concurrently
submitted for a degree or diploma or other qualification at the University of Cambridge
or any other University or similar institution. I further state that no substantial part of
my dissertation has already been submitted, or, is being concurrently submitted for any
such degree, diploma or other qualification at the University of Cambridge or any other
University or similar institution.
It does not exceed the prescribed word limit for the Degree Committee of the Faculty
of Asian and Middle Eastern Studies.
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The Dravyasamuddeśa of Bhartṛhari

ātmā vastu svabhāvaś ca śarīraṃ tattvam ity api |
dravyam ity asya paryāyās tac ca nityam iti
smṛtam || 1 ||

It is also called: ātman, vastu, svabhāva, śarīra,
and tattva. These are synonyms of dravya, and it
is traditionally taught that it is permanent.

satyaṃ vastu tadākārair asatyair avadhāryate |
asatyopādhibhiḥ śabdaiḥ satyam evābhidhī-
yate || 2 ||

The real entity is determined through its unreal
forms; only the real is denoted by words, which
have unreal delimiters,

adhruveṇa nimittena devadattagṛhaṃ yathā |
gṛhītaṃ gṛhaśabdena śuddham evābhidhī-
yate || 3 ||

just as Devadatta’s house is grasped by a tempo-
rarymark, but only the bare house is denoted by
the word “house”,

suvarṇādi yathā yuktaṃsvair ākārair apāyibhiḥ |
rucakādyabhidhānānāṃ śuddham evaiti vācya-
tām || 4 ||

just as gold, etc., is endowed with its own, tran-
sient forms, but it is really the pure gold that is
expressed by denotations such as “ring”.

ākāraiś ca vyavacchedāt sārvārthyam avaru-
dhyate |
yathaiva cakṣurādīnāṃ sāmarthyaṃ nāḍikādi-
bhiḥ || 5 ||

And the capacity of a word to mean everything
is restrained because the object is differentiated
by its forms, in the very same way that the capa-
bility of the eyes, etc. is restrained by a hollow
stalk, etc.

teṣv ākāreṣu yaḥ śabdas tathābhūteṣu vartate |
tattvātmakatvāt tenāpi nityam evābhidhī-
yate || 6 ||

The permanent substance is denoted even by a
word that expresses solely forms of such a kind,
since those forms are identical with the real.
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na tattvātattvayor bheda iti vṛddhebhya āga-
maḥ |
atattvam iti manyante tattvam evāvicāri-
tam || 7 ||

There is no difference between the real and the
unreal, according to the tradition passed down
from the elders. What others think is “the un-
real” is really the real which has not been prop-
erly examined.

vikalparūpaṃ bhajate tattvam evāvikalpitam |
na cātra kālabhedo 'sti kālabhedaś ca
gṛhyate || 8 ||

It is really the unconceptualized real which as-
sumes the form of conceptualization. And there
is no temporal difference in it, yet temporal dif-
ference is grasped,

yathā viṣayadharmāṇāṃ jñāne 'tyantam asaṃ-
bhavaḥ |
tadātmeva ca tat siddham atyantam atadātma-
kam || 9 ||

just as the properties of the object of cognition
absolutely do not belong to cognition itself, and,
although seemingly identical, it is established
that they are absolutely non-identical,

yathā vikārarūpāṇāṃ tattve 'tyantam asaṃbha-
vaḥ |
tadātmeva ca tat tattvam atyantam atadātma-
kam || 10 ||

just as transformations of the real absolutely do
not belong to the real, and, although seemingly
identical, the real is absolutely non-identical
with its transformations.

satyam ākṛtisaṃhāre yad ante vyavatiṣṭhate |
tan nityaṃ śabdavācyaṃ tac chabdāt tac ca na
bhidyate || 11 ||

That reality which remains at the end, when all
forms are destroyed, that is permanent, that is
expressed by the word, and that is not different
from the word.

na tad asti na tan nāsti na tad ekaṃ na tat
pṛthak |
na saṃsṛṣṭaṃ vibhaktaṃ na vikṛtaṃ na ca nā-
nyathā || 12 ||

It does not exist nor does it not exist, it is not sin-
gular, it is not separate, it is not connected nor
divided, it is not transformed nor is it otherwise.

tan nāsti vidyate tac ca tad ekaṃ tat pṛthak
pṛthak |
saṃsṛṣṭaṃ ca vibhaktaṃ ca vikṛtaṃ tat tad a-
nyathā || 13 ||

It does not exist and it does, it is singular, it is
many separate entities, it is connected and di-
vided, it is transformed, it is otherwise.

tasya śabdārthasambandharūpam ekasya
dṛśyate |
tad dṛśyaṃdarśanaṃdraṣṭā darśane ca prayoja-
nam || 14 ||

That singular reality is seen as the word, the ob-
ject, and their relationship. It is what is seen, the
seeing, the seer, and the purpose of the seeing.
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vikārāpagame satyaṃ suvarṇaṃ kuṇḍale yathā |
vikārāpagame satyāṃ tathāhuḥ prakṛtiṃ pa-
rām || 15 ||

Just as, when the transformations go away, only
the gold in the ring is real, in the same way, they
say that, when the transformations go away, only
the absolute, primordial matter is real.

vācyā sā sarvaśabdānāṃ śabdāś ca na pṛthak ta-
taḥ |
apṛthaktve ca saṃbandhas tayor nānātmanor
iva || 16 ||

That primordial matter is expressed by all
words, and words are not separate from it. And
even though they are not separate, there is a
relationship between words and the primordial
matter, as if theywere distinct fromone another.

ātmā paraḥ priyo dveṣyo vaktā vācyaṃ prayoja-
nam |
viruddhāni yathaikasya svapne rūpāṇi ceta-
saḥ || 17 ||

Self and other, friend and adversary, speaker,
spoken and purpose of the speaking: just as, in a
dream, a single mind takes these contradictory
forms,

ajanmani tathā nitye paurvāparyavivarjite |
tattve janmādirūpatvaṃ viruddham upala-
bhyate || 18 ||

in absolute reality –unborn, permanent, andde-
void of sequence –, contradiction, in the form of
birth, etc., is perceived.
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Introduction

What is real? This seems like an unlikely question for a grammarian to address, and yet, it is precisely
what the 5th-century Sanskrit grammarian Bhartṛhari sets out to do. Embedded in the Vākyapadīya –
a vast technical and philosophical tract dealing with words and sentences, parts of speech, number,
grammatical gender, and complex formation – is the Dravyasamuddeśa, the chapter on substance.
This short chapter purports to deal with the grammatical category of dravya, but there is not much
grammar discussed here; early on, the third and fourth verses refer to grammatical points discussed
in theMahābhāṣya, the 2nd-century BCE commentary on Pāṇini’s Aṣṭādhyāyī, but those discussions
are re-purposed to a philosophical end: as similes for the relationship between the transient – and
ultimately unreal – forms thatweperceive in theworld and the absolute, immutable, non-dual reality
that Bhartṛhari asserts is real. Then, immediately after establishing this point, he demolishes the
linguistic categories of real and unreal, being and non-being, for non-duality could never admit such
distinctions.

Perhaps it is because so many ideas are expressed so concisely in this chapter that it was so useful
for the author of the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha,1 a 14th-century doxography, when it came to describ-
ing the philosophy of the grammarians. Four verses from the Dravyasamuddeśa are quoted there,
which, given the length of the chapter, is exceptional. The Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha is, by far, the
most influential of Sanskrit doxographies, and it is most likely because of that text that Bhartṛhari
is, today, the de facto representative of what has become known as the Pāṇinidarśana. Although
the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha is a highly idiosyncratic representation of philosophy in India, as An-
drew Nicholson has pointed out, it has “often been considered an accurate depiction of the Indian
philosophical schools, so much so that Deussen’s volume on India in his Allgemeine Geschichte der
Philosophie is largely based on [it]”;2 similarly, Max Müller’s The Six Systems of Indian Philosophy, in
its short sections devoted to language, seems to be discussing passages from the Pāṇinidarśana chap-
ter of the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha.3 Thus, the influence of the Dravyasamuddeśa can be felt even in
shaping early Western ideas about the philosophy of language in India.

But the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha does not only quote Bhartṛhari’s verses; it also reuses large passages

1The Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha is traditionally attributed to Mādhava, although newer scholarship attributes it to Canni
Bhaṭṭa, a younger contemporary of Mādhava (see Yamashita 1998, 22-32 and K. Kunjunni Raja’s preface to Kloster-
maier 1999).

22013, 159. See Deussen 1914, 190ff. Deussen translates Vākyapadīya I.14 as it is quoted in the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha,
without recognizing its source (1914, 399).

3Yamashita 1998, 3. See Müller 1899, 397ff.
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from Helārāja’s 10th-century commentary on them. Helārāja takes a very active role in delineating
Bhartṛhari’s doctrinal position – he rejects the theory of pariṇāma twice in his commentary on the
Dravyasamuddeśa, both times insisting that Bhartṛhari is a vivartavādin; he also takes care to specify
which Buddhist beliefs are compatible with the kind of Advaita that Bhartṛhari espouses, and which
are not. Writing five centuries after Bhartṛhari, Helārāja had to contend with Buddhist epistemolo-
gists who radically transformed Bhartṛhari’s ideas as well as with Mīmāṃsakas and Naiyāyikas who
staunchly rejected them, and his interpretation of the Dravyasamuddeśa is, evidently, shaped by the
centuries of debate that preceded him. His particular take on the philosophy of Bhartṛhari is then
filtered through the Śaṅkarite lens of the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha and translated into English in 1882
by E. B. Cowell and A. E. Gough, making its way into the still-nascent western Indological discourse
of the late 19th century.

This dissertation is divided into two parts. The first is a critical study, outlining the philosophy of
Bhartṛhari’s Dravyasamuddeśa and how Helārāja uses the text to engage with the doctrines of other
schools of thought. I am greatly indebted to earlier foundational studies on the Vākyapadīya, such as
K.A. Subramania Iyer’sAstudyof theVākyapadīya in the light of theAncientCommentaries4 andAshok
Aklujkar’s doctoral dissertation,5 inwhichheargues that the text – consistingof threekāṇḍas–which
scholars consider to be the Vākyapadīya is more accurately known as the Trikāṇḍī. I also draw on the
Mahābhāṣyadīpikā, Bhartṛhari’s commentary on the Mahābhāṣya, which helps to provide a fuller
picture of his attitude towards issues such as the permanence of the linguistic referent. In contrast
to Bhartṛhari, comparatively less scholarship has been devoted to Helārāja as a philosopher in his
own right; it is hoped that this study will contribute to the understanding of Helārāja’s intellectual
and historical context and the ways in which he leverages the text of the Dravyasamuddeśa to bear
on the philosophical concerns of his own time.

The second part is a critical edition and annotated translation of the text. This edition improves
upon the text of Subramania Iyer, thanks to a number of additional manuscripts which have shed
new light on the transmission of the text. Major differences are listed in the preface. This thesis is
the first attempt – of which I am aware – to study systematically the relationship between the extant
manuscripts of the text and to hypothesize a stemma codicum. This is also the first translation of
the Prakīrṇaprakāśa on the Dravyasamuddeśa into any European language. The Dravyasamuddeśa
is the second of fourteen samuddeśas in the Prakīrṇakāṇḍa.6 Five other translations, focusing on dif-
ferent samuddeśas, have been published previously: the section on the Saṃbandhasamuddeśawas
translated by Jan Houben;7 the section on the Saṃkhyāsamuddeśa was translated by Pascale Haag;8

4Subramania Iyer 1969.
5Aklujkar 1970.
6It has been argued that there once existed up to sixteen samuddeśas (Aklujkar 1969, 548); conversely, what is currently
known as the Bhūyodravyasamuddeśamay have originally been part of the Guṇasamuddeśa (see Houben 1995, 85 &
100).

7Houben 1995.
8Haag 2005
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the section on the Kālasamuddeśa was translated by Peri Sarveswara Sharma;9 and the sections on
theKriyāsamuddeśa and the Puruṣasamuddeśawere translated by Giovanni Bandini.10 These earlier
translations have been immensely helpful in the study of Helārāja’s distinctive vocabulary and prose
style.

The second part also includes a chapter on methodology: for this project, an open source software
package was developed to automatically collate diplomatic transcriptions of manuscript witnesses
in order to generate an apparatus variorum. The resulting apparatus forms part of an interactive,
online digital edition of the text, from which the printed edition is generated. More information on
the online edition can be found in chapter 5.2 as well as in the appendix.

9Sharma 1972.
10Bandini 1980, 1982.
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1. Bhartṛhari on dravya: the real as
delimited by the unreal

1.1. The semantics of the term dravya

The word dravya has a very wide semantic scope and denotes an important concept in virtually
all genres of Indian literature. In the Vedas, the material offering used in a ritual is called dravya.1

In narrative literature and Dharmaśāstra, it can mean worldly goods, gold, wealth, or property. In
Āyurveda, it means medicinal herbs or medicine in general.2

Pāṇinian derivations

According to the grammatical tradition, the word dravya could be derived either from a verb or a
noun. In the first case, it is derived fromthe verbdru, meaning “to flow” or “todissolve”, viaA3.1.97aco
yat, which states that the kṛt affix yaT canbeusedwith a verbal root ending in a vowel to forma future
passive participle (kṛtya).3 The resulting dravya would mean something like “to be dissolved”, and
this might be connected to the use of the word in the sense of “medicinal ingredients” or “spirituous
liquor”.4 In the second case, it is derived from thenoundru, meaning “wood” or “tree”, via the taddhita
affix yaT, as specified in A 4.3.161 droś ca. As the Kāśikāvṛtti explains it, the resulting dravya has the
meaning of “a modification of a tree” (vikāra) or “a part of a tree” (avayava).5 This particular use of

1Manfred Mayrhofer suggests a possible connection between dravya and havya (1992, 757).
2See Vatsyayan et al. 1999, 69ff.
3drudhātoḥ aco yat iti (Tattvabodhinī, ed. Śāstrī Paṇaśīkara 1908, 269).
4Monier-Williams et al. 1899, 501.
5druśabdād yatpratyayo bhavati vikārāvayavayor arthayoḥ (ed. Dvārikādāsa Śāstrī and Śukla 1965–1967, III, 728).
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1. Bhartṛhari on dravya: the real as delimited by the unreal

the word is rare, but attested in the Kauṣītaki Brāhmaṇa.6 A third meaning, considered irregular, is
the sense of “suitable” or “worthy”, which is given by A 5.3.104 dravyam ca bhavye. As examples, the
Kāśikā gives dravyo ’yaṃ rājaputraḥ, “the prince is worthy”, and dravyo ’yaṃmāṇavakaḥ, “the youth
is worthy”.7

These threePāṇinianderivations give rise toquite disparatemeanings, but that hasnot stopped some
later grammarians from heroically attempting to reconcile some or all of the meanings of the word
dravya; for example, in Vardhamāna’s Gaṇaratnamahodadhi – a 12th-century metrical arrangement
of the nominal bases in the Gaṇapāṭha – the author’s commentary on the word dru reads:

drur iva dravyam ayaṃ rājaputraḥ | yathā dru-
maḥ phalapuṣpapallavādibhir arthinaḥ kṛtā-
rthayati sa hi bhavanam arhatīti bhavyo bha-
vaty ātmavān iti dravyam ucyate | kriyā hi dra-
vyaṃ vinayati nādravyam iti | puruṣārthasā-
dhakatvād hiraṇyādikam api dravyam |8

This prince is worthy (dravya), like a tree
(dru). Just as a tree realizes the purpose of
the purposeful through [the production] of
fruits, flowers, and shoots etc., for it is worthy
(bhavya) – that is, worthy of being – thus it is
called dravya, that is, self-possessed. For action
[canonly] governdravya, not anon-dravya. Be-
cause it is a means for attaining human goals,
gold, etc. is also dravya.

In this passage, Vardhamāna is fairly comprehensive in explaining the meaning of dravya as defined
in various lexicons as well as by the Pāṇinian rules where dravya is specifically derived, and he also
incorporates an important semantic field that has not yet been mentioned: dravya as substance,
substrate, substantive, or individual thing. This is by far the most dominant use of the word dravya
not only in grammatical literature but also in other philosophical schools – from Nyāya, Vaiśeṣika,
Mīmāṃsā, to heterodox traditions like Buddhism and Jainism. In the Aṣṭādhyāyī, there is one occur-
rence of the word dravya where it seems to be used in this sense: A 5.4.11 kimettiṅavyayaghād āmv
adravyaprakarṣe. This rule governs the use of the affix āmU after certain words formed with gha,
which is the technical term for the comparative taraP and superlative tamaP affixes.9 The condition
adravyaprakarṣe stipulates that āmU cannot be used in cases where the comparative or superlative
is applied to dravyas. According to the Padamañjarī, the word dravya seems to be used here in con-
trast to guṇa, quality, and kriyā, action, which are valid conditions for the use of the affix, since those
categories can be differentiated in terms of degree10 – examples given in the Kāśikā include uccais-
tarām, “louder” or “higher”, and pacatitamām, “cooking the best”. On the other hand, a dravya,which
here seems to mean a substance or an individual thing, does not have degree; an individual thing
cannot be more or less itself. It is only the qualities which inhere in an individual, its guṇas, which
6atha yūpya eko dravya eko gatya ekaḥ... atha ya ūrdhva vakalo dravyaḥ sa mānuṣaḥ (10.2, ed. Rai 1987, 77). A. B. Keith
translates dravya as “rich inwood” (Keith 1920, 404)while P. Ghosal translates dravya as “duramen” (Mukhopadhyaya
and Basu 1999, 77).

7(ed. Dvārikādāsa Śāstrī and Śukla 1965–1967, V, 313).
8ed. Eggeling 1963, 233.
9A 1.1.22 taraptamapau ghaḥ.
10yathoktaṃ bhāṣye – guṇasyaiva prakarṣo na dravyasyeti (ed. Dvārikādāsa Śāstrī and Śukla 1965–1967, IV, 332).
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1. Bhartṛhari on dravya: the real as delimited by the unreal

can have degree.11

A substance and its qualities: dravya and guṇa

Although this use of theword dravya is not derivable via the rules of theAṣṭādhyāyī,12 it became such
an important concept in the grammatical tradition that later grammarians seem to feel the need to
retroactively read it back into the Pāṇinian derivation of dravya; for example, Haradatta, glossing
dravya in his commentary on A 4.3.161 droś ca, does not follow the Kāśikā in understanding it as
meaning “a part or modification of a tree”, but rather gives an alternative definition: guṇasaṃdrāva,
“a confluence of qualities”.13 This is, in fact, an etymology given by Patañjali in the Mahābhāṣya,14

using the common root dru, fromwhich both drāva and dravya are derived, as the basis for his anal-
ysis. As Pierre-Sylvain Filliozat remarks, this is not a Pāṇinian derivation; Patañjali, instead, calls it a
nirvacana, an etymological analysis modeled on Yāska’s Nirukta.15

Thedefinition guṇasaṃdrāva appears in the commentary onA5.1.119 tasyabhāvas tvatalau. This rule
governs the formation of abstract nouns using the tva and taL affixes. According to Kātyāyana, these
affixes express guṇas, qualities, which inhere in a dravya.16 Patañjali defines the guṇas as sound,
touch, appearance, taste, and smell;17 then he asks, how is dravya different from guṇa? If the guṇas
encompass all that can be perceived of an object, what else is there?18

iha samāne varṣmaṇi pariṇāhe cānyat tulā-
gram bhavati lohasyānyat kārpāsānām, yatkṛto
viśeṣas tad dravyam | tathā kaścit spṛśann eva
chinatti kaścil lambamāno 'pi na chinatti, ya-
tkṛto viśeṣas tad dravyam | kaścid ekenaiva pra-
hāreṇa vyapavargaṃ karoti, kaścit dvābhyām
api na karoti, yatkṛto viśeṣas tad dravyam |19

Given the same width and height, the weight
of iron is different from that of cotton; that
which causes the difference is dravya. Sim-
ilarly, something cuts just by touching, and
something else, pressed in, doesn’t cut; that
which causes the difference is dravya. Some-
thing makes a split after a single blow, while
something else does not after two blows; that
which causes the difference is dravya.

While the guṇas are defined as properties that can be directly perceived by the five senses, dravya
is something that can only be inferred and differentiated in comparison. As B. K. Matilal points out,
11There is one more occurrence of dravya in the Aṣṭādhyāyī : A 5.1.51 vasnadravyābhyāṃ ṭhankanau. This rule specifies

the kaN affix for the word dravya, forming the word dravyaka,meaning “one who carries/procures (harati) dravya”.
In this case, the context would suggest, for dravya, a meaning such as “thing” or “money” (Sharma 2002–2003, IV,
464).

12Rama Nath Sharma states that dravya in the sense of vastu is considered avyutpanna, underived (2002, IV, 350).
13ed. Dvārikādāsa Śāstrī and Śukla 1965–1967, III, 728.
14guṇasaṃdrāvo dravyam iti (ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, II, 366).
151998, 46-47.
16siddhaṃ tu yasya guṇasya bhāvād dravye śabdaniveśas tadabhidhāne tvatalau (ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, II,

366).
17śabdasparśarūparasagandhā guṇāḥ (ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, II, 366).
18ananyat śabdādibhyo dravyam. na hy anyad upalabhyate (Ibid.).
19Ibid.
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this is one of the earliest extant examples of this kind of inferential reasoning, which he compares to
sāmānyato-dṛṣṭa from the Nyāya tradition.20 Patañjali then goes on to give yet another definition of
dravya: as something whose essence (tattva) is not changed when different guṇas become manifest
in them, like a mango that changes colour but remains a mango.21 This example leads him to give
the etymology of dravya as guṇasaṃdrāva, a confluence of qualities22 – it is the aspect of an object
which is permanent, which gives it its identity, even when its qualities change.

1.2. Patañjali on the jāti and dravya views on
word-meaning

This definition of dravya, and the associated notion of permanence, becomes crucially important
in the discussion over whether a word denotes a jāti, a generic property, or a dravya, an individual.
This is one of themost debated questions not only in the grammatical tradition, but also in any philo-
sophical school that deals with language. It is mentioned in various places in theMahābhāṣya, but
the lengthiest discussion occurs around rulesA 1.2.58 jātyākhyāyāmekasminbahuvacanamanyatara-
syām andA 1.2.64 sarūpānāmekaśeṣa ekavibhaktau. According toKātyāyana, these two rules support
two opposing views on the question: respectively, that of Vājapyāyana, who held that a word denotes
jāti, and that of Vyāḍi, who held that a word denotes dravya.23 Rule A 1.2.58 states that the plural in-
flection can be used optionally when jāti is being expressed. For example, one could say sampanno
yavaḥ in the singular or sampannā yavāḥ in the plural,24 referring to “excellent barley” in general in
both cases. This rule seems to support the jāti view ofwordmeaning. On the other hand, rule A 1.2.64
states thatwhen twoormorewordswith the same formare reduced to oneword, that formneed only
appear once, with its inflectional ending reflecting its number. So, for example, in order to express
“two trees”, instead of saying vṛkṣaś ca vṛkṣaś ca, one could say vṛkṣau, reducing the two identical
nominal bases vṛkṣa to a single occurrence, with a dual ending. In the same vein, vṛkṣaś ca vṛkṣaś ca
vṛkṣaś ca could be reduced to vṛkṣāḥ, with a plural ending. The very existence of this rule seems to
show that Pāṇini thought of a word as denoting an individual thing, since, if the word vṛkṣa denoted
the class or genus of “tree”, then this rule would not be needed. But, to illustrate an unintended con-
sequence of this assertion, Patañjali provides two injunctions as examples: brāhmaṇo na hantavyaḥ,
“brāhmaṇas should not be killed”, and surā na peyā, “alcohol should not be drunk”. In these cases,
20“...a method by which we come to know the existence of an unperceived or even an imperceptible object or event

through parity of reasoning, induction and analogy” (2005, 72).
21athavā yasya guṇāntareṣv api prādurbhavatsu tattvaṃ na vihanyate tad dravyam | kiṃ punas tattvam | tadbhāvas
tattvam | tad yathā | āmalakādīnāṃ phalānāṃ raktādayaḥ pītādayaś ca guṇāḥ prādurbhavanti, āmalakam badaram
iti eva bhavati (ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, II, 266).

22As Scharf notes, this definition could be taken as synonymous with guṇasamudāya, the definition of dravya given
under A 4.1.3 (1996, 24).

23Patañjali also refers to these two rules in the Paspaśāhnika: ākṛtiṃ padārthaṃmatvā jātyākhyāyām ekasmin bahuva-
canam anyatarasyām ity ucyate | dravyaṃ padārthaṃmatvā sarūpāṇām ekaśeṣa ekavibhaktāv ity ekaśeṣa ārabhyate
(ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 6).

24ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 365.
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the words brāḥmaṇa and surā clearly denote brāhmaṇas and alcohol in general, as jātis, rather than
individuals; otherwise, these sentences would mean that a particular brāhmaṇa should be spared,
but leave open the possibility that all other brāhmaṇas could be killed; that some particular unit of
alcohol should not be drunk, but that alcohol consumption in general is not prohibited.25

Naturally, this seems like a false dichotomy; why should aword denote only jāti or dravya in all cases?
Even while discussing A 1.2.58, which purportedly supports the view that it is jāti that is denoted by
words, Patañjali acknowledges that the choice between using a noun in a plural or singular inflection
depends on the speaker’s intention –when a genus is intended, the singular is naturally used; when a
group of individuals is intended, the plural is naturally used.26 Near the end of the discussion, having
presented both sides of the argument, Patañjali presents a pragmatic solution to the problem:

na hy ākṛtipadārthikasya dravyaṃ na padārtho
dravyapadārthikasya vākṛtir na padārthaḥ | u-
bhayor ubhayaṃpadārthaḥ | kasyacit tu kiṃcit
pradhānabhūtaṃ kiṃcid guṇabhūtam | ākṛti-
padārthikasyākṛtiḥ pradhānabhūtā dravyaṃ
guṇabhūtam | dravyapadārthikasya dravyaṃ
pradhānabhūtam ākṛtir guṇabhūtā |27

It is not that, for one who holds the word-
meaning to be the generic property, an individ-
ual is not [also] meant; nor is it that, for one
who holds the word-meaning to be an individ-
ual, the generic property is not [also] meant.
Both meanings hold for both. [The question
is] which is primary and which is subordinate
and for whom. For one who holds the word-
meaning to be a generic property, the generic
property is primary and the individual is subor-
dinate. For one who holds the word-meaning
to be the individual, the individual is primary
and the generic property is subordinate.

As is also shown elsewhere in theMahābhāṣya, in this passage Patañjalimakes it clear that both posi-
tions are acceptable. This becomes anaxiom for later grammarians; Bhartṛhari, in the Jātisamuddeśa,
codifies it as jātir vā dravyam eva vā padārthau sarvaśabdānām.28 This passage also shows an impor-
tant detail about Patañjali’s vocabulary: his frequent use of the words jāti and ākṛti as synonyms. As
Peter Scharf has shown in his exhaustive study, the two words are often used interchangeably in the
Mahābhāṣya to mean “genus” or “class property”.29

25brāhmaṇamātraṃ na hanyate surāmātraṃ ca na pīyate | yadi dravyaṃ padārthaḥ syād ekaṃ brāhmaṇam ahatvaikāṃ
ca surām apītvānyatra kāmacāraḥ syāt (ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 242-243).

26tad yadā dravyābhidhānaṃ tadā bahuvacanaṃ bhaviṣyati. yadā sāmānyābhidhānaṃ tadaikavacanaṃ bhaviṣyati (ed.
Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 230).

27ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 246.
28ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 8.
29Scharf 1996, 35-36. Although Patañjali seems to define the relationship between jāti and ākṛti under A 4.1.63 as ākṛti-

grahaṇā jātir, “jāti is that which is grasped through ākṛti”, as Scharf points out, under A 1.2.58, Patañjali explicitly
attributes the same features to ākṛti as are attributed to jāti under A 4.1.63.
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The gold simile

However, ākṛti has a broader semantic field than jāti; it is also used in the sense of the physical shape
or form that an object takes. This becomes important in the Paspaśāhnika when, again, Patañjali is
discussing whether a word denotes dravya or ākṛti. The main consideration here is which of the two
is nitya, permanent; since the vārttika siddhe śabdārthasambandhe states that the word, its object,
and their relation are permanent, then whichever of the two is permanent must be the object of a
word:

dravyam hi nityam ākṛtir anityā | kathaṃ jñā-
yate | evaṃ hi dṛśyate loke | mṛt kayācid ākṛtyā
yuktā piṇḍo bhavati | piṇḍākṛtim upamṛdya
ghaṭikāḥ kriyante | ghaṭikākṛtim upamṛdya ku-
ṇḍikāḥ kriyante | tathā suvarṇaṃ kayācid ā-
kṛtyā yuktaṃ piṇḍo bhavati | piṇḍākṛtim u-
pamṛdya rucakāḥ kriyante | rucakākṛtim u-
pamṛdya kaṭakāḥ kriyante | kaṭakākṛtim upa-
mṛdya svastikāḥ kriyante | punar āvṛttaḥ suva-
rṇapiṇḍaḥ punar aparayākṛtyā yuktaḥ khadirā-
gārasavarṇe kuṇḍale bhavataḥ | ākṛtir anyā cā-
nyā ca bhavati dravyaṃ punas tad eva | ākṛtyu-
pamardena dravyam evāvaśiṣyate |30

For dravya is permanent while ākṛti is imper-
manent. How is this known? It is thus seen in
the world. Mud, associatedwith a certain ākṛti,
is a lump. When the lump ākṛti is destroyed,
pots aremade. When the pot ākṛti is destroyed,
jars are made. In the same way, gold, associ-
ated with a certain ākṛti, is a lump. When the
lump ākṛti is destroyed, necklaces are made.
When the necklace ākṛti is destroyed, bracelets
aremade. When the bracelet ākṛti is destroyed,
svastikas are made. The gold, again reverted to
a lump, again associatedwith another ākṛti, be-
comes two earrings having the colour of em-
bers of khadirawood. The ākṛti is always differ-
ent [in each case] while the dravya is the same.
It is the dravya that remains upon the destruc-
tion of the ākṛti.

Earlier in thePaspaśāhnika, Patañjali has definedākṛti as sāmānyabhūta, being auniversal or genus,31

but here, it is clearly used in the sense of the different shapes that a substance, like gold, can take – a
bracelet, a ring, or even just a lump. The word dravya here also takes on a different meaning; rather
than an individual object, it clearly has the sense of the underlying substance of which the object
consists, as in the discussion on A 5.1.119, when it was defined as guṇasaṃdrāva. As a result of the
different senses in which ākṛti and dravya are used in this passage, the terms of this debate have a
strikingly different character from the one in the discussion of A 1.2.58 and A 1.2.64; the evidence is
not drawn from analyzing sentences and deducing the speaker’s intention, but rather from thinking
through the ontological import of dravya and ākṛti. This passage hinges not somuch on the question
of what is meant, but rather on what is there.

30ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 7.
31tadbhinneṣv abhinnaṃ chinneṣv acchinnaṃ sāmānyabhūtaṃ (ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 1).
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1.3. Bhartṛhari’s treatment of jāti and dravya

In the Vākyapadīya, Bhartṛhari generally keeps the ambiguity of the terms ākṛti, jāti, and dravya as
they are presented in theMahābhāṣya. In some cases, jāti and ākṛti are taken as synonymous, while
in other cases ākṛtimeans the shape or form of an object while jāti refers to a universal property that
inheres in an object.32 The word dravya inherits all the connotations it had in theMahābhāṣya, and
it also gains two more definitions: firstly, as an individual object, dravya is defined as anything that
can be referred to by a pronoun; secondly, as substance, it is given an Advaitin interpretation – as the
underlying, monistic substance of reality, synonymous with brahman.

As Jan Houben points out, “if the main theoretical division in the second Kāṇḍa is the division be-
tween the acceptance of either the sentence or the word as primary, the main theoretical division
within the third Kāṇḍa is no doubt that between the ‘universal’ and the ‘substance’ view. The opposi-
tion between these two is pointed out at the beginning of the first or Jāti-samuddeśa, and plays a role,
sometimes more manifest, sometimes more at the background, also in the other chapters.”33 As in
theMahābhāṣya, both views are acceptable, since a word denotes both, but either jāti or dravyawill
be primary depending on the circumstances. This position is echoed by Bhartṛhari in the Vṛttisamu-
ddeśa, in a passage that paraphrases Patañjali’s conclusion in his discussion on A 1.2.64 – whichever
of the two is primarily denoted by a word, the other, unexpressed aspect nevertheless acts in a sub-
ordinate capacity.34 In addition, both in the Vākyapadīya – especially in the third kāṇḍa – and in
theMahābhāṣyadīpikā, Bhartṛhari elaborates upon the statements made by Patañjali and theorizes
differentmodels to account for howwords are related to objects, starting from the premise of a word
expressing a jāti or a word expressing a dravya.

Jāti as the primary referent

As Patañjali objected in theMahābhāṣya, in the sentence gaur jātaḥ, “the cow is born”, theword gauḥ
clearly refers to an individual; how could it stand for a jāti in this case?35 TheDīpikā gives an answer:
as S. D. Joshi and J. A. F. Roodbergen summarize it, “words stand for an ākṛti or jāti in the first place,
and are used to refer to individuals through a process called tādrūpyāpādana. This process consists
in particularizing the ākṛti or jāti by connecting the word expressing it with words which express a
guṇa, kriyā or saṃjñā”36. For example, the word go on its own would refer first to gotva, cow-ness;
then, it might be particularized by the word śukla, which refers to śuklatva, white-ness. In the case
of gaur jātaḥ, the cow is particularized by an action, that of being born. In this way, words that refer

32For example, in the Vṛtti to 1.93 (ed. Subramania Iyer 1966, 159), ākṛti is used to explain jāti in the verse; on the other
hand, in the Vṛtti to 2.156 (ed. Subramania Iyer 1983, II, 223), ākṛti is used in the sense of the physical form that a
substance takes.

33Houben 1995, 132.
34Vṛttisamuddeśa 354-357, ed. Subramania Iyer 1973, 313-314.
35gaur jāta iti sarvaṃ gobhūtam anavakāśaṃ syāt (ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, 244).
36Joshi and Roodbergen 1986, 102.
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to class properties are particularized in order to refer to individual objects.37 But what makes the
recognition of the individual object possible in the first place is that the object possesses a particular
ākṛti – we always recognize different individual cows as a cow because of the “permanence” of the
gotva that inheres in each one.

Dravya as the primary referent

On the other hand, if the main referent of a word is a dravya, how can these individual objects be
distinguished from one another, i.e., how can one cow be distinguished from another cow? The
answer, given both in the Dīpikā and in the Guṇasamuddeśa, is almost identical to the jāti-model:
a dravya is particularized by differentiating features such as jāti and guṇa.38 As explained above in
relation to A 5.4.11, a dravya cannot admit of degree in and of itself;39 in order to differentiate one
cow from another, onemust rely on the qualities – for example, whiteness – that inhere in each cow,
which do admit of degree, i.e., one cowmight be more white than the other. As Helārāja says, when
dravya is defined in this way – as something to be qualified or differentiated – then even a jāti or a
krīyā could be thought of as dravya, presumably following the logic laid out in the Dīpikā above.40

As Madhav Deshpande points out, this notion of dravya has no particular ontological status.41 It is
a functional definition that is flexible enough to allow language to refer to things that may or may
not exist; it is even broader than Patañjali’s notion of guṇasamudāya. But this is not the final word
on dravya; as Wilhelm Halbfass puts it, “this functional and empirical concept of substance is super-
seded by the idea of an absolute substance, which coincideswith the nondual brahman, the ultimate
ground of language and the world”.42 But how does the notion of dravya as the referent of a word be-
come transformed into the notion of dravya as the all-pervasive substance of reality? In other words,
how does the question of meaning become answered, eventually, with a notion of existence?

Ifwe look at Bhartṛhari’s functional definitions of jāti anddravya, we find that he has takenPatañjali’s
four categories of words – jāti, guṇa, kriyā, and yadṛcchā – and essentially distilled them into two:
bhedya and bhedaka. In the definition of jāti as bhedya, something to be differentiated (in order to

37tatra kriyāṃ pratipadyamānaṃ dravyaṃ gāmānayeti cararūpeṇābhidhīyate | evaṃ śuklo gaur iti | śuklatve-
naikārthasamavetasamavāyena gotvam upalakṣyate | eko brāhmaṇa ity ekatvena brāhmaṇatvam iti | sarvaḥ śabda
ākṛtim āha (ed. Bronkhorst 1987, 26).

38jātyādayas tu bhedakā dravyasya sattvaṃ vaktum (Mahābhāṣyadīpikā, quoted in Houben 1995, 103) and savyāpāro
guṇas tasmāt svaprakarṣanibandhanaḥ | dravyātmānaṃ bhinatty eva svaprakarṣe niveśayan (Guṇasamuddeśa 8, ed.
Subramania Iyer 1963, 207).

39In fact, later discussions of A 5.4.11 note that adravyaprakarṣe would be a redundant restriction, since a dravya in-
herently admits of no degree; the Padamañjarī quotes verse 3 of the Guṇasamuddeśa – sarvasyaiva pradhānasya na
vinā bhedahetunā | prakarṣo vidyate nāpi śabdasyopaiti vācyatām (3, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 204) – and states that
the restriction applies when a dravya is being qualified by a guṇaśabda with a comparative affix (ed. Dvārikādāsa
Śāstrī and Śukla 1965–1967, IV, 332). Interestingly, Haradatta has a different version of the verse, replacing sarvasaiva
pradhānyasyawith dravyasyāvyapadeśasya from the previous verse.

40tathā ca jātyādir api viśeṣyatvena ced vivakṣitas tadā dravyam iti (Prakīrṇaprakāśa ad Bhūyodravyasamuddeśa 3, ed.
Subramania Iyer 1963, 188).

41Deshpande 1992, 34.
421992, 91.
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express an individual), the bhedakas are qualities, actions, and names. In the definition of dravya as
bhedya, according to Helārāja, the bhedya could also be jāti or kriyā, and the bhedakas are whatever
qualifies them– in the case of kriyā, the agent of the action, its object, or an adverb like sādhu. What-
ever is to be differentiated is dravya; this is a crucial condition in Bhartṛhari’s definition of dravya as
something that can be referred to by a pronoun:

vastūpalakṣaṇaṃ yatra sarvanāma prayujyate |
dravyam ity ucyate so 'rtho bhedyatvena viva-
kṣitaḥ ||43

That, for which a pronoun is employed tomark
a particular object (vastu), is said to be the sub-
stance (dravya). [Its] meaning is expressed as
something to be differentiated.

Helārāja refers to this definition, given in the Bhūyodravyasamuddeśa, as sāṃvyavahārika, a defini-
tion of dravya that is transactional or worldly, perhaps in the sense that it is functional, and contrasts
this to the definition of dravya as absolute, undifferentiated reality, given in the Dravyasamuddeśa,
which he terms pāramārthika. But although these two notions serve different theoretical purposes
– one is linguistic, the other ontological – the process of meaning-making by distinguishing a thing
– be it an object, a genus, or even an action – via its properties mirrors the way in which, in the
non-dual philosophy of Bhartṛhari, an undifferentiated reality is conceptualized by segmenting and
differentiating it.

1.4. Dravya in the Dravyasamuddeśa

The gold simile revisited

If one posits that reality is ultimately undifferentiated, then the question naturally arises as to the
nature of the differences that appear in the world. For Bhartṛhari, who famously asserts that all
cognitionmanifests through language,44 this question can be answered by trying to understandwhat
is really expressed by words. Again, the gold simile from theMahābhāṣya is referred to: since, in all
of its different transformations, even as it is melted down and re-shaped into a different form, the
gold persists, then logically, it must be the gold, the dravya, that is expressed by the word “ring” or
“bracelet”:

suvarṇādi yathā yuktaṃ svair ākārair apāyi-
bhiḥ |
rucakādyabhidhānānāṃ śuddham evaiti vā-
cyatām ||45

Just as gold, etc., is endowedwith its own forms,
which are transient, [but] it is really the pure
[gold] that is expressed by denotations such as
“ring”, etc.

Again, this simile treads a fine line between epistemology and ontology; it assumes that what really
exists must be what is really, ultimately, meant. But Bhartṛhari goes even further than Patañjali – he
43Bhūyodravyasamuddeśa 3, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 187.
44anuviddham iva jñānaṃ sarvaṃ śabdena bhāsate (1.115, ed. Subramania Iyer 1966, 188).
45Dravyasamuddeśa 4.
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asserts that only the pure gold is expressed by theword “ring”. The different forms of the gold are only
upādhis, limiting qualifications, and since they are not permanent, they cannot be what is expressed
by a word. The pragmatic concession that Patañjali made in the Mahābhāṣya – that, according to
the view that dravya is denoted by words, ākṛti is also secondarily denoted – is notably absent here.
As Bhartṛhari says in the second verse of the Dravyasamuddeśa, “only the real is denoted by words,
which have unreal upādhis”.46

The crow on Devadatta’s house

To illustrate this, Bhartṛhari furnishes another example, also taken from theMahābhāṣya. In a dis-
cussion on rule A 1.1.26 ktaktavatū niṣṭhā, a question arises as to the function of the anubandha K in
the affixes Kta and Ktavatu, which are used to form past participles. Kātyāyana points out that, in
verbal usage, these anubandhas are discarded—when Kta is applied to the verb kṛ, in the resulting
participle, kṛta, the anubandhaK is absent.47 If this is so, then how can one still recognize that the ta
in kṛtamarks a past participle? There are similar-lookingwords, such as garta, meaning “cave”, which
are not past participles – without the anubandha, how can the ta in kṛta be distinguished from the
ta in garta? Patañjali illustrates this problem with a scenario:

tad yathā | katarad devadattasya gṛham | ado
yatrāsau kāka iti | utpatite kāke naṣṭaṃ ta-
dgṛhaṃ bhavati | evam ihāpi lupte 'nubandhe
naṣṭaḥ pratyayo bhavati |48

For example: “Which one is Devadatta’s
house?” “That one, where that crow is.” When
the crow has flown away, his house has disap-
peared (i.e., can no longer be distinguished).
In the same way, also in this case, when the
anubandha is dropped, the affix disappears
(i.e., can no longer be distinguished).

If someone were to describe Devadatta’s house as the house on which the crow is perched, and the
crow flies away, it would be impossible to find the house; in the same way, since the K anubandha is
dropped in verbal usage, there is no way to tell that the ta in kṛtamarks a past participle.

But the anubandha is not the only thingwhich distinguishes the affix; the context inwhich it appears
also gives clues to its function:

46Dravyasamuddeśa 2.
47anubandho ’nyatvakara iti cen na lopāt (ed. Dvārikādāsa Śāstrī and Śukla 1965–1967, I, 74).
48ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 74-75.
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kārakakālaviśeṣāv upādeyau | bhūte yas taśab-
daḥ kartari karmaṇi bhāve ca iti | tad yathā |
itaratrāpi ya eṣa manuṣyaḥ prekṣāpūrvakārī
bhavati, so ’dhruveṇa nimittena dhruvaṃ
nimittam upādatte, vedikāṃ puṇḍarīkaṃ
vā |49

[Only] a particular capacity (kāraka)50and a
particular tense are admissible. The ta ex-
presses the past tense and [one of three ca-
pacities –] active (kartṛ), passive (karman), or
passive intransitive (bhāva). For example: in
another circumstance as well, this man who
actswith foresight perceives a permanentmark
through an impermanent mark, [such as] a
platform or a white lotus (puṇḍarīka).

That is to say, one knows that the word kṛta expresses the past tense as well as the passive voice;
therefore, from that context, one can recognize the ta affix in kṛta as Kta. Those two pieces of con-
textual information are not impermanent, like the anubandha K. In the same way, although a man
recognizes Devadatta’s house, for the first time, because he is told that a crow is perched on it, the
next time he looks for the house he will not rely on the crow to recognize it – rather, he will look for
a more permanent distinguishingmark, like an architectural feature. In later literature, the example
of the crow becomes codified as a typical case of upalakṣaṇa, an inessential property of an object
that is nevertheless used to distinguish it.51

As he did with the gold simile, Bhartṛhari takes the example of Devadatta’s house and draws a dif-
ferent conclusion from it. First of all, for him, the crow on Devadatta’s house is akin to the different
forms that gold can take; both are impermanent. Therefore, in the same way, the word “house” can
only express the bare house, excluding any of its impermanent attributes, like the crow temporarily
perched on it.52 Moreover, Bhartṛhari does not seem to distinguish between impermanent attributes,
like the crow, andmore permanent ones, like architectural features, as Patañjali does – in theDīpikā,
Bhartṛhari repeats the example of Devadatta’s house, except that, instead of a crow, the house is rec-
ognized by “things like a svastika”.53 For him, any attribute that is used to distinguish an object is
unreal, because the object is really an undifferentiated whole.

Everything is everything

But if we follow this reasoning to its logical end, then we would argue that even the word “house”
simply expresses an unreal attribute of an underlying, undifferentiated, non-dual reality, which Bha-
49ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 75.
50Although kāraka is generally understood as ”case relation”, in this instance, Patañjali seems to be referring to the voice

of a verb.
51For examples, see the Nyāyabhūṣaṇa (ed. Yogīndrānanda 1968, 175), the Dhvanyālokalocana (ed. Paṭṭābhirāma Śāstrī

1940, 140), the Saundaryalaharīlakṣmīdharavyākhyā (ed. Veṅkaṭanāthācārya 1969, 132), the Yoginīhṛdayadīpikā (ed.
Kavirāja 1963, 105), or the Advaitasiddhi (ed. Nárayanaswami Sastri 1937, 31-32).

52adhruveṇa nimittena devadattagṛham yathā | gṛhītaṃ gṛhaśabdena śuddham evābhidīyate (Dravyasamuddeśa 3).
53yathā svastikādayo devadattagṛhasyāvācakāḥ santa upalakṣaṇaṃgṛhasya bhavanti (ed. Bronkhorst 1987, 22). In archi-

tectural terms, svastika can mean “an auspicious mark, the Omkāra symbol, the fire cross, the sun symbol, a symbol
for Buddha and Siddha, the crossing of the arms, the meeting of four roads, a type of village, a joinery, a window, a
type of pavilion, a kind of phallus, a class of halls, a type of building, a sitting posture” (Kumar Acharya 1945, 594).
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rtṛhari calls – borrowing from Sāṃkhya terminology – prakṛti parā, the absolute, primordial sub-
stance.54 All words denote this, and, consequently, it would seem that all words would ultimately
become synonymous. That is plainly not the case; otherwise, language would be useless. Bhartṛ-
hari’s solution is to posit that, while the object itself that is denoted by a word is undifferentiated,
the form through which that word operates restricts the perception of the object:

ākāraiś ca vyavacchedāt sārvārthyam avaru-
dhyate |
yathaiva cakṣurādīnāṃ sāmarthyaṃ nāḍikādi-
bhiḥ ||55

And the ability [of a word] to mean everything
is restrained because [the object] is differenti-
ated by [its] forms, in the very same way that
the capability of the eyes, etc., [is restrained] by
a hollow stalk, etc.

When one perceives an object through a hollow tube, the tube serves to artificially mark the bound-
aries of the object. But one’s perception is directed at the object itself, not at the tube. This simile
could be understood on two different levels. On a pragmatic level, it points out that a word always
restricts one’s perception of an object to a specific conception of it. A form through which a word
operates, such as a “ring”, serves to artificially restrict the object, but ultimately the word denotes the
object itself, and not its form. The fact that one can change the shape of the object, melting it down
and re-forming it, shows that the word expresses something beyond amere form. But on the level of
absolute reality – if we take seriously Bhartṛhari’s assertion that, when all forms have been destroyed,
all that is left is the primordial substance – then this simile points out that each word is like a hollow
tube, through which one perceives an undifferentiated, non-dual reality.

Beyond real and unreal

So far, this analysis is based on the presumption that whatever is permanent must be real, and that
only the real is denoted by a word. As Bhartṛhari says, whatever remains at the end, when all forms
have been destroyed, that reality is not only expressed by language, but it is also identical to it.56

For a grammarian, this is as far as the analysis of reality can go, since it is bounded by language, by
the concepts of real and unreal, permanent and impermanent. But can any object really be said to
be permanent? In both the examples, of gold and of Devadatta’s house, the denoted object can be
destroyed; as Bhartṛhari says in the Dīpikā, even a dravya is subject to destruction.57 When he talks
about the permanence of the object of denotation, with regards to the question of whether it is a jāti
or dravya, he is referring to a practical notion of permanence, or vyavahāranityatā.58 That is, he is not
54vikārāpagame satyāṃ tathāhuḥ prakṛtiṃ parām (Dravyasamuddeśa 15cd).
55Dravyasamuddeśa 5.
56See Dravyasamuddeśa 11.
57dravyasya ca vināśadarśanāt (ed. Bronkhorst 1987, 22).
58yeṣām ākṛtir abhidheyā sā nityā | dravye ’pi padārthe vyavahāranityatā (ed. Bronkhorst 1987, 18). “For those [words]

in which the genus is denoted, it is [the genus] which is permanent. Even when the substance is the meaning of a
word, that is practical permanence.” The yeṣām... sā correlation here is not clear; Bronkhorst translates this sentence
as “According to those who [hold that] the form (ākṛti) is the meaning, that [form] is what is denoted; it is eternal”
(1987, 70).
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concernedwith permanence in the sense of the smallest, indestructible atomofmatter – that is what
he calls absolute, or paramārtha, permanence.59 Rather, he is concerned with the fact that a word
will consistently perform the function of denotation, no matter the speaker.60 In the final analysis,
even theword, the object, and their relation are conventions that dependonapresumptionof duality
that, according to Bhartṛhari, is not the absolute form of reality; beyond that, language fails:

nityaḥ pṛthivīdhātuḥ | pṛthivīdhātau kiṃ sa-
tyam | vikalpaḥ | vikalpe kiṃ satyam | jñānam |
jñāne kim satyam | oṃ | atha tad brahma | tad
etad uktaṃ bhavati | ataḥ paraṃ śabdārtha-
vyavahāre nivartate | vyavahārātīto 'yam artha
iti |61

The element of earth is permanent. In the el-
ement of earth, what is real? Conception. In
conception, what is real? Cognition. In cogni-
tion what is real? Oṃ. That is brahman. [But]
this is said – beyond that, the convention of
word and object ceases to operate; that object
is beyond the convention [of language].

If we follow the framework that Patañjali establishes in theMahābhāṣya – that is, using permanence
as the criterion to determine the object of denotation – to its logical conclusion, then there is a point
at which language breaks down. If we presume reality to be ultimately non-dual, then this point is
where the categories that make language possible – real and unreal, permanent and impermanent –
cease to apply, because they are subsumed into a non-dual whole. For Bhartṛhari, the highest reality
that one can still name is brahman. This is what is ultimately expressed by words; this is what words
ultimately are. But the non-dual reality of brahman – or perhaps, even, the non-dual reality that lies
beyond the verbal concept brahman62 – cannot be accessed by words. It can only be hinted at by
mutually contradictory statements, such as “it does not exist nor does it not exist”, etc.63

This tension is deeply felt in the Dravyasamuddeśa. On the one hand, Bhartṛhari is concerned with
what is permanent (nitya), real (satya), and essential (tattva) in the system of language. On the other
hand, he alsowants tomake the point that there is no difference between real and unreal; even those
distinctions are just linguistic conventions. This point, which seems to be a fundamental tenet in his
philosophy, also has practical implications: it is what allows elements that he considers unreal, such
as forms, to participate in the process of denotation. As Helārāja explains it, a form itself has no
independent nature; it is entirely dependent on the object that it qualifies. In that sense, it is not
59As mentioned above, Helārāja, on the other hand, interprets dravya in the Dravyasamuddeśa in a paramārtha sense.
60nityatā cāpi dvividhā | vyavahārāśrayā paramārthāśrayā ca | paramārthāśrayā ca vaiśeṣikadarśane paramāṇavaḥ

ākāśādīni ca | vyavahārāśrayā nāgarātiviṣāmustakvāthaḥ syād āmapācana iti na carakavacanād eṣām āmapācana-
tvam | kiṃ tarhi ? svabhāvāt | evam ihāpi pāṇininānyena vā śabdāḥ [smṛtā] eva svato ’rthapratyāyakā iti vyavahāra-
nityataivehopakāriṇī | (ed. Bronkhorst 1987, 17). “And there are two kinds of permanence: in the practical sense and
in the absolute sense. According to the Vaiśeṣikas, atoms and space, etc., are [permanent] in the absolute sense.
[The statement,] ‘a concoction of nāgara, ativiṣā, andmusta herbs assist in digestion’ is [permanent] in the practical
sense, since it is not only because of Caraka’s words that [those herbs] are able to assist in digestion. Then how?
Because of the nature [of the herbs]. Also here, in the same way, words taught by Pāṇini or by someone else convey
their meaning on their own; thus in this case, only permanence in the worldly sense is useful.” The quotation is from
the Cikitsāsthāna of the Carakasaṃhitā (15.98, ed. Āchārya 1941, 520).

61ed. Bronkhorst 1987, 22.
62As Helārāja says, even brahman is a word which relies on upādhis to be expressive (Prakīrṇaprakāśa ad Dravyasamu-

ddeśa 16).
63See Dravyasamuddeśa 12-13.
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real. But if we simply understand it as a qualification of a real object, then the form too could be
considered “real” – not in and of itself, but as a way of framing reality.64

64tatra ca vicchinnānvayo vicchedo ’vadhāryata iti vicchinnaprakāśaḥ satyo vidyaiva (Prakīrṇaprakāśa ad Dravyasamu-
ddeśa 7). “And in that case, if ‘interruption’ is understood as the persistence [of reality] being interrupted, then [even
that] real, [albeit] interrupted manifestation is really knowledge.”
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2. Helārāja on dravya: an
all-encompassing doctrine

At the beginning of the Dravyasamuddeśa, Bhartṛhari presents a list of five synonyms of the word
dravya. Whatever his own intention was, Helārāja interprets each of the words to refer to a specific
school of thought: Ātmādvaita, Buddhism, Sattādvaita, Sāṃkhya, and Cārvāka, respectively. The two
kinds of Advaita are presented as siddhāntas: Ātmādvaita is associated with the Dravyasamuddeśa
and with the view that the object of a word is a substance, while Sattādvaita is associated with the
Jātisamuddeśa and with the view that the object of a word is the summum genus, Being. Buddhists,
Sāṃkhyas, and Cārvākas are presented as philosophical opponents. As Johannes Bronkhorst notes,
Advaitawas “conspicuously absent in listings of philosophical schools during Bhartṛhari’s time,”1 and
yet here, in Helārāja’s 10th-century commentary, it is mentioned twice. His does not correspond to
any common list of philosophical schools; some words, like tattva, naturally lend themselves to be
associated with a certain school, but in general, the choices Helārāja makes are very idiosyncratic,
and give us a sense of which philosophical opponents he was most concerned with. Moreover, un-
like many other doxographies, Helārāja is not so much concerned with refuting rival doctrines as
with showing that all of them can be subsumed by the kind of non-dual philosophy that Bhartṛhari
proposes.

2.1. On the Cārvākas

Very little is known of the Cārvākas – also known as the Bārhaspatyas or the Lokāyatas –, the mate-
rialist school of thought that has served as the butt of criticism from almost every other school, and

12001, 484.
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muchofwhat canbeknownof theCārvākas is gleaned from the texts of these other traditions. In fact,
the two aphorisms that are quoted by Helārāja, pṛthivy apas tejo vāyur iti tattvāni and tatsamudāye
śarīrendriyaviṣayasaṃjñā iti, appear in over a dozen other texts, including doxographies like the Sar-
vadarśanasaṃgraha.2 They have been attributed to the original source text of the Cārvāka school,
now lost, which scholars have named the Bārhaspatyasūtras or the Cārvākasūtras.3 Since these two
aphorisms are so commonly quoted, theydonot saymuchaboutwhatHelārāja knewof theCārvākas,
nor of what he thought of them. In fact, his explanation of why they can also be considered non-dual
philosophers – that with respect to pāramārthika dravya, even they agree that reality is non-dual –
is half-hearted at best:

tattvam iti caturbhūtatattvavādibhiś cārvākair
dravyam ucyate | pṛthivy āpas tejo vāyur iti ta-
ttvāni | tatsamudāye śarīrendriyaviṣayasaṃjñā
iti vacanāt | tad evam etaiḥ paramārthata ekam
eva vastūcyate |4

TheCārvākas, proponents of the four elements,
call the concrete entity tattva, because it is said
that “earth, water, fire, and air are the elements
(tattva), [and] in the combination of those is
what are termed the body, the senses, and the
object”. In this way, they say that, with respect
to the absolute, [tattva] is really a unitary real-
ity.

This explanation is quite terse, but its equivalence of tattvawith dravya perhaps relies on an unspo-
ken parallel with a passage in the Vaiśeṣikasūtra that enumerates the dravyas: pṛthivy āpas tejo vāyur
ākāśaṃ kālo dig ātmā mana iti dravyāṇi.5 It also refers to the stereotype of the Cārvākas as radical
reductivists and materialists – they completely deny the possibility of a soul that is separate from
the physical body; that is, a soul that is distinct from physical phenomena. Therefore, as Helārāja’s
reasoning goes, the Cārvākas also believe that the body and the soul belong to the same non-dual
reality.

There is a single extant text that purports to follow the Cārvāka school: the 8th-century Tattvopapla-
vasiṃha of Jayarāśi. There is some debate over whether Jayarāśi truly represents the Cārvākas; he
certainly considered himself one, quoting the Cārvāka aphorisms with reverence and stating that
they agree with his own position;6 in fact, the two aphorisms that Helārāja cites appear at the begin-
ning of the Tattvopaplavasiṃha.7 However, it is clear that Jayarāśi goesmuch further in his criticisms
of the pramāṇas than the doctrine generally ascribed to the Cārvākas, who, although rejecting the
validity of anumāna, seem to accept at least pratyakṣa as a valid means of cognition; Jayarāśi rejects
even that, transforming materialism into pure skepticism.8

2ed. Śāstrī Abhyankar 1924, 2.
3See Shastri 1928 and Bhattacharya 2011, 77.
4Prakīrṇaprakāśa ad Dravyasamuddeśa 1.
5Vaiśeṣikasūtra 1.1.4, ed. Jambūvijayajī 1961, 2.
6Franco 1987, 4.
7Franco 1987, 68.
8Franco 1983, 148. Franco notes that there seemed to be two schools of Cārvākas: one that granted inference a limited
validity, and one that denied both perception and inference.
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Much of the criticism of the Cārvākas was directed at their supposed rejection of the validity of
anumāna. For this, some philosophers denigrated them as inferior to animals, since even animals
use inference.9 However, as Ramkrishna Bhattacharya points out,10 whenever the pūrvapakṣa of the
Cārvākas is presented, philosophers invariably quote from the Vākyapadīya, without disclosing the
source of the quote: Śāntarakṣita, Vādideva Sūri, Bhaṭṭa Jayanta, and Vācaspati Miśra all quote verse
32 of the brahmakāṇḍa,11 while Śīlāṅka quotes verse 42,12 which is similarly critical of the reliability of
anumāna. It is a distinct possibility that the real target of their criticisms is actually Bhartṛhari, since
many of these thinkers were opposed to Śabdādvaita and other aspects of his philosophy; as Bhat-
tacharya notes, Jñānasrībhadra “brackets the Bārhaspatya and Bhartṛhari, urging both to accept the
validity of inference.”13 Another possibility is that they were simply not familiar with Cārvāka texts
at all, and they picked a well-known verse fromBhartṛhari to stand in for the Cārvākas. Helārājamay
have been aware of this practice, although nothing in his short note on the Cārvākas seems to suggest
it. It is more likely that he, like other philosophers of his time, considered the Cārvākas as the most
extreme example of a skeptical philosophy, and that by reconciling the Cārvākas’ materialism with
his Advaitin metaphysics, he could claim to have disarmed even the most ardent of critics.

2.2. Ātmādvaita

As Helārāja says at the beginning of his commentary on the first verse of the Dravyasamuddeśa, it is
from the point of view of what he calls Ātmādvaita that hewill be interpreting the rest of the chapter.
Compared to the Jātisamuddeśa, this chapter ismuch shorter, at only eighteenkārikās long. However,
both the Bhūyodravyasamuddeśa and the Guṇasamuddeśa can be considered part of the exposition
on dravya. But still, as Houben notes, there is an important “structural difference” between the Jāti
andDravyasamuddeśas: while in the Jātisamuddeśa, a number of different views on jāti are given, the

9Bhattacharya 2011, 118.
10Bhattacharya 2011, 117.
11avasthādeśakālānāṃ bhedād bhinnāsu śaktiṣu | bhāvānām anumānena prasiddhir atidurlabhā (ed. Subramania Iyer

1966, 88). “Due to differences in circumstance, place, and time, it is very difficult to prove, through inference, [the
nature of] things in their different capacities.” Although, in the Tattvasaṃgraha, Śāntarakṣita does not attribute
this verse to Bhartṛhari, Kamalaśīla introduces the verse with tathā bhartṛharir āha in his commentary (ed. Krish-
namacharya 1926, 426). Vādideva Sūri embeds this verse in a discussion of the Cārvāka position that pratyakṣa is
the only valid pramāṇa (Syādvādaratnākara ad Pramāṇanayatattvālokālaṅkāra 2.1, ed. Osvāl 1988, 262). In Bhaṭṭa
Jayanta’s play Āgamaḍambara, the Cārvāka character Vṛddhāmbhi utters this verse, along with 34 and 42, as part of
his refutation of īśvara (ed. Dezső 2005, 156-158). Vācaspati Miśra quotes this verse in the Bhāmatī, in the context
of Brahmasūtra 3.3.53, which, according to Śaṅkara, presents the Cārvāka refutation of the ātman as something sep-
arate from the physical body; knowledge of the ātman relies on anumāna, which is unreliable – na cāpratyakṣam
ātmatattvam anumānādibhiḥ śakyam unnetum (ed. Śāstrī and Śāstrī 1938, 851).

12hastasparśād ivāndhena viṣame pathi dhāvatā | anumānapradhānena vinipāto na durlabhaḥ (ed. Subramania Iyer
1966, 98). “Just like a blind man, running on an uneven path with hands held out, it is difficult not to fall relying
chiefly on inference.” Śīlāṅka quotes this passage in his commentary on the Sūtrakṛtāṅga, again in a presentation of
the Cārvāka position that there is no ātman that is separate from the four elements – na pṛthivyādivyatirikta ātmā’sti
(ed. Mahārāja and Jambūvijayajī 1978, 10).

13Bhattacharya 2011, 115 note.
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focus here is on presenting an Advaitin view, in which “all words express a single entity.”14 Moreover,
althoughHelārāja interprets ātman, vastu, svabhāva, śarīra, and tattva according to different schools
of thought, they are all ultimately made to agree with Advaitin ontology. Since all words express
dravya, so the different words used by different schools of thought to express their own notion of
fundamental reality all ultimately express dravya.

The term ātmādvaita is used by Advaitins themselves to denote a siddhānta; Vimuktātman uses it in
contrast to Bhartṛhari’s śabdādvaita, which he rejects, following in the Śaṅkarite tradition.15 For him,
words like ātman characterize brahman; on the other hand, a word like śabda is as banal as the word
“pot”. For him, a term like śabdādvaita is as nonsensical as ghaṭādvaita, “pot non-dualism”. Helārāja,
similarly, puts words into two classes – words like ātman, and words like “pot” –, but for him, they
only differ in degree. All words ultimately refer to brahman; it is simply that the word ātman is closer
to referring to its absolute nature.16

For Helārāja, ātmādvaita is not just a general term for a non-dual philosophy centered on the ātman.
His use of the word is much more idiosyncratic. In his commentary on the Dravyasamuddeśa, he
leverages the polysemy of the word ātman in order to make the connection between dravya and
brahman. As he says, the word ātman denotes brahman; this is well-established.17 But he points out
that the word ātman can also be used in the sense of a substance, by referring to a passage in the
Mahābhāṣya:

kathaṃ punar jñāyate bhedakā guṇā iti | evaṃ
hi dṛśyate loke | eko 'yam ātmodakaṃ nāma
tasya guṇabhedād anyatvaṃ bhavati | anyad i-
daṃ śītam anyad idam uṣṇam iti |18

Nowhow is it known that qualities are differen-
tiators? It is thus seen in theworld: “This single
entity (ātman) is water; because of its different
qualities, it becomes different – this is cool [wa-
ter], this is warm [water].”

Helārāja leverages this passage in two ways. First of all, it provides a canonical precedence for the
use of the word ātman in the sense of a dravya; this example of an ātman, water, being differentiated
by its qualities (guṇa), brings to mind both Patañjali’s own definition of dravya as guṇasaṃdrāva as
well as Bhartṛhari’s definition in the Bhūyodravyasamuddeśa of dravya as something which is differ-
entiated. Secondly, he also wants to show that the word ātman, besides denoting an absolute reality,
can also be used to refer to conventional, everyday things, such as water.19 This tendency – to relate

14Houben 1995, 96.
15tasmād ātmādiśabdair brahmātmanor lakṣyatvaṃ yuktam, na tu śabdaśabdena... tasmād ātmādvaitam eva sidhyati,
na śabdādvaitaṃ ghaṭādvaitam veti siddham (Iṣtasiddhi, ed. Hiriyanna 1933, 175-176.)

16ghaṭādiśabdāpekṣayā tv ātmādiśabdāḥ pratyāsannāḥ (Prakīrṇaprakāśa ad Dravyasamuddeśa 16). “However, words
like ātman are closer [to brahman], compared to words like ‘pot’”.

17tad evamātmaśabdābhidheyasyabrahmaṇaḥpadārthaparamārtharūpatvād... (PrakīrṇaprakāśaadDravyasamuddeśa
16). “In that way, because brahman, which is denoted by the word ātman, is the absolute form of [all] things [ex-
pressed by] words....”

18Mahābhāṣya ad Aṣṭādhyāyī 1.1.1 ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 41-42.
19saty api tadabhidhāyitve vakṣyamāṇanayenātmādiśabdānām eva sarvatra ghaṭādāv avyāhataprasaratvam (Prakīrṇa-
prakāśa ad Dravyasamuddeśa 1). “Even though words like ātman denote [the absolute], it will be shown later that
their scope is not obstructed at all when it is applied to [things like] pots, etc.”
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absolute reality to the conventionally experienced world – runs throughout his commentary on the
Dravyasamuddeśa.

2.3. Sattādvaita: a brief history

The two schools of Advaita Vedānta

Traditionally, scholars divide earlyAdvaita into the schools of Śaṅkara andMaṇḍanaMiśra. Śaṅkara’s
doctrine is sometimes called ātmādvaita, while Maṇḍana is said to espouse bhāvādvaita or sattā-
dvaita.20 But this characterization is problematic for a number of reasons. Firstly, as Paul Hacker
notes, Śaṅkara and Maṇḍana are not, in fact, very different doctrinally; rather, he attributes their
rivalry to “sociological differences” – conjecturing that Śaṅkara came from a Vaiṣṇava background,
while Maṇḍana came from a Śaiva background.21 But regardless of sectarian affiliation, the rivalry
between the two later became a doctrinal one as it was amplified by Śaṅkara’s followers, such as
Sureśvara. Therefore, to understand what the terms ātmādvaita, bhāvādvaita and sattādvaita really
refer to, we must consider them in the context of the doctrinal debates of later philosophers, rather
than Śaṅkara andMaṇḍana themselves; indeed, neither of themrefers tohis ownphilosophy in those
terms, and it is only in the works of their followers, commentators, and detractors that they are used.
Helārāja, when he uses the terms ātmādvaita and sattādvaita, does not seem to be alluding to this
rivalry between Śaṅkara and Maṇḍana, but rather to the dichotomy between the Dravyasamuddeśa
and the Jātisamuddeśa.

Secondly, despite its seeming semantic equivalence, sattādvaita is not a synonym of bhāvādvaita, al-
though many scholars have taken this for granted.22 In fact, the two words differ both in what they
denote and also in the dialectical context in which they are employed. The term bhāvādvaita seems
generally to be used by opponents to describe a pūrvapakṣa; specifically, it is used in the Nyāyāmṛta
of Vyāsatīrtha – a 16th century Dvaita Vedānta tract – to refer to a certain Advaitin doctrine which
allows for the reality of both existent (bhāva) and non-existent (abhāva) entities, while not contra-
dicting the ultimate non-duality of brahman.23 The term is then echoed in the long line of Dvaita and
Advaita commentaries that follow, and the doctrine is eventually attributed to Maṇḍana.24 In this
theory, brahman is the only ultimately real existent entity, but prapañcābhāva – the non-existence of
the phenomenalworld – and avidyādvaṃsa– the cessation of ignorance – are also ultimately real, al-
beit as negative realities.25 However, as S. S. Suryanarayana Shastri shows, this theory does not have

20See, for example, Kuppuswami Sastri 1937, xl-xlii, Gupta 1963, 84, Sarasvati 1989, 383, Rao 1998, 104, and Aklujkar 2001,
469.

21Halbfass and Hacker 1995, 39.
22See note 20 above.
23athavā bhāvādvaitamate ātmānyā satyaiva nivṛttir iti (Nyāyāmṛta, ed. Pāṇḍuraṅgi 1994–1996, II, 673).
24yad api mithyātvaghaṭako ’bhāvo yadi na tāttvikaḥ, tadā siddhasādanādi | atha yadi tāttvikaḥ, maṇḍanamate bhāvā-

dvaitasvīkārān nādvaitahānir iti... (Gurucandrikā, ed. Srinivasachar and Venkatanarasimha Sastry 1933, 190).
25Hiriyanna 1923, 260-261; Kuppuswami Sastri 1937, xli.
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anything to do with Maṇḍana – nowhere in the Brahmasiddhi does Maṇḍana describe prapañcā-
bhāva or any other negative entity as ultimately real, rather, he merely points out that for “one and
the same entity there is verbal usage both as existent and non-existent (i.e., positive and negative),
e.g., ‘when the pot is destroyed, the potsherds are originated’”.26 The term bhāvādvaita, then, does
not refer so much to a school of Advaita Vedānta than to a stereotype that is useful for dialectical
purposes. It does not even refer to a system of thought but merely to a single doctrinal issue, used as
a way to contrast Maṇḍana with Śaṅkara, who, by that time, had become representative of orthodox
Advaita Vedānta.

Whilebhāvādvaita appears inVedantic philosophical tracts from the 16th century onward, sattādvaita
appears in much earlier texts, such as Bhaṭṭa Jayanta’s 9th century Nyāyamañjarī, and it is used to
contrast Advaitins with Buddhists. Moreover, as scholars such as Hacker have pointed out, at least
until the 10th or 12th century, it wasMaṇḍana and not Śaṅkarawhowas held as themain proponent of
AdvaitaVedānta,27 and, accordingly, itwasMaṇḍanawhoplayed thepart of theAdvaitinpūrvapakṣin
for Mīmāṃsakas, Naiyāyikas, and even Jaina logicians. Moreover, as a pūrvapakṣa, the debate in
which sattādvaita is broughtup–onwhether sattā canbe considered the summumgenus– is present
already in Kumārila’s Ślokavārttika, and his opponent there seems to be Bhartṛhari.

Bhartṛhari and Kumārila Bhaṭṭa: philosophical framings

satyāsatyau tu yau bhāgau pratibhāvaṃ vyava-
sthitau |
satyaṃ yat tatra sā jātir asatyā vyaktayaḥ
smṛtāḥ ||
saṃbandhibhedāt sattaiva bhidyamānā gavā-
diṣu |
jātir ity ucyate tasyāṃ sarve śabdā vyavasthi-
tāḥ ||
tāṃ prātipadikārthaṃ ca dhātvarthaṃ ca pra-
cakṣate |
sā nityā sā mahān ātmā tām āhus tvatalāda-
yaḥ ||
prāptakramā viśeṣeṣu kriyā saivābhidhīyate |
kramarūpasya saṃhāre tat sattvam iti ka-
thyate ||28

Of the real and unreal parts residing in each
thing, that which is real is the universal, and it
is taught that the particulars are unreal.
It is sattā, differentiated according to [its own]
correlates, which is called the universal in
cows, etc.; all words are based on it.
They declare it to be the meaning of the nomi-
nal base and the meaning of the verbal base; it
is permanent, it is the great ātman, and the tva
and taL affixes, etc. express it.
When it assumes sequence among particulars,
it is called action. When its sequential forms
have been reabsorbed, it is declared to be a sub-
stance.29

26Suryanarayana Shastri 1936, 64, a rendering of ekasyāpi vastuno bhāvābhāvarūpeṇa vyapadeśāt, yathā – ’yadā ghaṭo
naśyati tadā kapālāni jāyante’ iti (Brahmasiddhi, ed. Kuppuswami Sastri 1937, 122).

27Halbfass and Hacker 1995, 30. See also Potter et al. 1981, 17 and 604 note 25, and Potter et al. 1977, 486 and 604.
28Jātisamuddeśa 32-35, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 40-42.
29Helārāja glosses sattvam here as dravya (Prakāśa ad Jātisamuddeśa 35, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 43).
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In these verses from the Jātisamuddeśa, Bhartṛhari seems to employ the Vaiśeṣika system of a hierar-
chy of universals, with sattā as the highest universal,30 in order to argue that all words ultimately re-
fer to sattā. For the Vaiśeṣikas, sattā is all-pervasive and inheres in everything, including substances
(dravya), qualities (guṇa), and actions (karma).31 Logically then, as Bhartṛhari argues, no matter
whether it is a noun – denoting a substance – or a verb – denoting an action –, every word ultimately
expresses sattā. And by equating sattā with ātman, he neatly reinforces the Advaitin point of view
that runs throughout the Vākyapadīya; in this way, Bhartṛhari seems to have laid the foundation for
what becomes known as Sattādvaita.

Kumārila refutes Bhartṛhari’s notion of sattā in three different aspects: sattā as the referent of aword,
sattā as a summum genus, and sattā as the object of perception. Although the first two of these is
discussed by Bhartṛhari, the last one seems to make its earliest appearance in Kumārila’s Ślokavā-
rttika.

Against sattā as the referent of a word

In the Tantravārttika, Kumārila’s criticisms are directed at a verse in the second kāṇḍa of the Vākya-
padīya, which beginswith astyarthaḥ sarvaśabdānām.32 As ToshiyaUnebe points out, there seems to
have been a tradition of interpreting astyarthaḥ in the verse as a compound, with the asti glossed as
sattā by the Jaina philosopherMallavādin;33 in that case, it would echo the verses from the Jātisamu-
ddeśa, stating that the referent of all words is sattā. Although Kumārila glosses astiwith vastu rather
than sattā, his criticism of this verse is nevertheless directed at the notion of sattā as a summum
genus. For him, it makes no sense to postulate a summum genus that subsumes all other categories
as the referent of all words; in the most naïve interpretation of this theory, it would be impossible to
express anything specific, since all wordswould simply denote being. If, on the other hand, words de-
note the universal sattāas differentiated by, as Bhartṛhari puts it, “its own correlates” (saṃbandhin),34

then the question arises as to what these correlates are. As Kumārila argues, if these correlates are
the lower universals, then the denotation would be circular, since the lower universal itself already
denotes sattā; that is, since gotva itself already denotes goḥ sattā, then it makes no sense to say that
go really denotes sattā as qualified by gotva. And even if, rather than the universal gotva, go denotes

30sāmānyaṃ dvividhaṃ param aparaṃ cānuvṛttipratyayakāraṇam | tatra paraṃ sattā mahāviṣayatvāt sā cānuvṛtter eva
hetutvāt sāmānyam eva | dravyatvādy aparam alpaviṣayatvāt (Padārthadharmasaṃgraha, ed. Dvivedin 1895, 111).
Bhartṛhari also uses the terms sattā and dravyatva in the specifically Vaiśeṣika sense of higher and lower universal
in Saṃbandasamuddeśa 14 (see Houben 1995, 191-198). It must be noted, however, that Bhartṛhari is chronologically
earlier than Praśastapāda. Johannes Bronkhorst believes that the Vākyapadīya “may shed light on the early history
of Vaiśeṣika” (1994, 75).

31sad iti yato dravyaguṇakarmasu sā sattā (Vaiśeṣikasūtra 1.2.7 ed. Vīrarāghavācārya 1958, 45). The edition of Jambuvi-
jayaji omits sā sattā (1961, 9), although the attached commentary of Candrānanda reads bhinneṣu dravyādiṣu triṣu
yato jāyate ‘sat sat’ iti buddhiḥ sā sattā. See also Matilal 1986, 173-174 and Halbfass 1992, 116-117.

32Vākyapadīya 2.119, ed. Subramania Iyer 1983, 58.
332009, 416-419.
34According toHelārāja, the possible correlates of sattā are listed in verse 40, but the list is vague, including, for example,

āśraya (substratum) and vyatirekinaḥ (things different from sattā) (Jātisamuddeśa 40, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 46).
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sattā as qualified by the particular, individual cow, the same argument applies.35

Against sattā as the summum genus

In the Ākṛtivāda of the Ślokavārttika, Kumārila again addresses this problem, further strengthening
his argument. According to the commentator Bhaṭṭaputra Jayamiśra, Kumārila’s criticism is aimed
at a sattādvaitavādin:

atra kaścit sattādvaitavādy āha – On this point, a certain proponent of Sattā-
dvaita has said:

sattvagotvādisāmānyaṃ parasparavi-
lakṣaṇam |
varṇadrutādivanmithyā pratibhāty eva kintv
idam || iti |36

Universals like existing and cow-ness are differ-
ent from one another,
But this [difference] is really only an erroneous
appearance, like in the fast, [medium, or slow
pronunciation] of a phoneme.

Although this quote has not been traced, the ideas presented in it are strongly reminiscent of Bha-
rtṛhari. According to this opponent, the difference between universals is similar to the difference
between pronouncing a phoneme quickly or slowly;37 in both cases, there is no difference in what
is denoted. All universals really denote sattā, and the differences between them are merely a result
of how sattā is manifested; in the same way, a phoneme denotes the same phoneme no matter if it
is spoken quickly or slowly.38 According to this theory, difference lies at the level of the vyañjaka,
the manifestor, and not the universal that is manifested. Kumārila, however, insists that the univer-
sals themselves – cow-ness and horse-ness – are by nature different from one another, and that the
difference between them does not depend on their manifestors. His reasoning is similar to the line
of argumentation he used in the Tantravārttika: if the difference between universals is really due to
their manifestors being different, then how would you account for the difference between the man-
ifestors themselves? If you argue that the difference between the manifestors is natural, then the
same could be said of the universals.39

35Unebe 2009, 422-423.
36Śarkarikā ad Ślokavārttika Ākṛtivāda 48, ed. Kunhan Raja 1946, 15. This quote does not appear in Sucarita Miśra’s

commentary on this verse (Adyar Library MS TR 66, 2587-2588). I am greatly indebted to Kei Kataoka for sharing
facsimiles of this manuscript.

37druta is listed as one of the defects of speech in the Paspaśāhnika (ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 13; see Joshi
and Roodbergen 1986, 199). It is regarded simply as a mode of recitation (vṛtti or prayoga) in the Ṛgveda Prātiśākhya
(13.19, ed. Deva Shastri 1959, 57 and 13.46, ed. Deva Shastri 1931, 397) along with madhyama and vilambita. See also
Vyāsaśikṣā 475 (ed. Paṭṭābhirāma Śāstrī 1976, 177).

38It is important to note that the opponent uses the term druta rather than hrasva; hrasva, dīrgha, and pluta do create
a semantic difference, i.e., a short a versus a long ā, while the speed of recitation, whether druta, madhyama, or
vilambita, does not. Kumārila notes this difference in Sphoṭavāda 56-57 (ed. Dvārikādāsa Śāstrī 1978, 455).

39svato gotvādibhedas tu na tu vyañjakabhedataḥ || mā bhūd drutādivanmithyā vyañjakasya tu kiṃ kṛtaḥ | bhedo
hastyādipiṇḍebhyaḥ svataś ced iha tat samam || (Ślokavārttika Ākṛtivāda 48-49, ed. Kunhan Raja 1946, 15). See Jhā
1900, 290.
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Against sattā as the object of perception

Perhaps Kumārila’s most influential critique of Sattādvaita occurs in the Pratyakṣapariccheda of the
Ślokavārttika. In this section, one of the principal debates is centered on the object of perception.
For the Buddhists, perception produces a non-conceptualized cognition of an individual, and this
thesis functions as themain pūrvapakṣa. However, before launching into a detailed refutation of the
Buddhists, Kumārila briefly presents two other pūrvapakṣas that seem to represent polar opposites
to the Buddhist view: the first, that even perception always produces a conceptualized cognition
(savikalpa pratyaya), and the second, that the object of perception, although non-conceptualized, is
not an individual but a universal, namely, the summum genus. The first of these non-Buddhist pūr-
vapakṣas has been attributed by commentators to Bhartṛhari. As SucaritaMiśra explains it, since, for
a śabdādvaitin, all cognition is infused with language, it is necessarily already conceptualized.40 The
second pūrvapakṣa has been attributed generically to a vedāntin, vedāntavādin, or advaitavādin:41

mahāsāmānyam anyais tu dravyaṃ sad iti co-
cyate |
sāmānyaviṣayatvaṃ ca pratyakṣasyaivam āśri-
tam ||
viśeṣās tu pratīyante savikalpakabuddhi-
bhiḥ |42

But it is said by others that [the object of a
non-conceptualized cognition] is the summum
genus, called “substance” and “the existing”,
and thus, the object of perception has the uni-
versal as its basis.
Distinctions, on the other hand, are cognized
by conceptualized cognitions.

Although this pūrvapakṣa has not been attributed explicitly to Bhartṛhari by commentators, the in-
fluence of the Vākyapadīya can be seen in it. Both Bhaṭṭa Umbeka and Pārthasārathi Miśra have re-
placed sat with sattā in their commentaries;43 Umbeka, in glossing this passage, says that some call
the summum genus, which is the object of a non-conceptualized cognition, sattā, and others call it
dravya;44 Pārthasārathi, similarly, says that vedāntins refer to it using the words sattā and dravya.45

This mirrors the division of the Jāti- and Dravyasamuddeśas in Bhartṛhari’s Vākyapadīya: in the Jā-
tisamuddeśa, the object of words is said to be the universal, which, ultimately, is sattā, while in the
Dravyasamuddeśa, the object of words is said to be dravya, although both sattā and dravya are, ac-
cording to Helārāja, synonymous with brahman.

40evaṃ hi manyate – sarva eva savikalpakaḥ pratyayaḥ, vāgrūpānuviddhabodhāt | na hi sa nāma loke pratyayo dṛśyate
yaḥ śabdānugamād vinā bhavati (Kāśikā ad Ślokavārttika Pratyakṣasūtra 112, ed. Śāmbaśiva Śāstrī 1926, 247). This is
a paraphrase of Vākyapadīya 1.115: na so ’sti pratyayo loke yaḥ śabdānugamād ṛte | anuviddham iva jñānaṃ sarvaṃ
śabdena bhāsate (ed. Subramania Iyer 1966, 188). Umbeka quotes the verse in full (ed. Ramanatha Sastri et al. 1971,
157).

41Umbeka refers to vedāntavādinaḥ (148), Pārthasārathi to vedāntinaḥ (122), and Sucarita to advaitavādinaḥ (I, 250).
42Ślokavārttika 114-115, ed. Śāmbaśiva Śāstrī 1926, 250.
43Sucarita, on the other hand, leaves it as is: dravyaṃ sad ity evamādīti paryāyavācyaṃ mahāsāmānyam anyaiḥ

pratyakṣasya grāhyam ucyata iti (ed. Śāmbaśiva Śāstrī 1926, 250).
44vedāntavādinas tu — mahāsāmānyaṃ nirvikalpasya viṣayam āhuḥ | tac ca kecit sattām āhuḥ, apare dravyam ity etad

darśayati—mahāsāmānyam iti (ed. Ramanatha Sastri et al. 1971, 148).
45vedāntinas tu mahāsāmānyam eva sattādravyaśabdābhilapya[ṃ] nirvikalpasya viṣayam āhuḥ (ed. Dvārikādāsa Śāstrī

1978, 122).
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Kumārila, naturally, rejects both śabdādvaitin and sattādvaitin positions. In response to the first po-
sition, Kumārila states that cognition without language is apparently possible, giving the example of
infants (bāla) and mute persons (mūka).46 In response to the sattādvaitin, Kumārila states that, in
fact, distinctions really are cognized at the level of perception; it would be absurd to assert that one
does not perceive the difference between a horse and a cow, even if those differences are not imme-
diately conceptualized.47 This objection seems to hearken back to the arguments against sattā as a
summum genus in the Tantravārttika and the Ākṛtivāda; for Kumārila, difference is natural and not
an illusion produced by a manifesting agency which is superimposed on an ultimately non-dual re-
ality. However, here in the Pratyakṣapariccheda, the debate is not centered on the referent of words
nor the existence of higher and lower universals, but rather on the object of perception. While it is
clear that Bhartṛhari considers sattā to be the ultimate referent of all words and that he considers
it to be the summum genus in a hierarchy of universals, as John Taber notes, there is no indication
in the Vākyapadīya that he understands sattā as the content of a non-conceptualized cognition by
means of the faculty of perception.48 However, it is not unprecedented for Kumārila to take ideas
from the Vākyapadīya and transform them slightly so that they form an ideal pūrvapakṣa; in his pre-
sentation of Śabdādvaita, which is clearly taken fromBhartṛhari, he similarly extrapolates the notion
that all cognition is bound up with language and renders it into an argument claiming that even the
content of perception is necessarily a conceptualized cognition. In the Pratyakṣapariccheda, both
the Śabdādvaita and Sattādvaita aspects of Bhartṛhari’s thought have been transformed in order to
function as opposing viewpoints to the Buddhist notion of non-conceptualized perception, and this
particular framing of Bhartṛhari’s ideas endures for centuries to come.

Maṇḍana Miśra: in defense of sattā

As noted earlier, Maṇḍana Miśra is generally considered by scholars to be the main proponent of
Sattādvaita, although he never uses the term himself. Certainly, in the Brahmasiddhi, brahman is
characterized as the universal sattā, and both his imagery and language seem to owe much to Bha-
rtṛhari. However, the arguments that he uses to defend Sattādvaita clearly show the influence of
Kumārila’s critiques:

saṃhṛtākhilabhedo 'taḥ sāmānyātmā
sa49varṇitaḥ |
hemeva pārihāryādibhedasaṃhārasūci-
tam || 1.3 ||

Because difference is completely withdrawn, it
is described as a universal,
like gold is revealed by the withdrawal of differ-
ent [forms], such as a bracelet.

46asti hy ālocanājñānaṃ prathamaṃ nirvikalpakam | bālamūkādivijñānasadṛśaṃ śuddhavastujam (Ślokavārttika
Pratyakṣasūtra 112, ed. Śāmbaśiva Śāstrī 1926, 248). On the other hand, as John Taber notes, Bhartṛhari considers
even infants to have “an awareness of words based on past impressions, that is, impressions from previous lives”
(2005, 203-204). See Vākyapadīya 1.113, ed. Subramania Iyer 1966, 186.

47Taber 2005, 95.
48Taber 2005, 206.
49The masculine gender of the pronoun here suggests that it may be referring to ātman, or possibly to Prajāpati from

the first verse. However, in the gloss of the verse, it is clearly brahmanwhich is meant.
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yataś ca viśeṣapratyastamukhena tannirūpa-
ṇam, ato 'nyair brahmavidyābhiyuktaiḥ sāmā-
nyarūpaṃ brahma nirūpitam— ‘sa evamahān
aja ātmā sattālakṣaṇaḥ’ tathā ‘sattaiva sarva-
bhedayoniḥ prakṛtiḥ parā’ iti | yathā suvarṇata-
ttvaṃ kaṭakāṅgulīyādiviśeṣopasaṃhāreṇa ni-
rūpyamāṇaṃ tat sāmānyam iti |

And since it is indicated by means of the ces-
sation of particulars [as said in the previous
verse], brahman is described as a universal by
others well-versed in the Vedas – for example,
“It is that which is the great, unborn ātman,
characterized as sattā”, and “Only sattā is the
origin of all difference, the absolute primordial
substance.” In the sameway, the reality of gold,
indicated by the withdrawal of [its] particular
[forms] such as a bracelet or a ring, is a univer-
sal.

ye vā – ‘nirviśeṣaṃ na sāmānyaṃ bhavec cha-
śaviṣāṇavat' ity abhāvam āhuḥ, tān praty u-
cyate — saṃhṛtākhilabheda iti | yadi tāvad a-
sāmānyatvaṃ sādhyate siddhasādhanam | vi-
śeṣāṇām abhāve keṣāṃ tat sāmānyam? sāmā-
nyaṃ tūktaṃ brahmavādibhir viśeṣapratyasta-
mukhena nirūpaṇād upacārataḥ | athābhāva
eva sādhyaḥ, viśeṣair evāsya nirviśeṣair vyabhi-
cāra iti ||50

To those who say that [brahman as universal]
does not exist, since “a universal without par-
ticulars should not exist, like a hare’s horn”, he
responds to them by saying [the verse]. Firstly,
if [they want to] prove that [a universal with-
out particulars] would not have the quality of
being a universal, then they are proving what is
already established (siddhasādhana). If there
are no particulars, thenwhat would the univer-
sal be of? But brahmavādins call it a universal
in a figurative sense because it is indicated by
the cessation of particulars. [Secondly], if it is
the non-existence itself [of a universal without
particulars] that is to be established, this is in-
conclusive, because particulars of [a universal]
themselves have no [further] particulars.

The simile used in this passage, that of the gold taking different forms, is the same one used by Pata-
ñjali in theMahābhāṣya and Bhartṛhari in the Dravyasamuddeśa to justify the reality of substance,
dravya, over form, ākṛti, which is unreal. It may seem that Maṇḍana is attempting to use the simile
to prove the opposite conclusion – that it is the genus that is real; however, as Kumārila’s commen-
tators have pointed out, for a sattādvaitin, dravya and sattā are synonymous, since they both refer to
an underlying, non-dual reality. In fact, in the untraced passage that Maṇḍana quotes, sattaiva sa-
rvabhedayoniḥ prakṛtiḥ parā, he relates sattā to prakṛtiḥ parā, which, as Allen Thrasher points out, is
used in verse 15 of the Dravyasamuddeśa to describe dravya, the reality that remains when all trans-
formations have ceased.51 Moreover, while the other passage quoted by Maṇḍana, sa eva mahān aja

50Brahmasiddhi, ed. Kuppuswami Sastri 1937, 37. Madeleine Biardeau translates sāmānyātmā as ”l’ātman comme genre”
(Biardeau 1969, 189).

51Thrasher 1993, 84.
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ātmā sattālakṣaṇaḥ, seems to be from the Bṛhadāraṇyaka Upaniṣad, the Upaniṣadic version omits
sattālakṣaṇaḥ; Thrasher traces this to the Vṛtti on Vākyapadīya 1.145, wheremahān ātmā is qualified
by sattālakṣaṇa.52 It could equally be an influence from verse 34 of the Jātisamuddeśa, where sattā
is described asmahān ātmā.

The opponent who argues that “a universal without particulars cannot exist” is, in fact, Kumārila,
and the quote is from the Ākṛtivāda.53 It seems that either Maṇḍana was not entirely comfortable
with the characterization of brahman as the summum genus or that Kumārila’s argument was unas-
sailable; in response, Maṇḍana concedes that the characterization of brahman as a universal is only
figurative.54 But his main concern is not to precisely define sattā, but to prove that sattā – that is,
brahman – is the object of perception. For Kumārila, Sattādvaita was only ever a briefly-mentioned
pūrvapakṣa that was used to illustrate what he considered to be an extreme view; in the Brahmasi-
ddhi, Maṇḍana develops it into a long and detailed siddhānta refuting the Buddhist theory of per-
ception. In Maṇḍana’s hands, the terms of the debate shift again – while Kumārila frames his ar-
guments around the question of whether the object of perception is an individual or a universal,
Maṇḍana asks whether perception can be a pramāṇa for brahman. As the Buddhist opponent ar-
gues, since perception cognizes different individual things, it cannot be a pramāṇa for brahman,
which is undifferentiated by definition; therefore, it would seem that perception is contradictory to
scripture, which declares the non-duality of reality.55 The main opponent here is Dignāga, who fa-
mously argues that the object of perception is a unique individual (svalakṣaṇa) and that its cognition
is non-conceptualized. Maṇḍana agrees that the object of perception is non-conceptualized, but he
asserts that the content of its cognition is existence and not difference – “the operation of perception
cannot be solely differentiation, nor both [asserting existence and difference] simultaneously, nor
differentiating before asserting [existence], since only an already established thing can be negated
with respect to an established scope – in the sentences, ‘it is not here, this is not that’, an established
pot [is negated] with respect to the established ground, or a horse [is negated] with respect to an
[established] cow. Negation is not possible without [first positing] both what is to be negated and
the scope of the negation.”56 In this way, Maṇḍana argues that perception cannot possibly cognize
differentiation, and that, first and foremost, it establishes existence. However, ultimately, he be-
lieves that perception is tainted by nescience (avidyā) and imperfect;57 his argument in this case is

52Ibid. Numbered as verse 137 in Subramania Iyer’s edition. teṣām ṛṣayaḥ kecit pratibhātmani vivartante, sattālakṣaṇaṃ
mahāntamātmānamavidyāyoniṃpaśyantaḥ pratibodhenābhisaṃbhavanti (Vṛtti ad Vākyapadīya 1.137, ed. Subrama-
nia Iyer 1966, 226).

53Ślokavārttika Ākṛtivāda 10, ed. Dvārikādāsa Śāstrī 1978, 387.
54Thrasher, on the other hand, interprets this to mean that Maṇḍana is “not much troubled” by Kumārila’s argument,

and that he “does not admit the opponent’s definition of ‘universal’” (1993, 85).
55kena punaḥpramāṇenāsyārthasya samadhigamaḥ ? na tāvat pratyakṣeṇa, tasyaitad viparītabhedaviṣayatvāt (Brahma-
siddhi, ed. Kuppuswami Sastri 1937, 22).

56na tāvad vyavacchedamātraṃ pratyakṣavyāpāraḥ, na yugapad ubhayam, na vyavacchedapūrvakaṃ vidhānam; yataḥ
siddhe viṣaye siddharūpam eva niṣidhyate – ‘nedam iha, nāyam ayam’ iti siddhe bhūtale siddho ghaṭaḥ, gavi vā aśvaḥ |
na pratiṣedhyāt pratiṣedhaviṣayāc ca vinā pratiṣedho ’vakalpate (Brahmasiddhi, ed. Kuppuswami Sastri 1937, 44).

57āmnāyaikanibandhanatvaṃ tu tasyocyate, pratyakṣādīnām avidyāsaṃbhinnatvāt (Brahmasiddhi, Kuppuswami Sastri
1937, 157).
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made to refute the Buddhists and prove perception and verbal authority (i.e., the Vedas) are not in
contradiction, since knowledge about brahman is based on the Veda.

While Kumārila positioned himself as a moderate and rational alternative to three extreme pūrva-
pakṣas – Vijñānavāda, Śabdādvaita, and Sattādvaita –, arguing that even in a non-conceptualized
cognition, both the individuality of the object and its general features are manifest, Maṇḍana takes
up the position of Sattādvaita, at the extreme opposite end from Vijñānavāda. Hugh Nicholson ar-
gues that Maṇḍana is forced into this position because his main aim is to defend Advaita Vedānta
against comparisons with the Buddhists, and by foregrounding the contrast of sattā against svala-
kṣaṇa he is able to obscure the substantial similarities between Vijñānavāda and Advaita Vedānta.58

However, Maṇḍana does not seem to be adverse to comparisons if they are favourable to his de-
fense of the validity of Sattādvaita – in one passage, Maṇḍana makes the Buddhist opponent argue
that even difference is ultimately unreal (niḥsvabhāva) and merely a product of conceptualization
(vikalpa); Maṇḍana replies that this is precisely what Advaita Vedānta posits as well, that differ-
ence is an unreality produced by nescience (avidyā).59 Moreover, Nicholson neglects to take into
account the influence of the conceptual framework that Kumārila set up in the Pratyakṣapariccheda
that underlies the discussion in the Brahmasiddhi. The sides of the debate were already established
by Kumārila, with the Buddhists on one end and Advaita Vedānta, as represented by a creative in-
terpretation of Bhartṛhari’s ideas, on the other. Since Kumārila portrayed both of those views as
pūrvapakṣas,Maṇḍana must still contend with Kumārila’s criticisms against Sattādvaita even after
he has argued for the superiority of Sattādvaita over Vijñānavāda. To this end, he explicitly rejects
Kumārila’s argument that in perception, there is always the cognition of a specific form, even if that
form isn’t immediately conceptualized.60 Maṇḍana states that this view was disproven already; he
may be referring to the above-mentioned passage in which he rejects the possibility that perception
simultaneously establishes the existence of a thing and also differentiates it fromother things, which
recalls Kumārila’s assertion in the Pratyakṣapariccheda that even the object of a non-conceptualized
cognition has a dual nature (dvyātmaka), with both specific and general properties.61

Bhaṭṭa Jayanta: in the footsteps of Kumārila

In 9th century Kaśmīr, Bhaṭṭa Jayanta again takes up the question of non-conceptualized cognition
in a long discussion in the second āhnika of his Nyāyamañjarī, where he investigates perception.
The Buddhists are, again, the main opponent, although, just as in the Pratyakṣapariccheda, other
pūrvapakṣas are briefly explored. But in addition to the three perspectives that Kumārila lists – Vi-

582002, 583.
59yadi niḥsvabhāvo bhedaḥ – na hi vastusthityāsti, vikalpair eva kevalam upadarśyate.... vayam api etad eva brūmaḥ – na

bhedo bhāvato ’sti, anādyavidyāvilasitam etad iti (Brahmasiddhi, ed. Kuppuswami Sastri 1937, 48).
60ye tv āhuḥ — darśanād eva bhāvānāṃ bhedaḥ sidhyati | tathā hi — nirvikalpasya pratyakṣasya sāmānyaviṣayatvam

apākurvatoktam—‘tadayuktaṃpratidravyaṃbhinnarūpopalambhanād’ iti.... te prāg evapratyuktāḥ (Brahmasiddhi,
ed. Kuppuswami Sastri 1937, 58). The quote is from Ślokavārttika Pratyakṣasūtra 117, ed. Dvārikādāsa Śāstrī 1978, 123.

61nirvikalpakabodho ’pi dvyātmakasyāpi vastunaḥ (Ślokavārttika Pratyakṣasūtra 118, ed. Dvārikādāsa Śāstrī 1978, 123).
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jñānavāda, Sattādvaita, and Śabdādvaita – Jayanta appends a fourth view, inspired by Kumārila:

kiñ ca kiṃ nirvikalpakena gṛhyata ity etad eva
na jānīmaḥ ||

But what [exactly] is grasped by a non-
conceptualized [cognition]? This we really do
not understand.

bhavanto nirvikalpasya viṣayaṃ saṃpraca-
kṣate |
sajātīyavijātīyaparāvṛttaṃ svalakṣaṇam ||

[The Buddhists] explain that the object of a
non-conceptualized [cognition] is the unique
individual, distinct from other [individuals]
which are similar and from thosewhich are dis-
similar.

mahāsāmānyam anye tu sattā tadviṣayaṃ vi-
duḥ |
vāgrūpam apare tattvaṃ prameyaṃ tasya ma-
nvate ||

But others consider its object to be Being, un-
derstood as the summum genus,
while [still] others think that language itself is
ascertained by it.

kecid guṇakriyādravyajātibhedādirūṣitam |
śabalaṃ vastu manyante nirvikalpakagoca-
ram ||62

Some think that the scope of a non-
conceptualized [cognition] is a mixed-up
thing,
in which quality, action, substance, genus, etc.
are smeared together.

Although the basic distinctions between the different views remain intact, much has changed since
Kumārila wrote the Ślokavārttika. Most prominently, the Mīmāṃsaka view on non-conceptualized
cognition, represented here by the term śabalaṃ vastu which Jayanta takes from the Ākṛtivāda,63 is
no longer a siddhānta, but yet another pūrvapakṣa. More subtly, Śabdādvaita plays a different role
here: in the Pratyakṣapariccheda,Kumārila used it as a pūrvapakṣa that asserted that all cognition is
necessarily conceptualized because it is infused with language, but Jayanta re-interprets it to mean
that language is the very object of a non-conceptualized cognition. This has the effect of making
Śabdādvaita seem completely absurd – as Jayanta counters, how is language perceived by the eye?
Moreover, language relies on the relation between word and object; how can language be expressive
if, presupposing the non-duality of word and object, this relation is not cognized?64

In the caseof Sattādvaita, Jayanta’s explanation is fairly straightforwardandcloselymirrorsKumārila’s
– that the object of a non-conceptualized cognition is Being, the summumgenus. However, it is clear
that Jayanta also relies heavily on Maṇḍana in order to furnish the voice of the Sattādvaita pūrva-
pakṣin, and, in doing so, he shows his deep knowledge of Maṇḍana’s philosophy; in fact, he quotes
directly from the Brahmasiddhiwhen he presents the thesis that perception can only posit existence

62Nyāyamañjarī 2.91-93, ed. Varadacharya 1969–1983, I, 250-252.
63yadā tu śabalaṃ vastu yugapat pratipadyate || tadānyānanyabhedādisarvam eva pralīyate | (Ślokavārttika Ākṛtivāda

62-63, ed. Dvārikādāsa Śāstrī 1978, 317).
64vāktattvapratibhāso ’pi pratikṣipto ’nayā diśā | kathaṃ ca cākṣuṣe jñāne vāktattvam avabhāsate || agṛhīte tu sambandhe

gṛhīte vā’pi vismṛte | aprabuddhe ’pi saṃskāre vācakāvagatiḥ kutaḥ? (Nyāyamañjarī 2.103-104, ed. Varadacharya 1969–
1983, I, 255).

40



2. Helārāja on dravya: an all-encompassing doctrine

and not difference.65 Because of Maṇḍana, Sattādvaita is no longer merely a peculiar perspective on
non-conceptualized cognition, as it was for Kumārila, but an entire system of Vedāntic thought. In
the Pratyakṣapariccheda, Kumārila’s sattādvaitin explained that differences are manifested in con-
ceptualized cognitions. But in the Nyāyamañjarī, – when Jayanta asks, if perception only grasps an
undifferentiated Being, then how can individual objects ever be cognized? – Jayanta’s sattādvaitin
gives a more Vedāntic answer: differences are a product of nescience (avidyā).66

The final refutation of the sattādvaitindoes not occur until the ninth āhnika, devoted to investigating
liberation (apavarga),67 where Jayanta offers a thorough rebuttal that – as the Vedāntins contend –
the removal of nescience leads to liberation, attacking the very notion of nescience from multiple
angles. Firstly, he asks, if nescience is distinct from brahman, then how could non-duality hold?
The Vedāntin answers that nescience is a non-thing, an illusion, whose nature is the manifestation
of error. Moreover, the locus of nescience is not brahman but the individual souls, the jīvas.68 But
Jayanta has no patience for the subtleties of Advaita Vedānta; for him, there is either identity or
difference, and the notion that the jīvas are both different and not different from brahman is prepos-
terous – “it is not that sparks glowing differently from the flame do not have the nature of fire”.69 As
the Granthibhaṅga commentary points out, Jayanta is employing an Upaniṣadic image here – just
as sparks shooting out from a fire are nevertheless of the same nature (sarūpa) as the fire, diverse
beings are born from brahman and are reabsorbed into it.70 It seems that even the Vedāntin’s au-
thoritative texts do not support the special status of nescience. And, having invalidated the claim
that difference is produced by nescience, Jayanta claims that he has refuted not only Sattādvaita, but
Śabdādvaita as well.71

Jayanta seems to consider both Sattādvaita and Śabdādvaita as species of Advaita Vedānta72 – since
they concur that brahman,whether characterized as the summumgenus or as language, is the nature
of reality –, and therefore, even though he devotes a section to refuting Śabdādvaita specifically, he
also has opportunities to attack both of them simultaneously.73 As in the Ślokavārttika, these are

65taduktaṃ—‘āhur vidhātṛ pratyakṣaṃnaniṣeddhṛ vipaścitaḥ |naikatvaāgamas tenapratyakṣeṇavirudhyate ||’ (Nyāya-
manjarī 9, ed. Varadacharya 1969–1983, II, 494). This is verse 2.1 from the Brahmasiddhi (ed. Kuppuswami Sastri 1937,
39).

66sattāgrahaṇapakṣe ’pi viśeṣāvagatiḥ kutaḥ | nāvidyāmātram evedam iti ca sthāpayiśyate (Nyāyamañjarī 2.101-102, ed.
Varadacharya 1969–1983, I, 254).

67Defined in the Nyāyasūtra as final liberation from suffering: bādhanālakṣaṇaṃ duḥkham iti | tadatyantavimokṣo
’pavargaḥ (Nyāyasūtra 1.1.21-22, ed. Tailaṅga 1896, 2).

68avidyā tv iyam avasturūpā, māyā, mithyāvabhāsasvabhāvā ’bhidhīyate.... jīvātmanām avidyā, na brahmaṇaḥ (Nyāya-
mañjarī 9, ed. Varadacharya 1969–1983, II, 466). This characterization of the locus of avidyā is often used to distin-
guish Maṇḍana’s Advaita Vedānta from Śaṅkara’s.

69nanu! ke te jīvātmānaḥ? te ’pi brahmaṇo ’nyānanyatayā cintyā evāḥ! kṣudratārkika! sarvatrānabhijño ’si | brahmaiva
jīvātmānaḥ, na tato ’nye | na hi dahanapiṇḍād bhedenāpi bhāntaḥ sphuliṅgāḥ agnisvarūpā na bhavanti (Ibid.).

70na hi dahaṇapiṇḍād iti tathā śrūtiḥ – “tad etat satyam – yathā sudīptāt pāvakād visphuliṅgāḥ sahasraśaḥ prabhavante
sarūpāḥ | tathā akṣarād vividhāḥ somya bhāvāḥ prajāyante tatra caivāpi yanti” (Granthibhaṅga ad Nyāyamañjarī 9,
ed. Shah 1972, 219). The quoted verse isMuṇḍaka Upaniṣad 2.1.1 (ed. Olivelle 1998a, 442).

71avidyāmāyāvinirmitavividhabhedaprathanakalpaś ca sattādvaitadūṣaṇāvasara eva nivārita iti śabdādvaitam api tad-
vad asamaṃjasam iti siddham (Nyāyamañjarī 9, ed. Varadacharya 1969–1983, II, 486).

72Ājāda Miśra propounds the same thesis (Miśra 1986, 272-273).
73For example: avidyāmāyāvinirmitavividhabhedaprathanakalpaś ca sattādvaitadūṣaṇāvasara eva nivārita iti śabdā-
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portrayed in opposition to the Buddhist vijñānādvaita, which posits that emptiness is the ultimate
nature of reality. However, Jayanta also finds possibilities to group all three of them together, as
doctrines of Advaita which are all ultimately erroneous, and in one such list of Advaita darśanas, he
mentions “vijñāna, sattā, ātman, śabda, etc”.74 It would seem that Jayanta also knew of a fourth kind
ofAdvaita, Ātmādvaita, although that termdoes not appear in theNyāyamañjarī except as part of the
above-mentioned list. In contemporary literature, Ātmādvaita brings tomind the school of Śaṅkara,
but this does not seem to be what is meant here. As Alexis Sanderson and others have noted, there
do not seem to be Kaśmīri sources from this period that betray knowledge specifically of Śaṅkara’s
philosophy, and it is rather Maṇḍana who seems to be the source for the Advaitin pūrvapakṣin in
the Nyāyamañjarī.75 Moreover, Jayanta does not refute Sattādvaita and Ātmādvaita separately, as
two schools of thought. It is more likely that, for him, they represented two doctrines of the same
Vedāntic school – the first, that perception can be a pramāṇa for brahman, since its object is the
undifferentiated summum genus, and the second, – which he sometimes calls ekātmavāda – that
there is only one ātman, which is not different from brahman.76 Both of these, as well as Śabdādvaita,
are doctrines defended in the Brahmasiddhi.

Setting the stage for Helārāja

By the time Helārāja comes to comment on the verses in the Vākyapadīya that gave rise to Sattā-
dvaita, there has already been five centuries’ worth of debate on it. Even though the foundations of
Sattādvaita are found in the Vākyapadīya, where Bhartṛhari conflates the Vaiśeṣika notion of sattā,
the summumgenus, with the ultimately undifferentiatedmahān ātmā, it is not until Kumārila trans-
forms those ideas into a pūrvapakṣa that it becomes a definitive doctrine. This was, in turn, devel-
oped into a siddhānta by Maṇḍana, who uses it to attack the Buddhist notion of perception, inci-
dentallymaking avidyā an important part of Sattādvaita doctrine. It becomes a pūrvapakṣa again for
Jayanta, whose spirited refutation is used as a model for later thinkers like the Jaina logician Prabhā-
candra.77 It is through this complex dialogue between philosophers of opposing schools that those
nascent ideas, barely hinted at in the Vākyapadīya, become a system of thought – passed back and
forth between Vaiśeṣikas, Grammarians, Mīmāṃsakas, Buddhists, Advaitins, Naiyāyikas, Jainas, and
others, almost every major branch of Indian philosophy has had a hand in creating what we now
understand as Sattādvaita.

dvaitam api tadvad asamaṃjasam iti siddham (Nyāyamañjarī, ed. Varadacharya 1969–1983, II, 486).
74yat tu vijñānasattātmaśabdādyadvaitadarśanaṃ tat mithyājñānam eveti na niḥśreyasasādhanam iti (Nyāyamañjarī 9,

ed. Varadacharya 1969–1983, II, 464).
75Sanderson 1985, 210 note 41.
76ātmabhedasya vispaṣṭasiddhatvāt.... ekātmavādo ’pi na yuktimān ity alaṃ vistareṇa (ed. Varadacharya 1969–1983, II,

487). See also I, 546 and II, 469.
77viṣayābhāṣaḥ – sāmānyaṃ yathā sattādvaitavādinaḥ | kevalaṃ viśeṣo vā yathā saugatasya | dvayaṃ vā svatantraṃ
yathā yaugasya (Prameyakamalamārtanda, ed. Kumar Shastri 1990, 643). Prabhācandra, like those before him, con-
trasts Sattādvaita with the Buddhists. He also adds a third option, attributed to the Naiyāyikas, that both universal
and particular are independent. On the use of yauga to refer to Naiyāyikas, see Chaṭṭopādhyāya 1927.
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2.4. Casting Sāṃkhya as Sattādvaita

In contrast to the other thinkers who have expounded on Sattādvaita, Helārāja is not interested so
much in refuting other doctrines as in bringing them into agreement with the brahmavāda that is
expounded upon in the Vākyapadīya. In Sattādvaita, expressed, as in the Jātisamuddeśa, as a doc-
trine in which all things resolve into an undifferentiated Being, Helārāja finds a fruitful ground for
comparison with the Sāṃkhya notion of prakṛti, a primordial, undifferentiated substance.

Uniting prakṛti and puruṣa

AlthoughSāṃkhya is a fundamentally dualist philosophy, based as it is on theduality betweenprakṛti
and puruṣa, with a little creative interpretation,manyphilosophers have claimed that Sāṃkhyas, too,
espouse non-dualism. For example, Abhinavagupta, in his commentary on the Bhagavadgītā, argues
that, since all matter has its origin in prakṛti, a single, primordial, substance, Sāṃkhya philosophy
can also be said to be a kind of Advaita.78 Even puruṣa, with a little effort, can be subsumed into
prakṛti – if the puruṣa is interpreted as an individual soul (jīva), then in Advaitin terms, it is also a
manifestation of a non-dual whole.79

In glossing the word śarīra in the first verse of theDravyasamuddeśa,Helārājamakes a similar move:

prakṛter ekadeśaḥ cetanaḥ puruṣas taddvā-
reṇa śarīraśarīriṇor avyatirekāt śarīraṃ dra-
vyaṃ pradhānam eveti prākṛtikaiḥ śarīram e-
vaika ātmā yeṣāṃ taiḥ śarīrātmabhir ucyate |80

The sentient person is part of the primordial
matter – in that way, since there is no distinc-
tion between the body and the embodied, the
body (śarīra) is substance, namely, the primor-
dial; thus it is said by the proponents of the
primordial matter (prākṛtika), those embodied
selves for whom the unitary Self is really the
body.

The term śarīrātman is not used in Sāṃkhya literature; however, it does appear twice in the Ma-
hābhāṣya, and the problem which is raised by that term is very much something that Helārāja is
concerned with. The first occurrence is in the discussion on A 1.3.67 ṇer aṇau yat karma ṇau cet sa
kartānādhyāne, which governs passive constructions with causative verbs. As examples, Patañjali
gives the sentence darśayate bhṛtyai rājā, “the king lets the servants see him”, which corresponds
to paśyanti bhṛtyā rājānam, “the servants see the king”.81 In the first sentence, with the verb in the
causative, the king is the agent; in the second sentence, he is the object. At the end of the discussion,
Kātyāyana raises the objection that the self cannot be used as an object in this situation, since, as

78ekaprakṛtyārabdhatvād ekameva viśvam iti prakṛtivāde ’py advaitaṃpradarśitam (Gītārthasaṃgraha ad Bhagavadgītā
7.5, ed. Sankaranarayanan 1985, 125).

79saiva jīvatvaṃ puruṣatvaṃ prāptā parā mamaiva nānyasya ca (Ibid.).
80Prakīrṇaprakāśa ad Dravyasamuddeśa 1.
81ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 292.
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Patañjali points out, the sentence hanty ātmānam, “he kills himself”, would have the corresponding
causative sentence ghātayaty ātmā, “the self causes the self to be killed”82 – in this case, which ātman
is the killer, andwhich ātman is killed? In response, Patañjali states that there are, in fact, two selves:

dvāv ātmanau | antarātmā śarīrātmā ca | anta-
rātmā tat karma karoti yena śarīrātmā sukha-
duḥkhe 'nubhavati | śarīrātmā tat karma karoti
yenāntarātmā sukhaduḥkhe 'nubhavatīti |83

There are two selves: the inner self (antarā-
tman) and the bodily self (śarīrātman). The
bodily self experiences joy and suffering via the
actions that are performed by the inner self.
The inner self experiences joy and suffering via
the actions that are performed by the bodily
self.

Patañjali does not elaborate, but this passage appears identically in the discussion onA 3.1.87 karma-
vat karmaṇā tulyakriyaḥ, which states that, when the agent is related to a given action in the same
way as when it is the object, then the verb requires passive morphology. This rule was formulated
to allow for passive sentences such as bhidyate kusūlena, “the granary breaks”, which corresponds to
bhidyate kusūlaḥ.84 Anobjection is raised that this rulewould not be needed if theword ātmanāwere
assumed to be understood in the sentence – bhidyata ātmanā kusūlaḥ could easily be transformed
into ātmā bhidyate kusūlena. Again, the exemplar sentence that Patañjali chooses is “he kills him-
self”, this time formulated as hanty ātmānam ātmanā and ātmanā hanyata ātmā.85 Again, in order
to explain how these sentences can have two selves, he repeats his explanation of śarīrātman and
antarātman.

It is difficult to understandwhy Patañjali would posit two selves in order to understand the sentence,
“one kills oneself”; the most obvious interpretation would be to assume the same self to be both the
agent and the object of the action. Perhaps he is simply pointing out that, in common experience,
there seems to be a distinction between the physical body and the mind that controls it. There is an
echo of this dualism in verse 55 of the Sāṃkhyakārikā: “in [the world], the sentient being (cetanaḥ
puruṣah) experiences suffering caused by old age and death. As long as the subtle body does not
cease, suffering is naturally [experienced].”86 As in Patañjali’s account, there is a body which acts
and an inner self which experiences the suffering that results, although it must be noted that the
Sāṃkhya dualism between puruṣa and prakṛti is radically different from mind-body dualism, since
the puruṣa has no agency.87 But for Helārāja, any distinction between the physical body and con-
82ātmanaḥ karmatve pratiṣedho vaktavyaḥ. hanty ātmānam. ghātayaty ātmeti. sa tarhi vaktavyaḥ (ed. Abhyankar and

Kielhorn 1972, I, 292).
83ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 292. Scharfe compares antarātman to Śabarasvāmin’s use of the term pratyagā-
tman (Scharfe 1961, 149 note).

84Cardona 1974, 241-242.
85ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, II, 68.
86atra jarāmaraṇakṛtaṃduḥkhaṃprāpnoti cetanaḥpuruṣaḥ | liṅgasyāvinivṛttes tasmādduḥkhaṃsvabhāvena (ed. Srini-

vasan 1967, 162). As Ellwood A. Welden has pointed out, early commentators on the Sāṃkhyakārikā have distin-
guished between the liṅga, the thirteenfold organ, and the liṅgaśarīra, the substratum or subtle body that accom-
panies the liṅga as it transmigrates through re-birth (Welden 1910). However, in this particular verse, liṅga seems to
refer to the liṅgaśarīra (See Larson 1979, 189-191).

87Kaiyaṭa gives two interpretations of the antarātman mentioned in the Bhāṣya: for the Naiyāyikas, it is the puruṣa,
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sciousness – whether endowed with agency or not – is untenable, both from an absolute, Advaitin
point of view, and also from a grammarian’s point of view. As Bhartṛhari says in the Sādhanasamu-
ddeśa, the attribution of a grammatical role to a thing is only a mental state; the thing itself does
not inherently possess the role of agent or object.88 Helārāja, commenting on this point, refers back
to the sentence hanty ātmānam ātmanā: in that sentence, “a single ātman, subject to the different
[conceptions] resulting from the speaker’s intention, is seen in three different capacities (kāraka)
[i.e., as agent, object, and instrument].”89 Moreover, for him, the sentence “he kills himself” does not
only illustrate a linguistic problem; it also illustrates the unreal differences that are attributed to the
universal that remains when all differences have been re-absorbed – sattā.90

As in the example above from the Gītārthasaṃgraha,Helārāja wants to argue that the puruṣa is ac-
tually a part of prakṛti. But in doing so, he is very close to casting the Sāṃkhyas as materialists. He
says that, for them, the ātman is really the body, glossing śarīrātman as śarīram evaika ātmā; this is
almost exactly the same doctrine that Yamuna, in his Ātmasiddhi, ascribes to the Cārvākas: deham
evātmeti bārhaspatyāḥ.91 In order to make Sāṃkhya a kind of Advaita – specifically, in Helārāja’s
case, Sattādvaita –, it is not enough to just reduce the conscious self to being part of the physical
world. A further step is required: he must show that prakṛti is identical to sattā.

Interpreting prakṛti as sattā: A falsified quotation from the
Pātañjalayogaśāstra

Verses 32 to 35 of the Jātisamuddeśa seem to be the locus of the discussion on what Helārāja calls
sattādvaita.92 Although initially, the purport of these verses is linguistic – that is, they are concerned
with what words mean –, they also make ontological claims about reality. Verse 34, in particu-
lar, shows this quite clearly: firstly, it states that sattā is “the meaning of the nominal base (prāti-
padikārtha)”, and “the meaning of the verbal base (dhātvartha)”; then, it makes ontological claims –
“it is permanent (nitya), it is the great ātman”. Helārāja glosses each of these statements: all things

the soul; but for the Sāmkhyas, it is the antaḥkaraṇa, the mind as an inner organ, since the puruṣa has no agency –
sāṃkhyapakṣe ’ntaḥkaraṇamantarātmā tasyaiva kartṛtvasaṃbhavāt puruṣasyākartṛtvāt. naiyāyikādīnāṃtumate pu-
ruṣasya kartṛtvāt sa evāntarātmā vivakṣitaḥ. śarīrātmā sukhaduḥke iti – śarīrasyācetanatvāt sukhaduḥkhahetubhyāṃ
śarīraṃ saṃbandhyata iti vyākhyeyam (ed. Bhikaji Josi 1987, II, 173).

88ekasyaiva buddhyavasthābhir bhede ca parikalpite | kartṛtvaṃ karaṇatvaṃ ca karmatvaṃ copajāyate (Sādhanasamu-
ddeśa 104, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 313). “The nature of agent or instrument or object of a single thing arises when
a difference is conceived [in its capacities] to it according to [different] states of the mind” (trans. Vergiani, forth-
coming).

89hanty ātmānam ātmanā ity ekasyaivātmano vivakṣāprāpitarūpabhedādhīnaḥ kārakatrayayogo dṛśyate (ed. Subrama-
nia Iyer 1963, 314). Kaiyaṭa, in turn, quotes verse 104 of the Sādhanasamuddeśa in his commentary on hanty ātmānam
ātmanā in the Bhāṣya on A 3.1.87 (ed. Bhikaji Josi 1987, III, 121).

90dṛṣṭaś ca kālpaniko bhedaḥ yathā hanty ātmānam ātmanā iti | na hy ātmavyatirikto hantā kaścit pratyavabhāsate (Pra-
kīrṇaprakāśa ad Jātisamuddeśa 40, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 47). “And the difference that is perceived [in sattā]
is fictitious, as in [the sentence] ‘he kills himself ’; for no killer distinct from the self manifests at all”. In the verse,
Bhartṛhari gives different possibilities for why difference is seen in sattā (sattāyā bhedadarśanahetavaḥ).

91Siddhitraya, ed. Ramanujacharya 1972, 12. See also the Cārvākadarśana of the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha (ed. Śāstrī
Abhyankar 1924, 3).

92See above.
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depend on Being, and therefore all nominal bases (prātipadika) express Being; every action depends
on the existence of the things involved in the action, and therefore even verbal bases (dhātu) de-
pend on Being to be expressive; Being is permanent (nitya), because even while individual beings
come and go, the notion of Being itself, the summum genus, persists.93 Up to that point, Helārāja’s
glosses are quite banal. But when it comes tomahān ātmā, he makes the surprising move of quoting
a passage from the Pātañjalayogaśāstra94 that uses the termsmahat, ātman, and sattā:

ete sattāmātrasyātmano mahataḥ ṣaḍ viśeṣa-
pariṇāmāḥ, yat tatparaṃ viśeṣebhyo liṅgamā-
traṃ mahattattvam, tasminn ete sattāmātre
mahaty ātmany avasthāya vivṛddhikāṣṭhām a-
nubhavanti | pratisaṃsṛjyamānāś ca tasminn
eva sattāmātre mahaty ātmany avasthāya yat
tan niḥsattāsattaṃ niḥsadasad avyaktam ali-
ṅgaṃ tasmin pratiyanti

“These are the six particular transformations
of mahat, which is the ātman, which has the
nature of mere Being. That essence of mahat,
mere signifier, beyond the particular [transfor-
mations] — it is in that mahat, mere Being,
ātman, that those [six transformations] rest,
and in which they experience the upper limit
of their development. And when [those six
transformations] are involuting, resting in that
mahat, mere Being, ātman, it is in that [ma-
hat],95without being or non-being, without real
or unreal, unmanifested, unsigned, to which
they return.”

ity evaṃ sāṅkhye buddhitattvaṃ mahaccha-
bdavācyam ādyaṃ jagatkāraṇaṃ nirdiṣṭam
iti... sattādvaitavādaḥ sāṅkhyanayenāpy
upabṛṃhitaḥ |96

In this way, according to the Sāṅkhyas, the
essence of buddhi, expressed by the word ma-
hat, primordial, causing the world, is taught;
thus the doctrine of Sattādvaita is supported
even according to the Sāṅkhyas.

As Helārāja says, this quote seems to show that the Sāṃkhyas believe sattā –which is also calledma-
hat or ātman – to be the originary cause of the world. This would seem to make Sāṃkhya ontology
very similar to the idea expressed in Jātisamuddeśa 34, where Bhartṛhari qualifies sattā as mahān
ātmā. According to this quote, mahat, which is described as sattā, is the first cause, and it has six
particularized transformations, which, while abiding inmahat, reach the upper limit of their devel-
opment. When these transformations are being re-absorbed, they are, again, abiding inmahat.

However, this is a very peculiar distortionof Sāṃkhyaontology. Mahat is definitely not the first cause;
it is, in fact, the first product of prakṛti, which is the primordial essence of reality. The quotation that
Helārāja uses, then, does not seem to be a faithful description of Sāṃkhya philosophy. In fact, when
93ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 41-42.
94Philipp Maas has argued that the Yogasūtra together with its Bhāṣya commentary is a single text, which, in manu-

scripts, is titled the Pātañjalayogaśāstra (Maas 2013a). Federico Squarcini, on the other hand, argues for the Yogasū-
tra as an independent text (Squarcini 2015, cxi-; an English summary of his arguments, by Elisa Freschi, is available
at http://elisafreschi.com/2017/06/20/squarcini-on-the-authorship-of-the-yogasutra/).

95tasmin pratiyanti is grammatically awkward here, since the verb pratī does not usually take the locative.
96Prakīrṇaprakāśa ad Jātisamuddeśa 34, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 42. See the appendix for a collation of this passage

from available manuscripts.
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the quotation is compared to the passage in the Agāśe edition of the Yogaśāstra, there are significant
differences:

ete sattāmātrasyātmano mahataḥ ṣaḍ avi-
śeṣapariṇāmāḥ, yat tatparaṃ aviśeṣebhyo
liṅgamātraṃ mahattattvam, tasminn ete
sattāmātremahaty ātmany avasthāya vivṛddhi-
kāṣṭhām anubhavanti | pratisaṃsṛjyamānāś
ca tasminn eva sattāmātre mahaty ātmany
avasthāya yat tan niḥsattāsattaṃ niḥsadasan
nirasad avyaktam aliṅgaṃ pradhānaṃ tat
pratiyanti |97

These are the six unparticularized transforma-
tions of mahat, which is the ātman, which has
the nature of mere Being. That essence of ma-
hat, mere signifier, beyond the unparticular-
ized [transformations] — it is in that mahat,
mere Being, ātman, in which [those six trans-
formations] rest, and in which they experience
the upper limit of their development. And
when [those six transformations] are involut-
ing, resting in that mahat, mere Being, ātman,
it is to that primordial essence (pradhāna),
without being or non-being, without real or un-
real, without unreal, unmanifested, unsigned,
which they return.

This passage comments on sūtra 2.19, which states that there are four levels in the transformation
of the undifferentiated primordial essence into the multiplicity that is seen in the world. The pri-
mordial essence itself is said to be aliṅga,which has been translated variously as “indistinctive”, “the
undifferentiate”, or “the signless”.98 In this state, the three guṇas – sattva, rajas, and tamas – are in
equilibrium. The first evolute of the primordial is called mahat, and it is said to be in the state of
liṅgamātra. As Georg Feuerstein notes, this term does not occur anywhere else in the Yogaśāstra,
making it difficult to translate; he understands the -mātra part of the compound in the sense of “sub-
stance” or “material”, as in thewords tanmātra or asmitāmātra.99 As the quotation itself suggests, this
seems to denote a state of pure, undifferentiated Being, sattāmātra. From this state, the six unpar-
ticularized (aviśeṣa) evolutes arise – which are the five tanmātras of sound, touch, sight, taste, and
smell, along with asmitāmātra, the sense of self. From these, sixteen particularized (viśeṣa) evolutes
arise – mind (manas), the ten indriyas, and the five bhūtas.100

In Helārāja’s version of this passage, the four levels have been reduced to two: sattā and its par-
ticularized evolutes. This suits his purposes perfectly; it aligns Sāṃkhya ontology with the process
described in Jātisamuddeśa 32 to 35, in which sattā, the highest universal, is differentiated into par-
ticulars. However, in Sāṃkhya terms, his version makes no sense. This does not seem to be a case of
Helārāja having a different recension of the Yogaśāstra; the quotation as he presents it would not fit
in the context of the original passage. InHelārāja’s version, there are six particularized evolutes; how-
97Bhāṣya ad Yogasūtra 2.19, ed. Āgāśe 1904, 84. Relevant differences are marked in bold.
98Bryant 2009, 638; Feuerstein 1980, 42-43.
99Feuerstein 1980, 43.
100tatrā”kāśavāyvagnyudakabhūmayo bhūtāni śabdasparśarūparasagandhatanmātrāṇām aviśeṣāṇāṃ viśeṣāḥ | tathā

śtrotratvakcakṣurjihvāghrāṇāni buddhīndriyāṇi, vākpāṇipādapāyūpasthāḥ karmendriyāṇi, ekādaśaṃ manaḥ
sarvārtham, ity etāny asmitālakṣaṇasyāviśeṣasya viśeṣāḥ (ed. Āgāśe 1904, 74).
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pradhāna

mahat (sattāmātra)

aviśeṣapariṇāmāḥ

viśeṣapariṇāmāḥ

mahat (sattāmātra)

viśeṣapariṇāmāḥ

Pātañjalayogaśāstra Prakīrṇaprakāśa

Figure 2.1.: The different models of material evolution in the Pātañjalayogaśāstra and the Prakīrṇa-
prakāśa.
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ever, in the Yogaśāstra, these are numbered sixteen.101 More importantly, Helārāja omits the word
pradhāna,making sattā themost primordial state and the first cause of the evolution of thematerial
world. Helārāja does, however, retain the word aliṅga, which, in a Sāṃkhya context, would clearly
refer to pradhāna. But out of context, the term is more ambiguous – in theMaitrāyaṇīya Upaniṣad,
for example, it is used to refer to the ātman.102

Helārāja’s use of quotation

The question of textual quotations in Sanskrit is a thorny one, and its study is complicated by the
paucity of comprehensive, critical editions of key texts. But even given this uncertainty, there is a
notable discrepancy between Helārāja’s quotations and the source texts fromwhich he quotes. This
is especially pronounced in his quotations of the Mahābhāṣya, which are particularly abundant in
the Prakīrṇaprakāśa;103 in fact, in the commentary to the Dravyasamuddeśa, Helārāja’s quotations
rarely correspond to the text as printed in the editions of the Mahābhāṣya. However, the meaning
and intent of the quotedpassages always remain intact, nomatterwhether the textual differences are
considered as genuine variants or as the result either of quoting frommemory or of contextualizing
thequote tobetter fit thediscussionathand. This kindof “loosequotation” is not unprecedented, and
can be found in a wide variety of texts across the Sanskrit tradition.104 But in this case, in Helārāja’s
quotation of the Pātañjalayogaśāstra, the meaning of the passage has been dramatically altered in
order to provide a textual proof for the alignment between Sāṃkhya ontology and Sattādvaita. This
seems very much to be a deliberate alteration; there is no way in which Helārāja’s version of the
passage could fit in the original context of the Pātañjalayogaśāstra. Perhaps the temptation to use
this quote was too great to pass up; the qualification ofmahat with ātman and sattāmātra seems to
perfectly echo Jātisamuddeśa 35. It simply required a few small modifications in order to remove
pradhāna105 and to make sattā the state in which all differences are re-absorbed.

2.5. Casting Buddhists as dravyavādins

In earlier texts, Buddhists have been depicted as taking the polar opposite view from Sattādvaita
– while Sattādvaitins are said to believe that the object of perception is, not only a genus, but the
summum genus, Being, Buddhists believe that the object of perception is a svalakṣaṇa, a unique in-
dividual. This contradistinction is also taken up by Helārāja, and in this respect he is still using the

101Raghunāth Śarmā, commenting on the passage in the Prakīrṇaprakāśa, names the six particularized evolutes as
ahaṃkāra and the five tanmātras (1991, 77). However, in the the Yogaśāstra, these are the unparticularized evolutes.

102katama ātmeti | yo ’yaṃ śuddhaḥ pūtaḥ śunyaḥ śāntādilakṣaṇoktaḥ svakair liṅgair upagṛhyaḥ | tasya tal liṅgam aliṅga-
syāgner yad auṣṇyam āviṣṭañ cāpāṃ yaḥ śivatamo rama ity eke (6.31, ed. Cowell 1935, 167).

103See Vergiani 2015, 200-202.
104See Freschi 2015.
105In other cases, Helārāja does not ignore pradhāna – for example, in his commentary onDravyasamuddeśa 1, where he

glosses dravyawith pradhāna (see above).
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same, basic argumentative frame that Kumārila presents in the Pratyakṣasūtra, although again, the
debate has shifted slightly: Helārāja applies this debate to the object of a word rather than to the
object of perception. But in his commentary on theDravyasamuddeśa, he leverages the polysemy of
the word dravya to argue that, since dravya and svalakṣaṇa are synonymous, Buddhists are propo-
nents of the dravyamodel of denotation. This is not a difficult connection to make; as Richard King
has pointed out, the scope of svalakṣaṇa is quite similar to the Abhidharmic notion of dravyasat –
something that is substantially real, as opposed to prajñaptisat, something which is only nominally
real.106 Moreover, this argument is also aided by the clear echo of Nāgārjuna’s Acintyastava in the
first verse of the Dravyasamuddeśa – Nāgārjuna uses dravya as a synonym for absolute reality, the
knowledge of which leads to enlightenment.107 Moreover, unlike earlier thinkers, Helārāja does not
reject Buddhist epistemology outright; in fact, he embraces some aspects of it, such as using the cri-
terion of arthakriyā in order to validate an object of cognition. But what really sets him apart from
the other thinkers discussed so far is that, rather than rejecting both Sattādvaita and Buddhist epis-
temology – as Kumārila and Jayanta do – or taking the side of Sattādvaita – as Maṇḍana does – he
endeavours to prove that these two seemingly opposite doctrines are ultimately not contradictory,
since both sattā and dravya are synonymous with brahman.

Dravya and arthakriyā

In theMahābhāṣya, the word dravya often means simply an individual thing, as opposed to a genus.
This seems to be how it is understood at the beginning ofHelārāja’s commentary on theDravyasamu-
ddeśa, where he argues that it is the dravya, the individual thing, which is real: “Since, in the world,
it is the dravya that is employed in purposive action (arthakriyā), it is that which impels purposeful
people. Therefore, it is that which is expressed by words.”108 This is the same formulation that Dhar-
makīrti uses to argue that only the unique individual (svalakṣaṇa) is real – because it is only that
which effects purposive action (arthakriyākārin).109 Helārāja repeats this in his explanation of the
word vastu in the first verse, this time explicitly glossing it as svalakṣaṇa, again giving Dharmakīrti’s
definition of “that which effects purposive action”, and this time, directly attributing this definition
to the Buddhists.110 Since the Buddhists believe in the reality of the svalakṣaṇa, and since svalakṣaṇa
and dravya are both synonyms of vastu – a concrete object that effects purposive action –, then log-
ically, the Buddhists are proponents of the dravyapakṣa, the view that dravya is denoted by a word.

For Dharmakīrti, the question of what exists is bound up with the question of the means by which
reality is cognized, and so the validity of the means of cognition, the pramāṇas, is a central concern.
Since for him, direct perception and inference are the only two valid means of cognition, there can

106King 1995, 109.
107See note on the translation of Dravyasamuddeśa 1.
108ihārthakriyāyāṃdravyamevopayujyata iti tad evapravartakamarthinām |ataḥ śabdena tad evocyate (Prakīrṇaprakāśa

ad Dravyasamuddeśa 1).
109yad arthakriyākāri tad eva vastv ity uktam (Pramāṇavārttikasvavṛtti, ed. Gnoli 1960, 84).
110vastu svalakṣaṇam arthakriyākāri dravyam iti śākyair uktam (Prakīrṇaprakāśa ad Dravyasamuddeśa 1.)
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be only two kinds of cognized objects that correspond to them: the unique particular (svalakṣaṇa)
and the universal (sāmānya). The particular is cognized by direct perception, and the universal is
cognized by inference. But Dharmakīrti goes even further than his predecessor Dignāga and argues
that, of the two, only the particular is real, because only the particular possesses arthakriyā.111 This
term has been variously translated as “purposive action”, “causal efficacy”, and even “telic function”,
and is complicated by Dharmakīrti’s various usages of the term artha, but what emerges clearly from
the argument is that the particular is real because it has the capacity to participate in an action that
fulfills some goal or need. The scope of these goals is always conceived of as practical and human
– bounded by vyavahāra.112 Moreover, not only does the validity of a cognition as prameya depend
on the validity of the instrument of cognition as a pramāṇa, but the validity of the instrument also
depends on the validity of its object, and it is precisely this worldly practice, vyavahāra, that is the
means by which one ascertains whether a cognition is valid.113

Consequently, the criterion of arthakriyā is not applicable when proving the validity of doctrinal
beliefs that are inaccessible to both direct perception and to inference, nor is it useful for reasoning
about abhāvas, non-entities. As PascaleHugon argues, what is striking inDharmakīrti’s discussion of
abhāvas as prameya is that he never mentions arthakriyā: “One can see here a parallel between the
context of cognitions pertaining to abhāvas and that of Scriptures: supersensible objects and non-
existent entities have in common that the knowledge pertaining to themcannot be tested by ameans
that would presuppose direct access to the object. One can thus understand why their reliability is
not evaluated via arthakriyāsthiti, but rather, throughnon-opposition.”114 In otherwords, the criteron
of arthakriyā has a very specific domain of applicability: vyavahāra.

Reconciling Buddhists and Advaitins

At the beginning of his commentary on the Dravyasamuddeśa, Helārāja states that dravya can be
understood in two senses – absolute (pāramārthika) and conventional (sāṃvyavahārika). In the
conventional sense, it seems to mean an individual thing – it is something that can be referred to by
a pronoun.115 On the other hand, the absolute sense of the word – which, according to him, is what
is being described in the Dravyasamuddeśa – is synonymous with ātman, with absolute reality. The
conventional sense of drayva can be reasoned about, using such criterion as arthakriyā; but when it
comes to thinking about non-duality, reasoning breaks down.

For Helārāja, these two senses of the word dravya really represent two levels of the same reality.
On the level of vyavahāra, it makes sense for Buddhist epistemologists like Dharmakīrti to employ

111Hugon2011, 369-370. Matilal alsomakes this point: “Themain thesis of theDiṅnāga schoolwas that ’Theworld consists
of unique particulars (svalakṣaṇa): universals belong to imaginative construction, to language’” (Matilal 2005, 37).
See also Herzberger 1986, 82.

112Dunne 2004, 259-260.
113pramāṇyaṃ vyavahāreṇa (Pramāṇaviniścaya 2.5, as quoted in Hugon 2011, 373).
114Hugon 2011, 381.
115Helārāja quotes the Bhūyodravyasamuddeśa on this point (Bhūyodravyasamuddeśa 3, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 187).
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logical criteria to determine the validity of their knowledge about the world; but absolute reality,
which is beyond what can be directly perceived or even inferred from perception, cannot be eval-
uated with arthakriyā.116 The way in which Bhartṛhari hints at the nature of this absolute reality
bears a noteworthy resemblance to Buddhist doctrine – as Hajime Nakamura notes, verses 12 and 13,
which describe absolute reality in mutually-contradictory terms, very closely mirror passages from
the Mūlamadhyamakakārikā and also from the Mahāyānasūtrālaṅkāra, “one of the most essential
and central passages in all Mahāyāna literature”.117 Other verses of the Dravyasamuddeśa are also
strikingly Buddhist in character – as mentioned previously, the first verse seems to be modeled on a
verse from the Acintyastava, attributed to Nāgārjuna,with the addition of the word ātmā.118 Helārāja
is not adverse to pointing out the Buddhist tone of the Dravyasamuddeśa – in fact, he attributes the
ninth verse to a doctrine held by the Vijñānavādins, quoting a verse from Dharmakīrti’s Pramāṇavā-
rttika in support.119 Even so, he is unable to subsume some of the core tenets of Buddhism into his
system; at the end of his commentary on the first verse, still insisting that all schools teach the reality
of dravya, he concedes that the Buddhists would not admit the permanence of dravya, since they
argue rather for the radical impermanence of all things.120 Nevertheless, his overall aim is clear – to
show that all schools of thought, no matter how heterodox, are compatible with the ideas expressed
in the Vāykapadīya,which, like grammar itself, is universally applicable (sarvapārṣada).

116Lindtner argues that when Dharmakīrti uses arthakriyā as a criterion for an object of valid cognition, he has verses
1.33 to 35 of the Vākyapadīya inmind (1994, 204). In contrast to Dharmakīrti, Bhartṛhari uses arthakriyā to argue that
anumāna is not always reliable, and that one must ultimately accept āgama, scripture, as a valid pramāṇa.

117Nakamura 2004, 494.
118Lindtner 1994, 199. See the note on the translation of Dravyasamuddeśa 1.
119As noted in the translation, Helārāja’s quotation takes a different form from the original verse (Prakīrṇaprakāśa

ad Dravyasamudeśa 9). Nakamura, working with the editio princeps of the Prakīrṇaprakāśa, also sees the “adop-
tion of Buddhist doctrine” in Helārāja’s commentary on Dravyasamuddeśa 4, where the editio princeps reads
śākyasamakakṣyatayā rather than sādhyasamakakṣyatayā (Nakamura 2004, 289).

120yady api śākyādidarśane nityaṃ na bhavati dravyaṃ tathāpi tanmatasyānabhyupagamād adoṣaḥ | kevalaṃ yad as-
mākaṃ dravyam anyair evam abhidhīyata ity evam atropanyāsaḥ (Prakīrṇaprakāśa ad Dravyasamuddeśa.1). On the
other hand, Bhartṛhari, in theMahābhāṣyadīpikā, has argued that even Buddhists accept the permanence of reality
(See the translation of the Prakīrṇaprakāśa passage).

52



3. Epilogue on dreams

TheMahābhāṣya begins with, perhaps, the most important axiom of the grammatical tradition: si-
ddhe śabdārthasaṃbandhe, a word, its object, and the relationship between the two are established.
Patañjali interprets siddha in that vārttika to mean nitya, permanent. For if the referent of a word
were impermanent and constantly shifting, how could language be effective? At the beginning of the
Dravyasamuddeśa, Bhatṛhari affirms this axiom – the dravya, the reality that is denoted by a word,
is permanent, no matter whether this reality is called the ātman, a vastu, svabhāva, śarīra, or tattva.
In fact, all words ultimately refer to the same, absolute reality; even the very duality of the word and
its object can be subsumed into that singular reality. Paradoxically, by affirming the permanence of
reality, Bhartṛhari comes to conclude that the permanence of the word, its object, and their relation-
ship – the permanence that grammarians speak of – is itself merely a convention that is part of the
system of language. It is only because the word and its object seem distinct from one another that
one can even say that there is a relationship between the two at all. These distinctions exist as if in a
dream, where an expression andwhat is expressed by it seem to be two different things, even though
they are merely the product of a single mind. This is how Bhartṛhari ends the Dravyasamuddésa; he
does not elaborate. If, in absolute terms, distinctions such as being and non-being or permanent and
impermanent are untenable, then are we to understand that, for Bhartṛhari, the system of language
is as illusory as a dream?

And what about for Helārāja – what can be said of his philosophy? Throughout his commentary, he
is very much concerned with mapping out distinctions between his philosophy and other schools,
specifying points of agreement and disagreement. He agrees with the Buddhists that arthakriyākā-
ritva can define a valid object of cognition, but disagrees that those objects are ultimately imper-
manent; he agrees with the Sāṃkhyas that all of the multiplicity seen in the world is the product
of a single, primordial substance, but disagrees that those products are real transformations of that
substance, rather than unreal manifestations. Yet, if even self and other or friend and adversary are
unreal, dreamlike distinctions, how can those doctrinal differences be any more real? At the end of
his commentary on the Dravyasamuddeśa, Helārāja begins by distinguishing a dream from waking
reality: quoting a passage from the Vṛtti to the first kāṇḍa, he argues that a dream is the creation
of a single mind, and thus confined to a single perceiver, while the waking world, which is a divine
creation, is shared by everyone. The dreamer seems to have an independent, creative power, but
that power is restricted to the dream itself; their dream creations are phantom projections of the in-
dividual soul. But even before Helārāja has made this distinction between a dream and the waking
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world, he has already refuted it – both dreaming and waking are states in which unreality is per-
ceived, since nothing that is seen in either of those states persists into the fourth state, turīya. Even
the waking world is merely an illusion based on nescience. No wonder, then, that the Śaiva exegete
Yogarāja, commenting on the same Vṛtti passage, claims that, for brahmavādins, the independence
of brahman itself only exists at the level of a dream.1

1See the note in the translation of the commentary on Dravyasamuddeśa 17-18. Although there are echoes of Śaiva
terminology in Helārāja’s work, his philosophy does not seem to betray Śaiva influences. A parallel can be made
with the Mokṣopāya, a non-dualistic text from the same period in Kaśmīr; as Jürgen Hanneder notes, “the author
was undoubtedly fully aware of the Śaivism of his time, and he would probably have subscribed to some positions of
the more radical monistic Śaiva cults, but this... must not seduce us into assuming the author being a crypto-Śaiva”
(2006, 143-144).
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4. Methodology: Towards a hypertext
critical edition

4.1. The dream of the total library

Todo estará en sus ciegos volúmenes.... Todo, pero por una línea razonable o una justa
noticia habrá millones de insensatas cacofonías, de fárragos verbales y de incoheren-
cias.

Jorge Luis Borges, La biblioteca total

For Borges, the notion of a “total library”, a compendium of all texts that could possibly exist, is a sort
of hermeneutic nightmare. A library of every possible text is also a library of every variation of every
text; in such a Hell, as he describes it, facts are indistinguishable from falsehoods, and the promise
of total knowledge becomes a twisted parody of itself. The scenario he sketches out is comparable
to the task faced by the editor of an ancient text, grappling with dozens – sometimes hundreds – of
witnesses, full of variations most of which seem like meaningless cacophonies – spelling mistakes,
incomprehensible readings, inexplicable gaps. In a way, the critical edition is the editor’s valiant
effort to shield the reader from this anarchy–having spentmonths, perhaps years, sifting through the
available evidence, the editor emerges with a critical text, along with an apparatus that has already
been refined to screen out any useless information. But in the past decade, faced with the possibility
of and desire for total knowledge, scholars have begun to create digital editions that, rather than
presenting an editor’s interpretation of the text, present an archive of all witnesses. No one variant
is privileged over another; even a trivial spelling mistake might have consequences for the textual
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tradition, if, for example, it was copied from one witness to another. But such an archive without
signposts seems like a step towards the utopic Library that Borges describes – there is a fine line
between problematizing a text and obscuring it.

In fact, the choice between the traditional, critical edition and the diplomatic document archive is a
false dichotomy. The digital medium, with its capacity for vast amounts of storage and its possibility
for fast and sophisticated search, does not dictate the way in which a text ought to be presented.
A patient and knowledgeable editor is needed more than ever, if not to produce a critical reading,
then at least to critically curate the available witnesses. But, in contrast to a print edition, where
only the end result of a long and laborious editorial process is presented, a digital edition allows an
editor to “show the work”, as it were; by presenting diplomatic transcriptions of the sources, as well
as, in some cases, digital facsimiles of the manuscripts used in the edition, the editor opens up each
editorial decision to the scrutiny of other scholars and readers.

This ideal has been discussed and theorized in countless articles and conferences, but scholars usu-
ally come to the conclusion that we do not yet have reliable tools that are up to the task.1 For the
edition of Bhartṛhari’s Dravyasamuddeśa with Helārāja’s Prakīrṇaprakāśa commentary, I have de-
veloped an open source software package with this kind of digital edition in mind, tailored to the
presentation of Sanskrit texts. It consists of a backend which performs automatic collation based
on diplomatic transcripts and a frontend which displays the text with the automatically-generated
apparatus, with each variant linked to the full transcription of the manuscript fromwhich it derives.

4.2. The method of collation

Martin West, in his 1973 landmark monograph on textual criticism, lays out the basic method for
editing a text: begin with a good printed edition, or at least the best witness you can find. Then, each
manuscript “is compared with a printed edition word by word, and the differences written down.
Somepeoplewrite them in themargins of the edition, but even if the copy is interleaved this does not
give one room formore than a fewmanuscripts’ variants, and I usually use a separate notebook.”2 He
then goes on to give advice on using ink instead of graphite, and different coloured inks for different
manuscripts. Although most editors now use word-processing software to achieve this, the basic
method has not changed. In fact, even when editors, in the 21st century, use tailor-made editing
software like Classical Text Editor or use sophisticated computer programs to analyze variants and
produce stemmas, the work of collation is still methodologically the same. For example, take this
recent project at theUniversity of Vienna that aims to produce a critical edition of theCarakasaṃhitā
Vimānasthāna:

In the first phase of our still-ongoing editorial work, the “collation,” all textual wit-
nesses are compared with the widely known edition of Trikamji, that we chose as our

1For example, see Buzzetti and McGann 2007.
2West 1973, 66.
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standard version. In the course of this comparison all differences in readings between
the manuscripts and the text as edited by Trikamji are noted with very few exception,
like, for example, sandhi-variants, variants of punctuation, variants of consonant gem-
ination after “r,” variants of homograph and semi-homograph akṣaras.3

Even though, in this case, cladistic computer software was applied to the collated data in order to
aid in the production of a stemma, the collation itself is essentially the same task thatWest outlines.
Notably, some editing is already done at the collation stage; some information is already being dis-
carded even as variants are recorded, such as sandhi variants and punctuation. This is a standard
editorial practice – not all information is useful, and, especially when there are a large number of
witnesses, the critical apparatus would become unmanageably large and unreadable if every sandhi
variant were recorded. However, it would be better if this information were retained in some way;
for studying the transmission of a text, even punctuation might be a vital clue.

Ultimately, the decision to retain or discard apiece of informationdepends onhowaneditor assumes
the text will be used. In some cases, editors have tried to minimize these assumptions, and, instead
of creating a critical reading, producewhat Elena Pierazzo calls “digital documentary editions” – that
is, diplomatic transcriptions of the witnesses themselves.4 The emergence of the TEI standard has
enabled extremely detailed transcriptions that are nonetheless machine-readable, and also easily
transformable to be human-readable. But these editions aim to be uncritical; they do not present
a text but rather a document, and, for many Sanskrit texts, their corrupted versions as preserved in
the documents we have are simply unreadable. Ideally, a digital critical edition would provide both
a critical reading as well as diplomatic transcriptions of all the documents used in the edition. In
this project, this ideal is pushed a few steps further: the critical apparatus is generated automatically
and on-demand, and the reader is able to configure the shape of the apparatus based on a number
of options, such as which witnesses to include and what level of detail should be presented in the
variants. The reader is able to generate an apparatus not only for the critical reading, but for any
witness.

Computer-aided collation

If provided with suitably prepared transcriptions of the manuscripts, purged of coinci-
dental errors, a computer could draw up a clumsy and unselective critical apparatus....
the very considerable trouble involved in submitting them to a computer does not ap-
pear worth while.

Martin L. West, Textual Criticism and Editorial Technique5

3Maas 2013b, 32.
4Pierazzo 2011.
51973, 71-72.
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Interestingly enough, the algorithms and fundamental techniques described in this chapter were al-
ready available when West produced this statement. What may have changed, since the 70’s, is the
general scholarly attitude towards what an edition could be. In this edition of theDravyasamuddeśa,
the transcriptions are not purged of coincidental errors; instead, eachwitness is transcribed as diplo-
matically as possible, and then, at the collation stage, an editor or reader can selectively decide what
an “error” is, using algorithms. This has the advantage of giving us the ability to change our minds
later, since the diplomatic transcriptions themselves will not be affected. Moreover, all of the tran-
scriptions are available and included along with the critically edited text; perhaps this alone makes
this approach worthwhile. But the main aim of this method will be to refute West’s most serious
allegation – that the resulting apparatus would be clumsy and unselective.

There have been two notable open source projects aimed at the task of computer-automated col-
lation: CollateX and Juxta. The developers behind both projects met in 2009 and collaboratively
developed what they call the “Gothenberg model” of the collation process, which consists of three
steps: tokenization, collation, and visualization. Each of these three steps is handled separately. To-
kenization is the subdivision of the text into tokens, or units of comparison. Inmany texts, tokens are
delimited bywhitespace, i.e., eachword is a token. In that case, the collation softwarewould perform
aword-level comparison. In the collation step, an algorithm is applied to compute the difference be-
tween two texts; Juxta uses theMyers diff algorithm, as implemented in java-diff-utils, whereas Colla-
teX offers three different possible algorithms – Dekker, Needleman-Wunsch, and MEDITE. Finally,
in the visualization step, the computed data is transformed for display to the user. Both projects
offer visualizations that differ significantly from a traditional print edition: CollateX offers “variant
graphs”, and Juxta offers “heat maps”.6

My approach differs in a number of important respects. Firstly, no tokenization is done before the
text is collated; theMyers diff algorithm is used at itsmost fine-grained level, performing a character-
by-character comparison. The “tokens” – or, in more traditional terminology, the lemmata – are
determined only after the comparison is made, which offers a bit more flexibility. Secondly, in vi-
sualizing the differences, no attempt is made to devise a wholly new and unfamiliar interface for
the text; instead, the standard format of a Sanskrit edition is used, and it has only been modified
it to make it more legible, using hyperlinks and some interactive elements to reduce the amount
of visual clutter that often afflicts editions that provide a great deal of information on every page.
Thirdly and perhaps most importantly, there is an additional step at the beginning of the process: a
filtering stage, in which thewitnesses are transformed so that certain elements, such as punctuation,
are filtered out before the text is collated. This step is dependent not only on the editor’s input, but
also on the reader’s; the user interface of the edition includes options for selectively enabling or dis-
abling all of the text filters, in order to dynamically modify the level of detail in the apparatus. The
software consists of two parts: upama.php, the backend which performs the collation, using Myers
diff as implemented in google-diff-match-patch; and saktumiva, a plugin for the DokuWiki content

6The Interedition Development Group 2017.
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management system, which comprises the frontend, rendering the resulting text and apparatus in
HTML.

Diplomatic 
transcriptions

Filters for 
orthography, etc.

Automatic 
collation

Apparatus 
of variants

Figure 4.1.: Generating a critical apparatus.

4.3. Diplomatic transcription and its limits

Inevitably, the shape of a critical edition depends on the question that is asked about the text. The
editor might ask, “What did the author mean here?” and tailor both the critical text and the appara-
tus to answering that. But the reader may have a different question inmind: especially in the case of
Sanskrit texts, with their rich layers of commentaries and sub-commentaries, separated by periods of
hundreds of years, a particular readermay bemore interested in what text a particular commentator
was reading rather than what the author had intended. Some scholars may not even be interested
in the content of the text, but only in the use of punctuation in the manuscripts. In this digital edi-
tion, I hope to accommodate such possible uses of the data, while still presenting a critical text that
attempts to get as close as possible to the “authoritative” original.

As Pierazzo has pointed out, in TEI, there is virtually no limit to the amount of detail that can be
included in a transcription. For a modern, printed book with no annotations, it may be enough just
to transcribe page breaks, but for a hand-written draft of a novel, with notes and corrections bymul-
tiple editors, the editor may choose to describe even the precise position of each note on the page.
One of the goals of TEI is to allow for such diverse use cases; its flexibility is its greatest strength.
However, critics have noted that the high degree of customization of TEI schema to fit each partic-
ular project has led to a fragmentation of the standard – as Tara Andrews writes, “this idiosyncratic
interpretation and insistence upon customization, wherein exception becomes the rule, is a misun-
derstanding of the nature of a digital data model that effectively prohibits large-scale interchange
or machine analysis across different projects.”7 However, the wide array of applications for which
TEI has been used seems to naturally prevent the establishment of a single, standardized interpreta-
tion of TEI tags. One possible solution is to have standards for specific genres of documents; for this
project, I have followed the schema developed by the Sanskrit Manuscripts Project at the University
of Cambridge. But to a degree, the fear that Andrews raises, that the flexibility of TEI markup pro-
hibits machine analysis, is unfounded. As long as each dataset has a consistent standard, then it is
possible to apply an XSLT stylesheet to the entire set in order tomake it conform to another schema,
as might be needed for a large-scale project employing multiple datasets.

7Andrews 2013, 63.
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But even if there are no limits to the amount of information that can be encoded in a diplomatic tran-
scription, there are certainly limits to how useful the information is, especially if a digital facsimile of
the document is available. For example, while TEI allows us to meticulously describe exactly where
each element is situated on a page, the exactitude of that information still pales in comparison to
what could easily be achieved using computer vision techniques. In the present transcriptions, I
have taken a diplomatic, but not “ultra-diplomatic”8 approach: I try to reproduce the orthography
as precisely as possible, and note additions, deletions, and marginal annotations, page breaks and
line breaks, as well as any lacunae or illegible areas. Most Sanskrit manuscripts are written in scrip-
tio continua, and I have followed the common practice of inserting spaces where possible between
words. Where an actual space occurs in the manuscript, they are indicated with the <space> tag.

4.4. Expressing text-critical principles as algorithms

By using diplomatic transcriptions as the basis for a critical edition, some processing needs to be
done before the source material is passed on to the collation algorithm. In general, a reader does
not want every orthographic variant to be listed in the critical apparatus, and in order to filter out
unnecessary information, unwanted variations are identified and replaced with their normalized
versions before the texts are collated. Moreover, the more similar two texts are, the shorter the time
it takes for the Myers diff algorithm to complete; this is partly due to a number of pre-processing
optimizations implemented by Neil Fraser in the google-diff-match-patch library.9

There are a number of advantages to thismethod. Firstly, the collation can be automatedwithout the
need to manually normalize orthographic variations; the diplomatic transcription remains faithful
to the orthography of the source document and can be consulted at any time. Secondly, the normal-
ization step is muchmore precise than if done by hand. And finally, the formulation of the rules that
dictate what and how to normalize forces the editor to bemore rigorous and transparent; these rules
then act as an explicit and precise description of the text-critical principles that are followed in the
collation of the witnesses.

For this task, regular expressions are used to replace one spelling with another. Regular expressions
are a way of describing a search pattern in a text, which can then be compiled into a computer algo-
rithm. When an editor selectively ignores certain orthographic variations during the collation of a
witness, they follow certain rules, and these rules can be formalized as search patterns. For example,
consider one of the principles for excluding a variant cited above from the study of the Carakasaṃ-
hitā:

...variants of consonant gemination after “r”,...

which can be observed in words such as vartate/varttate and kartum/karttum. This principle can

8D’Iorio 2010, 52.
9Fraser 2006.
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easily be expressed as a regular expression. For example, ifwewish to replace all instances of doubled
consonants after r, we might search for

/r([kgcjtdṭḍ])\1/

and replace it with

/r\1/

However, we can be much more specific than that. In our case, the only consonant gemination ob-
served is tt; therefore, we can reduce our expression to

/rtt/rt/

which will replace all instances of rtt with rt. But r is not the only character that causes the gem-
ination of t, and in order to capture more cases, we can broaden the scope of our search. In the
manuscripts of the Dravyasamuddeśa, not only do we find the geminated t after r, but also after vo-
calic ṛ, after i, and after pa. We can use a look-behind10 in order to make the expression cleaner and
also more efficient, resulting in

/(?<=[rṛi]|pa)tt/t/

This final regular expression searches for tt and then checks if it is preceded by r, ṛ, i, or pa; if so, it
replaces it with t. Whenever it encounters varttate, it will replace it with vartate; whenever it en-
counters prakṛtti, it will replace it with prakṛti. Not only can we automate the filtering process that
was previously done manually by the editor, but we have also expressed the text-critical principle,
“ignore consonant gemination after r”, in a more precise and formal manner.

As another example, let us consider the variation among semi-homograph nasals. In Sanskrit manu-
scripts, the nasals ṅ, ñ, ṇ and n as well as the labial m are often written as ṃ. In order to regularize
this spelling across all of the transcriptions, we might use the expression

/[ṅñṇnm]/ṃ/

which would replace all nasals as well asm withṃ. However, we can again be much more specific.
Each of these characters is written asṃ only when they are followed by certain consonants – usually
consonants in the same varga. We could then comeupwith a different expression for each one, using
look-aheads11:

/ṅ(?=[kg])/
/ñ(?=[cj])/
/ṇ(?=[ṭḍ])/
/n(?=[tdn])/
/m(?=[pbd])/

and then combine them into a single expression:
10A look-behind states a pattern to look for that precedes the pattern to be replaced, and is expressed as (?<=).
11A look-ahead states a pattern to look for that follows the pattern to be replaced, and is expressed as (?=).
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/ṅ(?=[kg])|ñ(?=[cj])|ṇ(?=[ṭḍ])|n(?=[tdn])|m(?=[pbd])/ṃ/

In English, this expression could be rendered as:

Replace
ṅ if it is followed by k or g,
ñ if it is followed by c or j,
ṇ if it is followed by ṭ or ḍ,
n if it is followed by t, d, or n, and
m if it is followed by p, b, or d
withṃ.

Generally, the more specific the expression is, the faster it will run; however, there are also certain
patterns that run more quickly than others, and in this case, the heavy use of the alternator “|” is
computationally expensive.12 It is possible to re-write this rule more generally so that it runs faster,
and since we are developing software that collates on-demand, speed is an important consideration.
However, there may be certain trade-offs regarding the precision of the expression. More detail on
the optimization of these regular expressions is provided in the appendix, as well as a full list of text-
critical principles used in the collation of the text. In the user interface, each of these filters can be
turned on or off, depending on the requirements of the editor or the reader.

Some normalization rules only apply to certain scripts; for example, in Malayālam script, word-final
m is replaced by a nasal that corresponds to the same varga as the following consonant, rather than
by an anusvāra – a Malayālam manuscript will read tattvan tu rather than tattvaṃ tu. For these
script-specific rules, the software checks the script of the witness that is declared in the mainLang
attribute of the <textLang> tag of the file; for example, since manuscript T (University of Ker-
ala MS Paliyam 329) is in Malayālam script, the XML transcription includes the tag <textLang
mainLang='sa-Mlym'>, which indicates that the text was originally written in Sanskrit inMalayā-
lam characters.

4.5. Filtering XML tags

The diplomatic transcripts have been extensively marked up using TEI-compliant XML tags. For
example, text that has been deleted is marked <del>[deleted text]</del>, and text that has been
added is marked <add>[added text]</add>. In the online user interface, four options are provided
for the display of each tag: include, hide, ignore tags only, and ignore all.

• Includewill cause the tag to be collated and reported if it is a variant.

• Hidewill cause the tag and its content not to be shown at all.

• Ignore tags onlywill show both the tags and their content, but the tags will not be collated.
12Friedl 2006, 231-232.
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• Ignore all will ignore both the tags and their content, but they will continue to be shown.

For most XML tags, the default option is to ignore tags only. For example, consider two witnesses,
one which reads:

jātir vā dravyaṃ vā padārthāv ity uktam

and another which reads:

jātir vā <unclear>dravyaṃ</unclear> vā padārthāv ity uktam

which indicates that when the text was being transcribed, the word dravyaṃ could not be clearly
discerned from the source document. If the <unclear> tag is set to ignore tags only, then the word
dravyaṃwill not show up in the apparatus as a variant, since, if the tag is ignored, there is no differ-
ence between the two readings. However, if the <unclear> tag is set to include, then dravyaṃwill
show up as a variant, marked as <unclear>.

We can also deal with a number of stereotyped TEI constructions that involve nested tags. For exam-
ple, consider awitness inwhich awordhas been crossed out and corrected in themargin, transcribed
like so:

jātir vādravyaṃ<subst><del>ca</del><add>vā</add></subst>padārthāv ity
uktam

This indicates that the cawasdeleted in themanuscript and replacedwith vā. In this case, the default
options have been set in order to take the replacement text into account while ignoring the deleted
text:

• <subst> set to Ignore tags only

• <add> set to Ignore tags only

• <del> set to Ignore all

With these settings, the collation algorithm will effectively read the sentence as

jātir vā dravyaṃ vā padārthāv ity uktam

taking into account only the corrected text, ignoring the deleted text, and also ignoring the fact that
a correction was made. On the other hand, we might use these settings instead:

• <subst> set to Ignore tags only

• <add> set to Ignore all

• <del> set to Ignore tags only

In this case, the collation algorithm will read

jātir vā dravyaṃ ca padārthāv ity uktam

taking into account only the deleted text, and ignoring the correction.
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RORI Alwar MS 4781 (A)
sarvavidyānāṃ tadupādhimukhaṃ tad eva
viṣayaḥ siddha iti

sarvavidyānāṃ tadupādhimukhaṃ tad eva
viṣayaḥ siddha iti

University of Kerala MS Paliyam 329 (T)
sarvvaśabdānān tattadupādhimukhan tad eva
viṣayas siddha iti

sarvaśabdānāṃ tattadupādhimukhaṃ tad eva
viṣayaḥ siddha iti

Delhi University MS 5954.29 (D)
sarva<subst>

<del>vidyānāṃ</del>
<add>śabdānāṃ</add>

</subst> tadupādhimukhaṃ tad eva viṣayaḥ
siddha iti

sarvaśabdānāṃ tadupādhimukhaṃ tad eva
viṣayaḥ siddha iti

Sarasvati BhavanMS 38824 (V)
sarvaviśabdānāṃdyānāṃ tadupādhimukhaṃ
tad eva viṣayaḥ siddha iti

sarvaviśabdānāṃdyānāṃ tadupādhimukhaṃ
tad eva viṣayaḥ siddha iti

Figure 4.2.: Before and after normalization.

The hide option has been provided in case a reader finds certain transcribed elements distracting,
such as line breaks and page breaks. While the default option is simply to ignore the tags so that they
do not get collated, they can also be hidden from view. A full list of XML tags used and their default
options is given in the Appendix.

4.6. Output

When the editor or reader has selected the texts to be collated and adjusted the collation options, the
collation can be performed on demand. The resulting XML is transformed to be displayed as HTML
via XSLT. Themain text is displayed in a column in the centre, flanked by the apparatus on the right.
The text is hyphenated and formatted in order to approximate the experience of reading a printed
edition. In addition, the resulting apparatus can also be exported to LaTeX format for printed output.

Since the web is an interactive medium, we do not need to rely on traditional typographic devices
such as line numbers, underlining, or reference symbols that have been used in printed editions in
order to show where the variant corresponds to in the main text being displayed. Instead, when the
user moves the cursor over a variant, the lemma in the main text is highlighted.

As stated earlier, the aim of this hypertext edition is not to radically re-imagine what a critical edi-
tion and a critical apparatus might look like in a digital medium; rather, interactivity is employed to
improve the experience of reading and to offer the editor and the reader the ability to customize the
display of the edition and the apparatus. The different text filters and XML tag options are available
in the sidebar on the left (Figure 4.4). Moreover, while the transcriptions are made in IAST, the text
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Figure 4.3.: A collation of V with D, A, and T. The highlighted variant corresponds to the highlighted
lemma in the main text.

and apparatus can be displayed in a variety of South Asian scripts, such as Devanāgarī. This feature
is important not only for readers who may be more familiar with other scripts, but it is also useful
for the editor, when checking the transcript against the document, to read the transcript in the same
script as the document.

Since all of the witnesses have been transcribed diplomatically, the variants in the apparatus are dis-
playedas they appear in thewitness, that is, without orthographicnormalization. Again, this is useful
both for the editor and the reader; for example, if a word is spelt with an anusvāraṃ rather thanm in
a Devanāgarī manuscript, then it is more plausible that it may have been a transcription error, since
the anusvāra is usually represented as a simple dot above the śirorekha. Moreover, punctuation that
has been ignored during collation is restored in the display; for example, in one instance, the main
text reads bhedyabhedakaprastāvena while another witness reads bhedyaṃ | bhedhakaprastāvena.
Even though it was only the anusvāra ṃ that caused the collation algorithm to consider this a vari-
ant, the daṇḍa between the two words gives the reader further evidence that theṃwas not merely
a scribal error. Line and page breaks are similarly useful. One variant might read ta<lb/>tatvam;
here the line break lends credibility to a hypothesis of dittography, so that it should be read tattvam
rather than tat tattvam.

4.7. Afterword

When Martin West stated that a machine-collated critical apparatus would be clumsy and unselec-
tive, the notion ofwhat variants the editor should “select for” was predicated on a number of editorial
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Figure 4.4.: The different types of filters can be configured from the sidebar.

assumptions that have since been called into question. A new generation of scholars no longer view
the critical edition as authoritative, and some have championed the primacy of the document over
the artificiality of a critical text, which has no physical evidence to prove that it had ever existed as
a text before it was compiled by the editor. However, at least for Sanskrit texts, there is a clear need
for critical editions; without the groundwork laid by textual criticism – so-called “lower criticism” –
it would be impossible for higher criticism – poetics, philosophical studies, comparative work – to
proceed. Simply put, scholars need a text in order to read, and, in the absence of autographs, we are
unable to access the text without comparing its witnesses, which, individually, often contain incom-
prehensible readings or extensive lacunae. Nevertheless, there is scope for improvement in terms of
howwe curate the witnesses, andmachine collation allows usmuch greater flexibility in this regard,
compared to manual collation – we can be as selective as West demands or as unselective as many
contemporary scholars now require. That is not to say that a machine-collated apparatus would not
still benefit from some manual fine-tuning by a good editor. But that almost goes without saying;
how could we justify presenting a text to readers that we have not painstakingly read over many
times ourselves? What we have shown in developing machine collation software for Sanskrit texts
is that interfacing with a machine forces editors to think carefully about exactly what text-critical
principles they are applying when they edit a text. When these principles are expressed precisely
and formally, the machine can do much of the work.
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5.1. Transcription and apparatus conventions

All Sanskrit text has been transcribed intoRoman script using the IAST standard. However, a number
of additional glyphs are also used:

_ explicit hiatus (halant or virāma)

__ half-letter (i.e., a Devanāgarī consonant missing a vertical bar)

¦ line filler (i.e., a vertical bar at the end of a line)

¯ empty śirorekha

oṁ oṃkāra sign

oḿ Jaina oṃkāra sign

ḻ retroflex lateral approximant

ṙ Telugu valapalagilaka

In the printed apparatus, the following abbreviations and typographical conventions have been em-
ployed:

(l. X) line break; X denotes the line number

(f. Xx) page break; X denotes the folio number, and x is either ”r” for recto or ”v” for verso

::::
text identifies the text either as sic erat scriptum or as unclear
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text identifies the text as deleted. A double-underlined space indicates the deleted text is
overwritten or illegible.

text in a variant reading, identifies the text as inserted; in the edited text of the commentary,
identifies the text as a quotation from the verse

X ina critical note, anunderlined siglum indicates that the variant reading in thatmanuscript
may have some orthographic differences from what is shown

[om] indicates the lemma is omitted in the witness

[om] °text indicates part of the lemma is omitted in the witness

[add] text indicates additional text after the lemma

Some details have not been reproduced in the print edition – for example, pṛṣṭhamātrās have not
beenmarked, and the reasons for when a reading is marked as “unclear” have not been printed. This
data is preserved in the digital transcriptions, and they are reproduced in the digital apparatus.

Four levels have been included in the apparatus – sources, parallels, testimonia, and variants. These
follow, roughly, the guidelines established by the Union Académique Internationale:1

• Sources provide references for quotations, text re-use, and allusions to earlier texts. These are
footnotes marked with arabic numerals.

• Parallels record parallel passages in the Prakīrṇaprakāśa as well as other, roughly contempo-
raneous texts. For verses from the Vākyapadīya, this apparatus records parallel passages in
the Vākyapadīya kārikās, the Vṛtti on the first and second kāṇḍa, and theMahābhāṣyadīpikā.
These are footnotes marked with upper-case roman numerals.

• Testimoniapresentquotationsof thePrakīrṇaprakāśaand theVākyapadīya in later texts. These
are marked with lower-case roman numerals.

• Variants record variant readings in other printed sources andmanuscript witnesses. They are
not marked in the text, but are keyed by line number.

5.2. Using the online, hypertext edition

This printed version of the critical edition has been automatically generated from the online version,
which is available at https://saktumiva.org/wiki/dravyasamuddesa/start.

Positive and negative apparatus

For the critical text with the full apparatus, click on the link labeled “with full apparatus”. The critical
text with a full apparatus will be displayed. The following actions are possible:

1In practice, it is difficult to establish a single standard that fits the needs of all editions across text traditions; see
Giannouli 2015 for an overview of different apparatus standards.
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• Move the cursor over a variant in order to see the lemma highlighted in the text.

• Click on the variant to make the lemma stay highlighted.

• Text that has been marked by colour, underlining, or other effects have notes attached. Move
the cursor over the text to see the note.

• Click on a siglum to go to the transcription of that witness.

• A siglum with a dotted underline indicates the presence of a minor orthographic variation.
Move the cursor over an underlined siglum to display it.

• In the text, click and drag to highlight a passage in order to show a positive apparatus.

• In the positive apparatus, click on the symbol to display a cladistic tree.

Generating a new apparatus

In addition, an apparatus of variants can be automatically generated for any witness. In order to do
this, first select anymanuscript transcription or printed text from the start page asmentioned above.
Then:
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• Click in the sidebar on the left in order to display a list of
other witnesses.

• Select one or more witnesses from the list.

• Click in order to display an apparatus of variants from the
selected witnesses.

• A number of additional options are available. See chapters 4.4 and 4.5 for more information.

• In the transcriptions of KEd and O, page breaks have been linked to digital images of the wit-
ness. Click on the page break to go to the image of the corresponding page or folio.

5.3. Witnesses

The critical text is edited from twelve manuscripts and four printed editions. The information pre-
sented here has been redacted from the TEI metadata attached to each transcription file. For full
details, see the digital edition.

Printed Editions

REd WilhelmRau. Bhartṛhari’sVākyapadīya: DieMūlakārikāsnachdenHandschriftenherausgegeben
undmit einem Pāda-Index versehen. Steiner: Wiesbaden, 1977.

Script: Roman (IAST)

Extent: XXI + 338 pages

This book contains a comprehensive critical edition of the verses of Vākyapadīya. It does not contain
any of the commentaries. After its publication, Rau continued to find manuscripts of the Vākyapa-
dīya, and he published articles detailing additions to his critical apparatus:

• 1977. “Zwei neue Vākyapadīya-Handschriften”. Studien zur Indologie und Iranistik 3.

• 1984. “Three Further Kārikā-Manuscripts of the Vākyapadīya”. R. N. Dandekar Felicitation Vol-
ume.
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• 1985. “Ein bisher unzugängliches Trivandrum-MS des Vākyapadīya”. Studien zur Indologie und
Iranistik 10.

• 1991. BhartṛharisVākyapadīya II: TextderPalmblatt-Handschrift TrivandrumS.N. 532 (=A).Stuttgart:
Franz Steiner.

• 1993. “A newmanuscript of the Vākyapadīya-mūlakārikās”. Studien zur Indologie und Iranistik
18.

KEd Rāmacandra Śāstrī Koṭibhāskara. Vâkyapadîya, A Treatise on the Philosophy of Sanskṛit Gram-
mar by Bhartṛihari, With a Commentary by Helârâja. Benares: Vidyâ Vilâs Press, 1905.

Script: Devanāgarī

Extent: 746 pages

Namaskāra: || śrīḥ || śrīyaśodānandanāya namaḥ | atha saṭīke vākyapadīye tṛtīyakāṇḍārambhaḥ |
śrīgaṇeśāya namaḥ |

This is the earliest published text of the third kāṇḍa of the Vākyapadīya, including the commentary.
It is not known from what manuscripts this text was composed, but, as K. A. Subramania Iyer has
pointed out, the text is very close to that of V (MS 38824 from the Sarasvati Bhavan Library); however,
that particular manuscript contains a number of lacunae which are not reproduced in the edition.
Nevertheless, it is clear that the editor wasworking fromone ormoremanuscripts from the northern
branch of the textual tradition, to which V belongs. A digital facsimile of the edition is available
at https://archive.org/details/VakyapadiyaPadakanda1905. The page breaks in the
digital transcription of this manuscript have been linked to the corresponding image.

IEd K. A. Subramania Iyer. Vākyapadīya of Bhartṛhariwith the commentary ofHelārājaKāṇḍ III, Part
1. Poona: Deccan College, 1963.

Script: Devanāgarī

Extent: 427 pages

Namaskāra: śrīgaṇeśāya namaḥ | || oṁ namaḥ śrībhagavatpāṇinikātyāyanapatañjalibhyaḥ ||

K. A. Subramania Iyer was the first person to critically edit the Prakīrṇaprakāśa,Helārāja’s commen-
tary on the third kāṇḍa. In preparing his critical text, Subramania Iyer collated the manuscripts V,
P, H, T, and CT,2 as well as COL 2393 from the University of Kerala, which no longer seems to be
available. As Jan Houben has pointed out, Subramania Iyer’s readings are not always consistent with
what appears in the manuscripts themselves.3 This is possibly due to the fact that Subramania Iyer
was often working with transcriptions, whichmay have included errors. He also seems to havemade

2With some caveats; see the entries for each manuscript for details.
3Houben 1995, 329.
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some errors himself; for example, in the case of H, he sometimes misinterprets pṛṣṭhamātra vow-
els. Despite this, his edition is an important achievement and a vast improvement over the editio
princeps, mainly because he had access to southern manuscripts, which often have better readings.

Correctionswhich appear in theErrata at the endof thebookhavebeen incorporated into the variant
readings as additions and deletions.

ŚEd Raghunātha Śarmā. Vākyapadīyam [Part III] (Pada-Kaṇḍa) ( Jāti, Dravya and Saṃbandha Sa-
muddeśa)With the Commentaries ‘Prakāśa’ by Śrī Helārāja & ‘Ambākartrī’ by ‘Padmaśrī’ Pt. Raghunā-
tha Śarmā. Varanasi: Sampurnanand Sanskrit University, 1991.

Script: Devanāgarī

Extent: 10 + 4 + 6 + 4 + 358 pages

Namaskāra: śrīgaṇeśāmbikābhyāṃ namaḥ ||

Raghunātha Śarmā’s text does not contain a critical apparatus, but it does contain the editor’s com-
mentary, the Ambākartrī. The text adheres closely to the critical edition of K. A. Subramania Iyer,
with some additional avagrahas, some silent emendations, as well as some explicit emendations ap-
pearing in brackets.

Manuscript Sources

The manuscripts have been divided into a number of branches, based on a provisional stemma (see
below).

The “northern” branch

D Delhi University Library MS 5954.29

Script: Devanāgarī

Extent: 341 folios

Material: Paper

Layout: 8-10 lines per page

Date: 19th century

The transcription of this manuscript is based on a black and white facsimile of the manuscript held
in Delhi University Library. Due to the poor quality of the facsimile, some readings remain unclear.
The facsimile begins on the recto side of the second folio, near the beginning of the Jātisamuddeśa
until the end of the Kriyāsamuddeśa on folio 341. This manuscript seems to be based on at least two
archetypes. Many corrections have been made — possibly by a different hand — which transmit
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readings which are common to manuscripts M and P, whereas the ante correctionem readings are
preserved inmanuscript A. These corrections have, in turn, been transmitted tomanuscripts K andV,
which seem to be based on D. In addition, some avagrahas have been added in the interlinear space
to clarify certain negative words and compounds. Daṇḍas have been inserted just above the line.
The corrections are thoughtful and learned, and show an active engagement with the text.

This manuscript is not included in the New Catalogus Catalogorum and was not known to Rau.

K Asiatic Society of Bengal MS G1114

Script: Devanāgarī

Extent: 239 folios

Material: Paper

Layout: 12 lines per page. Triple black lines framing the left and right margins.

Dimensions: 12.1 cm x 26.7 cm

Date: 19th century

Namaskāra: śrīyaśodānandanāya namaḥ

This manuscript, held at the Asiatic Society in Kolkata, extends from the beginning of the Jātisamu-
ddeśa to the end of the Kriyāsamuddeśa. It is very closely correlated with themanuscript fromDelhi
University Library (D)— it incorporates amarginal gloss fromD, āryā, into the body of themain text.
Not much is known with regards to the provenance of the manuscript, which forms part of the Gov-
ernment Collection – Haraprasāda Shāstrī, in the preface to the first volume of his manuscript cata-
logue, writes that the collection began “under the order of Lord Lawrence’s Government in 1808.”4

This manuscript is known as RASB VI 4320 in the New Catalogus Catalogorum and F[5] in Rau’s list.

V Sarasvati Bhavan Library MS 38824

Script: Devanāgarī

Extent: 262 folios

Material: Paper

Layout: 9 lines per page. Impressed guidelines.

Dimensions: 11.6 x 27.4 cm

Date: 19th century

Namaskāra: śrīganeśāya namaḥ

4Shāstrī 1917, iii.
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The transcription of thismanuscript wasmade from a black andwhite photocopy of themanuscript,
which is held in the Sarasvati Bhavan Library of Sampurnanand Sanskrit University in Varanasi. It is
designated as “D” in Subramania Iyer’s edition. It extends from the beginning of the Jātisamuddeśa to
the end of theKriyāsamuddeśa; however, only the first 100 folios weremade available for this project.
In the manuscript, va and ba are not distinguished, and ī is often mistaken as ā. The consonant
cluster dbha is often written as bhda. This manuscript is very closely correlated with the manuscript
from the Asiatic Society of Bengal (K); they both seem to descend from the manuscript from Delhi
University Library (D). In fact, in one place, this manuscript omits one full line from K, which may
indicate that this manuscript was copied directly from K. However, it also has some readings which
are more correct than K, namely vākyapadīyewhere K has vokyapadīye.

This manuscript is listed as SB New DC. X. 38824 in the New Catalogus Catalogorum and F[43] in
Rau’s list.

A Rajasthan Oriental Research Institute (Alwar branch) MS 4781

Script: Devanāgarī

Extent: 301 folios

Material: Paper

Layout: 9 lines per page.

Dimensions: 11.3 x 26.5 cm

Date: 19th century

Namaskāra: || śrīganeśāya namaḥ || śrīpataṃjalaye namaḥ || niraṃtaśayasnāvatt_ śrīr

This manuscript is held at the Alwar branch of the Rajasthan Oriental Research Institute. It formed
part of the library of the Mahārāja of Alwar, which was catalogued by Peter Peterson in the late 19th

century. As Peterson notes, the collection originated with Banni Singh,5 who ruled Alwar in the first
half of the 19th century. The manuscript extends from the beginning of the Jātisamuddeśa until near
the end of the commentary on theKriyāsamuddeśa, breaking off just a few sentences before the end.
The manuscript does not seem to be complete. There are a few peculiarities to this scribal hand –
ma is often written as nya, and rā as śa.

This manuscript is listed as RORI XXI 4781 in the New Catalogus Catalogorum, F[1] in Rau’s list, and
1170 in Peter Peterson’s Catalogue of the Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Library of His Highness the Ma-
haraja of Ulwar from 1892.

The “European” branch

O University of Oxford, Chandra Shum Shere MS d. 247
5Peterson 1884, 3.
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Script: Telugu

Extent: 125 folios

Material: Paper

Layout: 22 lines per page. Left and right margins framed by double black lines.

Dimensions: 10 x 24 cm

Date: 19th century

Namaskāra: | śrīganeśāya namaḥ | śrīpataṃjalaye namaḥ | niraṃtarāyo stu | (Gambier-Parry reads
nirantarāyāstu.)

This paper manuscript, written in Telugu script, is part of the Chandra Shum Shere collection at the
Bodleian libraries. The text extends from the Jātisamuddeśa until the end of the Kriyāsamuddeśa,
although folios 109 to 111 (as indicated by the original Telugu foliation) are missing. As Dominik
Wujastyk notes, themanuscript was bought in Varanasi, as part of a private collection of 6330manu-
scripts, by theMaharaja Sir Chandra Shum Shere in 1909, and presented to the University of Oxford.6

The manuscript was bound into book form by the library, and the folios were numbered by Thomas
Gambier-Parry in pencil.7 Gambier-Parry’s foliation differs from the original, Telugu foliation – he
begins numbering at the first flyleaf of the book, so that the first manuscript folio is numbered “3”.
Moreover, his foliation does not take into account the missing folios.

The different scripts that have been used in themanuscript give an indication both of its provenance
and also of the different cultural contexts through which it traveled. Although the text is written in
Telugu script, at the end of the manuscript, on the last folio, there are some additions in Devanāgarī
script – the title of theworkhas beenwritten inDevanāgarī on the otherwise-blank verso side, andon
the recto side, at the bottom, the last sentence of themanuscript – the section final rubric – has been
transcribed from the original Telugu into Devanāgarī script. These additions were, perhaps, made by
the scholar who owned the manuscript in Varanasi. Finally, when the manuscript was acquired by
the University, Gambier-Parry made a number of additions at the beginning of the manuscript – for
example, transcribing the opening invocation of the text into Roman script, writing it in pencil on
the flyleaf facing the recto side of the first folio.

For this edition, I have commissioned the digitization of a microfilm of this manuscript (colour im-
ages were prohibitively expensive). The images are available at http://digital.bodleian.o
x.ac.uk/inquire/p/809a5212-276f-487f-96ca-17a7d939ac1b. The page breaks in the
digital transcription of this manuscript have been linked to the images of the corresponding folio.

This manuscript is not included in the New Catalogus Catalogorum and was not known to Rau. It
is listed as no. 3800 in the original handlist that arrived with the collection and is numbered 35 in
Wujastyk’s Handlist.8

6Wujastyk 1978, 1.
7Wujastyk 1978, 2
8Wujastyk 1994, 167.
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L British Library MS IO SAN 329

Script: Devanāgarī

Extent: 222 folios

Material: Paper

Layout: 12 lines per page. The written area is framed by a border of black, red, and yellow lines.
There is an additional, larger black frame that includes the foliation.

Dimensions: 15.2 x 28.6 cm

Date: saṃvat 1862 (1805 CE)

Namaskāra: oṁ śrīganeśāya namaḥ || śrīpataṃjalaye namaḥ || oṁ

Colophon: || || oṁ || || || śubham astu lekhakapāṭhakayoḥ || || || oṁ || || || saṃvat 1862 jyeṣṭhaśu-
ddhaikādaśyāṃ samāptīkṛtam idam || || || ||

This manuscript was part of the private collection of H. T. Colebrooke, who then presented it to the
East India Company Library in 1819.9 It is nowheld in the IndiaOffice collection at the British Library.
Themanuscript extends from the beginning of the Jātisamuddeśa to the end of the Kriyāsamuddeśa.
The writing is very neat and legible, boxed in by a carefully rendered red, yellow, and black border.
Corrections have been made using yellow paste. The manuscript has been bound into book form.
The colophon dates it to the third month of saṃvat 1862; this is the only dated manuscript that has
been consulted for this edition.

In a letter to E. B. Cowell, dated November 5th, 1895, Colonel G. A. Jacob states that Franz Kielhorn
had collated this manuscript “with others in his possession”.10

This manuscript is listed as IO 707 in the New Catalogus Catalogorum and F[10] in Rau’s list.

G University of Göttingen MS SAN 194

Script: Devanāgarī

Extent: 32 + 30 folios

Material: Paper

Layout: 11 lines per page. Left and right margins are framed by two to four red lines.

Dimensions: 16.3 x 21 cm

Date: ~1874

9Rocher and Rocher 2011, 139.
10This letter has been bound into a copy of the editio princeps of the Vākyapadīya, held in the University Library at

Cambridge, available in the rare books room. The letter does not seem to be signed, but it is likely to be fromColonel
G. A. Jacob – it is marked “Oakridge, Redhill”, which is listed as his place of residence in the List of Members of the
Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland (Bendall et al. 1904, 15).
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Namaskāra: || śrīganeśāya namaḥ || śrīpaṃtajalaye nama || niraṃtarāvamnāvat_

This manuscript is held at the University of Göttingen. It was commissioned by Franz Kielhorn and
received in 1874 fromNānā Shāstrī at Sāgar. It is documented in a letter between government officials,
dated the 15th of August 1876; in the letter, it is stated that “two copies of the Harikárikávyákhyána
by Helárája (grammar)” have been sent to Kielhorn.11 The archetypal manuscript from which this
manuscript was copied is listed as having 74 folios, with 10 lines to a page and 2000 ślokas.12 The text
is incomplete, starting from the beginning of the Jātisamuddeśa and breaking off in themiddle of the
commentary on the 15th kārikā of theDravyasamuddeśa. Themanuscript contains two copies of the
text; the first (G1) is clearly a copy of the second (G2). G1 omits a large section of text corresponding
precisely to the verso side of folio 27 in G2. Each copy is foliated separately, but both of them are
bound together in book form; in addition, a page of notes in Kielhorn’s hand has been pasted into
the beginning of the book, listing the different sections of the Vākyapadīya and the number of verses
in each, along with the manuscripts that were either known to him or that he had surveyed. From
these notes, it seems that, in 1874, Kielhorn only knew of two manuscripts of the Dravyasamuddeśa
– this one, and the one held at the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute.

Both copies containmany errors. Avagrahas at the endof a sectionof commentary are often rendered
as a long ā, frequently resulting in the reading āhā for āha. Anusvāras are often displaced one akṣara
to the left of where they should be, and retroflex consonants are sometimes written as dentals.

This manuscript is listed as Gottingen 194 in the New Catalogus Catalogorum and F[16] in Rau’s list.

The “Mahārāṣṭra” branch

M Bhau Dāji Memorial MS 56

Script: Devanāgarī

Extent: 94 folios

Material: Paper

Layout: 13 lines per page.

Dimensions: 11.4 x 24.1 cm

Date: 19th century

Namaskāra: || śrīgopījanavallabhovijayatetarām || oṁnamaḥ śrībhagavatpāṇinikātyāyanapataṃ-
jalibhyaḥ ||

This manuscript is held in the Library of the Asiatic Society in Mumbai. It was formerly held at the
Bhau Dāji Memorial until 1882, when it was transferred to Oliver Codrington at the Bombay Branch

11Gough 1878, 203.
12Kielhorn 1874, 90.
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of the Royal Asiatic Society by Vishvanath Naravan Mandlik and Ardaseer Pramji Moos.13 The text
is incomplete, breaking off after the 50th verse of the Sādhanasamuddeśa at the bottom of the recto
side of the last folio, leaving the verso side blank. The transcript of this manuscript was made from a
monochrome microfilm.

On the top line of each page, the i and ī vowel signs, some anusvāras, and clustered rephs are hyper-
extended upwards as a decorative element.

This manuscript is listed as Bhau Dāji 56 and BBRAS 53 in the New Catalogus Catalogorum and F[3]
in Rau’s list.

P Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute MS 109 of 1881-82

Script: Devanāgarī

Extent: 76 folios

Material: Paper

Layout: 18 lines per page.

Dimensions: 12.7 x 26.7 cm

Date: 19th century

Namaskāra: || śrīgaṇeśāya namaḥ || oṁ namaḥ śrībhagavatpāṇinikātyāyanapataṃjalibhyaḥ ||

This paper manuscript was acquired by Franz Kielhorn in 1881 for the Government of Bombay;14 a
government stamp appears twice on the last folio. The text extends from the beginning until a few
lines into the commentary on verse 51 (counted as 67 in this manuscript) of the Sādhanasamuddeśa.
It is strongly correlated with the manuscript from the Bhau Dāji Memorial, which suggests that they
descend from the same archetype. This transcription was made from grayscale photographs.

Often, when the scribe has not left enough space to write the vertical bar for the short i vowel, he
puts a small slash under the akṣara to indicate that it should be read as i. Subramania Iyer, in his
collation, misreads this as an e vowel.

Thismanuscript is listed as BORI 109 of 1881-82 and P 22 in theNewCatalogus Catalogorumand F[24]
in Rau’s list.

The “southern” branch

H Śrī Hemacandrācārya Jaina Jñāna Mandira MS 7312

Script: Devanāgarī

Extent: 55 folios
13Naravan and Moos 1882, clix-clx.
14Kielhorn 1881, 22.
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Material: Paper

Layout: 17 lines per page. Left and right margins framed by double lines.

Date: 19th century

Namaskāra: oṁ namo bhagavate rghajñālaśvara śrīmadivya nṛ lakṣmī nṛ sahiyāya || śrīgurubhyo
namaḥ ||

This paper manuscript is held at the Śrī Hemacandrācārya Jain Jñān Mandir in Patan, Gujarat. It
is written in a Devanāgarī script which alternates between śiromātrā and pṛṣṭhamātrā vowels; this
inconsistency led to some misreadings in the critical edition of Subramania Iyer. There are also a
number of peculiar glyphs – stha is written as scha, and jya is written as cha; but since these glyphs
are quite consistent, the text is very legible. The text extends from the Jātisamuddeśa until the end of
the Bhūyodravyasamuddeśa, breaking off after a few words from the beginning of the commentary
on the Guṇasamuddeśa. The transcription of this manuscript has been made from black and white
printouts of digital images.

This manuscript is listed as F[23] in Rau’s list. It is not listed in the New Catalogus Catalogorum.

T University of Kerala MS Paliyam 329

Script: Malayālam

Extent: 100 folios

Material: Palm leaf

Layout: 12 lines per page. Two stringholes.

Dimensions: 4.5 x 30.5 cm

Date: 19th century

Namaskāra: hariḥ śrīgaṇapataye namaḥ avighnam astu

This is a palm-leafmanuscript held at theManuscript Library in theUniversity ofKerala, Thiruvanan-
thapuram. It is listed in a Supplemental volumeof the catalogue, inVolumeVII. Itwas previously part
of the private collection of the Paliyam family, before it was acquired by theUniversity. It seems to be
the same manuscript K. A. Subramania Iyer consulted, which he designated as L, since the readings
match up almost exactly. However, Subramania Iyer writes that his manuscript only extended until
the end of the Saṃbandhasamuddeśa, whereas this manuscript extends from the beginning of the
Jātisamuddeśa to the beginning of the commentary on verse 139 of the Sādhanasamuddeśa. Since
Subramania Iyer was working with a transcript, it is possible that his transcript did not cover the full
extent of the manuscript. There are some signs that this manuscript has been previously collated
or transcribed – at arbitrary points in the text, there are slashes and X marks drawn in with a green
highlighter, possibly by a transcriber marking waypoints.
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On the recto side of the first folio, in the left margin, vākyapadīya has been written at the top and
śaṅkarasya has been written at the bottom.

This manuscript is listed as Trav. Uni. Sup 14680 in the New Catalogus Catalogorum; themanuscript
that Subramania Iyer used is F[40] in Rau’s list.

CT Adyar Library MS 555

Script: Devanāgarī

Extent: 1108 pages

Material: Industrial paper

Layout: 14 lines per page. The text is handwritten in a notebook with a red border on all four mar-
gins. There are 15 ruled lines per page, but the top line has been reserved for page numbers
and a running title: vākyapadīyavyākhyāyām on left-facing pages, and dravyasamuddeśa on
right-facing pages.

Dimensions: 21 x 16.5 cm

Date: 20th century

Namaskāra: || avighnam astu ||

This manuscript is held in the Adyar Library in Chennai. MS 555 is a Devanāgarī transcript of MS
554, which is a Malayālam palm-leaf manuscript. The transcript has been written with a pen in four
bound notebooks filled with lined pages. The commentary is written in black, while the verses are
written in red. It covers the whole of the Prakīrṇaprakāśa, albeit with significant gaps, most likely
due to the palm-leaf archetype being severely damaged. The gaps in the text are represented by blank
lines with interspersed dots. In K. A. Subramania Iyer’s edition, a different transcript of MS 554 was
used for editing the Dravyasamuddeśa.

Thismanuscript is listed as Adyar D. VI 555 in the NewCatalogus Catalogorum and F[17] in Rau’s list.
The transcript of MS 554 that Subramania Iyer used is represented by the siglum B in his edition.
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Concordance table

Siglum New Catalogus Catalogorum Rau Subramania Iyer
Wilhelm Rau’s edition REd

Rāmacandra Śāstrī
Koṭibhāskara’s edition

KEd Ptd. (15) Drucke Nr. 1 A

K. A. Subramania Iyer’s
edition

IEd Drucke Nr. 9

Raghunātha Śarmā’s
edition

ŚEd Ptd. (22)

Delhi University Library
MS 5954.29

D

Asiatic Society of Bengal
MS G1114

K RASB VI 4320 F[5]

Sarasvati Bhavan Library
MS 38824

V SB New DC. X. 38824 F[43] D

Rajasthan Oriental
Research Institute (Alwar
branch) MS 4781

A RORI XXI 4781 F[1]

University of Oxford,
Chandra Shum Shere MS d.
247

O

British Library MS IO SAN
329

L IO 707 F[10]

University of Göttingen MS
SAN 194

G Gottingen 194 F[16]

Bhau Dāji Memorial MS 56 M Bhau Daji 56; BBRAS 53 F[3]
Bhandarkar Oriental
Research Institute MS 109
of 1881-82

P BORI 109 of 1881-82; P 22 F[24] C

Śrī Hemacandrācārya Jaina
Jñāna Mandira MS 7312

H F[23] M

University of Kerala MS
Paliyam 329

T Trav. Uni. Sup 14680 F[40] L

Adyar Library MS 555 CT Adyar D. VI 555 F[17] B
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Manuscripts not consulted

The following manuscripts, which are known to contain the Dravyasamuddeśa and Helārāja’s com-
mentary, were not consulted for this edition:

• University of Kerala: COL 2393 is a Devanāgarī paper manuscript that was collated by Subra-
mania Iyer, but as of 2015, it could not be located in the library.

• Asiatic Society, Kolkata: no. 675 in the old catalogue contains the entire Prakīrṇakāṇḍa.

• Oriental Institute, Baroda: no. 315 is a fragmentary papermanuscript that contains verses 7-15.
Wilhelm Rau acquired a copy of this manuscript.15

• Sarasvati Bhavan Library, Varanasi: According to Rau, no. 40179 extends from the Jātisamu-
ddeśa to the middle of the Sādhanasamuddeśa. The extent of no. 38652 is unknown.16

5.4. Stemmatic analysis

A preliminary stemma was constructed based on observations made during the transcription pro-
cess. It was immediately clear that themanuscripts consulted fall into twomain groups – one north-
ern and one southern. In addition, manuscript D shows clear evidence of contamination, with some
words from one branch crossed out and replaced by a reading from another branch – for example,
where A has sarvavidyānāṃ and T has sarvaśabdānāṃ, D has sarvavidyānāṃśabdānāṃ. K and V
seem to be descended from this contaminated archetype – they both read sarvavidyānāṃśabdānāṃ.

After creating a preliminary draft of a critical text, cladistic analysis was performed using all the tran-
scriptions – including those of the printed editions and my own critical text – as data. The process
is as follows:

• The transcriptions were exported as a string of characters, in SLP1 encoding, with spaces re-
moved.

• The strings were aligned using MAFFT.

• The aligned sequences were imported into SplitsTree, where a network was created using the
NeighborNet algorithm. Only parsimony-informative characters were considered.

• A tree was created from the network using the neighbor-joining method.

The resulting unrooted tree (Figure 5.1) re-enforces conclusions made during the preliminary stem-
matic analysis – there is a clear bifurcation between the northern and southern witnesses. In addi-
tion, it shows the three manuscripts that are held in European libraries as one branch. The editio
princeps, KEd, is interpreted as an archetype of the northern branch; it is clear that the editor did not
have access to southern manuscripts. The three other editions – those of Subramania Iyer, Raghu-
nātha Śarmā, and myself – are much closer to the southern witnesses.
15Rau 1971, 35-36.
16Rau 1971, 42.

83



5. Prefatory material

0.0100200300400500600
Modified, based on Tree 1 from search (criterion: minimize Tree value using character matrix)

O

L

G1

G2

KEd

D

A

K

V

M

P

LEd

SEd

IEd

H

T

CT

Figure 5.1.: The unrooted tree.
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Figure 5.2.: The rooted tree.
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Figure 5.3.: The stemma.

The tree was then rooted (Figure 5.2), using my own edition as the root text, since I hypothesize that
my critical text is the one closest to the earliest archetype. Then, based on observations made in the
preliminary stage, a stemma was constructed (Figure 5.3).

Dissenting evidence

While, in the stemma, O, L, andG are a sub-branchwithin the northern branch, they have some occa-
sional congruenceswith the southern branch. For example, in the commentary to verse 6, O, L, G, CT,
and T all read upādhimad dravyam, while all othermanuscripts read upādhimallīnatā tadā dravyam.
This would indicate a more complex relationship between the southern and northern branches that
has not yet been captured by the current stemma. Further study, including a cladistic analysis of
other sections of the manuscripts, may yield a more accurate stemma.

5.5. Major differences from K. A. Subramania Iyer’s
edition

A number of corrections and minor differences which do not significantly impact the meaning of
the text have been omitted here. A full collation of all variants between my critical edition and the
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printed editions of Subramania Iyer, Rāmacandra Śāstrī Koṭibhāskara, Raghunātha Śarmā, and Wil-
helm Rau can be consulted using the digital edition: https://saktumiva.org/wiki/dravyas
amuddesa/00-edition?upama_ver=ffwk6x3a6k. The aimof the editionwas to reconstruct the
text of Helārāja’s commentary; Bhartṛhari’s kārikās are of secondary concern, since they were thor-
oughly studied by Rau. Nevertheless, I have occasionally departed from Rau’s edition where both
the manuscript evidence as well as Helārāja’s commentary suggest a different reading; that is, I have
tried to reproduce the mūla text that Helārāja was reading in the 10th century.

• p. 90, ln. 7, ātmādvaitavādibhiḥ : Subramania Iyer reads ātmā advaitavādibhiḥ, understanding
ātmā to be a pratīka from the verse. This seems to be an error carried over from the editio
princeps, which reads ātmā | advaitavādibhiḥ.... sattā | dvaitavādibhiḥ....

• p. 93, ln. 6, tadrūpolliṅganaṃ : Subramania Iyer reads tadrūpāliṅganaṃ, following the editio
princeps. He does not record the reading tadrūpolliṅganaṃ,which is found in H, T, and CT. M
reads tadrūpālliṃgānāṃ – the geminated l could be a vestigial trace from -olliṅga-. All other
manuscripts read -āliṃga-.

• p. 95, ln. 1, atra niyatasvāmika... : Subramania Iyer reads atrāniyatasvāmika..., following the
editio princeps. This reading is not attested in any manuscript.

• p. 96, ln. 5, pṛthakśabdavācyaṃ : This is my emendation, which has no manuscript basis.
See the note in the translation. Subramania Iyer reads apṛthakśabdavācyaṃ, along with all
manuscripts.

• p. 97, ln. 5, suvarṇam ity eva : Subramania Iyer omits this, although it is present in the editio
princeps.

• p. 98, ln. 2-3, kṛtapadabandhāḥ : Subramania Iyer reads kṛtapadasaṃbandhāḥ, following the
editio princeps. See the note in the translation.

• p. 102, ln. 1, vyāpakatvāt : Subramania Iyer reads vyāvartakatvāt. His reading is not attested in
any manuscript, although H reads vyāparttakatvāt.

• p. 103, ln. 6, vicchedo : Subramania Iyer reads ’vacchedo here, along with the editio princeps
and the northern manuscripts.

• p. 103, ln. 6, satyo : All printededitions read satyāhere,which is not attested in anymanuscript.

• p. 103, ln. 8, atattvaṃ : Subramania Iyer reads tattvaṃ here, which is not attested anywhere.

• p. 104, ln. 8-9, vikalpyamānaṃ : Subramania Iyer reads vikalpamātram, which is not attested
anywhere.

• p. 106, ln. 7, yathā : Both Rau and Subramania Iyer read tathā here, but I have followed Ra-
ghunātha Śarmā’s reading, which fits better with Helārāja’s commentary.

• p. 107, ln. 8, tac chabdāt tac ca na bhidyate : Subramania Iyer reads tac chabdatattvaṃ na
bhidyate, following the editio princeps. I have followed Rau’s reading of the verse, which is
also clearly what Helārāja is commenting upon.
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• p. 111, ln. 8, tadātmeva : This is my emendation, which has no manuscript basis. See the note
in the translation. Subramania Iyer reads tadātmaiva, along with all manuscripts.

• p. 112, ln. 6, vedyamānaṃ vedyatvād : Subramania Iyer reads vedyamānaikavedyatvād. There
does not seem to be any justification for this reading.
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jātir vā dravyaṃ vā padārthāv ity uktam 1 I II | tatra vājapyāyanadarśanena 2 III jātiṃ viśeṣaṇabhūtāṃ
padārthaṃ vyavasthāpya vyāḍidarśanena 3 viśeṣyabhūtaṃ IV V dravyam api padārthaṃ vyavasthā-
payituṃ yathādarśanaṃ tad eva paryāyāntarair uddiśati |

ātmā vastu svabhāvaś ca śarīraṃ tattvam ity api | 4 i ii iii

5 dravyam ity asya paryāyās tac ca nityam iti smṛtam || 1 ||

1padārthānām apoddhāre jātir vā dravyam eva vā | padārthau sarvaśabdānāṃ nityāv evopavarṇitau || (Jātisamuddeśa
2, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 8). 2ākṛtyabhidhānād vaikam vibhaktau vājapyāyanaḥ (Vārttika 34 ad Aṣṭādhyāyī 1.2.64,
ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 242). 3dravyābhidhānaṃ vyāḍiḥ (Vārttika 45 ad Aṣṭādhyāyī 1.2.64, ed. Abhyankar
and Kielhorn 1972, I, 244). 4 hetupratyayasaṃbhūtā paratantrā ca saṃvṛtiḥ | paratantra iti proktaḥ paramārthas tv
akṛtrimaḥ || svabhāvaḥ prakṛtis tattvaṃ dravyaṃ vastu sad ity api | nāsti vai kalpito bhāvaḥ paratantras tu vidyate ||
(Acintyastava 44-45, ed. Tsuda 2016, 50). Lindtner (154) also reads ”tu vidyate”, while Tola &Dragonetti, following Tibetan
sources, read ”na vidyate” (18). Both Lindtner and Tola &Dragonetti read ”bhāvo”, indicating an elided ”aparatantras”
following it ; however, this seems to be a typo, since they translate it as ”relative” (155) and ”dependent” (33), respectively.

Ijātir vā dravyaṃ vety evam ukta iti (Ṭīkā ad Vākyapadīya 2.79, ed. Subramania Iyer 1983, 39). IItatra vyāḍimate bhedo
vākyārthaḥ, padavācyānāṃ dravyāṇāṃ dravyāntaranivṛttitātparyeṇābhidheyatvāt | jātivādino vājapyāyanasya tu mate
saṃsargo vākyārthaḥ, samānyānāṃ padārthānāṃ saṃśleṣamātrarūpatvād vākyārthasya (Prakīrṇaprakāśa ad Jātisamu-
ddeśa 5, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 15). IIIjātiśabdārthavācino vājapyāyanasyamate gavādayaḥ śabdā bhinnadravyasama-
vetajātim abhidadhati.... dravyapadārthavādivyāḍinaye śabdasya vyaktir evābhidheyatayā pratibhāsate | jātis tūpalakṣa-
ṇatayeti nānantyādidoṣāvakāśaḥ | pāṇinyācāryasyobhayaṃ saṃmatam (Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha, ed. Śāstrī Abhyankar
1924, 307-308). IVguṇo jātir vā viśeṣaṇam idaṃ dravyaṃ viśeṣyam iti (Prakīrṇaprakāśa ad Vṛttisamuddeśa 92-93, ed.
Subramania Iyer 1963, 196). Vtathā ca jātyādir api viśeṣyatvena ced_ vivakṣitas tadā dravyam iti tīrthāntarīyadravya-
lakṣaṇānādarāt_ vyāḍidarśanena sārvatrikī dravyapadārthavyavasthā siddhyati | yathā vājapyāyanadarśane jātir anvita-
pratyayanimittaṃ sarvaśabdānām arthaḥ (Prakīrṇaprakāśa ad Bhūyodravyasamuddeśa 3, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 188).

inanu sūtre ‘svātmani’ iti śuddham upāttam, vṛttau tu ‘sarveṣām’ iti saṃbandhipadaṃ yad uktam, tat_ kuta ānīyeti āśa-
ṅkamāna āha ‘sva’ iti | ātmaśabdo ’pi yady api ‘ātmā vastu svabhāvaś ca....................|’ iti dṛṣṭyā svabhāvavācī saṃbandhi-
śabdaḥ, tathāpi vaiśeṣikādidṛśi svatantra eva ātmapadārtha iti śaṅketāpi ; svaśabdopādāne tu svabhāvavacanatā asya ga-
myate (Īśvarapratyabhijñāvivṛtivimarśinī, ed. Kaul Shāstrī 1938–1943, I, 41). iinanu ātmaśabda eva ‘ātmā vastu svabhāvaś
ca................|’ iti sthityā svabhāvavācī vyākhyāyiṣyate kiṃ svagrahaṇena iti | āha ‘svaśabdaḥ’ iti (Īśvarapratyabhijñāvivṛti-
vimarśinī, ed. Kaul Shāstrī 1938–1943, I, 47-48). iii ‘vastu’ iti pradhānaṃ dravyam.... yathā pūrvam uktaṃ ‘kiñcit_ vastu
bhavati |’ iti ‘ātmā vastu svabhāvaś ca śarīram |’ iti ca (Īśvarapratyabhijñāvivṛtivimarśinī, ed. Kaul Shāstrī 1938–1943, III,
78-79).

1 vā ] [om] T. 1 uktam | ] ukta K V. 1 vājapyāyanadarśanena ] vājapyāyaṃ tadarthane P ; °ne M. 1 jātiṃ
viśeṣaṇabhūtāṃ ] jātivi° H ; jātiviśeṣaṇabhūtā P. 1 viśeṣaṇabhūtāṃ ] °bhūtā K V. 2 padārthaṃ ] padārthatvena
M P. 2 vyāḍidarśanena ] vyāḻida° T CT; yāḍeda° G1 G2. 2 viśeṣyabhūtaṃ ] viśeṣyarūpaṃ ŚEd IEd KEd D A O
L G1 G2; viśeṣyarūpa K V. 2 dravyam ] dram G1. 2 api ] iti pi D G1 G2; iti L. 2–3 vyavasthāpayituṃ ] °yitu P
H. 3 yathādarśanaṃ ] tathā da° L. 3 eva ] eca A ; evaṃ G1 G2. 3 paryāyāntarair uddiśati | ] paryāyā(space of
7 akṣaras) CT; °taraikaddiśati G1 G2; °taraisaddiśati(space) P. 4 vastu ] vasta G1 G2. 4 svabhāvaś ] svabhāvāś L ;
svabhāvāpy G1 G2. 4 ātmā…śarīraṃ ] [om] CT. 4 ca śarīraṃ ] aśa° G1 G2. 4 ity ] i

::
py IEd. 4 api | ] āpi G1 G2. 5

dravyam ]
::
śa(l. 5)dravyamM ; sa dravyam P. 5 asya paryāyās ] asyāpardyāyās K V. 5 paryāyās ] payāṃyāḥ(l. 10)s

G1. 5 tac ca ] tatva O ; tatvam G1 G2. 5 tac…nityam ] tatvamiśram L. 5 nityam ] itham G1 G2. 5 smṛtam || ]
smṛtaśa G1 G2; smṛtat || ꣸ || H.
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ihārthakriyāyāṃ dravyam evopayujyata iti tad eva pravartakam arthinām | ataḥ śabdena tad evo-
cyate | anabhidhīyamānā tu jātir avacchedikā guḍaśabde mādhuryādaya iveti 5 VI VII VIII dravyavā-
dināṃ darśanam | dravyaṃ ca dvividham, pāramārthikaṃ sāṃvyavahārikaṃ ca | 6 tatra dvitīyaṃ
bhedyabhedakaprastāvena guṇasamuddeśe vakṣyati―

5 vastūpalakṣaṇaṃ yatra 7

ityādinā | anena ca dravyeṇa vyāḍidarśane sarve śabdā dravyābhidhāyino bhavanti |
iha tu pāramārthikaṃ dravyaṃ nirūpyate | tathā hy ātmādvaitavādibhir ātmaśabdena tad dravyam
uktam | ātmaiva hy upādhibhinnaṃ pratibhāsamānaṃ dravyaṃ padānām artha iti teṣāṃ darśanam
ihaiva vakṣyamāṇam |

10 vastu svalakṣaṇam arthakriyākāri 8 dravyam iti śākyair uktam |
svabhāva iti sattādvaitavādibhiḥ svabhāva ātmabhūtā satteti kṛtvā | tathā hi kramarūpopasaṃhāre

5tatraikeṣāṃ mādhuryādayo ’tyantam anabhidhīyamānā guḍādibhiḥ śabdaiḥ tām arthān [sajante] iti (Dīpikā adMahā-
bāṣya Paspaśāhnika, ed. Bronkhorst 1987, 15). 6nityatā cāpi dvividhā | vyavahārāśrayā paramārthāśrayā ca | ....dravye ’pi
padārthe vyavahāranityatā (Dīpikā adMahābāṣya Paspaśāhnika, ed. Bronkhorst 1987, 17-18). 7vastūpalakṣaṇaṃ yatra
sarvanāma prayujyate | dravyam ity ucyate so ’rtho bhedyatvena vivakṣitaḥ || (Bhūyodravyasamuddeśa 3, ed. Subramania
Iyer 1963, 187). 8yad arthakriyākāri tad eva vastv ity uktam (Pramāṇavārttikasvavṛtti, ed. Gnoli 1960, 330).

VIdarśanād yathā guḍam upalabhya mādhuryam indriyāntaraviṣayaṃ pratipadyate | śravaṇād yathā guḍaśabdaṃ śrutvā
mādhuryam aśabdakaṃ pratipadyata iti (Yuktidīpikā ad Sāṅkhyakārikā 4, ed. Wezler and Motegi 1998, 73). VIIyadā tu
nābhidhīyate dravyam, tadānabhidhīyamānamabhidhīyamānāyā jāter guḍaśabda ivamādhuryāder bhedakam ity ātmā-
dhāraliṅgasaṃkhyopahāreṇopakāritvād guṇa iti yujyate vaktum (Prakīrṇaprakāśa ad Vṛttisamuddeśa 336, ed. Subrama-
nia Iyer 1963, 305). VIIIna caitad vācyaṃ vākyasyaiva pratyāyakatvaṃ na padānāṃ, yato yathā guḍaśabdo guḍadravyam
abhidhatte tathā pratyāyayaty api tadavinābhāvi mādhuryam (Śṛṅgāraprakāśa 6, ed. Raghavan 1999, 345).

1 ihārthakriyāyāṃ ] °kriyāṃ A. 1 ataḥ ] tataḥ O ; [add] ca M P H. 2 evocyate | ] evovyate G1 G2. 2 anabhidhī-
yamānā ] anadhidhī° G2; anadyi(l. 11)dhī° G1; 'nabhivīya° H. 2 guḍaśabde ] [om] ŚEd; guḍaśabder M ; guṃḍaśabder
P ; °bdena CT. 2 mādhuryādaya ] mādhrarmādaya K V. 2 iveti ] raveti A. 2–3 dravyavādināṃ ] °dinā P
CT. 3 darśanam | ] da G1 G2. 3 dravyaṃ ] dravya H. 3 ca ] va G1 G2. 3 dvividham, ] dvividha K V ; dvivi-
vaṃ H. 3 darśanam…sāṃvyavahārikaṃ ] [om] darśa…sāṃvya° CT. 3 sāṃvyavahārikaṃ ] sāvya° H. 3 ca | ]
va G1 G2. 3 tatra ] ta A. 3 dvitīyaṃ ] [add] dravyaṃ H. 4 bhedyabhedakaprastāvena ] bhedyaṃ bhe° M P ;
(l. 3)bhedyabhedapra° CT; bhadyabhedakaprastavema G1 G2; °kama

:::
hyāvema V ; °prahyāvena K. 4 guṇasamuddeśe ]

°mudeśe A. 4 vakṣyati― ] vakṣyate ŚEd IEd. 5 vastūpalakṣaṇaṃ ] vasturūpa° P ; vasttūpa° G1 G2. 5 yatra ] [om]
M P. 6 ityādinā | ] °na G1 G2; [add] darśanaṃ dravyaṃ ca dvi(f. 109v)vidhaṃ pāramārthikaṃ sāṃvyavahārikaṃ
ca tatra dvitīyaṃ bhedyabhedakaprastāvena guṇasamuddeśe vakṣyati vastūpala(l. 2)kṣaṇaṃ yatretyādinā | D. 6 ca ]
[om] L ; va G1 G2. 6 vyāḍidarśane ] vyaḍi° G1 G2; vyāḻida° T CT. 6 dravyābhidhāyino ] dvavyā° K V ; °yinoṃ A ;
°yine G1 G2. 6 bhavanti | ] bhavati G1 G2. 7 pāramārthikaṃ dravyaṃ ] pāramārthakaṃ CT. 7 dravyaṃ ] dra-
vya P ; [om] T. 7 ātmādvaitavādibhir ] ātmā advai° ŚEd IEd KEd. 7 tad ]

:
ta A G1 G2 P T ; [om] H. 7–8 dravyam

uktam | ] dravyayuktam K V O L G1 G2. 8 ātmaiva ] jātmaiva P. 7–8 tad…pratibhāsamānaṃ ] (l. 8)(space of
1 line)(l. 9)(space of 1 akṣara)naṃ CT. 7–8 pratibhāsamānaṃ ] pragtibhā° G1 G2; pratisabhā° K. 8 dravyaṃ ]
dravya K V. 8 padānām ] pādānām M P. 8 teṣāṃ ] neṣāṃ G1 G2. 9 vakṣyamāṇam | ] vakṣamāṇaṃ G1 G2; va-
kṣyamāṇa H. 10 vastu ] vasta G1 G2; [om] H. 10 svalakṣaṇam ] svarūpam L ; svalakṣamāṇamH. 10 svalakṣaṇam
arthakriyākāri ] svalakṣaṇakri° M P. 10 śākyair ] kyair K ; kair V ; śraukair M ; ślokair P. 11 svabhāva ] svabhāvam
D K V A O L G1 G2. 11 sattādvaitavādibhiḥ ] satādvai° P ; sa cādvai° H ; sattā | dvai° KEd. 11 svabhāva2 ] svobhāva T
CT. 11 satteti ] sattaṃti K ; sataṃti V ; saṃteni G1 G2; sateti P ; satte H. 11 kṛtvā | ] kṛtā | KEd; katvā K V; vikṛtvā | H.
11 kramarūpopasaṃhāre ] kramasta(l. 11)po° H ; °popaṃsahāre G1 G2.
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sattaiva sattvam iti 9 svasaṃbandhibhir upādhibhir upahitabhedā saiva dravyam |
prakṛter ekadeśaḥ cetanaḥ puruṣaḥ, 10 11 12 taddvāreṇa śarīraśarīriṇor avyatirekāc charīraṃ dravyaṃ
pradhānam eveti prākṛtikaiḥ, 13 śarīram evaika ātmā IX X yeṣāṃ, taiḥ śarīrātmabhir 14 ucyate |
tattvam iti caturbhūtatattvavādibhiś cārvākair dravyamucyate | pṛthivy āpas tejo vāyur iti tattvāni,15 16

5 tatsamudāye śarīrendriyaviṣayasaṃjñeti vacanāt | tad evam etaiḥ paramārthata ekam eva vastū-
cyate |
dravyam ity asyeti | dravyaṃ nāma yaḥ padārthaḥ, tasyaita eva paryāyāḥ | eteṣām eva pāramārthi-
karūpābhidhāyitvāt | nānye ghaṭādiśabdāḥ | saty api tadabhidhāyitve vakṣyamāṇanayenātmādiśa-
9saṃbandhibhedāt sattaivabhidyamānāgavādiṣu.... kramarūpasya saṃhāre tat sattvam iti kathyate (Jātisamuddeśa 33-35,
ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 42). 10tasmāt tatsaṃyogād acetanaḥ cetanāvad iva liṅgam | guṇakartṛtve ca tathā karteva
bhavaty udāsīnaḥ || (Sāṅkhyakārikā 20, ed. Dutt Sharma 1933, 22). 11tatra jarāmaraṇakṛtaṃ duḥkhaṃ prāpnoti ceta-
naḥ puruṣaḥ (Sāṅkhyakārikā 55ab, ed. Dutt Sharma 1933, 50). 12atrocyate ’cetanaṃ pradhānaṃ cetanaḥ puruṣaḥ iti...
(Gauḍapādabhāṣya ad Sāṅkhyakārikā 57, ed. Dutt Sharma 1933, 52). 13pratipakṣāḥ punas tasya puruṣeśāṇuvādinaḥ |
vaināśikāḥ prākṛtikā vikārapuruṣās tathā (Yuktidīpikā, ed. Wezler and Motegi 1998, 2). 14dvāv ātmanau | antarātmā
śarīrātmā ca | antarātmā tat karma karoti yena śarīrātmā sukhaduḥkhe ’nubhavati | śarīrātmā tat karma karoti yenānta-
rātmā sukhaduḥkhe ’nubhavatīti (Mahābhāṣya ad Vārttika 9 ad Aṣṭādhyāyī 1.3.67, ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I,
292). 15pṛthivy āpas tejo vāyur iti tattvāni | tatsamudāye śarīrendriyaviṣayasaṃjñāḥ (Cārvāka Fragments I.2-3, Bhatta-
charya, 78). 16pṛthivy āpas tejo vāyur ākāśaṃ kālo dig ātmā mana iti dravyāṇi (Vaiśeṣikasūtra 1.1.4, ed. Jambūvijayajī
1961, 2).

IXdeham evātmeti bārhaspatyāḥ (Siddhitraya Ātmasiddhi, ed. Ramanujacharya 1972, 3). Xtac caitanyaviśiṣṭadeha evā-
tmā (Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha Cārvākadarśana, ed. Śāstrī Abhyankar 1924, 3).

1 sattaiva ] sasaiva V. 1 sattvam ] svatvam T. 1 sattvam iti ] satvabhi G1 G2. 1 sattvam…svasaṃbandhibhir ]
svatvam CT. 1 svasaṃbandhibhir ] svaṃ saṃ° G1 G2. 1 upādhibhir ] [om] ŚEd; upādhir M P. 1 upādhibhir upa-
hitabhedā ] upāhitabhedāt H. 1 upahitabhedā ] ahitā sattābhedā M ; ahitā (l. 6)bhedā P. 1 upādhibhir…saiva ]
iti CT. 1 saiva ] sattaiva L M H ; sataiva P. 1 dravyam | ] dravya K V. 2 ekadeśaḥ ] ekadeśa K V. 2 cetanaḥ ]
ceka(ta)naḥ CT. 2 puruṣaḥ, ] punaṣas G1; punuṣas G2. 2 taddvāreṇa ] tadvāreṇa KEd D K V A O G1 G2 M P H
T. 2 śarīraśarīriṇor ] °rīrīṇor K V ; °riṇo G1 G2. 2 avyatirekāc charīraṃ ] vyatirekā śarīraṃ G1 G2; °rekaḥ śarī-
raṃ O ; °rekāḥ śarīraṃ CT; °kā śarīraṃ L. 2 dravyaṃ ] dradhyaṃ G1 G2. 2–3 dravyaṃ pradhānam ] dravyapra°
P. 2–3 pradhānam ] padhānam A. 3 prākṛtikaiḥ, ] prākṛtikai A. 3 śarīram evaika ] śarīradevaika CT. 3
evaika ] eva OM P ; evai G1 G2. 3 evaika ātmā ] evātmā H. 3 taiḥ ] tai G1 G2. 3 śarīrātmabhir ] śarīrātmibhir
T ; śarī(l. 7)tmabhir P ; śarīrakibhir CT; °tmavādibhir ŚEd. 3 ucyate | ] ucyaṃte(space) A ; uvyate G1 G2; ucye | te M ;
ucyete P. 4 caturbhūtatattvavādibhiś ] catubhūta° M P ; °tavādibhiś T ; °tatvādibhiś L. 4 cārvākair ] cākaikair A ;
cārvākai G1 G2; ārvākais P ; śvārvākair CT. 4 dravyam ] tatvamM P. 4 ucyate | ] uvyate G1 G2. 4 pṛthivy…vāyur ]
pṛthivyaptejovāyur ŚEd IEd KEd DKVLM ; pṛthivyātejovāyur A ; pṛthivyaptejovāyavaO ; pṛthivyap_taijovāyurG1 G2; pṛthi-
vīvyaptejovāyur P. 4 iti ] īti P. 4–5 tattvāni, ] tatāni K V ; tatvābhiḥ P. 5 tatsamudāye ] tatsumu° K V. 4–5
pṛthivy…śarīrendriyaviṣayasaṃjñeti ] (space of 4 akṣaras)(l. 7)(space of 1 line)(l. 8)śaktire(ri)ndri° CT. 4–5 śarī-
rendriyaviṣayasaṃjñeti ] śaraureṃ°KV ; śarīredri° A P ; °ṣayaṃ sajñā iti G1 G2. 5 vacanāt | ] vacantat K V; vavanāt G1

G2. 5 tad ] ptad G1 G2. 5 evam ] [om] T. 5 tad…etaiḥ ] taiḥ O ; tadaikaiḥ CT. 5 paramārthata ] pāramārtthika
T CT; °rtha KEd DKVAO LG1 G2. 6 vastūcyate | ] vastū G1 G2. 7 dravyam ] vyamG1 G2. 7 ity… | ] ityisyeti H. 7
asyeti | ] asyaiti(space) P. 7 dravyaṃ…yaḥ ] dravyānām ayaṃ CT. 7 yaḥ ] ya H. 7 tasyaita ] ta(l. 2)syaiva V. 7
eteṣām ] eteṣās A. 7 eva ] eṣi M P. 8 pāramārthikarūpābhidhāyitvāt | ]

::
paramārthikarūpatvābhi° H ; °pāyitatvāt_

T. 8 ghaṭādiśabdāḥ | ] ghaṭadi° D K V ; °śabdaḥ P H. 7–8 dravyaṃ…tadabhidhāyitve ] drabhi° G1 G2. 92.8–93.1
vakṣyamāṇanayenātmādiśabdānām ] °na(space of 14 akṣaras)(l. 14)(space of 9 akṣaras) CT; °ye ātmādiśabdānām
O ; °ye vātmādiśapdānām G1 G2; °yena (l. 7)ātmādiśabdānām T.
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bdānām eva sarvatra ghaṭādāv avyāhataprasaratvam | tathā ca bhāṣyam—
eko 'yam ātmā udakaṃ nāma 17

ity atrātmaśabda udake prayujyamāno dravyavacanaḥ | ākṛtidvāreṇa cānye śabdā dravye vartante |
ime tu tatparityāgena mukhyayā vṛttyeti viśeṣaḥ |

5 siddhe śabdārthasaṃbandhe 18

ity atra
dravyaṃ nityam ākṛtir anyā cānyā ca bhavati 19

iti vadatā bhāṣyakāreṇa nityaṃ dravyaṃ smṛtam | saṃgrahoktasya 20 tasyārthasyānuvādāt smṛtam
ity āha |

10 yady api śākyādidarśane nityaṃ na bhavati dravyaṃ XI tathāpi tanmatasyānabhyupagamād adoṣaḥ |
kevalaṃ yad asmākaṃ dravyaṃ tad anyair evam abhidhīyata ity evam atropanyāsaḥ | yad vā bhāṣyā-
nusāreṇa svarūpānyathātvānāpattiḥ, vikārabhede 'pi nityatvaṃ vivakṣitam eveti sarvatra tatsiddhiḥ
|| 1 ||

17kathaṃpunar jñāyate bhedakā guṇā iti | evaṃhi dṛśyate loke | eko ’yamātmodakaṃnāma tasya guṇabhedād anyatvaṃ
bhavati | anyad idaṃ śītam anyad idam uṣṇam iti (Mahābhāṣya ad Aṣṭādhyāyī 1.1.1, ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I,
41-42). 18siddhe śabdārthasaṃbandhe (Vārttika 1,Mahābhāṣya Paspaśāhnika, ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 6).
19ākṛtir anyā cānyā ca bhavati dravyaṃ punas tad eva (Mahābhāṣya Paspaśāhnika, ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I,
7). 20saṅgraha etat prādhānyena parīkṣitaṃnityo vā syāt kāryo veti | tatroktā doṣāḥ prayojanāny apy uktāni | tatra tv eṣa
nirṇayo yatheva nityo ’thāpi kārya ubhayathāpi lakṣaṇaṃ pravartyam iti || (Mahābhāṣya Paspaśāhnika, ed. Abhyankar
and Kielhorn 1972, I, 6).

XItatra kṣaṇikavādinām avicchedena pravṛttir yā sā nityatā (Dīpikā ad Mahābhāṣya Paspaśāhnika, ed. Bronkhorst 1987,
23).

1 eva…ghaṭādāv ] [om] CT. 1 avyāhataprasaratvam | ] apy āhatasya pratyakṣatvaṃ | M ; apy āhatasya pratyakṣya-
tvaṃ(space) P ; °tasya prasaratyaṃ | H ; °prasyaṃdatvaṃ O ; °prasyatvaṃ L G1 G2; prasaratām· CT. 1 ca ] va G1 G2.
1 bhāṣyam— ] bhāṣyeaṃ P. 2 eko ] ko G1 G2 H. 2 udakaṃ ] [add] nātmeti | atrātmaśabda udake G1 G2. 3
prayujyamāno ] praprajya° K V ; prayuchamāno H. 3 dravyavacanaḥ | ] dravyavadanaḥ G1 G2. 3 ākṛtidvāreṇa ]
sākṛ° O L G1 G2. 3 cānye ] vānye O G1 G2. 3 śabdā ] śabdāḥ V ; śabde T. 3 dravye ] saty api tadabhidhāyitve
vadravye V. 3 vartante | ] varttate KEd V A G1 G2 P H ; vaṃrtate K. 4 ime ] [add] na H. 4 tatparityāgena ] [om]
ta° A ; °ge T. 4 vṛttyeti ] dravyavṛ° M P; vṛtteti V. 7 ākṛtir ] ākatir K V. 7 anyā ] avyā H. 7–8 cānyā…iti ]
vānyāvabha° G1 G2. 7–8 bhavati iti ] bhavantīti T. 7–8 nityam…bhāṣyakāreṇa ] ni-(l. 5)tya(space of 18 akṣaras)
CT. 8 nityaṃ ] niṃtyaṃG1 G2. 8 smṛtam | ] smṛti G1 G2. 8 tasyārthasyānuvādāt ] tantrārtha° CT; tatrārttha° T ;
tatrārthasyānupādānāṃH ; °syāvuvādā G1 G2. 8 tasyārthasyānuvādāt smṛtam ] °dātasyatam P. 8 smṛtam ] sṛtam
T. 9 āha | ] āhā G1 G2. 10 api ] [add] ca M P H T CT. 10 śākyādidarśane ] śaktyādi° M P ; śākyāhida° G1 G2. 10
na ] [om] O L G1 G2. 10 bhavati ] bhayati G1 G2. 10 tathāpi ] [om] CT. 10 tanmatasyānabhyupagamād ] na
ma° A ; °mān P. 10 adoṣaḥ | ] evādoṣaḥ H T CT. 11 kevalaṃ ] kevala K V; [add] dravyaṃ H. 11 dravyaṃ ] [add]
iti L. 11 tad ] [om] ŚEd IEd. 11 anyair ] [add] apy H T CT. 11 evam ] avem G1 G2; [om] M P. 11 abhidhīyata ]
abhidhāyata K V. 11 evam atropanyāsaḥ | ] evātro° H. 11 atropanyāsaḥ | ] aṃtro° V ; °nyāsāḥ || G1 G2. 11 vā ]
ca KEd O L G1 G2; vāc ca D K V ; [add] ca A. 12 svarūpānyathātvānāpattiḥ, ] °thā tv anāpattiḥ O ; °thāt tānāpapaptiḥ
G1 G2; °tvārnāpatir P. 12 svarūpānyathātvānāpattiḥ, vikārabhede ] skarūpānyathātvānāpattivi° A. 12 vivakṣitam ]
vivakṣim G1 G2. 12 svarūpānyathātvānāpattiḥ,…eveti ] °thā(space of 7 akṣaras) CT. 12 eveti ] atreti L G1 G2 H T ;
ity atreti M P; [add] tat T. 12–13 tatsiddhiḥ || 1 || ] latsiddhiḥ A ; [om] tat° CT.
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evaṃ darśanāntarāśrayaṇenoddiṣṭeṣv api dravyabhedeṣu svasiddhāntāśrayeṇa sārvatrikīṃ dravya-
padārthavyavasthāṃ kartum āha—

satyaṃ vastu tadākārair asatyair avadhāryate |
asatyopādhibhiḥ XII XIII iv v śabdaiḥ satyam evābhidhīyate || 2 || vi

5 iha sarvaśabdānāṃ pāramārthikaṃ tattvaṃ sākṣāt spraṣṭum aśaktānām anekopādhiviṣayanihitapa-
dānāṃ tadrūpolliṅganaṃ vyavahāre samālakṣyate | upādhīnāṃ cāgamāpāyavaśavidhuritanijasvarū-
pāṇām arthisārthasamāśāpūraṇapratihataśaktitvān na tāvaty eva paryavasānam ity upalakṣitarūpa-
pṛṣṭhapātinaḥ śabdā vyavasthāpyante | avadhṛtarūpaniveśitvāc ca śabdānām avadhāraṇānusāram
arthe pravṛttiḥ, avadhṛtiś cākāradvāreṇa | nirākārasya buddhyupārohāyogāt | yathāpratyayaṃ bhe-
XIIasatyopādhi yat satyaṃ tad vā śabdanibandhanam (Vākyapadīya 2.127ab, ed. Subramania Iyer 1983, 61). XIIIjātyādayas
tubhedakādravyasya sattvamvaktum |upādhibhūtās te śabdasyeti (Dīpikā adMahābhāṣyaPaspaśāhnika, ed. Bronkhorst
1987, 15).

ivasatyopādhi yat satyaṃ tad vā śabdanibandhanam (Tattvasaṃgraha 889ab, ed. Krishnamacharya 1926, I, 284). vanye
tu āhuḥ— yad asatyopādhi satyaṃ sa śabdārtha iti | tatra śabdārthatvenāsatyā upādhayo viśeṣā valayāṅgulīyakādayo
yasya satyasya, sarvabhedānuyāyinaḥ suvarṇādes sāmānyātmanaḥ, tat satyam asatyopādhi | śabdanibandhanam iti |
śabdapravṛttinimittam abhidheyam ity arthaḥ (Pañjikā ad Tattvasaṃgraha 889ab, ed. Krishnamacharya 1926, I, 284).
vidravyapadārthavādino pi naye saṃvillakṣaṇaṃ tattvam eva sarvaśabdārtha iti saṃbandhasamuddeśe samarthitam –
satyaṃ vastu... (Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha, ed. Śāstrī Abhyankar 1924, 306).

1 evaṃ ] paraṃ KEd D K V A G1 G2. 1 darśanāntarāśrayaṇenoddiṣṭeṣv ] darśanāntaārā° CT; darśanāṃtareṣv api śra-
yeno°M ; °tareṣv api¦ (l. 14)śrayaṇoddiṣṭeṣv P ; °śrayaeṇenoddi(f. 38r)ṣṭeṣv O ; °śravaṇenodiṣṭagedy G1 G2; °śrayeṇoddi-
ṣṭeṣv H. 1 dravyabhedeṣu ] dravyaebhe° L ; bhedeṣu KEd A. 1 svasiddhāntāśrayeṇa ] svasiddhānāṃ śra° K V ; sva-
siddhaṃ tāśrayaṇe G1 G2. 1 sārvatrikīṃ ] sārvatrikāṃK V ; (l. 6)sārvavrikīṃA ; sāvaṃkrikīṃG1 G2; svā(l. 5)bhāvikīṃ
M ; svabhāvikāṃ P. 1–2 dravyapadārthavyavasthāṃ ] dravyapa(l. 2)pa° D ; dravyapapadārthavyavya° K V; °vasthī G1

G2; °vasthā P T. 3 satyaṃ ] satvaṃG1 G2. 3 vastu ] vakra G1 G2. 3 asatyair ] asatyer A. 3 avadhāryate | ] eva°
A ; avadhīryate | H. 4 śabdaiḥ ] śaṇḍaiḥ CT. 4 evābhidhīyate || ] e

:
vabhi° P ; evābhidhāyate(space) K V ; evābhidhā-

yale(space) A. 5 pāramārthikaṃ ] para° K V L G1 G2; paāra° D ; °rthitkatkaṃM ; °-(l. 6)rthika(space of 18 akṣaras)
CT. 5 tattvaṃ ] ta(l. 5)tva K ; tatra V. 5 sākṣāt ] [om] ŚEd H ; sākṣyāt A. 5 spraṣṭum ] praṣṭam G1 G2; spraṣṭu2bh
P. 5 aśaktānām ] aśabdānām P. 5–6 tattvaṃ…anekopādhiviṣayanihitapadānāṃ ] [om] tattvaṃ…ṣaya° CT. 5–
6 anekopādhiviṣayanihitapadānāṃ ] anekāpā° H ; °yavihitapadānāṃ L ; °hitānāṃ padānāṃ O. 6 tadrūpolliṅga-
naṃ ] tadrūpāliṅganaṃ ŚEd IEd KEd D A O L G1 G2; tadbhayāliṃganaṃ K V; tadrūpālliṃgānāṃ M ; tadrūpāliṃgānāṃ
P. 6 samālakṣyate | ] samātmakṣyate | H ; °kṣya M P. 6 upādhīnāṃ ] upādhānāṃ K V A. 6–7 cāgamāpāya-
vaśavidhuritanijasvarūpāṇām ] vāga° L ; cāgamāpāya eva śabdavidhur iti ni° M P ; vāgamāpāyavaśavidhuritam ilasva°
G1 G2; °pāṇā sākṣāt_ H. 7 arthisārthasamāśāpūraṇapratihataśaktitvān ] marthi° H ; arthisārthasamāśāsara° K ; a-
rthisārthasamāśāsarapra° V ; avisārthasamāsāpūraṇapratihataśaktiḥ vān G1 G2. 7 na ] naṃ A. 7 tāvaty ] nāvaty
A. 7–8 upalakṣitarūpapṛṣṭhapātinaḥ ] upalakṣitapṛ° O L ; °tapṛchapātinaḥ || G1 G2; °pṛṣṭapātinaḥ K V H ; °pṛṣṭavā-
tinaḥ A ; °titaḥ(space) P. 8 śabdā ] śabda P. 8 vyavasthāpyante | ] vyavasthāpane L ; vyavasthāpyane G1 G2. 8
avadhṛtarūpaniveśitvāc ] avadhūta° P ; avavṛta° G1 G2. 8 avadhṛtarūpaniveśitvāc…avadhāraṇānusāram ] a(space
of 8 akṣaras) (l. 13)(space of 14 akṣaras)asāram CT. 8 avadhāraṇānusāram ] °ra

::
ṇanusāra(l. 6)m H ; °ṇāt tu sāmye

M ; °sāramye P. 9 arthe ] rthe M P. 9 pravṛttiḥ, ] prakṛtir KEd; prakṛti D K V A O L G1 G2; pratipattiḥ M P H. 9
avadhṛtiś… | ] avadhṛtisvākā° M P. 9 cākāradvāreṇa | ] ca kā° G1; cākāradvariṇa G2. 9 buddhyupārohāyogāt | ]
nudhyu° K V ; vukṛyāro° G1 G2; °hābhāyovāgāt_ T. 9 yathāpratyayaṃ ] yathāprātyayaṃM ; °tyatyayaṃG1 G2; °tya-(l.
3)yas tv CT; [add] ca M P H T. 94.9–95.1 bhedāvasāyasya ] abhe° CT.
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dāvasāyasya bādhyamānatvād anuyāyy abhinnameva rūpaṃparamārthataḥ | tad eva brahmarūpaṃ
satyam || 2 ||
syād etat | upādhiṣu śabdānāṃ viśrāntyabhāve śabdārthopādhitvaṃ teṣāṃ na syāt | avācyasya tadu-
pādhitvāyogād ity etad vicārayitum āha—

5 adhruveṇa nimittena devadattagṛhaṃ yathā | 21 XIV vii

gṛhītaṃ gṛhaśabdena śuddham evābhidhīyate || 3 ||

ado devadattasya gṛhaṃ yatrāsau kākaḥ prativasati

21tad yathā | katarad devadattasya gṛham | ado yatrāsau kāka iti | utpatite kāke naṣṭaṃ tadgṛhaṃ bhavati.... tad yathā |
itaratrāpi katarad devadattasya gṛham | ado yatrāsau kāka iti | utpatite kāke yady api naṣṭaṃ tadgṛhaṃ bhavaty antatas
tam uddeśaṃ jānāti.... tad yathā | itaratrāpi katarad devadattasya gṛham | ado yatrāsau kāka iti | utpatite kāke yady api
tam uddeśaṃ jānāti saṃdehas tu tasya bhavatīdaṃ tadgṛham idaṃ iti (Mahābhāṣya ad Vārttika 3-4 ad Aṣṭādhyāyī 1.1.26,
ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 74-75).

XIVgotvādayas tv anabhidhīyamānāḥ śabdasyopādhibhūtāḥ pravṛttinimittam | yathā svastikādayo devadattagṛhasyāvā-
cakāḥ santa upalakṣaṇaṃ gṛhasya bhavanti (Dīpikā adMahābhāṣya Paspaśāhnika, ed. Bronkhorst 1987, 22).

viiadhruveṇa nimittena.... iti | bhāṣyakāreṇāpi siddhe śabdārthasaṃbandha ity etad vārtikavyākhyānāvasare dravyaṃ hi
nityam ity anena granthenāsatyopādhyavacchinnaṃ brahmatattvaṃ dravyaśabdavācyaṃ sarvaśabdārtha iti nirūpitam
(Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha, ed. Śāstrī Abhyankar 1924, 306-307).

1 bādhyamānatvād ] badhya° K V. 1 anuyāyy ] anu
::
pāyy L ; anupādhy M P. 1 anuyāyy abhinnam ] upādhyabhi-

nnamO. 1 abhinnam ] abhivamKV ; abhitvamG1 G2. 1 paramārthataḥ | ] paramārtthaḥO LG1 G2. 1 brahmarū-
paṃ ] [add] satyaṃ P. 2 satyam || ] syasatyam· CT. 3 upādhiṣu ] upādhi

:::
svu A ; upādhiśu G1 G2. 3 śabdānāṃ ]

[om] śa° G1 G2; śobdānāṃ A. 3 viśrāntyabhāve ] viśrānyabhāve T ; °bhāvo V ; °bhā(space of 10 akṣaras) CT. 3
śabdārthopādhitvaṃ…avācyasya ] (l. 7)(space of 14 akṣaras)sya CT. 3 avācyasya ] avātyasya V ; avādhyasya G1 G2.
3–4 tadupādhitvāyogād ] la upā° G1 G2; tadupodhi° H. 4 vicārayitum ] vyabhicā° T CT; vibhicā° H ; vicāyara° M ;
vivāra° G1 G2. 5 devadattagṛhaṃ ] devada(l. 5)ttaṃ gṛhaṃA ; °ttagrahaṃP. 6 gṛhītaṃ ] gṛhīptaṃG1 G2; grahītaṃ
P. 6 gṛhītaṃ gṛhaśabdena ] gṛhītagṛ° A. 6 evābhidhīyate || ] evābhidhāyate K V; °yato G1 G2. 7–8 ado ] ādau
M P. 8 devadattasya ] dede° G1 G2; devadatasya V. 8 yatrāsau ] yatrausau A. 8 prativasati ] pratīva° A ; prasa°
P.
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ity atra niyatasvāmikagṛhopalakṣaṇāyopalakṣaṇabhūtasya 22 XV XVI XVII XVIII XIX kākasyotpatite 'pi, ta-
sminnupalakṣaṇasyakṛtatvādadhruvatvamanityatvam iti | tadanādareṇaiva tadupalakṣitaṃgṛham
abhidhīyate gṛhaśabdenayathā tathāprakṛtisaṃbandhādasatyopādhyupalakṣitaṃsatyamupādhi-
rūpānādareṇa śabdair abhidhīyata ity anabhidhīyamānasyāpy abhidhānaviṣayaniyāmakatvād upa-

5 lakṣaṇatve saty upādhitvaṃ nidarśanena samarthitam | tathā hi—
ktaktavatū niṣṭhā 23 XX

ity anubandhasyāprayogasamavāyitvād adhruvasyopalakṣaṇatve tadrahitasya śuddhasya pratyaya-
22tathā dravyam api abhidhīyate upalakṣaṇaṃ gotvādaya iti vyāḍimatam (Dīpikā adMahābhāṣya Paspaśāhnika, ed. Bro-
nkhorst 1987, 16). 23ktaktavatū niṣṭhā (Aṣṭādhyāyī 1.1.26, ed Böhtlingk, 4).

XVkākavadupalakṣaṇamātratvād iti cet, na, paryāyatvāt | upalakṣaṇaṃ viśeṣaṇaṃ vyavacchedakam iti paryāyā eva | de-
vadattagṛhaṃ kākīti pratītiprasaṅgād iti cet, na, uktatvāt | yathāsamayaṃpratītir iti daṇḍena paribrājakaḥ, kākena deva-
dattagṛham iti nānayor vyavacchedakatve viśeṣo ’sti (Nyāyabhūṣaṇa , ed. Yogīndrānanda 1968, 175). XVIbhaktiś ca dhva-
niś ceti kiṃ paryāyavat tādrūpyam ? atha pṛthivītvam iva pṛthivyā anyato vyāvartakadharmarūpatayā lakṣaṇam ? uta
kāka iva devadattagṛhasya sambhavabhāvād upalakṣaṇam ? (Locana ad Dhvanyāloka 1.14, ed. Paṭṭābhirāma Śāstrī 1940,
140). XVIIviśeṣaṇaṃ caturvidhaṃ vyāvartakaviśeṣaṇam uparañjakaviśeṣaṇam upalakṣaṇaviśeṣaṇam upadhānaviśeṣa-
ṇaṃ ceti.... upalakṣaṇaviśeṣaṇaṃ kākavad devadattagṛham (Lakṣmīdharavyākhyā ad Saundaryalaharī, ed. Veṅkaṭanā-
thācārya 1969, 132). XVIIIaindropalakṣitaṃ ‘idi paramaiśvarye’, paramaiśvaryavān indraḥ | atra śrutiḥ— “indromāyābhiḥ
pururūpa īyate” iti | tatsambandhi aindraṃ karma tenopalakṣite | kākavad devadattagṛham itivad viśvasarjanādivyava-
hāro ’syopalakṣaṇam na tu svarūpadharma iti yāvat (Dīpikā ad Yoginīhṛdaya 2.19, ed. Kavirāja 1963, 105). XIXyena ca
svoparāgam udāsīnaṃ kurvatā viśeṣyagatavyāvartakadharmopasthāpanena vyāvṛttibuddhir janyate tad upalakṣaṇam,
yathā kākādi (Advaitasiddhi, ed. Nárayanaswami Sastri 1937, II, 32). XXktaktavatū॰ || 26 || ihānubandhāḥ kāryārtham u-
pādīyante | prayogas tv eṣāṃ luptatvān nāsti | yatra ca sārūpyaṃ tatra sandehaḥ—katham asyānubandhakāryaṃ kṛtam
asya tu na kṛtam iti pūrvapakṣābhiprāyaḥ || siddhāntavādī tu manyate — adhruveṇānubandhena niyatasannidhānā a-
rthāḥ kārakakālādayo lakṣyante | taddarśanād anubandhasmṛtau ca tallakṣitānāṃ kāryāṇāṃ sādhutvaṃ vijñāyate (Pra-
dīpa adMahābhāṣya ad Aṣṭādhyāyī 1.1.26, ed. Bhikaji Josi 1987, I, 315).

1 atra niyatasvāmikagṛhopalakṣaṇāyopalakṣaṇabhūtasya ] anuni° G2; atrāni° ŚEd IEd KEd; anuniyatasvā G1. There is a
large lacuna in G1 here. See the manuscript description for details. 1 niyatasvāmikagṛhopalakṣaṇāyopalakṣaṇabhū-
tasya ] niyatasvāmigṛ° T ; niyatasvāmikagrahopa°MP ; niyatvasvā-(l. 13)migṛhāyopalakṣaṇāyo(space of 7 akṣaras) CT.
1 kākasyotpatite ] kākasya utpaṃti

:
te A ; [om] CT. 1–2 tasminn ] tasmij G2. 1–2 'pi,…upalakṣaṇasya ] [om] 'pi,

tasminn u° CT. 1–2 upalakṣaṇasya ] upalakṣyaṇasya A ; upa
:::
laṇatvasya O. 2 upalakṣaṇasya kṛtatvād ] °ṇasvakṛta-

tvād K V L G2. 2 adhruvatvam ] adhruvam O ; adhruvatmam H. 2 anityatvam ] anityam O ; [om] G2. 2 tada-
nādareṇaiva ] tadāda° M P ; °re(l. 10)ṇeva H. 2 tadupalakṣitaṃ gṛham ] °lakṣaṇagṛhītam M P. 3 abhidhīyate ]
abhidhāyate K V ; adhīyate | CT. 3 gṛhaśabdena ] gṛhasaṃbaṃdhenaMP. 3 yathā ] tathāO LG2. 3 tathā ] yathā
OG2; [om]H. 3 prakṛtisaṃbandhād ] vrakṛ° G2; prakṛtasam°CT; prakṛtasaṃ° IEd MPHT. 3 asatyopādhyupalakṣi-
taṃ ] apatyo° CT; asa::

hyāpā° G2; asatyāyādhyu° L ; asatyopādhyapa° K V ; °lalakṣitaṃ A. 3–4 upādhirūpānādareṇa ]
u
::
padhi° H ; °pān anādareṇa A. 4 śabdair ] śabder O. 4 abhidhīyata…anabhidhīyamānasyāpy ] abhidhāya° K V ;

abhidhīyamā° KEd D A O L G2. 4 anabhidhīyamānasyāpy abhidhānaviṣayaniyāmakatvād ] abhidhīyamānasyābhi°
M P. 4 abhidhānaviṣayaniyāmakatvād ] °niyamakatvād H. 4–5 anabhidhīyamānasyāpy…upalakṣaṇatve ] °-(l.
6)syā(space of 16 akṣaras) CT. 4–5 upalakṣaṇatve ] °kṣaṇe L H. 5 upalakṣaṇatve saty ] °ṇatvasaty O. 5 upā-
dhitvaṃ nidarśanena ] upādhitvani° IEd KEd D A ; upādhida° M P ; upādhitvaniṃda° K V. 5 nidarśanena ] °nebha
G2. 6 ktaktavatū ] ktaktavat K V; ktaktavas tu P ; kṛkṛvatta H. 6–7 niṣṭhā ity ] nisety K V ; niṣṭety A P H. 7 anu-
bandhasyāprayogasamavāyitvād ] ananu° M P ; anubandhasya pra° KEd; anubaṃyyāprayogasamāvā° G2. 7 adhru-
vasyopalakṣaṇatve ] radhruvasyopalakṣaṇe L ; adhyupalakṣaṇatvena M P. 96.7–97.1 pratyayarūpasya ] pratyaya

::
ya°

V ; pratyayasvarū° H.

95



6. Critical edition

rūpasya saṃjñā'prasaṅga 24 ity atredaṃ bhāṣye nidarśanam uktam || 3 ||
nanu kāko 'tivilakṣaṇād gṛhād bhedenāvadhāryamāṇo mā bhūd gṛhaśabdābhidheyaḥ | ghaṭādayas
tv ākārāḥ pṛthaganupalabhyamānatattvāḥ, katham iva tacchabdair nābhidhīyeran | anyo hy upādhir
upalakṣaṇabhūtaḥ sāmānādhikaraṇyenāvacchedakaḥ | tad yathā dṛtiharir ity atra paśuḥ | 25 anyat

5 tu viśeṣaṇaṃ pṛthakśabdavācyam uparañjakam | tad yathā vāneyam udakam iti vanasaṃbandho-
pādhīyamānarūpaviśeṣam udakam abhidhīyata iti vanasaṃbandho viśeṣaṇam uparañjakatayābhi-
dheyakam āpadyata iti | tathā coktam—
arthaviśeṣa upādhis tadantavācyaḥ samānaśabdo yaḥ |

24yady api lupyate jānāti tv asau sānubandhakasyeyaṃ saṃjñā kṛteti (Mahābhāṣya ad Vārttika 3 ad Aṣṭādhyāyī 1.1.26, ed.
Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 75). 25harater dṛtināthayoḥ paśau (Aṣṭādhyāyī 3.2.25, ed Böhtlingk, 95).

1 saṃjñā'prasaṅga ] saṃjñāṃ pra° G2. 1 nidarśanam ] [om] ni° KEd D K V A G2 MP. 1 uktam || ] upa|ktaṃ | M ;
upakṣaṃ(space) P. 2 'tivilakṣaṇād ] sti vi° KEd DK VA ; vilakṣa

::
ṇod O ; sti vilakṣaṇoM P ; °kṣaṇo H. 2 'tivilakṣaṇād

gṛhād ] °ṇāgṛhāt_ G2. 2 gṛhād ] gahāta K ; grahāta V ; gahāt_ A ; grahā
:
d P. 2 bhedenāvadhāryamāṇo ] bhedenāya-

dhā° A. 2 'tivilakṣaṇād…mā ] tivila(space of 5 akṣaras) CT. 2 bhūd ] bhudO. 2 gṛhaśabdābhidheyaḥ | ] raha°
G2; gaha°KV. 2 ghaṭādayas ] ghaṭhādayasA ; ghū da(l. 6)yasG2. 3 tv ākārāḥ ] svākārā P ; tākārāḥCT. 3 ākārāḥ ]
ākāṃrā A. 3 pṛthaganupalabhyamānatattvāḥ, ] pṛthakanu° G2; °la::

dabhyamānatatvāt P ; °natvāt M ; °tatvā K V. 3
nābhidhīyeran | ] nātidhī° G2; nābhidhāye° K V. 3 hy ] py KEd DK V AO L G2 CT. 2–4 bhūd…upalakṣaṇabhūtaḥ ]
bhūta H. 3–4 upādhir upalakṣaṇabhūtaḥ ] upādhirūpa° D K V A. 3–4 upalakṣaṇabhūtaḥ ] °kṣaṇaḥ bhūtaḥ G2.
4 sāmānādhikaraṇyenāvacchedakaḥ | ] sāmānyenādhir u¦(l. 9)palakṣaṇabhūtaḥ(space) samādhi° P ; sāmādhi°M ; sā-
mānā(l. 7)dhir aka° G2; °ra:::

ṇyanāvaccheda(l. 16)kaḥ | O. 4 yathā dṛtiharir ] yathā iti harir KEd K V A M P H; yathā |
iti hari

:::
sya G2. 4 dṛtiharir ] [add] paśur M P H T CT. 4 ity ] [om] O L ; i G2. 4 atra ] anyatra O L ; [om] G2.

4 paśuḥ | ] paśu P. 4 anyat ] anya V A CT. 4–5 anyat tu ] anyatra M P ; anyatraṃ H. 5 pṛthakśabdavācyam ]
apṛ° ŚEd IEd KEd D K V A O L G2 M H T ; aprathamaśabda° P. 5 tu…uparañjakam | ] [om] tu …rañ° CT. 5 upara-
ñjakam | ] uṃpa° G2; uparajaṃkaṃ K V ; paraṃ janakaṃ L. 5 tad ] [om] O. 5 tad yathā ] tathā T. 5 yathā ]
yavyā K V. 5 vāneyam ] cāneyam K V ; vānedam O ; neyam L. 5 udakam iti ] udakavini V. 5–6 vanasaṃba-
ndhopādhīyamānarūpaviśeṣam ] vanīsaṃ°ŚEd; vanasaṃbandhopadhī° TCT; vanasaṃbaṃdhopādhiya° P ; vanasaṃ(l.
9)babadhopayādhāyamānarūpaviśeṣaṇam K ; vanasaṃba(l. 6)dhopayādhāyamānarūpaviśeṣaṇam V ; °dhopadhīyamā-
narūpaviśeṣaṇamO LG2; °pā1pādhīyamānarūpaviśeṣaṇamD ; °śeṣaṇamKEd A. 6 udakam ] [om] K VO L G2 DA. 6
abhidhīyata ] asidhī° G2; abhidhāyata K V. 6 iti ] i V. 6 vanasaṃbandho ] vacanaśarīrasaṃ° A ; vanaśarīrasaṃ° D
O L G2; vanīsaṃ° ŚEd; vacanaśarīrasambandhe KEd; vanaśarīrasabaṃdho K V ; °bandho pi T CT. 6–7 uparañjakatayā-
bhidheyakam ] uparaṃjakaṃtadābhi°G2; °taryabhidheyakamKV ; °tayaābhidheya(space)kamD ; °tadābhidheyakam
L ; °yatvam ŚEd O ; [add] apy O. 7 āpadyata ] ā

::
pāpa° G2; āpy apa° L. 7 iti | ] eva H T CT. 7 coktam— ] voktam |

G2. 8 arthaviśeṣa ] āryā1artha° D ; āryā artha° K V. 8 upādhis tadantavācyaḥ ] upādhitādaṃ°O LG2. 8 tadanta-
vācyaḥ ] tadanya(vā)

:
dācyaḥ ŚEd; tadanuvācyaḥ KEd D K V A. 8 tadantavācyaḥ samānaśabdo ] °vācyasamānaśabde

M P. 8 samānaśabdo ] sa āryāmā° KEd. 8 yaḥ | ] yam H.
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anupādhir ato 'nyaḥ syāc chlāghādiviśeṣaṇaṃ yadvat || 26 XXI XXII XXIII XXIV

ity āśaṅkya sadṛśataram atra nidarśanam āha—

suvarṇādi yathā yuktaṃ svair ākārair apāyibhiḥ |
rucakādyabhidhānānāṃ śuddham evaiti vācyatām || 4 || 27 28 viii

5 rucakakuṇḍalādyākāraviśeṣopādhīyamānarūpabhedam api suvarṇam ity eva sarvatrānapāyirūpaṃ
26gotracaraṇāc chlāghātyākāratadaveteṣu (Aṣṭādhyāyī 5.1.134, ed. Böhtlingk 1887, 236). 27yathā somyaikena lohamaṇinā
sarvaṃ loham ayaṃ vijñātam̐ syāt | vācārambhaṇaṃ vikāro nāmadheyaṃ loham ity eva satyam (Chāndogya Upaniṣad
6.1.5, ed. Olivelle 1998a, 246). 28tathā suvarṇaṃ kayācid ākṛtyā yuktaṃ piṇḍo bhavati | piṇḍākṛtim upamṛdya rucakāḥ
kriyante | rucakākṛtim upamṛdya kaṭakāḥ kriyante | kaṭakākṛtim upamṛdya svastikāḥ kriyante | punar āvṛttaḥ suvarṇapi-
ṇḍaḥ punar aparayākṛtyā yuktaḥ khadirāgārasavarṇe kuṇḍale bhavataḥ (Mahābhāṣya Paspaśāhnika, ed. Abhyankar and
Kielhorn 1972, I, 7).

XXItadantatvāt tadvācyaḥ samānaśabdo ’yam_ iti ca smaraṇāt (Vidhiviveka, ed. Gosvāmī 1984, 318). XXIIdvividho ’py upā-
dhir upahitasamānādhikaraṇas tadvyadhi

::
kakaraṇaś ca | tad yathā | dṛtihariḥ paśuḥ, gārgikayā ślāghate iti ca | tatra yaḥ

samānaśabdaḥ sa samānādhikaraṇopādhiḥ sa tadantavācyaḥ pratyayāntavācyo dṛtiharipaśvādiḥ | na tv asamānaśabdo
’samānādhikaraṇo gārgikayā ślāghate ity ādiḥ | na hi gārgikayeti ślāghādyadhikāravihite vuni tadantenā ’samānādhika-
raṇaḥ, gārgikayā ślāghā ’bhidhīyata ity arthaḥ (Nyāyakaṇikā ad Vidhiviveka, ed. Gosvāmī 1984, 318). XXIIIupādhiśabdena
ceha tulyanyāyatvād viśeṣaṇamapy ucyate | kvacit tu, tayor bhedena vyavahāro dṛśyate | yathā ‘nopādhir upādhir bhavati
viśeṣaṇasya vā viśeṣaṇam iti || ‘arthaviśeṣa upādhis tadantavācyaḥ samānaśabdo yaḥ | anupādhir atonyaḥ syāc chlā-
ghādi viśeṣaṇaṃyadvat ||’ iti (Pradīpa adMahābhāṣya adAṣṭādhyāyī 3.1.1, ed. Bhikaji Josi 1987, III, 1). XXIVgotvaṃca jātir
upādhir bhaviṣyati | tena nātiprasaṅgaḥ | na copādher abhidhānam | anabhihitasyāpi tacchabdenopahitāvacchedakatva-
darśanāt | yathā gārgikayā ślāghata ity atra ślāghopādhivihito

:::
buñ na ślāghām āheti bhāvaḥ | ....seyaṃ vyadhikaraṇe ’nu-

pādhau gatiḥ | samānādhikaraṇe tu paśvādāv upādhau pratyayāntaraśabdavācyatvam eva, yathā dṛtihariḥ
::::
śveti | ....tathā

ca smarati bhagavān_ kātyāyanaḥ— tadantavācyaḥ samānaśabdo ’yam_ iti | samānaśabdaḥ samānādhikaraṇaśabdaḥ,
ya upādhir asau pratyayāntaśabdavācya ity arthaḥ | tasmād vyaktiniyame apratītā jātir aśaktā | na ca gośabdād anyad
asyāḥ pratyāyakam astīti sā ’pi tena pratyāyanīyeti siddham na vyaktimātraṃ padārtha iti (Nyāyavārttikatātparyaṭīkā ad
Nyāyasūtra 2.2.60-61, ed. Thakkura 1996, 432-433).

viiitad yathā— katarat suvarṇaṃ, ya eṣa rucakaḥ svastiko vardhamānaka iti ; na hy atra rucakādyākāradvāreṇa pravṛttas
suvarṇaśabdo rucakādyākāramabhidhatte, uparateṣu vā rucakādyākāreṣu tadvyavacinnasvarṇārthaparatāṃparityajati |
tad uktam— adhruveṇa nimittena devadattagṛhaṃ yathā | gṛhītaṃ gṛhaśabdena śuddham evābhidhīyate || suvarṇādi
yathā yuktaṃ svair ākārair apāyibhiḥ | rucakādyabhidhānānāṃ śuddham eve(vai)ti vācyatām || tathopalakṣaṇe jātāv
ākṛtau vā samāśrite | vyaktayo yānti śabdānāṃ śuddhā evābhidheyatām || (Śṛṅgāraprakāśa 6, ed. Raghavan 1999, 329).

1 anupādhir ] anu(l. 13)(space of 1 line) CT. 1 ato ] antoM ; ahitoH. 1 ato 'nyaḥ ] anonya A. 1 'nyaḥ ] nyaṃD ;
nya G2; nyat T. 1 'nyaḥ…chlāghādiviśeṣaṇaṃ ] nyasyā° H ; nyasmāt_ ślā° L. 1 syāc chlāghādiviśeṣaṇaṃ ] syā¯ghā°
P ; syāc

::
śāghā° T ; syāt_ ślāślāghā° D. 1 chlāghādiviśeṣaṇaṃ ] [add] syāt_(l. 19) O. 1 ato…yadvat || ] (l. 14)(space

of 6 akṣaras)d CT. 2 ity ] itir P. 2 sadṛśataram ] [add] ity M P. 2 nidarśanam ] midaranam G2. 3 yuktaṃ ]
bhinnaṃŚEd IEd KEd. 3 svair ] syair G2. 3 apāyibhiḥ | ] apāyi(space) G2; upādhibhiḥ ||M ; upā

::
dibhiḥ(space) P ; aṇa-

yibhiḥ | H. 4 rucakādyabhidhānānāṃ ] haca° KV ; savakā°G2; rucakādhyabhidhānānā P. 4 evaiti ] eveti O LG2 CT;
mavaiti P. 4 vācyatām || ] vācyaṃtāṃ(space)A ; vāvyatāṃG2; vācyatāt_ ||꣸ || H. 5 rucakakuṇḍalādyākāraviśeṣopā-
dhīyamānarūpabhedam ] rucakakuṃḍala

:::
chyākā° P ; (l. 4)rucakakuṇḍalādyakāviśeṣo(l. 5)

::
padhī° CT; syaṃkakuṃḍa-

lādhāraviśeṣo bhidhāyamānarūpābhedamG2; °śeṣo bhidhīyamānarūpābhedamO ; °śeṣo bhidhāyamānarūpābhedamL ;
°ṣoṇadhīyamānarūpabhedam H ; °ṣo

::
padhīyamānarūpabhedam T ; °pādhāyamānarūpābhedam K V ; °rūpābhedam KEd

D A. 5 suvarṇam ] (l. 17)suvatrarṇam H ;
:
savarṇṇam T. 5 suvarṇam ity eva ] [om] ŚEd IEd. 5 sarvatrānapāyirū-

paṃ ] sarvatropādhirūpaṃ KEd D K V AM P.
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satyam ity apāyibhir ākāraviśeṣais tatsādhyārthakriyā'karaṇān 29 30 na tatraiva rucakādiśabdāḥ kṛta-
padabandhāḥ XXV XXVI | kiṃ tu tadatiricyamānam arthavastv abhidhāyakatvena samāviśanti, XXVII

tadvat prakṛtisaṃbandhād ākāropahitanānātvam api paratattvaṃ śabdagocara ity arthaḥ | tatra ca
apāyibhir iti hetunirdeśaḥ sādhyasamakakṣyatayā kṛtaḥ, tataś copādhīnām avācyatvam asatyatvaṃ

5 ca siddhyati | asatyatvād evārthakriyā'karaṇāt tadarthaṃ ca śabdavyavahārād avācyatvaṃ teṣām ity
arthaḥ |
nanu ca rucakādau prakṛtyanvayo 31 XXVIII 'vadhāryata eva | ihāpi vastūnāṃ jñāyamānatvenaXXIX

29na ca tatsvalakṣaṇagrahaṇottarakālabhāvinīlavikalpasya viṣayeṇa nīlārthasādhyārthakriyā kriyate (Hetubindu, ed. Ste-
inkellner 1967, 35). Reconstructed from the Tibetan translation. 30na ca tatsvalakṣaṇagrahaṇottarakālabhāvino nīlavi-
kalpasya viṣayeṇa nīlasādhyārthakriyā sādhyate (Hetubindu, ed. Steinkellner and Krasser 2016, 3). 31atha yo ’sāv ādyaḥ
kapotaḥ salomakaḥ sapakṣo na ca saṃprati prāṇiti kathaṃ tatra prāṇiśabdo vartate iti | atha matam etat prakṛtyanvayā
vikārā bhavantītīhāpi na doṣo bhavati (Mahābhāṣya ad Vārttika 5 ad Aṣṭādhyāyī 4.3.155, ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn
1972, II, 325).

XXVasatyeṣu bhedeṣv eva śabdāḥ kṛtapadabandhā nābhinnam advayaṃ tattvaṃ saṃspraṣṭuṃ śaktā iti vitatha eva śā-
bdo vyavahāraḥ (Prakīrṇaprakāśa ad Saṃbandhasamuddeśa 73, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 174). Subramania Iyer records
the variant reading kṛtasaṃbandhā in KEd, V, and COL 2393 of the Travancore University Manuscripts Library which is
not collated here. XXVIyato bahiḥsadasattvam anapekṣyaiva vivakṣāprāpitasaṃnidhāne ’rthe

::
vṛtapadabandhāḥ śabdāḥ

(Prakīrṇaprakāśa ad Vṛttisamuddeśa 570, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 405). No variants recorded for vṛtapadabandhāḥ. Ra-
ghunātha Śarmā corrects vṛta to kṛta (III, iii, 602). XXVIIanyatra saṃjñāsamāveśo bhavati | kānyatra | loke vyākaraṇe ca |
loke tāvat | indraḥ śakraḥ puruhūtaḥ puraṃdaraḥ | kanduḥ koṣṭhaḥ kuśūla iti | ekasya dravyasya bahyaḥ saṃjñā bha-
vanti (Mahābhāṣya ad Vārttika 1 ad Aṣṭādhyāyī 1.4.1, ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 296). XXVIIIprakṛtyanvayā iti |
prakṛter anvayo yeṣu te prakṛtyanvayāḥ | prakṛtir eva vikārarūpatām āpadyamānā vikārāvasthāyām api kvacit prakṛtiśa-
bdenābhidhīyata ity arthaḥ (Pradīpa ad Mahābhāṣya ad Vārttika 5 ad Aṣṭādhyāyī 4.3.155, ed. Bhikaji Josi 1987, IV, 227).
XXIXbhāvānāṃ hi jñāyamānatvena jñānopārūḍhatayā sattvam eva, bahir adhyavasānāc cāpi sattvam (Prakīrṇaprakāśa
ad Saṃbandhasamuddeśa 63, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 169).

1 satyam ] satyabhG2. 1 ity ] [om]H ; i(spaceof 6 akṣaras) CT. 1 apāyibhir ] upādhibhiḥKEd DA; upādhibhi KV ;
apāyibhi G2. 1 apāyibhir …tatsādhyārthakriyā'karaṇān ] [om] apā…dhyārtha° CT. 1 tatsādhyārthakriyā'karaṇān ]
tatsadhyā° H T; °yākāraṇān LM P. 1 tatraiva ] tetraiva G2. 1 rucakādiśabdāḥ ] ruvakādiśabdā G2; °śabda(space of
2 akṣaras) CT. 2 kṛtapadabandhāḥ | ] °dasaṃbandhāḥ ŚEd IEd KEd D K V A O L G2; °baṃ(l. 14)dhā P. 2 kiṃ ] ki
H ; kan T ; takiṃ CT. 2 kiṃ tu ] kituṃ K V. 2 tadatiricyamānam ] [om] ta° A ; °rivyamānam G2; °mānaśarīramM ;
°māne śarīram P. 2 arthavastv ] arthavasty K V ; arthavasy G2; arthād vastv M ; arthyād vasty P ; arthavahastv H. 2
abhidhāyakatvena ] abhidhaya° K ; abhidhaāya° D ; abhidheyaketana O ; abhidheyakatana L G2; abhidheyake::::

yakena
H ; ābhidheyakena T CT; °yakena M P. 2 samāviśanti, ] saptāvi° P ; samāviśatti G2; samāviśati CT. 3 prakṛti-
saṃbandhād ] tatvakṛ° G2; prakṛtasaṃ° T ; prakṛsaṃ° H ; prakṛtipratyayasaṃ° L ; °bandandhād CT. 3 ākāropahita-
nānātvam ] āro° D K V O G2; āropi hi° L ; āropāhi° KEd A M ; āropāhitanāvātvam P ; °hitānānātva-(l. 12)m CT. 3
paratattvaṃ ] paratvaṃ O L G2; paran tatvaṃ T ; paraṃ tatvaṃ CT. 3 śabdagocara ] śabdagovara K V ; śadagovaram
G2; °caram O L. 3 tatra ] atra H. 3–4 tatra…apāyibhir ] atraivopādhibhir M P. 3–4 ca apāyibhir ] vāpā° G2.
4 sādhyasamakakṣyatayā ] śākyasa° KEd D K V A ; sādhyama(space of 3 akṣaras)(l. 13)kṣya° CT; śākyasamakakṣatayā
O L ; śakyasamakakṣatayā G2; °kakṣatayā M P. 4 kṛtaḥ, ] kataḥ K V ; vṛtaḥ || G2. 4 copādhīnām ] copādhānām K
V ; vopādhinām G2; copādhīmām H. 4 avācyatvam ] avāvyatvema G2; asatyatvam M ; atyatvam P. 4 asatyatvaṃ ]
[om] a° G2; [om] O ; avācyatvaṃ M P. 5 evārthakriyā'karaṇāt ] ecārtha° A ; evārthākri° G2; °yākāra(l. 9)ṇāt M ; °yā-
kāraṇā P ; °yā(space of 3 akṣaras)(l. 2)(space of 1 akṣara)ṇāt CT. 5 tadarthaṃ ] tadartha M P. 5 ca ] va G2.
5 śabdavyavahārād avācyatvaṃ ] °hāravācyaṃ CT. 5 avācyatvaṃ ] avāvyatvaṃ G2; [add] atas M P. 6 arthaḥ | ]
arśaḥ K V. 7 ca ] [om] ŚEd IEd M P H ; va K V G2. 7 rucakādau ] kāryādau KEd D K V A O L G2. 7 prakṛtyanvayo
] prakṛtyacayo A. 7 'vadhāryata ] vadhāryate M P. 7 eva | ] prava G2; evam M P. 7 vastūnāṃ ] vastunāṃ P ;
vastūnā CT. 99.7–100.1 jñāyamānatvena ] jāya° KEd K V A O G2.
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sattvāj jñānasya vaikalpikākārānavasthānān nirākāraśuddhasaṃvinmātrānugamasya svasaṃvitsi-
ddhatvād adoṣaḥ | nanu viśeṣaṇoparaktaṃ 32 33 viśeṣyābhidhānaṃ yuktam ity upasarjanībhūtasyā-
bhidhāne kā kṣatiḥ | na kācit, kevalam upādhiṣv evātra tātparyadṛṣṭyā padabandho nivāryate | guṇa-
tvena 34 tv abhidhānam astu, na tāvaty eva viśrāntir iti dravyaniṣṭhatāsiddhiḥ || 4 ||

5 ata eva viśeṣaṇoparāgāt sāṅkaryadoṣaṃ parihartum āha―

ākāraiś ca vyavacchedāt sārvārthyam XXX avarudhyate |
yathaiva cakṣurādīnāṃ sāmarthyaṃ nāḍikādibhiḥ || 5 || ix

sarvabhāveṣu brahmaṇo dravyalakṣaṇasyābhedāt tadabhidhāyitve śabdānāṃ sarvatra tasya bhāvāt
sārvārthyaṃ śabdāntarābhidhīyamānārthatvaṃ sāṅkaryaṃprasajyetety atredamucyate | pratiniya-
32yadi hy ekāntato bhinnaṃ viśeṣyāt_ syād_ viśeṣaṇam | svānurūpāṃ sadā buddhiṃ viśeṣye janayet_ katham (Ślokavā-
rttika 142, ed. Dvārikādāsa Śāstrī 1978, 128). 33svānurūpām iti | viśeṣaṇasvarūpoparaktām | yato viśeṣaṇoparaktaṃ viśe-
ṣyaṃgrāhayad viśeṣaṇamucyate, anyathā viśeṣaṇa(tva)syānupapannatvād iti bhāvaḥ | yathoktam– svabuddhyā yena ra-
jyeta viśeṣyaṃ tad viśeṣaṇam iti (Pañjikā ad Tattvasaṃgraha 1296, ed. Krishnamacharya 1926, I, 387), which is a quotation
of Ślokavārttika Pratyakṣasūtra 142, ed. Dvārikādāsa Śāstrī 1978, 128). 34na hy ākṛtipadārthikasya dravyaṃ na padārtho
dravyapadārthikasya vākṛtir na padārthaḥ | ubhayor ubhayaṃ padārthaḥ | kasyacit tu kiṃcit pradhānabhūtaṃ kiṃcid
guṇabhūtam | ākṛtipadārthikasyākṛtiḥ pradhānabhūtā dravyaṃ guṇabhūtam | dravyapadārthikasya dravyaṃ pradhāna-
bhūtam ākṛtir guṇabhūtā (Mahābhāṣya ad Vārttika 53 ad Aṣṭādhyāyī 1.2.64, ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 246)

XXXekam āhur anekārthaṃ śabdam anye parīkṣakāḥ | nimittabhedād ekasya sārvārthyaṃ tasya bhidyate (Vākyapadīya
2.250, ed. Subramania Iyer 1983, 103).

ixuktaṃ ca— ākāraiś ca vyavacchedāt sārvārtham avarudhyate | yathaiva cakṣurādīnāṃ sāmarthyaṃ nalikādibhiḥ ||
(Śṛṅgāraprakāśa 6, ed. Raghavan 1999, 329-330).

7–1 nanu…sattvāj ] [om] nanu… sa° G1. 1 sattvāj ] matvāt_ V ; satvā T. 1 vaikalpikākārānavasthānān ] vai(l.
8)kalpikārā° L ; vaika(l. 10)lpikākārasyāna° M ; °kārāvavasthānām G1 G2; °kārasyānavasthānā P ; °nābhūtasyābhidhāne
kā kṣatiḥ na kā(l. 5)cit kevalam upādhin V. 1 nirākāraśuddhasaṃvinmātrānugamasya ] irā° G1 G2; nirākāraśuśu° D ;
°gamyasya KEd. 1–2 svasaṃvitsiddhatvād ] svasaṃvitasiddha° P ; svasaṃvit_ siddha° ŚEd. 2 adoṣaḥ | ] aśeṣaḥ O
L G1 G2. 2 nanu ] na tu O. 2 viśeṣyābhidhānaṃ yuktam ] °dhānayuktam P. 2 yuktam ] [om] KEd D K V A O
L G1 G2. 2–3 viśeṣyābhidhānaṃ…upasarjanībhūtasyābhidhāne ] [om] viśe…tasyā° CT. 2–3 upasarjanībhūtasyā-
bhidhāne ] upasarjanābhū° K V; °syāribhānaṃ G1 G2; °dhānaṃ O L. 3 kā kṣatiḥ | ] kakṣyatiḥ || G1. 3 kṣatiḥ | ]
kṣati A. 3 kācit, ] kāvit G1 G2; [om] M P. 3 upādhiṣv ] upādhir G2. 3 upādhiṣv evātra ] upādhiṣṭevātra A H ;
upādhir

:::
vyavātra G1. 3 evātra ] vyavātra G2; evātrāpiMP. 3 tātparyadṛṣṭyā ] tātparyaṃdṛṣṭvāMP; °dṛṣṭvāṃṣṭyāda

H. 3 padabandho ] padaṃ baṃdho H. 4 abhidhānam ] anidhānam K ; avidhānam V. 4 na ] [add] ca M P H
T CT. 4 tāvaty ] tīvaty G1 G2. 4 dravyaniṣṭhatāsiddhiḥ || ] dravyanimutāsiddhiḥ K V; dravyaniṣṭatāsiddhiḥ A P H;
dravyasiddhiḥ O L ; dravyanisiddhiḥ G1 G2. 5 viśeṣaṇoparāgāt ] viṣaṇovasaṃgā G1 G2; °paśamarāgāt P. 5 sāṅkarya-
doṣaṃ ] sāṃkarśerya° CT; sākaryadvoṣaṃ H ; °doyaṃ K V. 5 parihartum ] pariharttam K V. 6 ca vyavacchedāt ]
svavya° H. 6 vyavacchedāt ] vyavadvedāt G1 G2. 6 sārvārthyam ] sāmartthyam O ; sāmārthyam L ; sāmarthyām
G1 G2. 6 avarudhyate | ] anuru° KEd; °dhyata(space) P. 7 cakṣurādīnāṃ ] vakṣu° G1 G2; °dīnā P. 7 nāḍikādi-
bhiḥ || ] śabdāṃtarābhidhāyamānārthatvaṃ sāṃnā° V ; nālikādibhiḥ REd MPH T. 8 sarvabhāveṣu ] sarvatāveśu G1

G2. 8 brahmaṇo ] bra(l. 7)hmaṇā H. 8 dravyalakṣaṇasyābhedāt ] °bhedat G1 G2. 8 tadabhidhāyitve ] tada-
tidhātitve G1 G2. 8 tasya bhāvāt ] tasyābhā° O. 8 bhāvāt ] bhāvā G1 G2. 9 sārvārthyaṃ ] sarvārthyaṃ P. 9
śabdāntarābhidhīyamānārthatvaṃ ] śabdābhi° L ; śabdāṃtarātidhī° G1 G2; śabdāṃtarābhidhāya° K V ; °mānatvaṃ O.
9 sāṅkaryaṃ ] sāṃkarya K V. 9 prasajyetety ] pramajye° G1 G2; prasatyetety V ; prasajyatety A ; prasa(l. 4)jyata ty P ;
prasaṣvetety H. 9 atredam ] atredan G1 G2. 100.9–101.1 pratiniyatākāraparicchinnavṛttitvāt ] (l. 2)pratiniyatakā°
L ; °richinavṛttitvā G1 G2.
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tākāraparicchinnavṛttitvāt sarvārthatvapratibandhād asaṅkara ity arthaḥ |
ghaṭākāropadhānapuraḥsaraṃ ghaṭaśabdena brahmadravyam abhimukhīkriyate, paṭākāropadhā-
nena tu paṭaśabdenetyādy upādhirūpopahitavivekitvam abhidhānīyam | tad yathā nāḍikāśuṣirava-
rtmanihitanayanās tadavakāśāvasthitamevārthabhāgaṃpaśyanti, tathāvidyāvacchinnadṛkśaktibhir

5 ākārabhedair eva vastūpalakṣyate | x tathaiva ca yathādhyavasāyaṃ śabdaniveśāc chabdair abhidhī-
yata ity arthaḥ |
yathāvaraṇādinendriyasyaiva prakāśaśaktiḥ pratibadhyate, na viṣayo vikriyate, tathānādyavidyāva-
cchedaprakalpitavibhāgānāṃ XXXI jīvānām eva saṃvedanaśaktir niyamyate, yena vicchinnārthābhi-
dhānena bhedaviṣayāṇy abhidhānāni prayujyante, na tu tattvam avidyayāvilīkriyata iti nāḍikānida-

XXXIiha hi vijñānātmano brahmaṇo vibhaktāḥ syuḥ, avibhaktā vā, svato brahmaṇaiva vā vibhajyeran_ bhogārthaṃ krī-
ḍārthaṃ vibhūtikhyāpanārthaṃ vā svabhāvād vā ; avidyānibandhano vā tadvibhāgaḥ (Brahmasiddhi, ed. Kuppuswami
Sastri 1937, 21).

xtathā hi—yathā cakṣurādiśabdānāmaśeṣarūpādiprakāśanasāmarthyaṃnalikādisuṣiravartmani yuktaṃdarśanasya ta-
davakāśāvasthitarūpabhedoparuddhatayā viṣayāntareṣu na viprakīryate, tathā jātyākṛtibhyām avaruddhaviṣayā gavādi-
śabdānām abhidhānaśaktir nāśvādiṣv atiprasajyata iti (Śṛṅgāraprakāśa 6, ed. Raghavan 1999, 329).

1 sarvārthatvapratibandhād ] sarvārthatvaṃ pra° V P ; sarvārthapra° CT; sarvārthatvāpra° KEd. 2 ghaṭākāropadhā-
napuraḥsaraṃ ] ghaṭākādopa° K V ; ghāṭākāropadhīnapuraḥsaṃra G1 G2; °dhāne puraḥsaraṃO ; °sara L. 2 abhimu-
khīkriyate, ] āmu° T CT. 2–3 paṭākāropadhānena ] ghaṭā° P. 3 paṭaśabdenetyādy ] paṭhaśa° A ; paṭaśaddene°
G1 G2; °netvādy K V ; °nety M ; °ne

::
tur P. 3 upādhirūpopahitavivekitvam ] upādhirūpopāhi° IEd; °tatvam T CT; °ve-

kītvam P. 3 abhidhānīyam…tad ] atidhānīyata G1 G2. 3–4 nāḍikāśuṣiravartmanihitanayanās ] nālikāmuṣira°
H ; nālikāsuṣira° M ; nāḍikāsuṣira° O L ; nāḻi

::
kā(l. 3)suṣiva° T ; nāḍi(l. 5)kāśu

:::
yi_iva° A ; nāḍikāsuṣivanmarmani° CT; nā-

ḍikāśuṣiravarmani° G1 G2; nālikāsuṣiravartmanī hi° P. 4 tadavakāśāvasthitam ] tadavakyasāva° G1 G2; °va::::
schitam

K. 4 evārthabhāgaṃ ] eva(l. 5)rtha° L ; evārthahāgaṃ G1 G2. 4 paśyanti, ] vaśyaṃti L G1 G2. 4 tathāvidyā-
vacchinnadṛkśaktibhir ] tathāvichin° H ; yathā

::::::::
cadhinaṃ dṛ° L ; tathāvadinaṃ dṛk_śaktirbhi r O ; tathāvadhiṃnaṃ

dakūśaktibhir G1 G2; °napṛthakśaktibhir KEd DKAMP. 4–5 nāḍikāśuṣiravartmanihitanayanās…ākārabhedair ] nā-
ḍikāra° V. 4–5 ākārabhedair ] akā° G1 G2; ākāramedair A ; ākārabheaidair P. 5 eva vastūpalakṣyate | ] avevastū°
G1 G2. 5 vastūpalakṣyate | ] vastupa° P. 5 ca ] [om] O L G1 G2. 5 yathādhyavasāyaṃ ] yathārthāva° H. 5
śabdaniveśāc chabdair ] śabdaviśeṣāc chabdair CT; °veśā:s:::::

chaśa
:::
bdair H. 5–6 abhidhīyata ] ebhi° IEd; evābhi° ŚEd;

abhidhāyata K V. 6 ity ] īty P ; itiy T. 6 arthaḥ | ] artha || G1 G2. 7 yathāvaraṇādinendriyasyaiva ] yathācara°
L ; yathāvaraṇāmineṃ° G1 G2; yathā āvaraṇādidri° P ; yathā āvaraṇādiṃ¦(l. 4)dri° M ; °yasyeva O. 7 prakāśaśaktiḥ ]
prakāśanaśaktiḥ H ; prakāśāśaktiḥ G1 G2; °śakti(space) K P. 7 na ] tena M P. 7 vikriyate, ] 'pi kri° CT. 7–8 tathā-
nādyavidyāvacchedaprakalpitavibhāgānāṃ ] tathānādyāvi° M ; tathānādyāvidyāvachaṃda° P ; tathānādyāvacheda-
prakalpata° G1 G2. 8 jīvānām ] vijñā

::::
nānām O ; jijñānām L ; jījñānām G1 G2; jīvāmenām H. 8 eva ] evaṃ K. 7–8

pratibadhyate,…saṃvedanaśaktir ] [om] V. 7–8 saṃvedanaśaktir ] save° K H ; °śakriśaktir IEd. 8–9 vicchinnā-
rthābhidhānena ] vidyinnā° A ; vichinnāyā(l. 8)bhi° L ; vicchinnā

::
dyābhi° O ; vichinnā(l. 5)rdyābhi° K ; vichināyātidhī

tena G1 G2; °bhimānena M P H. 9 bhedaviṣayāṇy ] °yā
::
ny P. 9 bhedaviṣayāṇy abhidhānāni ] °yāsmābhidhānāni

O LG1 G2. 9 abhidhānāni ] ābhyabhi° CT. 9 prayujyante, ] prayuyaṃte K V ; prayuṃjate O L CT; prāyuṃjate G1 G2;
prayujyate(space) P ; prayujate H T. 9 tattvam avidyayāvilīkriyata ] tatvavi° CT. 9 avidyayāvilīkriyata ] avidyayā
āvi° M P ; avidyayā balī° L ; avidyamāyāvilīṃkri° H ; °yāvanīkṛteya G1 G2. 101.9–102.1 nāḍikānidarśanena ] nāti¦ (l.
9)nālikā° P ; nālikā° M H T; nāḍi-(l. 8)kādida° CT.
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rśanena sūcayati | nāḍikādibhir ity ādigrahaṇād avadhānapratighātamūrtyabhijanādyavarodhaḥ |
yatraiva hy avadhānaṃ tad evāvadhāryate | mūrtyabhijano rūpasaundaryaṃ tenāpahṛto 'nyaṃ na
paśyati || 5 ||
ye tarhy ākāramātraniveśinaḥ sanniveśādiśabdās te dharmamātram abhidadhyur iti sārvatrikī dra-

5 vyapadārthavyavasthā viśīryetety āśaṅkyāha―

teṣv ākāreṣu yaḥ śabdas tathābhūteṣu vartate |
tattvātmakatvāt tenāpi nityam evābhidhīyate || 6 ||

upādhimātrasvabhāveṣv api sanniveśādyākāreṣu 35 sanniveśādiśabdā vartamānāḥ, paramārthatas
tattvād avyatirekād upādhīnāṃ tanniṣkarṣe svarūpasyāsvarūpatvāt tadātmanaiva sattvāt tad eva ni-

10 tyam upādhimad dravyam, evam apy abhidhāne 'bhihitaṃ bhavati | tattvam ātmā hy upādhīnām,
35yo vā saṃniveśaviśeṣaḥ saṃyogaviśeṣaṇaṃ ca hastyādiṣv iva sākṛtir eva (Dīpikā adMahābhāṣya Paspaśāhnika, ed. Bro-
nkhorst 1987, 15).

1 sūcayati | ] sūcavati K V ; sūvayati G1 G2; sucayati(space) P. 1 nāḍikādibhir ] nālikā°M PHT. 1 ity ādigrahaṇād ]
ityādi | gra° M. 1 ādigrahaṇād…avarodhaḥ | ] ādigrahaṇāvadhānapratighātamatyabhi° O ; °ṇāvadhānapratighāta-
martyabhija nādyavirodhaḥ | L ; °ṇāvadhīnaprativātamarttyatijanāghṛvarodhaḥ G1 G2. 1 avadhānapratighātamū-
rtyabhijanādyavarodhaḥ | ] avaghāna

:::
bhūpra° M ; avadhātapra° KEd; avadhānapratitaghā° T ; avadhātapratidhāta° A ;

°ghāṭatamūrtyabhijanaṃ nādyavarodhaḥ | H ; °rtyajanādyava-(l. 10)rodhaḥ CT. 2 yatraiva ] yatraivavye O L ; yatrai-
vaṃ CT. 2 hy ] [om] M P H. 2 yatraiva…avadhānaṃ ] yatrai‾vyevghava° G1 G2. 2 avadhānaṃ ] vyava° M P H ;
āva° A. 2 evāvadhāryate | ] eva hy ava° ŚEd IEd KEd D K V A O L ; eva hy adyadhā° G1 G2. 2 mūrtyabhijano ] mū-
rcyabhi° G1 G2; °janā KEd A. 2 rūpasaundaryaṃ ] [om] rū° O ; rūpaṃ saun° CT; rūpasaudaryaṃ K V A P; saudaryaṃ
L ; ya sauṃdarya G1 G2; °darya H. 2 tenāpahṛto ] tenāpahato ŚEd IEd KEd D K V A ; tenāpa

::
huto G1 G2. 2 'nyaṃ ]

nya P ; nyan T CT. 4 ye ] rya K V; tye G1 G2; yena M P ; yanaṃ H. 4 tarhy ] tahy G1 G2. 4 ākāramātraniveśinaḥ ]
°nirddeśataḥ KEd K V A O; °nirdeśanaḥ D ; °nirveśataḥ L. 4 ākāramātraniveśinaḥ sanniveśādiśabdās ] āṃkāramā-
ganirveśataḥ eṃniveśāriśabdā G1 G2. 4 sanniveśādiśabdās ] saṃtive° A. 4 abhidadhyur ] abhida

::
ṣkar H. 4 iti ]

[add] na M P. 4 sārvatrikī ] sārvatrikā K V ; sāvartrikī G1 G2. 4–5 dravyapadārthavyavasthā ] °rthasya vyava
::::
sthā

H. 5 dravyapadārthavyavasthā viśīryetety ] °sthāviśīryota ty G1 G2; °sthābhidhīyetety M ; °sthābhidhīyatety P. 5
viśīryetety ] viśārye° K V; viśīryatety H. 6 teṣv ] tiṣv G1 G2. 6 teṣv ] [add] ādhy CT. 6 ākāreṣu ] āokā° P. 6
ākāreṣu yaḥ ] ākāreyuyūḥ G1 G2. 6 yaḥ ] ya K V. 6 tathābhūteṣu ] sadā bhū° CT; tathāḥ bhūtedhyu G1 G2. 6
vartate | ] varttato G1 G2. 7 tattvātmakatvāt ] ta cātma° G1 G2. 7 tattvātmakatvāt tenāpi ] °katvoktenāpi CT. 7
nityam ] nityem A. 7 evābhidhīyate || ] evābhidhāyate K V. 8 upādhimātrasvabhāveṣv ] || upādhisva° M ; upā-
dhiṣv abhā° P ; °traśvabhāveṣv A ; °svalāves G1; °svalāves tu G2; °ve O L. 8 api ] kvacit O ; (f. 64r)kvāpi L ; tu pi G1; pi
G2. 8 sanniveśādyākāreṣu ] °reyu K V ; °reśur G1 G2. 8 sanniveśādiśabdā ] sanivaāśā° G1; saniveośā° G2; °śabda K
V ; °śabdoM PH. 8 sanniveśādiśabdā vartamānāḥ, ] °śabdāḥ T CT. 8 vartamānāḥ, ] vartamānā K V ; vartabhānāḥ
A ; varttamājāḥ G1 G2; varttamānaḥ M P H. 8 paramārthatas ] papa° A ; para-(l. 5)rthatas G1. 9 avyatirekād upā-
dhīnāṃ ] °kānupādhīnān T ; °kānupādhīnāṃ CT. 9 upādhīnāṃ ] [add] na G1 G2. 9 tanniṣkarṣe ] tanniṣkarṣaṃ
V ; tanni(l. 2)karṣe L ; tu mi

:::
ṣkarṣe G1 G2. 9 svarūpasyāsvarūpatvāt ] svarūpasyātmasva° P ; svarūpatvādy G1 G2. 9

tadātmanaiva ] ātma° KEd D K V A O L ; atmanaiva G1 G2; ātmany eva M P. 9 sattvāt ] satvā A P ; sattāt G1 G2. 10
upādhimad ] upādhīmallīnatā(space) tadā P ; °mallīnatā tadā KEd D K V A M; °mallīnavā tado H. 10 upādhimad
dravyam, ] °madravyam L G1 G2 T. 10 evam ] [om] P. 10 apy ] [om] O ; avyapy CT. 10 evam…abhidhāne ] ā-
patidhāne G1 G2. 10 abhidhāne ] ubhi° P ; abhidha(ā)ne CT. 10 abhidhāne 'bhihitaṃ ] abhidhānābhi° H. 10
'bhihitaṃ ] nihitaṃ M P ; [om] G1 G2. 10 bhavati | ] tvabha° CT; bhavāti K V ; ti G1 G2. 10 'bhihitaṃ…tattvam ]
bhihitatvaṃO L. 10 ātmā ] ātmāṃP. 10 hy upādhīnām, ]

:::
ṣkapā° H. 10 upādhīnām, ] apādhānāṃK ; apādhānā

V ; unādhīnāṃ G1 G2.
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na tu te tasyātmāna iti vyāpakatvāt sarva evopādhayas tadātmanā santas tathaivābhidhīyante | yadā
hy upādhimallīnatā tadopādhaya upādhayo na bhavanti | tatas tu niṣkarṣe dharmāntarāśrayatayā
svātantryād upādhimattvam eva nopādhitvam XXXII ity āśayaḥ || 6 ||
yady evaṃ dharmāṇām apy avasthāntare dharmirūpatvān nityatve satyatve cākārāṇām asatyatvam,

5 dravyasya tu satyatvam ity etasya niyamasyānupapattir ity āśaṅkyāha―

na tattvātattvayor bheda iti vṛddhebhya āgamaḥ |
atattvam iti manyante tattvam evāvicāritam || 7 ||

ayam atrārthaḥ | nehādvaitanaye satyāsatye dve rūpe staḥ, advaitahāniprasaṅgāt | kiṃ tu pāramā-
rthikam ekam evādvayaṃ tattvam | tac cānādisiddhāvidyāvilasitasahaṃ XXXIII pramātṛviṣayatayā ya-

XXXIIyathā ca nirupādhino dravyasya prakarṣo nāsti tathā dravyān niṣkṛṣṭasya svatantrasya guṇasyāpi śuklataraṃ rūpata-
raṃ rūpam iti svataḥ prakarṣo nāsti, api tu tadavasthāyāṃ dravyāyamāṇatvād_ guṇasyāparasaṃsargidharmāntaranimi-
tta eva prakarṣa iti (Prakīrṇaprakāśa ad Guṇasamuddeśa 3, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 204). XXXIIItad yathā cintāmaṇir
arthināṃ yathāśayam ākāranānātvam uddarśayati tathānantaśakti sanmātraṃ brahma avidyāvilasitasahaṃ sāmsārika-
pramātṛviṣaye nānārūpaṃ cakāstīty ante vastusatattvam uddhāṭitam (Prakīrṇaprakāśa ad Jātisamuddeśa 40, ed. Subra-
mania Iyer 1963, 47).

1 na tu ] nanu H. 1 te tasyātmāna ] tevalasyā° K V ; kevalasyā° KEd D AM P. 1 tasyātmāna ] tat syāt māne L. 1
vyāpakatvāt ] vyāparttaka° H ; vyāvartaka° ŚEd IEd. 1 sarva evopādhayas ] sarvapadopā° G1 G2. 1 evopādhayas ]
evopacayas CT; [add] te T CT. 1 tadātmanā ] tadātmanāṃ KEd. 1 santas ] sattas H ; san T CT. 1 santas tathaivā-
bhidhīyante ] sattayaivā°M ; sa(l. 14)tayaivabhi° P. 1 tathaivābhidhīyante | ] tathaivātidhīvate G1 G2; °bhidhāyaṃte
K V ; °dhīyate | CT; [add] (f. 35v)tathā H. 1 yadā ] dā K V ; yathā O CT; tadāM P. 2 upādhimallīnatā ] upāvima° H ;
upādhyadhī(l. 4)natā L ; upādhīmallinatā P ; °mallānatā K V ; °madhīnatā O G1 G2; °-(l. 11)macchinnatā CT. 2 tadopā-
dhaya ] tadopādheya KEd DKVAOLMP ; tadopādhevaG1 G2. 2 upādhayo ] vapā°G1 G2; dhayoKV. 2 na ] [om] T
CT. 2 tatas ] tataG1G2. 2 tu ] [om]G1G2. 2 niṣkarṣe ] nimerṣeK ; nimeṣeV ;

:::
nipūrveO ; pūrve L ; śrutipūrveG1G2;

niṣkṛṣṭeCT. 2 dharmāntarāśrayatayā ] dharmota°G2; dharmeta°G1; °śrayā(spaceof6akṣaras)CT. 3 svātantryād ]

::
svātaṃtryadG1 G2. 3 upādhimattvam ] upādhitvamMP ; °matvaO LG1 G2. 3 eva ] vaO LG1 G2. 3 nopādhitvam
] nopadhitvam P T. 3 āśayaḥ || ] arthaḥ || L ; āśaya || G1 G2; bhāvaḥ M P. 4 apy ] [om] ŚEd IEd KEd D K V A O L G1

G2. 4 avasthāntare ] avasthātare G1. 4 dharmirūpatvān ] dhamirū° P ; dharmirūpitvān H. 4 dharmirūpatvān
nityatve ] dharmiṇi rūpatvāni° L ; °tvānityatve G1 G2. 4 cākārāṇām ] vākā° G1 G2; cākārīṇāmK V. 4 cākārāṇām
asatyatvam, ] cākārāṇāsasa° L. 4 asatyatvam, ] anityatvaṃM P. 5 dravyasya ] avayavadra° M P. 5 satyatvam ]
saātyatvam G1; satyatva M ; satyatve P. 5 ity ] nityatve P. 5 ity etasya ] nityatve tasya M. 5 etasya ] tasya P. 5
niyamasyānupapattir ] niyūmesyā° G1 G2; niyamesyā° L ; °pattier T. 6 na ] [om] O ; nanv L. 6 tattvātattvayor ]
|| tatvata(l. 6)syayor O ; atasya yo L ; °tvayār H. 6 tattvātattvayor…iti ] ca tasyayārte darati G1 G2. 6 vṛddhebhya ]
dravyebhya O ; dhravebhya L ; dhruvebhya G1 G2. 6 āgamaḥ | ] āgataḥ(space) P. 7 manyante ] manyaṃtve K V;
maṃnyate L. 7 evāvicāritam || ] ivā° L ; evāvivāritaṃKV; evāvivāvivāritaṃG1 G2. 8 ayam ] asyāyamMP. 8 atrā-
rthaḥ | ] ātrārthaḥ | H ; artthaḥ TCT. 8 nehādvaitanaye ] na hi dvai° P ; nehī dvai° L ; neho dvai° G1 G2; na hy advai° O.
8 satyāsatye ] satyasatye H. 8 dve ] [add] satye L. 8 dve rūpe ] dvarūpe P. 8 dve…staḥ, ] dvarūpantaḥ H. 8
staḥ, ] stuḥ K V. 8 advaitahāniprasaṅgāt | ] advaitadvāni° G1. 8–9 pāramārthikam ] (l. 8)para° L ; pāramā

::
rtikam

O ; paramārthekam G1 G2. 9 ekam ] evam V ; [om] M P. 9 tattvam | ] [om] KEd D K V A O L. 9 tattvam…tac ]
[om] G1 G2. 9 cānādisiddhāvidyāvilasitasahaṃ pramātṛviṣayatayā ] cānādisiddhāvidyāvilaṃbitasahapramāpra° O
L; cānādisiddhāviyāvilasitasahayamāpra° K V ; chānādisiddhāt nidhavilaṃvinasahapramāpramāsṛdviṣṭhaya° G1 G2; °(l.
9)sahapramāpramātṛviṣayatayā D ; °sahapramāpramātaviṣayatayā A ; °sahapramātṛviṣayatayāM P H T CT. 103.9–104.1
yathātattvam ] yathātvam L G1 G2; tathātvamM P.
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thātattvam anavabhāsamānam ity anekavikalpaparighaṭitākārarūpatayā vyavahāram avatarati | ta-
thā ca tad evākāranānātvonnīyamānasvarūpabhedaṃ XXXIV cakāsti, nānyat | tadvyatiriktasyānyasyā-
bhāvāt |
tatra ca yo 'yaṃ prakāśaḥ sā vidyā | aprakāśas tu tamo 'vidyā | na ca prakāśābhāvo 'prakāśo nāma

5 kaścit pramāṇasiddho nirūpyaḥ | tataś ca yo 'yaṃ bhedaprakāśaḥ saivaikaghanaprakāśābhāvaḥ pra-
kāśavicchedo 'vidyā | tatra ca vicchinnānvayo vicchedo 'vadhāryata iti vicchinnaprakāśaḥ satyo vi-
dyaiva | vicchedamātraṃ tv apradhānasvabhāvaṃ na kiṃcid avidyeti paramārthatvavicāre na kiṃ-
cid atattvaṃ vyavatiṣṭhate | tattvam eva yathāpratibhāsaṃ bhedena cakāsad avicāritaramaṇīyaṃ
prapañco 'tattvam iti vyavahriyata iti brahmavidaḥ | tathā cāvicāritaramaṇīyaṃparīkṣayā vyavasthā-

10 pitaṃ tattvamevābhinnaṃ tīrthikā bhedadarśanavyavasthitā bhedātmakam atattvaṃmanyanta iti

XXXIVekam eva brahma sarvaśaktīti pramāṇena siddhe ’sminn arthe ’vidyāparikalpitasya bhāvabhedasyāpāramārthika-
tvāt kāryanānātvonnīyamānaḥ śaktibheda evaiksya yukto na tu svarūpabhedaḥ (Prakīrṇaprakāśa ad Jātisamuddeśa 22,
ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 34).

1 anavabhāsamānam ] atadhabhā° K V. 1 ity ] [om] KEd D K V A O L G1 G2. 1 anekavikalpaparighaṭitākārarūpa-
tayā ] akene° H ; anekakika° G1 G2; anekavikalpapari(l. 11)ghari° CT; anekaviṣayavikalpaparighaṭanākā° L. 1 avata-
rati | ] anusarati M P. 2 ca ] va K VG1 G2. 2 evākāranānātvonnīyamānasvarūpabhedaṃ ] evākāranānātve nī° G1

G2; evākāranānātvonī° L ; °tvonnāyamānasvarūpabheda V ; °bheda K. 2 cakāsti, ] vakāsti G1 G2. 3 tadvyatiriktasyā-
nyasyābhāvāt | ] tadhvati° G1 G2; tadyati° K ; °ktasyābhāvāt_ T CT; °nya::

svābhāvāt | O. 4 tatra ] tathāM P. 4 ca ] va
G1 G2. 4 yo ] yor A. 4 'yaṃ ] ya A. 4 prakāśaḥ ] praṃkāśaḥ K. 4 sā ] sa ŚEd IEd KEd DKVAOL ; [om] G1 G2. 4
vidyā | ] vidhā A ; mavidhā G1 G2. 4 aprakāśas ] [om] a° H. 4 aprakāśas tu ] aprakāśakta G1 G2. 4 tamo ] namo
G1 G2. 4 'vidyā | ] vidhā A G1 G2. 4 na ca ] [om] L. 4 ca ] va G1 G2. 4 prakāśābhāvo ] prakāśābhyā(space) P ;
°bhā | M. 4 'prakāśo ] prakāṃśe vichedo A ; gakāśo G1 G2. 4 nāma ] vidyā tatra ca vinānya A. 5 kaścit pramāṇa-
siddho ] kaścihāmāṇāsiddho G1 G2. 5 pramāṇasiddho ] prakāśamā° V. 5 nirūpyaḥ | ] nirūpya A ; nirūpas H. 5
yo ] yor H. 5 'yaṃ ] ya H. 5 saivaikaghanaprakāśābhāvaḥ ] sa evai° ŚEd IEd O ; sevaikaghaṭana° H ; saivaikaghāna°
K V ; sevaikaghanaprakāśātāvaḥ || G1 G2; saivaiyanaprakāśakabhāvaḥ(space) P. 5–6 prakāśavicchedo ] prakāśāvi° L ;
prakāśa G1; °vidyācchedo CT. 6 'vidyā | ] vipā O G1 G2;:::

viyā L. 6 ca ] [om] ŚEd IEd; va V G1 G2. 6 vicchinnānvayo ]
vichedānvachin° P ; vichedānvachinnā(l. 4)nnā°M ; vichinā° G1 G2; vichinnācayo A ; [om] O. 6 vicchedo ] vacchedo
ŚEd IEd KEd D K V A L G1 G2; vicśede T. 6 'vadhāryata ] vadhāye G1; vadhāyate G2. 6 vicchinnaprakāśaḥ ] vichittir
apra°M ; vichitipra° P ; °kāśa L. 6 satyo ] satyā ŚEd IEd KEd; satoMP. 6–7 satyo vidyaiva ] tanāvi° H. 7 vidyaiva | ]
viccaiva G1 G2. 7 vicchedamātraṃ ] chinnemātraṃ L ; vichemātraṃG1 G2; °mā(l. 8)tra H. 7 vicchedamātraṃ tv ]
chedamātratvaṃ P. 7 tv ] tu ŚEd IEd. 7 apradhānasvabhāvaṃ ] aprathana° T ; aprathāna° O ; pradhāsva° P ; apra-
dhāsva° M H ; aprathanasvabhāva CT; °svabhavaṃ G1 G2. 7 na ] [om] P. 7 kiṃcid ] kiṃvid G1 G2. 7 avidyeti ]
avidyo L ; avidheti G1 G2. 7 paramārthatvavicāre ] °rthavicāre ŚEd IEd TCT; °rthatatveMP ; °rthatatve vicāreH ; °vivāre
G1 G2. 7 na ] [om] KEd DKVA LG1 G2 MP. 7–8 kiṃcid ] kiṃvih G1 G2; kicid H. 8 atattvaṃ ] tattvaṃ ŚEd IEd; yat
tatvaṃMP. 8 vyavatiṣṭhate | ] ca ti° L ; vyavatiṣṭate KVAH. 8 eva yathāpratibhāsaṃ ] evāya°G1 G2. 8 cakāsad ]
ca (l. 9)sakā° CT; vakāsaṃd G1 G2; cāvakāśād iti M P. 8 avicāritaramaṇīyaṃ ] [om] a° M P ; apivi° T ; avivāri° G1 G2;
°maṇāyaṃ K V. 9 prapañco ] prapaṃca O. 9 vyavahriyata ] vyavadbhiyata H. 9 tathā ] [add] pratibhāsaṃ
bhedena O L. 9 cāvicāritaramaṇīyaṃ ] cakāsad avi° O L. 9 prapañco…parīkṣayā ] paṃcodayā G1 G2. 9 parī-
kṣayā ] parākṣayā K V ; parokṣyayā A ; prapaṃco pakṣayā L. 9–10 vyavasthāpitaṃ ] vyavasthitaṃ KEd D K V A O L
G1 G2 M P. 10 evābhinnaṃ ] evāsinaṃ G1 G2. 10 evābhinnaṃ tīrthikā ] e(l. 6)vātyaṃtatī° M ; evābhinnatārthikā
L ; evātyaṃtatīrthīkā P ; evābhinnatīyikāra H. 10 bhedātmakam ] nedā° H. 10 bhedātmakam atattvaṃ ] bhedā-
tmakatamatvaṃ L ; bhedatmakata G1; bhedātmakata G2. 10 atattvaṃ ] tatvaṃ O P. 10 manyanta ] manyūṃta G1

G2.
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vicāreṇāvidyāvilaye brahmaikaniṣṭhatā darśanānām | tad uktam―
satyā viśuddhis tatroktā vidyaiva 36

ityādi || 7 ||
evaṃ tena tena rūpeṇa brahmaiva vikalpitaṃ bhavatīti sarvaśabdānāṃ tattadupādhimukhaṃ tad

5 eva viṣayaḥ siddha ity āha—

vikalparūpaṃ bhajate tattvam evāvikalpitam |
na cātra kālabhedo 'sti kālabhedaś ca gṛhyate || 8 ||

paramārthato 'vikalpitaṃ vikalpānām aviṣayo yat tattvaṃ tad eva vyavahāre 'nyasyābhāvād vika-
lpyamānaṃ vikalparūpaṃ nānāvidhabhedāvabhāsam anādisiddhāvidyāvaśāt samavalambate, jīvā-

10 tmabhedenāvatiṣṭhamānaṃ tadgatatvenetimūrtivivartāśrayadikśaktipravibhaktadeśanānātvaṃni-

36tasyārthavādarūpāṇi niśritāḥ svavikalpajāḥ | ekatvināṃ dvaitināṃ ca pravādā bahudhā matāḥ || satyā viśuddhis ta-
troktā vidyaivaikapadāgamā | yuktā praṇavarūpeṇa sarvavādāvirodhinā (Vākyapadīya 1.8-9, ed. Subramania Iyer 1966,
30-36). Rau reads bahudhāgatāḥ (1977, 38).

1 vicāreṇāvidyāvilaye ] vicāreṇa vi° D K A ; vicāreṇa brahmaiva vikalpitaṃ bhavatītilaye V ; vivāreṇa vidyākilaye G1 G2;
°dyāvīlaye P. 1 brahmaikaniṣṭhatā ] °niṣṭatā K V; °niṣṭatād A ; °nichatā G1 G2; °niṣṭatayā H ; °ṣṭhatayā M P. 1 bra-
hmaikaniṣṭhatā darśanānām | ] °tādarśanam | KEd. 1 darśanānām | ] darśanaṃ D K V O L G1 G2; adarśanaṃ A. 1
tad ] ta O L ; tan G1 G2. 2 satyā ] satya G1 G2. 2 viśuddhis ] vi-(f. 281)śaddhis CT. 2 viśuddhis tatroktā ] viśu-
ddhisūtroktā KEd A. 2 tatroktā ] tatrokta P. 2 vidyaiva ] vidyā L. 2–3 vidyaiva ityādi || ] vidyaivityādi(space)
A. 3 ityādi || ] vetyādi | L. 4 tena ] [om] O L ; [add] tana CT. 4 tena rūpeṇa ] jūpeṇa G1 G2. 4 brahmaiva ]
vatyaiva A. 4 sarvaśabdānāṃ ] sarvavidyānāṃ KEd A L ; sarvaviśabdānāṃdyānāṃ K V; sarvam avidyānāṃ O ; sarva-
dhiṃ(l. 4)vānāṃ G1; sa(l. 15)rvaviṃvānāṃ G2; °nāṃvidyānāṃ D. 4 tattadupādhimukhaṃ ] tadu° D K V A O L ; tata
upā°M P ; tadupādhisukhaṃ, KEd; tadupādhibhuravaṃG1 G2. 5 āha— ] āhā G1 G2. 6 vikalparūpaṃ ] °rūpa A. 6
bhajate ] bhajete G1 G2. 6 evāvikalpitam | ] evāvilpitamā G1 G2; °lpita K V. 7 cātra ] vātra G1 G2. 7 kālabhedo
'sti ] [om] L. 7 cātra…kālabhedaś ] cātrākārabhedas O. 7 kālabhedaś ]

::
kala° T. 7 kālabhedo…ca ] kālabheda-

kta G1 G2. 7 ca ] tu O L. 8 'vikalpitaṃ ] avi° ŚEd IEd OLG1 G2; 'vikalpita V. 8 vikalpānām ] vikarabhyānāmG1 G2.
8 aviṣayo ] amiṣayo G1 G2. 8 yat ] 'yaṃ CT. 8 yat tattvaṃ ] yatatvaṃ G1 G2. 8 tattvaṃ ] eva P. 8 tad eva ]
tatvaṃ P. 8 vyavahāre ] tyava° G1 G2. 8 'nyasyābhāvād ] py asti svabhā° M P ; nyasyād G1 G2. 8–9 vikalpyamā-
naṃ ] vikalpamātram, ŚEd IEd; vikalpamānaṃ KEd D K V A G1 G2 P T CT; vikalpayānaṃ L. 9 vikalparūpaṃ ] [add]
vikalparūpaṃP ; vikalpatarūpaṃH. 9 nānāvidhabhedāvabhāsamanādisiddhāvidyāvaśāt ] nānātridhabhedāvabhā-
samānā° K V; nānāvidhabhe(l. 8)dāvasāsamānā° L ; nānāvidhabhedāvabhāsamānā° D A M P CT; nānāviṣabhedāvabhā-
sanādisiddhāvidyāvaśāt H ; °bhāsamānād asiddhāvidyāvaśāt G1 G2. 9 samavalambate, ] marvam ava° H ; sarvam ava°
M P. 9–10 jīvātmabhedenāvatiṣṭhamānaṃ ] jīcātma° G1 G2; jīvātmabhāvenā° T CT; jīvātmabhāvenāvatiṣṭamānaṃ
H ; °tiṣṭamānaṃ K V A. 10 tadgatatveneti ] ta ata° A ; kālākhyasvataṃtraśakti | (l. 18)tad ata° O ; tad ata° KEd; tadga-
tatyeneti H. 10 tadgatatveneti mūrtivivartāśrayadikśaktipravibhaktadeśanānātvaṃ ] °nerti vivarttāśrayād avaśa-
ktivibhaktadeśamānātvaṃ G1 G2. 10 mūrtivivartāśrayadikśaktipravibhaktadeśanānātvaṃ ] mūrtivivartāśrayād eva
śaktivi° O L; mūrttivivarttān mayarik_śaktivi° A ; °dikaśaktinibhi(l. 7)ktadeśanānātvaṃ V ; °ktivibhaktadeśanānātvaṃ
KEd D; °ktinibhaktadeśanānātvaṃ K.
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mittapaurvāparyāvalambanasaham | evamakālakalitam api tattvamanādinidhanaṃkālākhyasvāta-
ntryaśaktiviniveśitapratibandhābhyanujñāvaśāj 37 XXXV XXXVI janmādibhāvavikārābhidhīyamānapau-
rvāparyaṃ 38 cakāstīty arthaḥ || 8 || XXXVII

nanv avidyamānasya tattve pratibhānam ayuktam ity āśaṅkya dṛṣṭāntenopapādayati |

5 yathā viṣayadharmāṇāṃ jñāne 'tyantam asaṃbhavaḥ |
tadātmeva ca tat siddham atyantam atadātmakam || 9 ||

vijñānavāde viṣayākārasya bhāvato 'satyatvān nīlādis tadgato dharmo jaḍo 'jaḍe39 jñāne 'saṃbhavī

37tam asya lokayantrasya sūtradhāraṃ pracakṣate | pratibandhābhyanujñābhyāṃ tena viśvaṃ vibhajyate (Kālasamu-
ddeśa 4, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 42). 38ṣaḍ bhāvavikārā bhavanti iti vārṣyāyaṇiḥ | jāyate ’sti vipariṇamate vardhate
’pakṣīyate vinaśyatīti (Nirukta 1.2, ed. Sarup 1920, 29). 39vijñānaṃ jaḍarūpebhyo vyāvṛttam upajāyate | iyam evātma-
saṃvittir asya yā ’jaḍarūpatā (Tattvasaṃgraha 2000, ed. Krishnamacharya 1926, I, 559).

XXXVata eva svātantryaśaktiḥ kāla iti vākyapadīye siddhāntitam (Prakīrṇaprakāśa ad Kālasamuddeśa 14, ed. Subramania
Iyer 1963, 14). XXXVIkālākhyā svātantryaśaktir brahmaṇa iti tatrabhavadbhartṛharer abhiprāyaḥ (Prakīrṇaprakāśa adKā-
lasamuddeśa 62, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 64). XXXVIIsarvaparikalpātītam api brahma samāviṣṭasarvaśaktitvāt_ sarvarū-
peṇāvabhāsamānaṃ kālākhyasvātantryaśaktipravartitakramāvabhāsaṃ pūrvāparībhūtāvayavasamāhārātmikāṃ kriyā-
pratītim upajanayati sādhyasvabhāvabhāvaviṣayām | siddhasvabhāvabhāvaviṣaye tu dik_śaktiprakalpitabhāgabhedapra-
kalpanān mūrtivibhāgam āracayati | tathā cāpravibhāgam api deśakālābhyāṃ pravibhaktam iva cakāstīti (Prakīrṇapra-
kāśa ad Kriyāsamuddeśa 34, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 25-26).

10–1 mūrtivivartāśraya…saham| ] vivarttāśrayādik|śaktipravibhaktenānātvani°M ;nivivarttādiśrayādik_śaktipravibha-
kte nānātvanimittapaurvāparyālaṃ°P ; °bhaktideśanānātvanimittapaurvvāparyyālaṃba(f. 52r)nasahaṃT ; °kta | nānā-
tvanimittapaurvāparyāvalaṃbanasahaṃ | H ; °nātvamittapaurvāparyālambanasahaṃCT. 1 nimittapaurvāparyāvala-
mbanasaham | ] °ryāvulaṃbanasahaṃG1 G2. 1 evam ] svayamO. 1 akālakalitam ] kālakalpitamMP; °litamamH.
1 api ] [add] tat TCT. 1 tattvam ] (l. 19)ta

::
tvimO. 1 anādinidhanaṃ ] anādhinidhānaṃP ; °nidhānaṃM. 1–2 kā-

lākhyasvātantryaśaktiviniveśitapratibandhābhyanujñāvaśāj ] kālākhyaṃ svā° M P ; kālākhyasvatantraśa° ŚEd IEd KEd

DKVL; kālākhya-(f. 282)svātantryaśaktiviś__nive° CT; kālākhyasvataṃtraśaktiviniveśitapratiṃvadhā°G1 G2; kālākhyaṃ
svā(l. 15)taṃtryaṃ śaktiṃ viniveśitapratibaṃdhābhyanu

::::
jñāvaśo va° H ; kālākhyasvataṃtraśaktiviveśitapratibaṃdhā-

bhyanujñānava° O ; kālākhyasvataṃtraśaktiviniveśitapratibaṃdhābhyanujñācaśāj A. 2–3 janmādibhāvavikārābhi-
dhīyamānapaurvāparyaṃ ] janmādibhāvayikā° L ; janmādibhāvavikārādhī° T CT; janmādibhāvavikārāvidhī° M P H ;
°vapikārābhidhīyamānapaurvāparya G1 G2; °bhidhāyamānapaurvāparyaṃ K V. 3 cakāstīty ] cakāstāty K V ; ca

::
kāstity

P. 4 nanv ] na tv V ; na A. 4 avidyamānasya ] ca vi° A ; avidyamamā° G1 G2. 4 tattve ] tatvena M P H. 4 pra-
tibhānam ] pratibhāsanam L T. 4 pratibhānam ayuktam ] pratibhānabhayuktaṃm G1 G2; pratibhā·(l. 5)nayuktam
CT. 4 āśaṅkya ] āśaṃkā K V G1 G2. 4 dṛṣṭāntenopapādayati | ] °nomamādayāti | G1 G2. 5 yathā ] tathā A.
5 jñāne ] [om] P. 5 jñāne 'tyantam ] jñāneṃtyaṃnam G1. 5 'tyantam ] lyaṃtam A ; ṃtyaṃnam G2. 5 'tya-
ntam… | ] tyantasaṃ° T ; tyaṃtasamaṃbhavaḥ | H. 5 asaṃbhavaḥ | ] asaṃbhavaKV ; asuṃbhavaḥA ; asaṃbhavan ||
L ; asaṃbhavātā G1 G2. 6 tadātmeva ] tathā(l. 3)

:::
tmeva T. 6 ca ] va K G1 G2. 6 tat siddham ] tastiddham G1 G2;

saṃsiddhamM P. 6 atyantam atadātmakam || ] atyaṃtamahadātmakam || 9 ||(space) M ; atyaṃtyamahadātmakam
9 |(space) P. 6 atadātmakam || ] asata° T. 7 vijñānavāde ] vijñānāvāde G1. 7 viṣayākārasya ] bāhyākā°M P. 7
bhāvato ] sarvabhā° H ; tāvato KEd D K V A O L G1 G2; bhavato T. 7 'satyatvān ] sātya° G1 G2. 7 'satyatvān nīlādis ]
satyatvātīlādis V. 7 nīlādis ] nīlādiM ; nītvādi P. 7 tadgato ] tahuto A ; ta(space)hi (l. 3)te O ; tarhi te L ; tat sahite G1

G2. 7 jaḍo ] jaḍā K V ; [om] O LG1 G2. 7 jñāne ] [om]MP. 7 'saṃbhavī ] sambhavo KEd DKVA; saṃbhāvaṃtair
O ; saṃbhāvatair L ; saṃmāvatair G1; saṃmāvaaitair G2; asaṃbhavo M P ; saṃbhavy H.
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atyantam iti jaḍājaḍayor na kenacid aṃśena sārūpyam ity āha | tathā coktam―
ekadeśena sārūpye sarvaṃ syāt sarvavedanam |
sarvātmanā tu sārūpye jñānam ajñānatāṃ vrajet || 40 41 42 XXXVIII XXXIX XL

iti || 9 ||
5 atha cāsaṃbhavidharmācchuritaṃ vijñānaṃ viśuddhabodhasvabhāvam apy avidyāyāṃ vyavahāre

'vabhāsata itīṣṭaṃ nidarśanāntaram apy āha—

yathā vikārarūpāṇāṃ tattve 'tyantam asaṃbhavaḥ |
tadātmeva ca tat tattvam atyantam atadātmakam || 10 ||

40sarvātmanā hi sārūpye jñānam ajñānatāṃ vrajet | sāmye kenacid aṃśena syāt sarvaṃ sarvavedanam (Pramāṇavā-
rttika 3.434, ed. Tosaki 1988, 115). 41sarvātmanā ca sārūpye jñāne ’jñānāditā bhavet | sāmye kenacid aṃśena sarvaṃ
syāt sarvavedakam (Tattvasaṃgraha 2039, ed. Krishnamacharya 1926, I, 571). 42ajñānatā— jaḍarūpatvam (Pañjikā ad
Tattvasaṃgraha 2039, ed. Krishnamacharya 1926, I, 571).

XXXVIIIsārūpyaṃ grāhyatvam iti cet, asaṃnihito ’pi nīlārtho nīlajñānagrāhyaḥ syāt | kiṃ ca kathaṃcit sārūpyaṃ sarva-
jñānānāṃ sarvārthair aviśiṣṭam, sarveṣāṃ kṣaṇikatvāt ; tataś ca saiva sarvajñatāpattiḥ | sarvātmanā tu sārūpye ’rthava-
jjñānasyāpi jaḍatvaṃ syāt | yathāhuḥ— “ekadeśena sārūpye sarvaḥ syāt_ sarvavedakaḥ | sarvātmanā tu sārūpye jñānam
ajñānatāṃ vrajet ||” iti (Tātparyaṭīkā ad Ślokavārttika Śūnyavāda 20, ed. Ramanatha Sastri et al. 1971, 246). XXXIXkiñ
ca idam ekena vā kenacid ātmanā jñānārthayoḥ sārūpyaṃ sarvātmanā vā | ekadeśasārūpye nīlam api pītasaṃvidaḥ sa-
rūpam_ ubhayoḥ kṣaṇikatvād asādhāraṇatvāc ceti tad api grāhyaṃ bhavet | evaṃ ca sarvo sarvavit_ syāt | atadutpatter
agrāhyatvam iti ced, na | pramāṇābhāvād_ nīlabuddhir nīlapītābhyāṃ sadṛśī nīlād evotpadyata iti na naḥ pramāṇaṃ
kramate | api ca nīlād apy utpattau na pramāṇam ity anantaram eva vakṣyāmaḥ | samaṃ ca sārūpyam iti na grāhyeta-
ravivekaḥ | sarvātmanā tu sarūpyam ātiṣṭhamāno jaḍatvam apy arthasya buddhāv ādadhyāt | evaṃ cāndhyam eva jaga-
taḥ | yathāhuḥ — “ekadeśena sārūpye sarvaḥ syāt_ sarvavedakaḥ | sarvātmanā tu sārūpye jñānam ajñānatāṃ vrajet ||”
iti (Kāśikā ad Ślokavārttika Śūnyavāda 20, ed. Śāmbaśiva Śāstrī 1929, 101). XLkiñ ca, kathañcit_ sārūpyaṃ sarvajñānāṃ
sarvārthair aviśiṣṭam, sarveṣāṃ kṣaṇikatvāt, tataś ca saiva sarvajñatāpatti | sarvātmanā tu sārūpye ’rthavajjñānasyāpi ja-
ḍatvaṃ syāt | yathāhuḥ — “ekadeśena sārūpye sarvaḥ syāt_ sarvavedakaḥ | sarvātmanā tu sārūpye jñānam ajñānatāṃ
vrajet” || iti (Nyāyaratnākara ad Ślokavārttika Śūnyavāda 20, ed. Dvārikādāsa Śāstrī 1978, 196).

1 atyantam ] [om] a° KEd D K V AM P ; atyatam L ; atyaṃmG1; a::
syatyaṃtam H. 1 jaḍājaḍayor ] jaḍājaḍauayo2r M ;

jaḍā¦(l. 13)jaḍar P. 1 na ] naai O. 1 kenacid ] vyenacid A ; kenavid G1 G2. 1 sārūpyam ] sā
:
dṛ(l. 2)pyam L. 1

coktam― ] voktamāG1 G2. 2 sārūpye ] sārūpyeṃO ; sārūpya P. 2 sarvaṃ ] saṃrvaG1 G2; saṃvitMP. 2 syāt… | ]
syārvavedanāṃ || G1. 2 sarvavedanam | ] sarvavadanaṃ H ; °danāṃ || G2. 3 sarvātmanā…sārūpye ] °nātmasārū-
pye CT. 3 sārūpye ] sabhūpye G1 G2. 3 sarvātmanā…jñānam ] °nā

:::
tmasārūpyajñānam T. 3 sārūpye jñānam ]

sārūpyā saṃvit P. 3 jñānam ] saṃvit syāt sajñānamM. 3 ajñānatāṃ ] syāt sajñā° P ; ajñānatā K V. 3 vrajet || ]
vrated A. 5 atha ] athaṃvā A ; athavā L G1 G2. 5 atha cāsaṃbhavidharmācchuritaṃ ] athavā saṃ° ŚEd IEd MPH ;
athavā sambhavidharmākṣuritaṃ KEd D; athavā saṃbhavidharmo kṣuritaṃ K V. 5 cāsaṃbhavidharmācchuritaṃ ]
cāsaṃtavadha°O ; saṃtavadha° LG1 G2; saṃbhavidharmākṣuritaṃA. 5 vijñānaṃ ] [om] KV ; vijānaṃG1 G2; vijñāna
P. 5 viśuddhabodhasvabhāvam ] viśuṃvodha° G1 G2; °dhanasvabhāvam H. 5 avidyāyāṃ ] anujñāyā KEd D K V A
O L ; anujāyādy G1 G2. 5 vyavahāre ] avahāre G1 G2. 6 itīṣṭaṃ ] iti itthaṃ KEd D K V A O L G1 G2; iti iṣṭuṃ M ; iti
dṛṣṭuṃ P ; i

::::
chaṃtīṣṭaṃ H. 6 nidarśanāntaram ] °nāṃm āha P ; °nānta

:
m
:
T. 6 apy ] [om] ŚEd IEd KEd D K V A O

L G1 G2; e(l. 6)py T. 6 apy āha— ] pyā |(space) P. 6 āha— ] āhā G1 G2. 7 yathā ] tathā REd IEd KEd D K V O L
G2; tayā G1. 7 …vikārarūpāṇāṃ ] tathāpi kā° A. 7 vikārarūpāṇāṃ ] °pāṇān KEd. 7 tattve ] tat te G1 G2; yatve P.
7 'tyantam ] tyaṃtyam P. 8 tadātmeva ] tadātmaiva M P H. 8 tat ] ttat A ; [om] H ; tatatat CT. 8 tat tattvam ]
tatra tvam P. 8 tattvam ] tacam G1 G2. 8 atyantam ] a

::::
nyaṃ tam L. 8 atadātmakam || ] atata° A ; adātmakam

10 |(space) P.
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sāṃkhyasyāvikṛtaṃ pradhānatattvaṃ sarvavikāragranthi bījāvastham abhinnam anupasṛṣṭam eva
mahadādivikārarūpaiḥ paramārthataḥ | tad dhi mahadādivikāraśaktiyuktaṃ guṇasāmyāvasthātma-
kaṃ guṇavaiṣamyavimardavaśopajāyamānavikāranānātvād 43 vilakṣaṇam eva | atha ca vyavahāre
mahadādivikārarūpāvadhāraṇena vinā tadupalambhāsaṃbhava iti sarvadarśaneṣv avidyānvayinī |

5 evam asatyākāropadhānena tattvapratibhāsaḥ siddha iti sādhyānvayo 'rthagṛhītaḥ || 10 ||
kathaṃ punar etad avagamyate, ākārā asatyāḥ, tato 'nyat satyam ity āha―

satyam ākṛtisaṃhāre yad ante vyavatiṣṭhate | xi
tan nityaṃ śabdavācyaṃ tac chabdāt tac ca na bhidyate || 11 ||

10 tad eva hi nityaṃ yasmiṃs tattvaṃ na vihanyate 44

43guṇavaiṣamyavimardāt tasya ca bhedās tu pañcāśat (Sāṃkhyakārikā 46cd, ed. Prasad Sarma 1922, 4). 44tad api nityaṃ
yasmiṃs tattvaṃ na vihanyate (Mahābhāṣya Paspaśāhnika, ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 7).

xiatha cādṛṣṭasaṃsthānabhedopaplavavivekam api buddhyā bhedāpohadvāreṇa svayaṃ pratīyate, parasmai ca pratipā-
dyate, sa eṣa pratipattikramaḥ śrutyaiva darśitaḥ— “sa eṣa neti neti” iti, tathānyaiḥ— “satyam ākṛtisaṃhāre yad ante
vyavatiṣṭhate” (Brahmasiddhi, ed. Kuppuswami Sastri 1937, 26).

1 sāṃkhyasyāvikṛtaṃ ] sāṃkhyāvi° D K V A O L G1 G2; sāṃkhyābhimatam avi° ŚEd IEd KEd; (l. 6)sāṅkhyasyāpi kṛtaṃ
CT. 1 sāṃkhyasyāvikṛtaṃpradhānatattvaṃ ] || sāṃkhyāvikṛtapradhānatvaṃ |M ; | saṃkhyasyāvikṛtapradhānatvaṃ
P. 1 pradhānatattvaṃ ] pradhānaṃ ta-(l. 7)tvaṃ CT. 1 sarvavikāragranthi ] °raśuddhigranthi H. 1 sarvavikāra-
granthi bījāvastham ] °thicījāvasthaṃmG1 G2. 1 bījāvastham ] nijā° T. 1 abhinnam ] abhinamaṃG1 G2. 1 anu-
pasṛṣṭam ] anupanuprasṛṣṭam IEd; nupabhṛṣṭa

::
mG1 G2; anuspṛṣṭam P ; anupamṛṣṭam H. 2 mahadādivikārarūpaiḥ ]

śopajāma°G2; mahādā°DK ; °dirūpaiḥMP. 2 paramārthataḥ | ] °(l. 16)rthata P ; °rthatattvaṃH. 2 mahadādivikā-
rarūpaiḥ…dhi ] [om] V. 2 mahadādivikāraśaktiyuktaṃ ] mahādā° V ; °rasya śaktiyuktaṃKEd; °yukta G1; °yuktuṃP.
2–3 guṇasāmyāvasthātmakaṃ ] muṇa°G1 G2; guṇasāmāva° LH ; °va

:::
śyātmakaṃV. 3 guṇavaiṣamyavimardavaśopa-

jāyamānavikāranānātvād ] guṇavaiṣamyavimardaāva° CT; guṇavaiṣamyava°M ; guṇavai
::
śamyavaśopajāyamānāvikāra-

graṃthibījāvasthanānād P ; °tvān_ H. 3 vilakṣaṇam ] vihala° O ; vilakṣyaṇam P ; vilakṣaṇar H. 3 eva | atha ] iva |
atha ŚEd; eva ayaṃ KEd K V A O L; eva adyaṃ G1 G2. 3 ca ] va G1 G2. 3 vyavahāre ] srava° G1 G2;:::::

vyahāre O. 4
mahadādivikārarūpāvadhāraṇena ] mahāṃdā° V ; mahadādirūpavi° P ; mahadādirū(l. 4)vi° M ; °pād adhāraṇena H ;
°dhāṇo na G1 G2. 4 vinā ] pinā A ; [om] M P H. 4 tadupalambhāsaṃbhava ] tadupalabhā° H ; °saṃ

:::
mava K. 4

sarvadarśaneṣv ] sarvadeśeṣv KEd A O ; sarva
:::
ddeśeṣv D ; saveddeśe

::
ṣv K ; saveddeśe V ; sarvadeśeṣu L ; sarvadeśe G1 G2.

4 avidyānvayinī | ] tha vidyātuvinī V ; avidyā ca vinā A ; avidyātvavinī L ; vyadhiyātradhinī G1 G2; °nvavinī D K; °yini CT.
5 evam ] yavam G1 G2. 5 asatyākāropadhānena ] āpy ākāro pradhā° G1 G2; asyākāropradhā° O ; apy ākāro pradhā°
L ; °ro pradhānena KEd D K V A; °ro pradhānena ca M P. 5 tattvapratibhāsaḥ ] °timāsaḥ G1 G2; °bhā::

vasaḥ H. 5
sādhyānvayo ] sa(space of 1 akṣara)ddhyā° T ; sādhyācayo A ; sārtthānvayo O L G1 G2; sā:::

dyā
::
nva(l. 6)yo. 5 'rthagṛhī-

taḥ || ] gṛhītaḥ ŚEd IEd KEd DKVAOLG1 G2 MP ; rthaṃ gṛhītaḥH. 6 kathaṃ ] kathaG1 G2. 6 etad ] eta
:::::
dupaṃdH ;

[om] T CT. 6 avagamyate, ] anugamamyate L ; anyāmyate G1 G2; °myatae T. 6 'nyat ] nyata P. 6 satyam ] satvam
G1 G2. 6 ity ] [add] ata O. 7 satyam ] asatyam CT. 7 ākṛtisaṃhāre ] ā

:::
ttya(l. 2)ti° A ; ākṛmisaṃ° G1 G2; °hāro

P. 7 vyavatiṣṭhate | ] vyavatiṣṭate K V A P H; vyavatiṣṭato G1 G2. 8 tan nityaṃ ] tāni G1 G2. 8 nityaṃ ] nitya O.
8 nityaṃ śabdavācyaṃ ] niśajñavācyaṃ L. 8 tac chabdāt ] tachabdāṃt K ; tac chabdān O. 8 tac chabdāt tac ca ]
tac chabdatattvaṃ ŚEd IEd KEd; tachabdāṃtatvaṃ V ; tachabdātatvaṃ A P ; tachabdātvadha G1 G2. 8 tac ca ] tatvaṃ
D K M ; nityaṃ O. 7–8 tan…bhidyate || ] [om] CT. 8 bhidyate || ] vidyate L M; vidyato G1 G2; vidyatai 11 |(space)
P. 10 eva ] ava P. 10 nityaṃ ] tityaṃ A. 9–10 tad…yasmiṃs ] (l. 5)(space of 10 akṣaras)s CT. 10 yasmiṃs ]
yasmis A P H ; yasmiṃ G1 G2. 10 tattvaṃ ] sūtvaṃ G1 G2. 10 na ] nya P. 10 vihanyate ] vihinyata P.
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iti bhāṣyānusāreṇaitad ucyate | tathā hi tatroktaṃ―
kanakam ity eva satyaṃ punar aparayākṛtyā yuktaṃ khadirāṅgārasavarṇe kuṇḍale bhavataḥ 45

ity anenaiva dṛṣṭāntena vikārāpekṣayā'bhinnasya brahmaṇaḥ satyatocyate | yathāhi tatra rucakādyā-
kāropamardena suvarṇam ity eva satyam, evam anantavikāragrāmāpāye sarvānte 'vatiṣṭhamānam

5 anapāyi brahmarūpaṃ satyam, tad eva ca bhāvato nityam | āpekṣikaṃ tu jātyādīnāṃ vyavahāre
nityatvam ucyate | tathā hi vyaktyapāye jātir avatiṣṭhamānā gotvādikā nityā | tatrāpy aśvatvādibhe-
dāpāye pṛthivīty eva satyam | tatrāpy abādibhedāpāye vastv ity eva satyaṃ sarvanāmapratyāyyam |
tatrāpi saṃvidrūpasyānapāyino 'nugamād viṣayākāraviveke tad eva pāramārthikaṃ satyam iti neti

45kaṭakākṛtim upamṛdya svastikāḥ kriyante | punar āvṛttaḥ suvarṇapiṇḍaḥ punar aparayākṛtyā yuktaḥ khaidrāṅgārasa-
varṇe kuṇḍale bhavataḥ (Mahābhāṣya Paspaśāhnika, ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 7).

1 bhāṣyānusāreṇaitad ] bhāṣyāśrayanu°M P ; bhāṣyanu° K VG1 G2; bhāṣyaānu° D ; °reṇaṃta A. 1 ucyate | ] uvyate |
G1 G2. 1 tatroktaṃ― ] atroktaṃ KEd D K V A O L G2; atre::::

ktaṃ G1; [om] M P. 2 kanakam ] kanam O L G1 G2. 2
eva ] ava K V. 2 satyaṃ ] satya V ; saṃtya A. 2 punar ] sanar A. 2 aparayākṛtyā ] apareyā° T CT; apy apayā°
H ; ayākṛtyāny G1 G2; °yā ākṛtyā M P. 2 yuktaṃ ] [om] L ; uktaṃ G1 G2; yuktaḥ M ; yukta P. 2 khadirāṅgārasava-
rṇe ] °varṇaḥM P. 2 khadirāṅgārasavarṇe kuṇḍale ]

::::
ravadi

:::
rāṃgāraḥ suvarṇa(l. 4)kuṃ° A ; °gāraḥ suvarṇakuṃḍale

D K V L ; °gāraḥ suvarṇakuṇdale G1 G2; °gāre suvarṇṇakuṇḍale T ; °sadṛśe suvarṇakuṇḍale KEd O CT. 2 kuṇḍale ]
suvarṇakuṇ° ŚEd IEd; kuḍale H. 2 bhavataḥ ] bhavaṃta A ; bhakta G1 G2; bhava CT. 3 anenaiva ] [add] nitya-
sya brahmaṇaḥ satyatocyate | M. 3 dṛṣṭāntena ] dṛkṣyaṃte na G1 G2. 3 dṛṣṭāntena…bhinnasya ] nityasya P. 3
vikārāpekṣayā'bhinnasya ] °yā bhinnasya ŚEd IEd KEd CT; °yā abhinnasya T. 3 brahmaṇaḥ ] brahmaṇa A. 3 satya-
tocyate | ] satyatovyate G1 G2. 3 yathā ] tathā KEd D K V A O L G1 G2 MP. 3–4 rucakādyākāropamardena ] rūca°
O ; haca° V A ; rūpakā° G1 G2; stvakā¦(l. 4)dyākāropamarddanena P ; °marddanena M H. 3–4 brahmaṇaḥ…eva ] (l.
11)(space of 12 akṣaras)tyaiva CT. 4 anantavikāragrāmāpāye ] anantaravi° T CT; °grāmopāye G1 G2; °māpāṃye K V.
4 sarvānte ] saṃrvāte G1 G2; savato ṃte M ; savato te P ; sarvata te H. 4 'vatiṣṭhamānam ] vatiṣṭamānam K V A H ;

:::
catipramāṇamO ; ca pramāṇam L ; vatipramāṇamG1 G2. 5 anapāyi ] anapāṃ(l. 11)yi K ;

::::::
anayāpi L ; anyadyāpi G1 G2.

4–5 'vatiṣṭhamānam…brahmarūpaṃ ] °mānopādhirūpaṃM P. 5 ca ] va V G1 G2. 5 bhāvato ] bhavato M P. 5
nityam | ] nitya D K V. 5 āpekṣikaṃ ] āpekṣyaṃKEd DA L G1 G2; āpettyaṃK V; apekṣyaṃO ; apekṣitaṃM ; āpekṣita
P ; āpekṣakan T ; āpekṣakaṃ CT. 5 jātyādīnāṃ ] (l. 15)nātyā° O ; jātyādīnā A ; nānyādīnāṃ L ; nātvādīnāṃ G1 G2. 5
vyavahāre ] sarvavya° KEd DKVAO LG1 G2. 6 nityatvam ] nityatva G1 G2. 6 ucyate | ] ucyato G1 G2. 6 vyaktya-
pāye ] vyaktapāyeG1 G2. 6 avatiṣṭhamānā ] avatimumānāKV; avatiṣṭamānāAH ; ivetimanyamānāO ; ivetimamānā
L G1 G2. 6 gotvādikā ] gotrādikā G1 G2. 6 nityā | ] niyā O ; tikā M P. 6 tatrāpy ] tatrā(l. 3)(space of 1 line) CT.
6–7 aśvatvādibhedāpāye ] aśvatyāpāye di° P ; aśvatvāpāye di° M ; a

:::
svatvādibhedatyāge V ; aśvattādibhedatyāye G1 G2;

°bhedatyāge ŚEd IEd KEd D K A ; °bhedatyāye L. 7 eva ] ava K V. 7 aśvatvādibhedāpāye…abādibhedāpāye ] (l.
4)(space of 6 akṣaras)bhedyapāye CT. 7 abādibhedāpāye ] aśvatvādi° M ; avādi° L G1 G2; pṛthivītvādi° O ; atyādi°
V ; atyyādi° K ; aptvādi° ŚEd IEd KEd D A; aśvatvādibhedopāye P ; a

:::
svādibhedāpaye H ; °dāpaye T. 7 vastv ] castv A. 7

eva ] e‾ G1. 7 satyaṃ ] sa
::::
rvaṃ O ; [om] L. 7 sarvanāmapratyāyyam | ] sarvatra nā° O ; °pratvāyyaṃ G1 G2; °tyā-

yyāṃ A. 8 saṃvidrūpasyānapāyino ] saṃvidrūpatyyana° G2; saṃvidūpatyyana° G1; saṃvidrūpatvāna° L ; °pasyāṃ
nayāyino K ; °pasyāṃ nuyāyino V. 8 saṃvidrūpasyānapāyino 'nugamād ] °syānuyāyinānavagamād M ; °syānupāyi-
nānavagamād P. 8 'nugamād ] napaga° H. 8 'nugamād viṣayākāraviveke ] nugamāvi° L ; nugamāviṣāyā° G1 G2;
'(l. 6)nugamāviṣayākāravivekaṃ CT. 8 viṣayākāraviveke ] avi° KEd K V A. 8 pāramārthikaṃ ] paāra° P ;

::
vyāra° L ;

pāramā-(l. 10)rthiākaṃ G1. 8 satyam iti ] satyakṣiti A. 8 neti ] netī P ; ne T.
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nety upāsīteti 46 bhāvanayā codyate | saṃvic ca paśyantīrūpā parā vāk śabdabrahmamayīti brahma-
tattvaṃ śabdāt pāramārthikān na bhidyate | vivartadaśāyāṃ tu vaikharyātmanā bhedaḥ | tatra ca
tad eva nityaṃ jātyādirūpeṇa śabdavācyam | tatrāpy āntaropādānaviśrāntyā 47 48 vācakatvasya vya-
vasthāpanāt svarūpāntargatasyārthasya vācyatvād vācyavācakayor avibhāgaḥ siddha iti prathama-

5 kāṇḍe nirṇītam | ata evānantaram ihābhidhāsyati―
tasya śabdārthasaṃbandharūpam ekasya dṛśyate 49

iti || 11 ||
yad uktaṃ―
tadātmeva ca tat tattvam atyantam atadātmakam

10 iti tatrātyantam atadātmakatāṃ tāvad vyācaṣṭe |

na tad asti na tan nāsti na tad ekaṃ na tat pṛthak |
na saṃsṛṣṭaṃ vibhaktaṃ na vikṛtaṃ na ca nānyathā || 12 || xii xiii

46athāta ādeśo neti neti | na hy etasmād iti nety anyat param asti | atha nāmadheyam̐ satyasya satyam iti (Bṛhadāraṇyaka
Upaniṣad 2.3.6, ed. Olivelle 1998a, 66). 47athāyam āntaro jñātā sūkṣme vāgātmani sthitaḥ | vyaktaye svasya rūpasya śa-
bdatvena vivartate (Vṛtti ad Vākyapadīya 1.107, ed. Subramania Iyer 1966, 174). Verse 1.115 in the edition of Wilhelm Rau
(47). 48idam ity asya vicchinnavimarśasya kṛtārthatā | yā svasvarūpe viśrāntir vimarśaḥ so ’ham ity ayam (Ajaḍapramā-
tṛsiddhi 15, ed. Kaul Shāstrī 1921, 6). 49tasya śabdārthasaṃbandharūpam ekasya dṛśyate (Dravyasamuddeśa 14ab).

xiitāni ca vākyāni pratiśākhaṃ sarvopaniṣadbhyo ’vagantavyāni | pramāṇāntarāṇām apy ekatvapratipādanaparatvād eva
grāhiṇaḥ pratyakṣasyamiśraiḥ kṛta eva kleśaḥ | uktaṃ ca vākyapadīye ‘na tad asti

::
ca

:::
tan

:::::
nāmni’ ityādi | vidhyavagamyatā

ca śarīrāvarakād avasātavyā (Manubhāṣya adManusmṛti, ed. Jhā 1932, 490). xiiina tad asti na tan nāsti na vāggocaram
eva tat (Yogavāsiṣṭha Nirvāṇaprakaraṇa Uttarārdha 31.36cd, ed. Śāstrī Paṇaśīkara 1937, II, 1129).

1 nety ] netīty OMPH. 1 bhāvanayā ] bhāvanāya ŚEd IEd T ; bhabhāvanā-(l. 8)ya CT. 1 codyate | ] voyate G1 G2. 1
saṃvic ] saṃvi‾G1. 1 saṃvicca ] saṃviśyaP. 1 capaśyantīrūpā ] paramaṃtī°G1. 1 paśyantīrūpā ] paramaṃtī° L
G2; paramaṃnirūpāO ; paśyaṃtīMP. 1 parā ] parār KVMP. 1 vāk śabdabrahmamayīti ] vāk aśabda° P ; vāchabda°
H ; vākyaśabda° O L G1 G2. 2 pāramārthikān ] °rthikaṃ M ; °rthika P. 2 bhidyate | ] bhidyatte K V ; bhidyata iti
M P. 2 vivartadaśāyāṃ ] virvartta° A ; vivattaṃ da° L G1 G2. 2 vaikharyātmanā ] (l. 19)traisvaryā° O ; vaivaryā° M
P ; vaiśvaryā° K V. 2 bhedaḥ | ] bheda K V ; bhedāḥ G1 G2. 2 pāramārthikān…ca ] °kā(space of 18 akṣaras) CT.
3 tad ] (space of 1 akṣara)d T. 3 jātyādirūpeṇa ] °peṇe G1 G2; °peṇeti M P. 3 tatrāpy āntaropādānaviśrāntyā ]
tatrāṃtare pā° D K V A L; tatrāntare upā° KEd; tatrāṃtare yādā° O ; tatrāṃtaropādānaśabdaviṣayavi° M P ; tatrāṃtare
pādānaviśrātyāG1G2. 3 āntaropādānaviśrāntyā ] °naśabdaviśratyāH. 3 vācakatvasya ] vākattasyaG1G2; vācakasya
P. 3–4 vyavasthāpanāt ] vyava

:::
tsthāpa° A ; vyava

:::
sthānāt H. 4 svarūpāntargatasyārthasya ] sarū° K V ; svarūpāta°

H ; svarūpāṃtānisyā° G2. 4 svarūpāntargatasyārthasya vācyatvād ] svarūpāṃtānisyāvā° G1. 4 vācyatvād ] [om]
H. 4 vācyavācakayor ] vāvyavāvakayor G1 G2; °katayor CT. 4 avibhāgaḥ ] api bhā(f. 286)gaḥ CT. 4 siddha ]
siddhāḥ G1 G2. 5 nirṇītam | ] niṇātaṃK V ; nittaṃA ; niṣītaṃG1 G2. 5 ata ] a P. 5 evānantaram ] evānāṃtaram
A. 5 ihābhidhāsyati― ] °dhāyati(space) P. 6 śabdārthasaṃbandharūpam ] °bandhaṃ rūpam KEd D K V A O L
G1 G2. 6 dṛśyate ] na(l. 9)śyata L ; mṛśyata CT. 5–7 evānantaram…iti || ] [om] °ram…iti || H. 9 tadātmeva ]
°vava M P. 9 tat tattvam ] ttatvam G1 G2. 9 tattvam ] tavam K V. 9 atadātmakam ] ajadā° A ; °tmaka CT. 10
atadātmakatāṃ ] adā° A ; °tmatāṃ ŚEd IEd KEd; °tmakātāṃ G1 G2. 8–10 yad…atadātmakatāṃ ] [om] H. 10 tāvad
vyācaṣṭe | ] vaddhyācaṣṭe || ꣸ || H. 10 vyācaṣṭe | ] vyāvaṣṭo G1 G2. 11 na ] [add] tad asti na (l. 6)tan nāsti nnad
ekan na tan(l. 7)na CT. 11 tan ] ta G1 G2. 11 ekaṃ na ] ekanaṃ K V. 11 na tat ] natpṛtat M. 12 saṃsṛṣṭaṃ ]
maṃsṛṣṭaṃ G1 G2. 12 na ] vā ŚEd IEd KEd M ; na vā A ; navā2 D ; vā na K V ; [om] P. 12 vikṛtaṃ ] vivākṛtaṃ P. 12
ca ] na REd T CT; va K V G1 G2. 12 nānyathā || ] cānyathā REd T CT.
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vaikārikasarvavyavahārātītatvāt pāramārthikena rūpeṇa vikārātmakaṃ tattvaṃ na bhavati | tathā
hy astīti na śakyate vyavahartum | sattvopādhikasya svarūpasya tattvasvabhāvāyogāt, tenātmanā vya-
vahārānavatārāt | nāpi nāstīty abhāvopādhikasyāpy atattvāt pramāṇena bhāvātmakasya tattvasyā-
veditatvāt |

5 ekasaṃkhyopādhīyamānasvarūpaviśeṣaṃ tattvaṃ na bhavati | nirupādhinas tattvasya vastuto 'bhi-
nnatvāt | tathā ca― ekam ity apratīteḥ | nāpi pṛthaktvāhitaviśeṣam, tadbhinnasyāsatyatvāt |
nāpi saṃsargopādhikaṃ vibhāgopādhikaṃ vā, tato dvitīyasya pramāṇenānupapatteḥ | kuto bhi-
nnaṃ vibhaktaṃ ca, kena vā saṃsṛṣṭaṃ syāt |
pariṇāmaniṣedhena vivartābhyupagamān na vikṛtam | anekabhāvagrāmarūpatayā cādbhutayā

10 vṛttyā50 51 52 vivartanād avikṛtam ity api na śakyate vyavahartum iti sarvavyapadeśātītaṃ tattvaṃ pa-
raṃ brahma || 12 ||

50atyadbhutā tv iyaṃ vṛttir yad abhāgaṃ yad akramam | bhāvānāṃ prāg abhūtānām ātmatattvaṃ prakāśate (Samba-
ndhasamuddeśa 81, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 177). 51jātiprayuktā tasyāṃ tu phalavyaktiḥ pratīyate | kuto ’py ad_bhutayā
vṛttyā śaktibhiḥ sā niyamyate (Kālasamuddeśa 17, ed. Subramania Iyer 1973, 46). 52yathaivādbhutayā vṛttyā niṣkramaṃ
nirnibandhanam | apadaṃ jāyate sarvaṃ tathāsyātmā prahīyate (Kālasamuddeśa 26, ed. Subramania Iyer 1973, 49).

1 vaikārikasarvavyavahārātītatvāt ] caikā¦(l. 6)rikasarvavyayahā°A ; | vaikārīkasarvavyavahārātītatvāP ; °
::
sa

:::
rvāvyavahā-

ramatāṃgatvāt O ; °hāramatīgatvāt L G1 G2. 1 pāramārthikena ] (l. 10)
:
para° CT. 1 tattvaṃ ] tvatvaṃ A. 1 na ]

[om] H. 2 astīti ] astāti K V ; astī L ; asīti G1 G2. 2 śakyate ] śakyatve L. 2 vyavahartum | ] vyavahartu L ; vya-
vaharbhu G1 G2. 2 sattvopādhikasya ] sattopā° T CT; sattaupā° H. 2 svarūpasya ] svarūpasma G1; rūpasya H. 2
tattvasvabhāvāyogāt, ] tat tatsvabhā° CT; tattvasya bhā° H ; tattvasya bhāvayo° KEd DK V AO L G1 G2; tattvasvarūpāyo°
ŚEd IEd; °bhāvayogāt M ; °bhāvayogā P. 3 vyavahārānavatārāt | ] yava° K V ; vyavahārānuva° CT; °tārān T. 3 abhāvo-
pādhikasyāpy ] atyaṃtābhā° M P. 3 abhāvopādhikasyāpy atattvāt ] °syā(f. 66r)tathā L. 3 atattvāt ] atathātvāt
ŚEd IEd KEd D K V A ; atathāt G1 G2; anyatvāt M P. 3 pramāṇena ] prapra° A ; pramāṇana H. 3 bhāvātmakasya ] a-
bhā° ŚEd; bhavā° O. 4 tattvasyāveditatvāt | ] tv asyā° G1 G2; tattvasyācedi° A ; tattvasyācodi° ŚEd IEd KEd; °vetiditatvād
H. 5 ekasaṃkhyopādhīyamānasvarūpaviśeṣaṃ ] ekasaṃkhyopadhī° O ; ekasaṃkhyopadhīyamānarū° H T CT; °pā-
dhāyamānasvarūpam aviśeṣaṃ K V ; °pādhiyamānarūpaviśeṣa P ; °narūpaviśeṣaṃ M ; °rūpam aviśeṣaṃ D L G1 G2. 5
bhavati | ] bhati D K V ; bhā(l. 2)ta L. 5 nirupādhinas ] ni

::
rūpā° IEd; nihayādhitaḥ K V ; nirūpitas L ; nirūpādhitaḥ ||

G1 G2; °dhitaḥ KEd D AO. 5 nirupādhinas tattvasya ] °dhitatvasya M P. 5 vastuto ] vastvuto G1 G2. 5–6 vastuto
'bhinnatvāt | ] vastutvābhinnasya L. 6 tathā ca― ] tathātvād L. 6 tathā ca― ekam ] tathaivaikam O. 6 ca―
ekam ] vaikam G1 G2. 6 apratīteḥ | ] apratīte V. 6 pṛthaktvāhitaviśeṣam, ] pṛtha

::
kpāhi° O ; pṛthak_hita° G1 G2;

pṛthaktvāpitaśeṣaṃ CT. 6 tadbhinnasyāsatyatvāt | ] tat_bhinna° T ; tahinnasyāsatvāte G2; tahinnasyāsātvātenā(l. 4)
G1; °satvāt KEd D K V A O L; °tvān H. 7 saṃsargopādhikaṃ ] °pādhiṃkaṃ(space) A. 7 vibhāgopādhikaṃ ] [om]
K VM P. 7 dvitīyasya ] dvitīvyasya G1 G2. 7 pramāṇenānupapatteḥ | ] kramā° K V. 7–8 bhinnaṃ ] vibhinnaṃ
CT. 8 bhinnaṃ vibhaktaṃ ] bhinnavi° P. 8 vibhaktaṃ ] viviktaṃ O ; vittaktaṃ G1 G2; vibhaktaṃtva CT. 8 ca, ]
vet G1 G2. 8 kena ] keṃna G1 G2. 8 saṃsṛṣṭaṃ ] visṛṣṭaṃM P ; saṃsṛṣṭaḥ CT. 9 pariṇāmaniṣedhena ] parīṇā°
P ; parimāṇani° L ; °nidhena H. 9 vivartābhyupagamān ] (l. 9)vikartā° CT; vivarttābhupa° G1 G2; °gamāt_ T. 9 vi-
kṛtam | ] vikṛṃta G1 G2. 9 anekabhāvagrāmarūpatayā ] anekam āva° P ; anekadhāvaśrīma° G1 G2. 9 cādbhutayā ]
vātyadbhu°M P ; vādbhu° K G1 G2; vādutayā V ; cādbhu(l. 5)tasya L ; cātyat_bhutā T ; cātyubhutayā CT. 10 vivartanād
avikṛtam ] °nādivikṛtam G1 G2. 10 avikṛtam ] adhikṛtam L ; akṛtam H ; api kṛtam CT. 10 ity ] ityay A. 10 api
na ] [om] L. 10 śakyate ] ucyate L. 10 vyavahartum ] vyavaharvam K V. 10 iti ] i

::
ni H. 10 sarvavyapadeśā-

tītaṃ ] °padaṃśātītaṃ A. 10 sarvavyapadeśātītaṃ tattvaṃ ] ati(l. 12)sarvavyapadeśātītatatvaṃ CT; °śānītatvaṃO ;
°tītatvaṃ D K V L G1 G2 M P. 10 tattvaṃ ] tvaṃ A. 11 paraṃ brahma || ] parabrahma H.
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atha ca tadātmevāvidyāyām avadhāryata ity āha―

tan nāsti vidyate tac ca tad ekaṃ tat pṛthak pṛthak |
saṃsṛṣṭaṃ ca vibhaktaṃ ca vikṛtaṃ tat tad anyathā || 13 ||

bhāvābhāvavikārāvabhāsajananaśakti tad eva ‘asti nāsti’ iti ca sattāsattopādhikavyavahārasaham,
5 bhāvatas tu niḥsattāsattaṃ niḥsadasat paraṃ brahma | vyāvahārikaṃ caikānekavyavahāraṃ jāti-

vyaktyātmanā tad eva vartayati | saṃkhyopādhikam api ca | evaṃ saṃyogopādhikam apy anyasaṃ-
sargitayāvabhāsanāt | evaṃ vivekāvasāyas XLI tatra | tathā samastavikārātmanā janyamānam ivākā-
śādyātmanā kūṭasthatayā tad evāvabhāsata iti tadātmeva tattvam ity uktam || 13 ||
evaṃ ca kṛtvā sarvasya tanmayatvād virodhino 'pi vyavahārās tatraivopalīyanta ity āha—

10 tasya śabdārthasambandharūpam ekasya dṛśyate |
tad dṛśyaṃ darśanaṃ draṣṭā darśane ca prayojanam || 14 ||

XLIparāmarśacetasā hi dvitīyaṃ prathamād vyatirekeṇa na vyavasthāpyeta dvitīyaparāmarśacetasā yataḥ tad api tadā-
dyānubhayarūpatve sati ekarūpa eva vyavasthitaṃ bhaved grāhakākāra eveti yāvat | tataḥ kuto vivekāvasāyaḥ | (Pramā-
ṇavārttikālaṅkāra ad (Pramāṇavārttika 3.385, ed. Sāṅkṛtyāyana 1953, 408).

1 ca ] va G1 G2. 1 tadātmevāvidyāyām ] tadātmaivā° IEd KEd D K V A ; tadātmaiva vi° H ; tadātmikā(l. 6)viṣāyām L ;
tadātmavāviṣāyām G1 G2; tadātmaivāviṣayam M ; tadātmaivāviṣam avām P ; °viṣāyām O ; °dyāyāvyam CT. 1 avadhā-
ryata ] avadhāyeta G1 G2. 1 ity ] itiy T. 1 āha― ] āhā G1 G2. 2 nāsti ] nāstī P. 2 tac ca ] tatva G1 G2. 2
ekaṃ ] aikaṃG1 G2. 2 pṛthak ] pathak K V A. 3 ca1 ] va G1 G2. 3 ca2 ] dha A ; va G1 G2. 3 vikṛtaṃ ] viviktaṃ
O ; vikṛta P. 3 tat ] ta L P. 4 bhāvābhāvavikārāvabhāsajananaśakti ] bhāvāva° K V ; (l. 2)bhāvābhāvākārabhā° CT;
bhāvābhāvākārābhā° T ; bhāvābhāvādhikārāva bhāsajana° L ; °vadhikārāvabhāsa(l. 8)tanaśakti G1; °vadhikārāvabhā-
sajana(l. 2)śakti G2; °sanajananaśakti KEd; °satanana(l. 6)śakti A. 4 nāsti’ iti ] [om] KEd D K V A O L G1 G2; nāsti M
P ; (l. 4)nā

::
stiti H. 4 ca ] va G1 G2. 4 sattāsattopādhikavyavahārasaham, ] satāsatopādhikavyavahārasad P ; satvā-

sattopādhikavyavahāram G1 G2; °ramahāram K V ; °hāram KEd D A O L; °sad M H. 5 bhāvatas ] ahambhāvas KEd D
A O L; ahāṃbhavas G1 G2; ahebhāvas K V. 5 tu ] tan M P H. 5 niḥsattāsattaṃ ] nissaktāsaktaṃ CT; °satvaṃ P.
5 niḥsattāsattaṃ niḥsadasat ] niḥsattāsaṃttaniḥ° G1 G2. 5 niḥsadasat ] (l. 5)nidaḥsa° CT; °sad O. 5 vyāvahāri-
kaṃ ] rvyava° K ; vyava° V A L G1 G2; vyaāva° D. 5 caikānekavyavahāraṃ ] vaikā° L G1 G2; caikānaka° P ; °hāri H.
5–6 caikānekavyavahāraṃ jātivyaktyātmanā ] °hārajātivyaktyātmanā T. 5–6 jātivyaktyātmanā ] jātivyaktātmanā
CT. 6 vartayati | ] vartata iti ŚEd IEd. 6 ca | ] va G1 G2. 6 saṃyogopādhikam ] saṃoyo° L ; saṃyogāpā° G1 G2. 6
apy ] [add] ca M P; [add] tu L. 7 anyasaṃsargitayāvabhāsanāt | ] °yā ca bhaāsanāt_(space) A. 7 vivekāvasāyas
] vicekācasāyas A. 7 tathā ] tadā O ; yathā M P. 7 samastavikārātmanā ] °tmakā P. 7 janyamānam ] tanya°
KEd; tasya mānam A ; janya(l. 6)māna

:
vim H. 7–8 ivākāśādyātmanā ] °nāt K V. 8 kūṭasthatayā ] kaṭa° V ; kṛṭa° K ;

kūṭasthayā O L G1 G2; kūṭastha M P. 8 evāvabhāsata ] eva bhā° T ; [om] °ta D K V A L G1 G2. 8 iti ] iti iti CT. 8
tadātmeva ] tadātmaiva ŚEd IEd KEd D K V A O L G1 G2 M P H T CT; [add] tat T ; [add] (l. 12)tat CT. 9 evaṃ ] eva A.
9 sarvasya ] [om] M P. 9 tanmayatvād virodhino ] tanmayatvāvi° M P H. 9 vyavahārās ] vyavahāras M P. 9
tatraivopalīyanta ] tad evo° T CT; °līyataM P ; °yaṃla A. 10 śabdārthasambandharūpam ] °saṃbadharūpamG1 G2;
°baṃdhaṃ rūpam L. 10 ekasya ] ekaṃ hiM P. 10 dṛśyate | ] vidyate | H. 11 tad dṛśyaṃ ] tadṛśya G1 G2; tadṛśyan
T. 11 dṛśyaṃ ] dṛśya O L P ; dṛśye M. 11 draṣṭā ] dṛṣṭā P. 11 ca ] va K V.
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vācyavācakasambandhānāṃbhāvato 'dvayarūpatā | tatra hy āntare tattve śrutyarthaśaktī saṃsṛjyeta
iti 53 vivartadaśāyāṃ śrutyarthaśākhātmanā tasyaiva vikāsād vācyavācakarūpatayā bhedāvabhāsau |
jñānajñeyarūpatayaivāvidyeti | brahmakāṇḍa eva prapañcenāyam artho 'smābhir nirṇīta iti tata e-
vāvadhāryam |

5 draṣṭṛdṛśyarūpatayā ca tasyaiva vivartaḥ | tathā hi dṛśyaṃ tāvad bhāvajātaṃ saṃvidupārūḍhaṃ XLII

vedyamānaṃ vedyatvād eva vedanaikaparamārtham, aprakāśasya prakāśamānatāyogād iti pūrvakā-
ṇḍe 'dvayasiddhau ca vitatya vicāritam | draṣṭāpi jīvātmā avidyākṛtāvacchedo niyataḥ saṃsārī bho-
ktā brahmaiva cetanatvād bhāvato bhedānupapatter iti tatraivāveditam | anena ca pradhānakartṛka-
53apara āha— kramavān akramanimittam | akrame tu vāgātmani śrutyarthaśaktī saṃsṛjyete (Vṛtti ad Vākyapadīya 1.44,
ed. Subramania Iyer 1966, 102).

XLIIataḥ saṃvitprakāśa eva dvaitaṃ sādhayatīti kiṃ siddhasādhanena | saṃvidupārūḍho hi nīlādir advaitam āpādayati
(Kāśikā ad Ślokavārttika Śūnyavāda 31, ed. Śāmbaśiva Śāstrī 1929, 106).

1 vācyavācakasambandhānāṃ ] vācyavāvakasaṃbaṃdhānā G1 G2; vāyyavācakasaṃbaṃdhā
::
nā A ; °dhānā D K V L. 1

bhāvato ] sāvato G1 G2; abhāvate H. 1 'dvayarūpatā | ] °patoO LG1 G2 MP. 1 hy ] [om]G1 G2. 1 āntare ] sāṃtaro
G1 G2. 1 āntare tattve ] āṃtarataḥ M P. 1 tattve śrutyarthaśaktī ] tattvaśru° KEd D A O L G1 G2; tatvayujyartha° K
V. 1 śrutyarthaśaktī ] saty artha° H ; śrutya-(l. 5)rthaś__śaktī CT; °śakti P. 1 saṃsṛjyeta ] saṃsajyete K V G1; saṃ-
sṛchete H. 2 vivartadaśāyāṃ ] [om] vi° CT; vivarbhada°H. 2 tasyaiva ] ta(space of 1 akṣara)syeva T. 2 vikāsād ]
vikāśād ŚEd; vikārād H. 2 vācyavācakarūpatayā ] vāvyavāvakrūpa° G1 G2. 2 bhedāvabhāsau | ] bhedāvasā yau
L ; bhedavattāsau M ; bhedavatāsau P ; bheādāvabhāso CT; °bhāse H ; °bhāso T. 3 jñānajñeyarūpatayaivāvidyeti | ]
jñānajñeyai° KEd D K V A O ; jñānajñeyaivabhi

:::
dyeti L ; jñānajñeyaivāvidyeteti G1 G2; jñānajñeyaivaṃ vidheti M ; jñāna-

jñeyaivaṃ vidhaṃti(space) P ; °tayevāvidyeti H CT; °ti(rūpatayā vā 'vidyeti) ŚEd. 3 brahmakāṇḍa ] brahmakāṇḍe
KEd; brahmāṃḍa M P ; braṃhmākāṃḍa H. 3 eva ] (l. 13)evaṃ M. 3 eva prapañcenāyam ] e

::
voyam O. 3 pra-

pañcenāyam ] prapaṃco yam L ; prapaṃcayam G1 G2; prapaṃcam M P ; saprapaṃcam ayam H T CT. 3 'smābhir ]
mmābhi G1 G2; smābhi P. 3 nirṇīta ] nirṇāta K V ; nerṇota A ; virṇota G1 G2. 3 iti ] imi G1 G2. 4 evāvadhāryam | ]
evācadhāryaṃ(space) P ; °dhāyāṃ G1 G2. 5 draṣṭṛdṛśyarūpatayā ] [om] draṣṭṛ° KEd D K V O L G1 G2; dṛ(l. 10)ṣṭadṛ°
CT; draṣṭadṛ° ŚEd H ; tatra sa rū° M P ; dathyarū° A. 5 ca ] va K V G1 G2; [om] L H ; cā CT. 5 dṛśyaṃ ] (l. 7)dṛśya P.
5 tāvad ] bhāvad H. 5 tāvad bhāvajātaṃ ] tāvahāvajāṃta G1 G2. 5 bhāvajātaṃ ] bhāvajāta H. 5 saṃvidupārū-
ḍhaṃ ] saṃvirupā° G1 G2; saṃvidrūpā° ŚEd IEd; saṃcidupārūṭaṃKV ; saṃcidrūpārūṭhaṃA ; saṃvidrūpārū(l. 4)ḍha L ;
saṃvidrūpaṃM P; saṃvidrūpākāra ichaṃH ; °rūṭaṃ D. 6 vedyamānaṃ ] [om] KEd LM P. 6 vedyamānaṃ vedya-
tvād ] vedyamānāve° T CT; vedyamānaikatvād ŚEd IEd. 6 vedyatvād ] vaidya° P ; veyatvād K V ; [add] eva cedam KEd.
6 eva ] evaṃ M P. 6 vedanaikaparamārtham, ] vedenai° T ; cedam akeneka° H ; vedam anekam aparārtha G1 G2.
6 eva…aprakāśasya ] anekavedyamānam | aparārthapra° KEd. 6 vedanaikaparamārtham, aprakāśasya ] cedam a-
nekam aparārtthapra° O ; cedam ekam aparārthapra° L ; vedam anekam aparārthapra° D K V A; cedam anekaprakāśa-
paramārthasya M P. 6 aprakāśasya ] [om] a° G1 G2. 6 prakāśamānatāyogād ] prakāśayo° M P ; prakāśanāyo° H ;
prakāśatayā yo° L ; °nataāyāogād T ; °natayogād CT. 6 iti ] itiḥ(space) P. 6–7 pūrvakāṇḍe ] pūrvakāṃḍaṃK V. 7
pūrvakāṇḍe 'dvayasiddhau ] pūrvakāṃḍaitasiddhau P ; pūrvakāṃḍadvayaviddhau H. 7 'dvayasiddhau ] adva° ŚEd

IEd; dvitīya° KEd D K V A O L ; dvitīyasiddau G1 G2; dvaitasiddhau M. 7 ca ] va G1 G2; ta P ; [om] T CT. 7 ca vitatya ]
pra(l. 11)vi° H. 7 vitatya ] vītatya P. 7 draṣṭāpi ] [om] dra° K V ; draṣṭāt tu M ; dṛ¦(l. 8)ṣṭā P ; dravyaṣṭāpi H. 7
jīvātmā ] jāvātmā K V. 7 avidyākṛtāvacchedo ] 'pi cākṛ° P ; api cākṛ° M. 7 niyataḥ saṃsārī ] (l. 11)niyatasaṃ°
T. 7 saṃsārī ] satvasaṃ° M P ; sa(space) tv asaṃ° KEd; satvaṃ sārī D K V A O L G2; satyaṃ sārā G1. 8 cetanatvād
bhāvato ] vetanatvāhrāvato G1 G2. 8 bhāvato ] tato M P ; tāvato H. 8 bhedānupapatter ] bhedo nu° P ; °parttar
G1. 8 iti ] itī H. 8 tatraivāveditam | ] tatrevāve

:::::
kṣitaṃ G1 G2; tatraivopapāditaṃ | M ; traivopapāditaṃ(space) P.

8 ca ] va G1 G2. 113.8–114.1 pradhānakartṛkarmarūpakārakanirdeśena ] pradhāvakartṛkarmarūpakārakaniśvayena
G1 G2; °niścayena KEd D K A O LM P.
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rmarūpakārakanirdeśena kārakāntarasyāpy ākṣepāt siddharūpo vivartaḥ pratipāditaḥ |
darśanaśabdena ca pradhānakriyānirdeśakena kriyāntarasyākṣepāt sādhyasvabhāvakriyāvivarto 'py
uktaḥ | kālaśaktyavacchinno hi kriyāvivartaḥ, dikśaktyavacchinnaś ca mūrtivivarta iti mūrtikriyāvi-
vartarūpaṃ viśvaṃ pratipāditam |

5 prayojanaśabdena ca samastakriyāphalanirdeśa 54 iti sādhyasādhanaphalarūpatayā viśvasaṃkala-
nāyām aśeṣavivartānuguṇyaṃ brahmaṇaḥ pratipāditam | etac ca—
ekasya sarvabījasya yasya ceyam anekadhā |
bhoktṛbhoktavyarūpeṇa bhogarūpeṇa ca sthitiḥ || 55

iti brahmakāṇḍe pratipāditam | tatraiva ca satattvanirṇayo 'smābhir vyadhāyi | prakhyopākhyātma-

54adhiśrayaṇārambha eva phalābhisandheḥ samastakriyākalāpas tatraivādhyasyate (Kriyāsamuddeśa 5, ed. Subramania
Iyer 1963, 9). 55ekasya sarvabījasya yasya ceyam anekadhā | bhoktṛbhoktavyarūpeṇa bhogarūpeṇa ca sthitiḥ (Vākyapa-
dīya 1.4, ed. Subramania Iyer 1966, 21).

1 kārakāntarasyāpy ākṣepāt ] kārakatirasyāpekṣan_ L ; kārakatirasyāpekṣat O ; °syāpekṣaṇāt KEd D K A ; °syākṣepāt H.
1 kārakāntarasyāpy…siddharūpo ] kārakātasyārūpasi° P ; kārakatirasyāpekṣasi° G1 G2; °syākṣepasiddharūpo M. 1
pradhānakartṛkarmarūpakārakanirdeśena…pratipāditaḥ | ] [om]V. 1 vivartaḥ…pratipāditaḥ | ] vivartapāditaḥ(space)
P. 1 pratipāditaḥ | ] °dito H. 2 darśanaśabdena ca ] [om] V. 2 ca ] va G1 G2. 2 pradhānakriyānirdeśakena ]
°rddetaśakena O ; °śakaṃ na A ; [add] ca H. 2 pradhānakriyānirdeśakena kriyāntarasyākṣepāt ] °rdeśenaikakri-
yāṃtasyākṣepekṣā M P. 2 kriyāntarasyākṣepāt ] kri(l. 13)yatasyā° H ; kripṭāṃtarasyāpekṣāṃt A ; °syāpekṣaṇāt KEd

O ; °syāpekṣāt D K V L ; °syāpekṣyāt G1 G2; °syāpy ākṣepāt_ T. 2 sādhyasvabhāvakriyāvivarto ] sadhya° G1 G2; sādhya-
svabhāvaḥ kri° M P; sādhyakri° L ; °vartau A. 3 uktaḥ | ] uktam | CT. 3 kālaśaktyavacchinno ] kāraṇaśaktyava-
chinnā M P; kālaśaktyuvachinnā L ; °cchinnā KEd D K V A O. 3 kālaśaktyavacchinno hi ] °chinnādi G1 G2. 3 hi ]
'pi CT. 3 kriyāvivartaḥ, ] kriyā(space) vi° KEd; °varttā M P. 3 dikśaktyavacchinnaś ] ity uktavacchinnoś CT. 3
dikśaktyavacchinnaś ca ] divaśaktyavachinnaṃsya G1 G2; divaśaktyavacchinnasya O L; divaśakyāvachi(l. 4)nnasya M ;
divaśatayāvacchinnasya P ; °cchinnasya KEd D K V A H. 3 mūrtivivarta ] mūrtir vi° O M P H; °varttya G1 G2. 3–4
mūrtikriyāvivartarūpaṃ ] mūrttakri°M ; [om]mūrtikriyā° P. 4 pratipāditam | ] pratipādiṃta | G1 G2. 5 ca ] va G1

G2; [om] CT. 5 samastakriyāphalanirdeśa ] samābhikriyāphala iti ni° P ; samabhikriyāphala iti ni° M ; sammatikri-
yāphala iti nidarśa KEd DKA; saṃmatikriyāditaṃ ekasya sarvabījasya ceyam anekadhā bhoktṛbhoktavya(f. 73r)phala iti
nidarśa V ; samatikriyāphala iti nidarśa O G1 G2; samatikriyāphala iti nidarśana L. 5 sādhyasādhanaphalarūpatayā ]
sādhyāsā° P. 5–6 viśvasaṃkalanāyām ] viśvasaka° P ; viśvaṃ sakalānāyām L ; °kalānāyām D K G1 G2; °kalāyānām V ;
°kalānāyān A ; °kalaānāyām CT. 6 brahmaṇaḥ ] brahmaṇa P. 6 pratipāditam | ] °ditāṃ || G1 G2. 6 etac ca— ]
[om] KEd D K V A O L G1 G2 H. 6–7 pratipāditam…ekasya ] °ditasyaikasya M P. 6–7 ekasya ] etasya O. 7 sa-
rvabījasya ] pammasa° T ; saṃrva° A ; sarvapījasya G1 G2. 7 yasya ] [om] KEd D K V A O L M P. 7 yasya ceyam ]
veyayam G1 G2. 7 anekadhā | ] ekadhā V O G1 G2. 7–8 anekadhā | bhoktṛbhoktavyarūpeṇa ] anekabho° A. 7–8
bhoktṛbhoktavyarūpeṇa ] noktabho° L G1 G2; bhoktabhoktavyarūpe H. 8 bhoktṛbhoktavyarūpeṇa bhogarūpeṇa ]
°peṇābhogarūpeṇa O. 8 bhogarūpeṇa ] [om] KEd;

:::
bhegyarū° T. 8 ca ] [om] KEd D K V A O L G1 G2. 9 brahma-

kāṇḍe ] brahma-(l. 4)kāṣṭhaṇḍe CT. 9 pratipāditam | ] °divaṃ G1 G2. 9 tatraiva ] tatraiya G1 G2. 9 ca ] va K V
G1 G2; [om]M. 9 satattvanirṇayo ] sarvata° ŚEd. 9 'smābhir ] smābhi D K VAG1 G2. 9 vyadhāyi | ] abhyadhāyi |
ŚEd IEd KEd; vyavadhāyi D K V A O L G1 G2 M P. 114.9–115.1 prakhyopākhyātmakatvāc ] prācyopā° KEd D K V A ;
prakhyopakhyā° H ; prakhyoyātma° P ; prakhyopātma°M ; prakhyopakhyāga(l. 4)maka° T ; prādyopākhyātmāka° G1 G2.
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katvāc XLIII XLIV XLV XLVI ca vyavahārasya dvitve śabdārthasambandharūpam | tad dṛśyaṃ darśanaṃ
ceti bhedenātra nirdeśaḥ | etac cāvidyāmayaṃ rūpaṃ kathyate | pāramārthikaṃ tu praśāntaprapa-
ñcarūpaṃ vakṣyati―
yatra draṣṭā ca dṛśyaṃ ca darśanaṃ cāvikalpitam |

5 tasyaivārthasya satyatvaṃ śritās trayyantavedinaḥ || 56

iti || 14 ||
uktam idam―
ākṛtisaṃhāre 'nte yad avatiṣṭhate tat satyam
iti | tatraitat syāt | ante na kiñcid avatiṣṭhate | asad apadam evaitad viśvam āvirbhavatīty āśaṅkyāpi

10 hetunā'bhinnakāraṇapūrvakatvam anvayamukhena dṛṣṭāntopakramaṃ sādhayitum āha—

vikārāpagame satyaṃ suvarṇaṃ kuṇḍale yathā |

56yatra draṣṭā ca dṛśyaṃ ca darśanaṃ cāvikalpitam | tasaivārthasya satyatvaṃ śritās trayyantavedinaḥ (Saṃbandhasa-
muddeśa 72, ed. Rau 1977, 125). Subramania Iyer reads vā vikalpitam (1963, 173).

XLIIIprakhyopākhyātmako dvividho vyavahāraḥ (Prakīrṇaprakāśa ad Jātisamuddeśa 100, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 99).
XLIVtathā hi — audāsīnyāvasthāyāṃ satsv api sādhaneṣu pacatītyādiprakhyopākhyayor abhāvād arthāntaraviṣayatvaṃ
tayoḥ (Prakīrṇaprakāśa ad Kriyāsamuddeśa 1, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 4). XLVasaṃrabdhasādhanasādhyā ca sattā
niyatam eva sādhanānāṃ sannihiteti prakhyopākhyayoḥ kadācitkatvābhāvaḥ (Prakīrṇaprakāśa ad Kriyāsamuddeśa 1,
ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 6). XLVIprakhyopākhyā ca sattā yadyadasattā viparyayaḥ (Ajaḍapramātṛsiddhi 2ab, ed. Kaul
Shāstrī 1921, 1).

1 ca ] [om] L G1 G2 M P. 1 dvitve ] dditye G1 G2; nitye M P. 1 śabdārthasambandharūpam | ] śa
:::
bdartha° H ; śa-

bdāye saṃ° G1; śabdarttharūpan T ; śabdārtharūpaṃ CT. 1 tad ] ta A ; [om] M P. 1 tad…darśanaṃ ] tadṛśyada°
G1 G2. 1 dṛśyaṃ darśanaṃ ] dṛśyada° KEd D K V A O M H ; dṛśyadarśana P. 2 ceti ] veti G1 G2. 2 bhedenātra ]
chede° CT; bhede‾sra G1 G2. 2 etac ] etav G1 G2. 2 cāvidyāmayaṃ ] jāvi° A ; cāvi

:::
yyāmayaṃ L ; vāvidhyāmayaṃ G1

G2. 2 rūpaṃ ] rūpa P. 2 kathyate | ] kathyete L ; [add] ta G1 G2. 2 pāramārthikaṃ ]
:
paramārtha¦(l. 14)kaṃ P.

2–3 praśāntaprapañcarūpaṃ ] prakāśāṃ° G1 G2; prakāśāta° V ; praśā
:
takāśāta° K ; prakāśīta° D A L ; prakāśita° KEd O ;

praśāṃtaḥ pra° M P; °pañcaṃ T CT. 4 yatra ] (l. 4)yatrayatra CT. 4 draṣṭā ca ] iṣyāvasā O L ; draṣyāvasā G1 G2;

:::
īṣyāvaśāt M ; dravyāvaśāt(space) P. 4 ca ] va K V ; ta A ; vaṃ G1 G2. 4 darśanaṃ ] darśa

::
na H. 4 cāvikalpitam | ]

vāvi° G1 G2; cāpi ka° M P. 5 satyatvaṃ ] śrityatvaṃ O L ; prityatvaṃ G1 G2; nityatvaṃ M P. 5 trayyantavedinaḥ ||
] traiyyaṃ° O ; tūryanta° CT; tyetyaṃta° P ; te tyaṃta° M ; traiṣyaṃta° L G1 G2; trayyeta° A ; tv apy anta° KEd; °dita H.
6 iti || ] ity L. 7 uktam ] yuktam KEd D K V A O G1 G2 M P. 7 idam― ] iti T. 8 ākṛtisaṃhāre ] ākati° V ; a-
kṛtasaṃ° M P; [om] ākṛti° T. 8 ākṛtisaṃhāre 'nte ] āktatisaṃhārāṃte H. 8 'nte ] te V A G1 G2. 8 avatiṣṭhate ]
avatiṣṭatte A ; avatiṣṭate H. 9 tatraitat ] taitrat G1 G2. 9 tatraitat syāt | ] tatraitasmāt(space) P. 9 ante ] atre
K V ; atte A ; tad M P. 9 na ] ja G1 G2; anena M P. 9 kiñcid ] kiṃvid G1 G2. 9 avatiṣṭhate | ] avatiṣṭate K V A
H. 9 asad ] asadam D K V L G1 G2; asadda::

m A ; āsad P. 9 apadam ] anyapadam KEd. 9 evaitad ] eṃvai° G1

G2. 9 viśvam ] viśram L. 9 āvirbhavatīty ] āvirbhatīvy P. 9 āśaṅkyāpi ] āśaṃkya (l. 2)vinā H ; āśaṃkyāpīta T.
10 hetunā'bhinnakāraṇapūrvakatvam ] detu° G1; hetubhin° P ; hetutābhin° O ; hetunā abhinnakāraṇe pū° T CT; °ṇa-
sarvakatvam K V. 10 anvayamukhena ] anvayaṃ mu° CT; °mukhenna G1 G2. 10 dṛṣṭāntopakramaṃ ] dṛstāṃto°
G1 G2; dṛṣṭāntomakramaṃ K V. 10 sādhayitum ] saṃdhāyitum P. 11 vikārāpagame ] (l. 12)vihārāvagame CT; °ga-
maṃ D. 11 satyaṃ ] sa G1 G2; [add] satyaṃ V ; [add] sa(l. 12)tyaṃ K. 11 satyaṃ suvarṇaṃ ] satyasuvarṇair P. 11
suvarṇaṃ ] kṣuvarṇaṃ A ; suṃvarṇaṃ G1 G2. 11 kuṇḍale ] kuṃḍalair M P.
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vikārāpagame satyāṃ tathāhuḥ prakṛtiṃ parām || 15 || xiv
kuṇḍalāvasthātmakavikārāpāye kuṇḍale suvarṇam ekaṃ satyam avatiṣṭhate yathā, tathā pṛthivyā-
divikāravigame 'nvayinī prakṛtir abhinnā satyāvatiṣṭhate ity upeyam | āhur iti āgamapramāṇasi-
ddhatāṃ dhvanati brahmaṇaḥ | tathā coktam―

5 ekam eva yad āmnātam 57

iti |
ātmaivedaṃ satyam 58 59

iti hi śrutiḥ | upodbalamātraṃ cānumānam | tathā hi nirupākhyād asato 'padād vikāraprādurbhāvo
na yuktaḥ, abhāvasya bhāvarūpatvavirodhāt | na hi śaśaśṛṅgāt kasyacid udbhavo dṛśyate | asti ca

10 vijñānarūpatayā jagaty anvaya iti tatpūrvakam evaitat | tathā ca vakṣyati―
nābhāvo jāyate bhāvo naiti bhāvo 'nupākhyatām 60

57ekam eva yad āmnātam bhinnaśaktivyapāśrayāt | apṛthak_tve ’pi śaktibhyaḥ pṛthak_tveneva vartate (Vākyapadīya 1.2,
ed. Subramania Iyer 1966, 14). 58athāta ātmādeśa eva | ātmaivādhastād ātmopariṣṭād ātmā paścād ātmā purastād ātmā
dakṣiṇata ātmottarata ātmaivedam̐ sarvam iti (Chāndogya Upaniṣad 7.25.2, ed. Olivelle 1998a, 272). 59sa ya eṣo ’ṇim
aitadātmyam idam̐ sarvam | tat satyam | sa ātmā | tat tvam asi śvetaketo iti (Chāndogya Upaniṣad 6.8.7, ed. Olivelle
1998a, 252). 60nābhāvo jāyate bhāvo naiti bhāvo ’nupākhyatām | ekasmād ātmano ’nanyau bhāvābhāvau vikalpitau
(Saṃbandhasamuddeśa 61, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 166).

xivvikārāpagame satyaṃ suvarṇaṃ kuṇḍale yathā | vikārāpagamo yatra tām āhuḥ prakṛtiṃ parām || iti (Sarvadarśana-
saṃgraha, ed. Śāstrī Abhyankar 1924, 309).

1 satyāṃ ] saṃtyāṃKA ; satyaH ; satyāt_ CT. 1 prakṛtiṃ ] prakṛviṃG1 G2. 1 prakṛtiṃparām || ] prakṛtipaṃrāṃ ||
K ; prakṛtiparāṃ V P. 1 parām || ] paṇāṃ G1 G2. 2 kuṇḍalāvasthātmakavikārāpāye ] kuṃḍalasvātmavi° K V O ; |
kuṃḍalaṃ svātmavi° P ; kuṇḍalasvātmakavi° KEd D A L; kuḍala(l. 12)

:::
svātmakavi° G1; kuṃḍala

:::
svātmakavi° G2; || kuṇḍa-

laṃ svātmavi° M ; (l. 14)kuṇḍalaṃ cāvasthātmakavi° CT; °rāpaāye T. 2 kuṇḍale ] dve kuṇḍale KEd D K V A O L M P
CT T ; dhe kuṇḍale G1 G2. 2 suvarṇam ] svavarṇam V. 2 ekaṃ satyam ] ekasatyaṃm P. 2 avatiṣṭhate ] evāva°
T ; avatiṣṭate K V A H. 2 yathā, ] [om] H. 2 tathā ] [add] vikārāpagame M P. 2–3 pṛthivyādivikāravigame ]
°kārādigame P ; °rapagame M. 3 'nvayinī ] cayinī A ; tv apāyinī M ; tv a

::
yāyinī P ; yinī yā H. 3 abhinnā ] abhiṃbhā

G1 G2. 3 satyāvatiṣṭhate ] saty ava° KEd D LM P ; saty avatiṣṭata K V A ; saty avatithata G1 G2; °tiṣṭata H. 3 ity ] itye
CT. 3 upeyam | ] apeyaṃ K V ; abhyupeyaṃ M P. 3 iti ] īti P. 3–4 āgamapramāṇasiddhatāṃ ] āgamasi° M ;
āgamasiddhatā P ; °ddhatā H CT. 4 dhvanati ] dhvanayati ŚEd IEd KEd A ; dhanati P H. 5 yad āmnātam ] padāmnā-
taṃm G1 G2. 5 āmnātam ] āśrātam A ; ātmātam O T CT. 7 ātmaivedaṃ ] āt

::
mevedaṃ A. 7 satyam ] śasvam

G1 G2; sarvamH. 8 hi ] [om] M P ; ca H. 8 upodbalamātraṃ ] upodvala° G1 G2; upoddala° A ; upodvalanamātraṃ
KEd; °lanamātraṃ ŚEd IEd; °mātra P. 8 cānumānam | ] tv anu° T CT; ty anu° H ; vānu° G1 G2; cānubhānaṃ A ; cā¦(l.
12)rumānaṃ | M ; cārumāna P ; [add] hi L. 8 tathā hi ] tathādi G1 G2. 8 nirupākhyād ] nirūpā° D K V A G1 G2.
8 asato 'padād ] asatopādānād T. 8 'padād ] parāt KEd D K V A O L G1 G2 M P H. 8 vikāraprādurbhāvo ] [om]
vikāra° KEd DKVAOLG1 G2 MP. 9 yuktaḥ, ] yuḥktaḥ G1 G2; yuktiḥ |M. 9 abhāvasya ] ābhā° P ; śvabhā° G1 G2. 9
bhāvarūpatvavirodhāt | ] bhāvarūpa-(l. 9)tāvi° CT. 9 śaśaśṛṅgāt ] śaśaśaṅgāt_ CT. 9 kasyacid ] kasyavid A G1 G2.
9 udbhavo ] uduvo V ;

::::
udva | kṣodbhavo G1 G2. 9 dṛśyate | ] pṛśyate(space) A ; vidyate M P. 10 vijñānarūpatayā ]

[om] vi° G1 G2. 10 anvaya ] acaya A ; envaya P. 10 tatpūrvakam ] tatpūrvam KEd D K V A O L G1 G2; tpūrvam M ;
pūrvam P. 10 evaitat | ] evaivatat | D ; evaivakṣyatat K V; evaiva G1 G2. 10 tathā ] tat || G1 G2. 10 ca ] ta‾ G1 G2;
[om] P. 10 ca vakṣyati― ] cakṣyati | M. 10 vakṣyati― ] vati K V ; śvadhyati G1 G2. 11 nābhāvo ] nvābhāvo G1

G2. 11 jāyate ] jāyato L ; vijāyate M P ; vyate H. 11 naiti ] neti H. 11 naiti bhāvo ] naikabhāvo D K V A O L G1 G2;
naikabhāvo hy M P. 11 'nupākhyatām ] upā° M ; upā° P ; nupākhyatam A.
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iti | tasya cidrūpasya cicchaktir apariṇāminīti vikārābhāvān nedaṃ sāṃkhyanayavatpariṇāmadarśa-
nam, api tu vivartapakṣaḥ | viśeṣaś cānayor vākyapadīye 'smābhir vyākhyāta iti tata evāvadhāryaḥ |
ihāpi sambandhasamuddeśe vakṣyate | kāraṇāntaravyudāsaś cādvayasiddhāv abhihita iti saty arthi-
tve tata evāvagantavyaḥ || 15 ||

5 tad evam ātmaśabdābhidheyasya brahmaṇaḥ padārthaparamārtharūpatvād dravyarūpatvam upa-
pādya sarvaśabdavācyatvaṃ tasyaiva nigamayitum āha—

vācyā sā sarvaśabdānāṃ śabdāś ca na pṛthak tataḥ |
apṛthaktve ca saṃbandhas tayor nānātmanor iva || 16 || xv

tattadupādhiparikalpitabhedabahulatayā vyavahārasyāvidyābhūyastve pratiniyatākāropādhīyamā-
10 narūpabhedaṃbrahmaiva sarvaśabdaviṣayaxvi ity ukto 'rthaḥ | ātmā, brahma, tattvam ityādayo 'pi hi

śabdāḥ samavalambitopādhayo 'pi dravyātmānam anu parivartante, nirupādhino vāgviṣayātītatvāt |

xvabhyupagatādvitīyatvanirvāhāya vācyavācakayor avibhāgaḥpradarśitaḥ—vācyā sā sarvaśabdānāṃśabdāc canapṛtha-
ktataḥ | apṛthaktvepi saṃbandhas tayor jīvātmanor iva || iti (Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha, ed. Śāstrī Abhyankar 1924, 309).
xvitattadupādhiparikalpitabhedabahulatayā vyavahārasyāvidyāmātrakalpitatvenapratiniyatākāropadhīyamānarūpabhe-
daṃ brahmatattvaṃ sarvaśabdaviṣayaḥ | abhede ca pāramārthike saṃvṛtivaśād vyavahāradaśāyāṃ svapnāvasthāvadu-
ccāvacaḥ prapañco vivartata iti kārikārthaḥ (Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha, ed. Śāstrī Abhyankar 1924, 309).

1 tasya ] lasya K V ; [om]M P ; tatra H T CT. 1 cidrūpasya ] vidrū° G1 G2; cidbhūyasya K V. 1 cicchaktir ] vichaktir
G1 G2. 1 apariṇāminīti ] [om] a°M P ; °ṇāmanīti T. 1 vikārābhāvān ] vakā° CT; vikāratvābhā°MP. 1–2 sāṃkhya-
nayavatpariṇāmadarśanam, ] saṃkhya° H ; śāṃkhyanayavatvarināma° G1 G2. 2 cānayor ] cānayo K V; va | nayor G1

G2. 2 vākyapadīye ] vokya° K ; vākyapradīpe KEd; gākyamadīye G1 G2. 2 vyākhyāta ] vyākhyātam D K V A O L G1

G2 M ; vyākhyā(l. 5)tām P ; chākhyāta H. 2 evāvadhāryaḥ | ] evāvādhāryaṃ G1 G2; evāvidhāryaṃ A ; eva vādhāyī P ;
°dhāryam ŚEd IEd KEd D K V O L M T. 3 ihāpi ] iha pi P. 3 sambandhasamuddeśe ] °mudeśe K V ; °ddeśa A. 3
vakṣyate | ] vakṣyeta G1 G2; vakṣyati M P. 3 kāraṇāntaravyudāsaś ] kāraṇāta° P ; °tadravyadāsaś K V. 3 cādvayasi-
ddhāv ] cādvayabhiddhau K V. 3 abhihita ] vihita H T CT. 3–4 kāraṇāntaravyudāsaś…evāvagantavyaḥ || ] [om]
°saś…evāvagantavyaḥ || G1 G2. 5 brahmaṇaḥ ] brahmaṇa A. 5 padārthaparamārtharūpatvād ] °tvā/ T. 5 dra-
vyarūpatvam ] adra° KEd K V A. 6 sarvaśabdavācyatvaṃ ] sarvaśabdāvā° O. 6 nigamayitum ] nigamamitum K
V ; nigamiyitum L. 6 āha— ] ā

::
hā T. 7 vācyā ] vidyā KEd D K V A; vāyā L. 7 tataḥ | ] tayaḥ | O ; yataḥ | L ; tata H.

8 saṃbandhas tayor ] saṃbaṃdhatayor L. 8 nānātmanor ] nānātmanār P. 8 iva || ] ivā || ꣸ || H. 9 tattadu-
pādhiparikalpitabhedabahulatayā ] || (l. 4)tadupādhiparikalpitabhedabahutayā M ; | tadupādhiparikalpitkaṃ

::
ta

:::
bhe-

dabahutayā P ; °bhevadaba
::
hutayā K ; °hutayā D V A O L. 9 vyavahārasyāvidyābhūyastve ] vya(l. 4)vatārasyāpi vi°

A ; vyavahārasyāpi vi° KEd D K V O L M P ; °stvena H. 9–10 pratiniyatākāropādhīyamānarūpabhedaṃ ] pratiniya-
vākā° H ; pratiniyatākāropadhī° T CT; pratiniyatākārotthīya° O M; pratiniyatākāro sthāya° K V ; pratiniyatākāro sthīya°
KEd D A L; °ro hīyam ānarūpabrahmaiva bhedaṃ P. 10 sarvaśabdaviṣaya ] sarvavidyāvi° M P ; °viviṣa(l. 11)ya H. 10
ityādayo ] ity udaye D K V ; ity udayer A ; ity ukte M P. 10 'pi ] hi A. 10 hi ] pi A ; [om] O. 11 śabdāḥ ] śa-
bdaḥ(space) P. 11 samavalambitopādhayo ] samabalaṃvito° P ; samalaṃbikopādha

::
yo T ; °dhayo H CT. 11 'pi ] hi

D ; [om] K VHTCT. 11 dravyātmānam ] ātmānamKEd AOLMP; thātmānamKV ; śabdāḥ samavalaṃbitopādhayo
::
py

:
ā(l. 2)tmānamD. 11 anu ] anaKV ; unu L. 11 parivartante, ] parivarttate(space) P. 11 nirupādhino ] nihapādhito
K V; °dhito D A; °dhiko H. 11 vāgviṣayātītatvāt | ] vā viṣa° M ; vādyeṣa° V ; °yātattvāviṣaya iti (l. 12)tad H.
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vāṅmanasātītaṃ hi tattvam ity upadiśanti brahmavidaḥ | ghaṭādiśabdāpekṣayā tv ātmādiśabdāḥ
pratyāsannāḥ | sarvasya ca tanmayatvāc chabdā api tadātmakāḥ, yathā'vibhaktaṃ prāk | abhede 'pi
ca pāramārthike sāṃvṛto lokayātrāyāṃ bhedo 'satya iti ivaśabdaḥ | ata eva dviṣṭhasambandhopapa-
ttiḥ || 16 ||

5 nanu cendrajālam idaṃ, yad avadhṛtarūpabhedānām api bhāvānām anādṛtya tattvam anavasīyamā-
nābhedaparamārthatopadeśanam ity āśaṅkya dṛṣṭāntenaitat sādhayitum āha―

ātmā paraḥ priyo dveṣyo vaktā vācyaṃ prayojanam |
viruddhāni yathaikasya svapne rūpāṇi cetasaḥ || 17 ||

ajanmani tathā nitye paurvāparyavivarjite |
10 tattve janmādirūpatvaṃ viruddham upalabhyate || 18 || xvii

svapnāvasthāgataḥ prapañco jāgarayā bādhyamānatvād asatya iti sarvavādyabhyupagamaḥ | tenaiva

xviijanmamaraṇādikaṃ tadvat_ prapañcaś ca tatrāvidyākalpita iti vedāntatattvam asmākam apīṣṭam eva | uktaṃ hi vā-
kyapadīye—‘ajanmani tathā nitye paurvāparyavivarjite | tattve janmādirūpatvaṃviruddhamupalabhyate ||’ iti | tasmād
avidyādaśāyām uktarītyā jātir eva sphoṭaḥ (Vaiyākaraṇabhūṣaṇa, ed. Trivedī 1915, 259).

1 vāṅmanasātītaṃ ] vā ma° D K V A O L M. 1 hi ] [add] tat H. 11–1 vāgviṣayātītatvāt…tattvam ] vā viṣayātī-
tahitatvam P. 1 hi tattvam ] vitatvam CT. 1 ity ] [om] H T. 1 upadiśanti ] upapa° M. 1 brahmavidaḥ | ]
brahmaviddaḥ A ; brahmavida O L. 1 ghaṭādiśabdāpekṣayā ] kyayadi° O L ; tu ya¦(l. 6)di śa° M ; kyayadi śa° D ; yadi
śa° KEd A ; tu yadi śabdo pe° P ; yadi śabdāpekṣeyā K V. 2 sarvasya ] sarva O. 2 ca ] va K V ; [om] CT. 2 ta-
nmayatvāc chabdā ] tanmayatva tadātmakatvā H ; tanmayatvac śabdā T. 2 tadātmakāḥ, ] tadātmikāḥ D K V A O L;
tadātmatayā CT. 2 yathā'vibhaktaṃ ] yathācittaṃ M P. 2 prāk | abhede ] ¯¯śaktyabhede M ; ¯¯śakyabhede P. 3
ca ] va K V. 3 pāramārthike ] °rthikaṃM P. 3 pāramārthike sāṃvṛto ] °rthikasaṃvṛto KEd D A O L ; °rthikasaṃ-
vato K V. 3 sāṃvṛto ] saṃsṛṣṭatoM P ; saṃvṛto H. 3 pāramārthike…lokayātrāyāṃ ] (space of 18 akṣaras)yāṃCT.
3 lokayātrāyāṃ ] traika° M P ; lokayālāyāṃ V. 3 bhedo ] bhedā P. 4 dviṣṭhasambandhopapattiḥ || ] dvisaṃ°
P ; dvisasaṃ° O ; dvi

:::
psasaṃ° L ; dviṣṭasaṃ° K V A H. 5 cendrajālam ] cedra° A ; cedraṃjālam K V ; ceṃdraijālam L.

5 idaṃ, ] idraṃ L. 5 yad avadhṛtarūpabhedānām ]
::
padavivṛta° L ; padavavṛta° O. 5 avadhṛtarūpabhedānām ]

avavṛta° D K V A ; avadhṛtam upa° M P. 5 bhāvānām ] saṃbhāvanāsādhyasaṃbhāvanām M P ; bhāvanām H. 5
anādṛtya ] anāvṛtya KEd D K V A L H ; anādṛśya T. 5 anādṛtya tattvam ] anādṛtatvam O. 5 tattvam ] tatām CT.
5–6 anavasīyamānābhedaparamārthatopadeśanam ] ava° H ; avanīyamānāpa° O ; avasīyamānāpa° KEd D K V A LM ;
avasīyamānāparamārthatopanade° P ; °mārthopadeśanam ŚEd IEd; °rthakopadeśanamCT. 6 dṛṣṭāntenaitat ] dṛṣṭāṃ-
tenetat V ; °naivat H. 7 paraḥ ] para K V ; pari O ; yadi L ; pāraḥ17 T. 7 priyo ] priyau A. 7 dveṣyo ] dveṣyoau P.
7 vaktā ] vakā O. 7 vaktā vācyaṃ ] vakāvācyaṃ L. 7 ātmā…prayojanam | ] [om] ātmā…prayo° CT. 7 prayo-
janam | ] prayojanā(space) P. 8 yathaikasya ] yaethai° P ; yathekasya H. 8 svapne ] sapne K. 7–8 viruddhāni
…cetasaḥ || ] [om] V. 8 cetasaḥ || ] vetasaḥ K A; cetasa ||꣸ || H. 9 ajanmani ] ājan° P ; atanmatti K ; ajanmayini H.
9 paurvāparyavivarjite | ] paurvāparye vivakṣite | O ; °vakṣite || L. 9–10 tattve janmādirūpatvaṃ ] [om] V. 9–10
janmādirūpatvaṃ ] janmādvirū° A. 10 janmādirūpatvaṃ viruddham ] °patvaviruddham T. 10 upalabhyate || ]
upalyate(space) A. 11 svapnāvasthāgataḥ ] svupnā° A. 11 svapnāvasthāgataḥ prapañco ] °gataprapañco CT. 11
jāgarayā ] jāgara(l. 10)ṇa T. 11 bādhyamānatvād ] bā(l. 6)dhyāmā° O ; bāddhyana° H. 11 asatya ] satya P. 11
sarvavādyabhyupagamaḥ | ] sarvabādhābhyu° M P. 11 tenaiva ] [add] ca H.
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dṛṣṭāntena jāgarāyām api bhāvabhedas turīyadaśāyām ananuvṛtter asatyo 'vasthāpyate | yat kila sa-
rvāvasthāsv anugataṃ tad eva satyam | tac ca saṃvinmātrarūpam abādhyamānam | avasthābhedas
tv āgamāpāyitvād bādhito 'san, sukhaduḥkhādivat | tathā hi rāgādayaḥ sukhādayaś cāsvabhāvatvāt
saṃvinmātrarūpaṃ na vikurvanti | tathāvasthābhedo 'py anekākārakāluṣyopahataḥ |

5 tatra svapne viruddhākārollekho vaikalpikī dṛṣṭiḥ pratipramātṛniyatā | vaikalpiko hi manovyāpārā-
nusārī saṃsārī bhoktā, sa ca bhāvataś cetanatvād brahmaiva | tathā ca tāvati svātantryān nirmitāv
īśvaro 'nanyopādānāt, bhāvān ābhāsyopabhuṅkte priyāpriyarūpatayā rāgadveṣādimayena saṃsāra-
mohena svaparavibhāgānusārī parasaṃkathādiṣu | tad āhur vedāntatattvanipuṇāḥ—
pravibhajyātmanātmānaṃ sṛṣṭvā bhāvān pṛthagvidhān |

1 dṛṣṭāntena ] dṛṣṭāṃtana H. 1 jāgarāyām ] jāgarīyām P. 11–1 bādhyamānatvād…api ] buddhyāmānatvā(space
of 10 akṣaras) CT. 1 bhāvabhedas ] bhāva(l. 4)bheddas A ; bhāvabhedaṃH. 1 bhāvabhedas turīyadaśāyām ] bhā-
vabhedapurītati da° L. 1 turīyadaśāyām ] turāya° K ; turyyada° T CT; turāyada::

sāyām V. 1 ananuvṛtter ] anana°
M ; anananavṛter P. 1 'vasthāpyate | ] vyava° M P T CT; pa:::

sthā° H. 1 kila ] kitma K ; kitsa V ; kiṃla A. 1–2 sarvā-
vasthāsv ] sarvava° P. 2 anugataṃ ] anurātaṃ A. 2 saṃvinmātrarūpam ] saṃvinmātraṃ rūpam KEd D K V A O
LM T CT; sa¦(l. 15)vinmātraṃ rūpam P. 2 abādhyamānam | ] avādhya° P ; abuddhyamānaḥ CT. 3 āgamāpāyitvād ]
āgamā

::
yāyi° P. 3 bādhito ] bādhitaḥ KEd DKVA ; bhādite O ; bādhite L ; bāvito H. 3 'san, ] tat KEd; sat DKVAOLM

PCT. 3 sukhaduḥkhādivat | ] mu(f. 37v)kha°H. 3 tathā ] lathāK. 3 rāgādayaḥ ] rāgādaivayaś ca T. 3 sukhāda-
yaś ] mukhā° H. 3 cāsvabhāvatvāt ] ca sva° OM P ; cāsva(space of 16 akṣaras) CT. 4 saṃvinmātrarūpaṃ ] saṃ-
vinmātraṃ rūpaṃ KEd D K V O LM T ; saṃdhinmātraṃ rūpaṃ A ; savinmā(l. 16)traṃ rūpaṃ P. 4 vikurvanti | ] [om]
vi° P ; vikurvati | L. 4 tathāvasthābhedo ] tathā bhedo M P. 4 saṃvinmātrarūpaṃ…anekākārakāluṣyopahataḥ | ]
[om] saṃvi… a° CT. 4 anekākārakāluṣyopahataḥ | ] °rabuddhyopahataḥ KEd D K V A ; °ramuṣyopahataḥ O L; °ratu-
ṣṭyopahataḥMP; °kāt tuṣṭopahatas H ; °pahṛtaḥ | ŚEd IEd; °pahitaḥ T. 5 tatra ] tac caM P ; [add] ca HCT. 5 svapne ]
svapnaṃ KEd K V A. 5 viruddhākārollekho ] viruddhakā° D K V ; viruddhakārollekhau KEd A ; viruddhakāro vai-
ravo L ; viruddhakārollekhe M ; viruddhakārochekhe P ; vi(f. 54v)ruddhakārollekhollekho T ; °llekhā O ; °llekhollekho
H. 5 vaikalpikī ] vaikalpikā K V ; sārvatrikī M P. 5 pratipramātṛniyatā | ] pratimā° KEd K V O L ; pratimātṛniyata
M ; pratimātraniyat_ P. 5 vaikalpiko ] vaikalpikīti ko KEd D K A O L ; vaikalpikīti V M ; vaikalpiki(space)ti ko P. 5–6
vaikalpiko…manovyāpārānusārī ] vaikalpikābhimāno vyā° H. 5–6 hi manovyāpārānusārī ] ko bhimāno vyā° M ;
bhimānaḥ vyā° KEd O L P; bhimāno vyāpārānusarī D K A; ko bhimāno vyāpārānusarī saṃsārī V. 6 saṃsārī ] [om]
L. 6 bhoktā, ] bhokta H. 6 sa ] su M P. 6 sa ca bhāvataś ] svabhā° T ; samavabhā vatad L. 6 bhāvataś ]
bhāvatvād KEd; bhāvatad D K V A O M P. 6 cetanatvād ] ace° KEd D K V A O L; acetanāt | M ; eva tanāt(space) P.
6 brahmaiva | ] brāhmaiva H ; [add] ca M P. 6 ca ] [om] O. 6 tāvati ] bhāti O. 6 svātantryān ] svātaṃtryā
KEd D K V A O L H ; svātaṃtryamM P. 6–7 nirmitāv īśvaro ] nimittāpīśvare KEd; nimitāpīśvaro D A O; nimitāpāśvaro
K V ; nimittāpīśva(l. 5)

:
ro L ; ity apīśvaro M P ; nvitāpīśvaro H ; nirmmitā

::
pīśvaro T. 7 'nanyopādānāt, ] °dānān(t),

ŚEd. 7 'nanyopādānāt, bhāvān ] pādānābhā° L ; naṃtyopādānābhā° M P ; °nābhāvāt_ KEd D K V A O. 7 'nanyo-
pādānāt,…ābhāsyopabhuṅkte ] 'nanyo(space of 4 akṣaras) CT. 7 bhāvān ābhāsyopabhuṅkte ] bhāvānā

::::
hāryo ya

bhuṃkte | H. 7 ābhāsyopabhuṅkte ] nābhāsyāpi tu KEd; nābhāsyāyat tu D K V A; nābhāsyāpa(l. 11)la O ; nābhāsyāpa-
nnakriyā L ;

::::::::::::
nābhyāsyāyatta M ; nābhyāsyāya(f. 36v)t_ P. 7 priyāpriyarūpatayā ] (l. 11)(space of 1 line)(l. 12)yā CT.

7 rāgadveṣādimayena ] rāgadveyādi° K V ; °dibhayena KEd. 8 svaparavibhāgānusārī ] [om] sva° KEd O ; paraṃ vi°
M P ; paravibhāgābhā° D K V A L ; °sāraḥ H ; °sāraṃ T CT. 8 parasaṃkathādiṣu | ] °kathanād iti M P. 8 tad āhur ]
tathādāhu V ; tathāhurM P T. 8 vedāntatattvanipuṇāḥ— ] [om] ve° V. 9 pravibhajyātmanātmānaṃ ] pratibhāṣv
ātma° H. 9 bhāvān ] bhāvāt L. 9 pṛthagvidhān | ] pṛthavidhān_ P ; °dhā¦(l. 7)t L.
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sarveśvaraḥ sarvamayaḥ svapne bhoktā pravartate || 61 XLVII XLVIII

iti | bhokteti vacanāt pratyagātmasṛṣṭir iyam uktā | tasya ca sarveśvaratvāt brahmarūpatve sṛṣṭisā-
marthyam uktam | sarvamayatvāc cānanyopādānavicitrabhāvaracanām ātmopādānām āhuḥ | ata
eva pravibhajyātmanātmānam iti kartṛkarmabhedābhāvāc ca vaikalpikatvam asyāḥ sṛṣṭeḥ sphuṭam

5 uktam | bāhyopādānā tu jāgarāyām aiśvarī sṛṣṭir viśvaśabdavācyā sarvapramātṛsādhāraṇī | 62 63

sthiratvāsthiratvagrahāveśanimittas tu bhedaḥ | XLIX avidyāpravṛttirūpatvāt punar asatyatā samā-
naiva | kevalaṃ satyām avidyāyām aparo mohaś cicchakter āvārako nidrā 64 nāma | tadvaśād atraiva

61pravibhajyātmanātmānaṃ sṛṣṭ_vā bhāvān_ pṛthagvidhān | sarveśvaraḥ sarvamayaḥ svapne bhoktā pravartate (Vṛtti ad
Vākyapadīya 1.119, ed. Subramania Iyer 1966, 195). Verse 1.140 in the edition of Wilhelm Rau (51). 62jāgaritasthāno ba-
hiḥprajñaḥ saptāṅga ekonaviṃśatimukhaḥ sthūlabhug vaiśvānaraḥ prathamaḥ pādaḥ (Māṇḍūkyopaniṣad 3, ed. Olivelle
1998a, 474). 63bahiḥprajño vibhuḥ viśvo hy antaḥprajñas tu taijasaḥ | ghanaprajñaḥ tathā prājña eka eva tridhā smṛtaḥ
(Āgamaśāstra (Gauḍapādakārikā) 1.1, ed. Bhattacharya 1943, 1). 64anyathā gṛhṇataḥ svapno nidrā tattvam ajānataḥ |
viparyāse tayoḥ kṣīṇe turīyaṃ padam aśnute (Āgamaśāstra (Gauḍapādakārikā) 1.15, ed. Bhattacharya 1943, 7).

XLVIIna tasya svapnapadārthāḥ svātantryeṇa pravartamānāḥ sarvakartṛtvalakṣaṇasvaśaktipratibandhamudbhāvayanti a-
saṃsāritvāt ; kiṃtu svatantraḥ svaśaktyā yatheṣṭaṃ tān_ sṛjati | yathāha bhartṛhariḥ ‘pravibhajyātmanātmānaṃ sṛṣṭvā
bhāvān_ pṛthagvidhān | sarveśvaraḥ sarvaśaktiḥ svapne bhoktā prapadyate ||’ iti | ata eva svapnasvātantryam etat —
ity uktam | tasya svapnajāgarayor viśeṣo nāsti, — iti tamovaraṇanirbhedaḥ sa evoktaḥ (Vivṛti ad Spandakārikā 4.4, ed.
Chatterji 1913, 102). XLVIIItathā ‘svapnaḥ’ tejo’vasthā brahmaṇaḥ | kutaḥ ? ity āha ‘prakāśamāhātmyāt’ iti... idam artha-
balād āyātaṃ yat sa eva bhagavān_ svasvabhāvo devaḥ tattatpramātṛtāṃ samāviṣṭaḥ svapnāyamānaḥ svātmānam eva
prakāśasvātantryāt_ gṛha-nagarāṭṭālādi-anekapramātṛvaicitryarūpatayā pravibhajya pratipramātṛ svapne asādhāraṇam
eva viśvaṃ prakāśayaty eva,— iti brahmaṇaḥ svātantryaṃ svapna eva brahmavādibhiḥ abhyupagatam | yato vedānteṣu
idam uktam ‘pravibhajyātmanātmānaṃ sṛṣṭvā bhāvān_ pṛthagvidhān | sarveśvaraḥ sarvamayaḥ svapne bhoktā prakā-
śate ||’ iti prakāśamāhātmyam eva atra hetuḥ, ataḥ svapno brahmaṇaḥ tejo’vasthā — iti (Vivṛti ad Paramārthasāra 35,
ed. Chatterji 1916, 77-78). XLIXnanu svapnakāraṇatve ’pi jāgaritavastunona svapnavadavastutvam | atyantacalo hi svapno
jāgaritan tu sthiraṃ lakṣyate (Śaṅkarabhāṣya ad Gauḍapādakārikā 4.38, ed. Röer 1850, 547).

1 sarveśvaraḥ ] sarvaiśvaraḥA. 1 sarvamayaḥ ] sarvamayāḥ(space) P. 1 svapnebhoktā ] sarvabhoktāMP. 1 pra-
vartate || ] pravarttaṃte P. 2 vacanāt ] [om]KEd DKVAOLMP. 2 pratyagātmasṛṣṭir ] pra-(l. 3)tya(spaceof 19 a-
kṣaras) (l. 4)(spaceof8akṣaras)sṛṣṭimCT; °tmasiddhirMP. 2 iyam ] iyumL ; [om]CT. 2–3 uktā…sṛṣṭisāmarthyam ]
arthyam CT. 3 uktam | ] u(space of 3 akṣaras)

::
m

:
ukta T. 3 sarvamayatvāc ] sarvaviṣaya° M P. 3 cānanyopādā-

navicitrabhāvaracanām ] °dānaṃ vicitrabhāvasvabhāvānām KEd; °vidhitrabhāvasvanām A ; °trasvabhāvam M P ; °va-
svanāmDKV. 3 ātmopādānām ] ātmopajñānāmKEd O ; ātmopājñānāmDKVA; ātmopājñānamLM ; āho pajñānam
P ; °dāna(nā)m ŚEd; °dānam IEd H. 3–4 ata eva ] [om] T CT. 4 pravibhajyātmanātmānam ] pravibhaṣv ātma° H ;
°jyā

:::
tmānātmānam P ; °tmavātmānam A. 4 kartṛkarmabhedābhāvāc ] °bhāvac T. 4 ca ] [om] M P. 4 asyāḥ ]

asyaKEd DKVAOL. 4 asyāḥ sṛṣṭeḥ ] asvasṛṣṭeḥMP. 4 sṛṣṭeḥ ] rsṛṣṭeḥsṛṣṭeḥ IEd; sṛṣṭe T. 4 sphuṭam ] spaṣṭamL.
4–5 sphuṭam uktam | ] sphuṭaktaṃ K V. 5 uktam | ] u

::::
kāṃH. 5 bāhyopādānā ] bāhyopādanā P ; °nāt H. 5 tu ]

ta A. 5 aiśvarī ] aiśvarīr P. 5 viśvaśabdavācyā ] °bda(l. 6)
::
cyā H ; °vācyaāD ; °vācya K V P. 5 sṛṣṭir…sādhāraṇī | ]

[om] CT. 5 sarvapramātṛsādhāraṇī | ] °tṛviṣayī¦(l. 5)ṇi P ; °tṛviṣayiṇī |M ; °raṇā KV. 6 sthiratvāsthiratvagrahāveśa-
nimittas ] [om] sthira…ratva° CT; sthitatvāt sthiratvagrahāvedāni° L ; sviratvāsthi(l. 6)ratvagrahāvedāni° A ; °ratvāgra-
hāvedānimittasO ; °vedānimittas KEd DKV ; °vedanānimittasMP. 6 avidyāpravṛttirūpatvāt ] [om] a°H ; avidyā

:
pṛvṛ°

T. 6 asatyatā ] asya sa° M P ; asatyajā A ; asatyatatā O. 7 samānaiva | ] samanaiva O. 7 satyām ] asatyām P ;
[add] asatyām H. 7 avidyāyām ] avidyām D K V A L ; avidyā M P ; [add] ayam T CT. 7 aparo ] paramo M P. 7
cicchakter ] cikakter H. 7 āvārako ] āpārako O ; āvarako M P ; āvarakā H ; āpārato CT. 7 tadvaśād ] tadaśād A. 7
atraiva ] a

:::
ttaiva O ; atreva T.
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bhrāntatvābhimāno 'rvāgdṛśām | paramārthadṛśāṃ tu jananamaraṇarahite 'pravibhakte kūṭasthe
parasmin brahmaṇi cidānandarūpe sarvam eva jagaj jāgratsvapnādyavasthāgataṃ mūrtikriyāviva-
rtarūpam asatyam | xviii anvayicitsāmānyamātraṃ tu paramārtha iti siddham | viruddham upala-
bhyata iti vadann avidyāyāṃ virodham abhyupaiti | etad eva hy avidyāyāḥ svarūpaṃ yad anupapa-

5 dyamānam apy ābhāsopagamaṃ nayati, upapannatve vidyaiva syāt | tasmād asatyaprapañcaprakā-
śanaśaktir brahmaṇo 'nādisiddhā grāhyagrāhakayugalaṃ svānurūpam uparacayya jagannāṭyam L

ātanotīty avicāritaramaṇīyām imām apanayanti tattvadṛśaḥ || 17-18 ||
iti bhūtirājatanayahelārājakṛte prakīrṇaprakāśe dravyasamuddeśo dvitīyaḥ ||

Lyathā hi kalpanāmātrasāraṃ tata evānavasthitaikarūpaṃ kṣaṇena kalpanāśatasahasrasahaṃ svapnādivilakṣaṇam api
suṣṭhutarāṃhṛdayagrahanidānamatyaktasvālambanabrahmakalpanaṭoparacitaṃrāmarāvaṇādi ceṣṭitamasatyaṃkuto
’py abhūtāt_ bhūtavṛttyā bhāti | tathā bhāsanam api ca pumarthopadeśopāyatām eti | tathā tādṛg eva viśvam idam
asatyanāmarūpaprapañcātmakam(Abhinavabhāratī, quoting froma lostworkbyBhaṭṭanāyaka :FragmentsofBhaṭṭanāyaka,
ed. Chintamani 1927, 268). Pollock reads atyaktasvālambanaṃ (2016, 458, note 17).

xviiitad āhur vedāntavādanipuṇāḥ :— yathā svapnaprapañcoyaṃ mayi māyāvijṛmbhitaḥ | evaṃ jāgratprapañcopi mayi
māyāvijṛmbhitaḥ || iti | tad itthaṃkūṭastheparasminbrahmaṇi saccidānandarūpepratyagabhinnevagatenādyavidyānivṛt-
tau tādṛgbrahmātmanāvasthānalakṣaṇaṃniḥśreyasaṃsetsyati (Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha, ed. ŚāstrīAbhyankar 1924, 309-310).

1 bhrāntatvābhimāno ] matattvābhimāne KEd D K V A; bhaḥ tatvābhimāne O L; °māne M P. 1 'rvāgdṛśām | ] (l.
17)yādṛśāṃO ; ryāgdaśā L ; yā dṛśaṃ |M ; yāP ; rvāgdṛśaH ; rvvāgdṛśaṃT. 1 paramārthadṛśāṃ ] [om]M ; dṛśaṃ(space)
P ; °rtthadaśāṃOL. 1 tu ] tuṃKV ; nanuMP. 1 jananamaraṇarahite ] janamaraṇarahitaiḥO ; °ṇaraāhite T ; °hitaiḥ
KEdDKVALMP ; [om]CT. 1 'pravibhakte ] apra°T. 1–2 kūṭastheparasmin ] kūṭasthair vāsminMP. 1–2 'pravib-
hakte…brahmaṇi ] [om] CT. 2 cidānandarūpe sarvam ] °rūpasarvam P. 2 jagaj ] jāgaj O ; [om] T. 2 jāgratsvap-
nādyavasthāgataṃ ] jāgratsvapnāva° L ; jā asvapnādyava

:::
sthāgata H ; °pnāyavasthāgaṃta V ; °(l. 8)sthāgaṃta K. 2–

3 jagaj…mūrtikriyāvivartarūpam ] jā(l. 3)gratsvapnādyavasthāgatamū° CT. 3 mūrtikriyāvivartarūpam asatyam | ]
°rttasaṃsṛtsamMP ; °rūpanasatyasamH. 3 asatyam | ] sat svāpnamKEd; sa sṛtsapramDKV ; sa sṛtsaptamA ; saṃsṛt-
samO ; sa sṛtsam L. 3 anvayicitsāmānyamātraṃ ] acayi ci° A ; anvayi, ci° KEd. 3 iti ]

:
i O. 3 siddham | ] siṃddha

A. 3 siddham | viruddham ] siddhivi° KEd. 3 viruddham ] viruddhem A. 3–4 upalabhyata ] apa° K V. 4
vadann avidyāyāṃ ] vedanavi° M P. 4 abhyupaiti | ] upaiti | L. 4 etad ] yat tad M P. 4 etad eva ] tade O. 4
hy ] ty A. 4 avidyāyāḥ ] avidyāyā P. 4 avidyāyāḥ svarūpaṃ ] avi-(l. 7)(space of 1 line) CT. 4 yad ] ya tad P ;
[add] tad M. 4–5 anupapadyamānam ] anupalabhyamānam T. 5 ābhāsopagamaṃ ] āso° D K V A O L ; apa° M
P ; ātmopa° KEd; °gama H. 4–5 yad…nayati, ] [om] yad… na° CT. 5 nayati, ] nāpaiti M P; nayāti | H. 5 upa-
pannatve ] upan° CT; upalabdhe KEd; upapalabdhe A ; upalabdhatve L ; °nacce D K. 5 vidyaiva ] vidhaiya A ; vid-
haiva P. 5 syāt | ] styāt_ K ; vyāt H. 5–6 asatyaprapañcaprakāśanaśaktir ] asatprapañ° CT; asatprakāśanaśakti H ;
asat_prapañcaprakāśanaśakti T ; °prakāṃśanaśaktir A ; °kārānaśaktir L ; °śaśaktir M P; °śakti O. 6 'nādisiddhā ] nā-
disiprā A. 6 grāhyagrāhakayugalaṃ ] grāhagrāhakayugena P ; °yugenaM. 5–6 upapannatve…svānurūpam ] pam
V. 6 grāhyagrāhakayugalaṃ svānurūpam ] grāhya

::
grahakayugalasyānu° H ; °galasvānurūpam KEd DK; °galasvāḍarū-

pamA ; °galasānurūpamO ; °galasyānurūpamL. 6 uparacayya ] upacāratayāMP ; °cayyā KEd; °cayāDKVAO ; °canā
L. 6 jagannāṭyam ] jagalādyam KEd K V A O L ; jagannādyam H. 7 ātanotīty avicāritaramaṇīyām ] °tītavicārī-
taramaṇīyam P. 7 avicāritaramaṇīyām ] °maṇāyām K V ; °ṇīyam M. 7 imām apanayanti ] āmanaṃti M P. 8
bhūtirājatanayahelārājakṛte ] [om] REd CT; bhūti :rājatanahe° A. 8 prakīrṇaprakāśe ] [om] REd CT; prakārṇa° K V ;
prakīrṇakapra°H T; prakīrṇakāṇḍapra°MP. 8 dravyasamuddeśo ] sam__dra° P ; [add] nāma ŚEd IEd. 8 dvitīyaḥ || ]
[om] REd; [add] śubhaṃ D K V A; [add] śrīkṛṣṇo vijayatetarāmM P; [add] || ꣸ || (space of 2 akṣaras) || śrī || H.
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7. Annotated Translation

Preliminary remarks

Square brackets enclose words which are supplied by myself; round brackets indicate the Sanskrit
word which is being translated. Sources and parallel passages mentioned in the footnotes to the
translation can be found in the relevant apparatus of the critical edition.
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7. Annotated Translation

1

It was said that the object of a word can be a genus (jāti) or a substance (dravya).1 Of the two, it
has already been established [in the Jātisamuddeśa] that, according to Vājapyāyana, the object of a
word is a genus, i.e., a qualifier; [now,] in order to establish that, according to Vyāḍi2, the object of a
word can also be a substance, i.e., that which is qualified, [Bhartṛhari] will declare what, according
to different schools of thought, is, in fact, substance, using [different] synonyms [for dravya].

1 It is also [called]: ātman, vastu, svabhāva, śarīra, and tattva. These are synonyms of
dravya, and it is traditionally taught that it is permanent.3

Since, in this [systemof thought], only a substance canbe employed inpurposive action (arthakriyā),
it is only [the substance] which impels purposeful persons (arthin). Therefore, only [the substance]
is expressed by a word. The genus, on the other hand, which serves [only] to differentiate, is not ex-
pressed [by aword], just as the [qualities of] sweetness, etc. [are not expressed] by theword “jaggery”
(guḍa) – [this is] according to those who say that the substance [is expressed by a word].4 Moreover,

1See Jātisamuddeśa 2 (ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 8).
2Vājapyāyana and Vyāḍi are mentioned in Kātyāyana’s Vārttikas as, respectively, proponents of the genus (ākṛti) and
substance (dravya) views on word meaning (ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 242-244). Vyāḍi is said to be the
author of the Saṃgraha (ed. Bronkhorst 1987, 20). See Scharfe 1977, 124-126 for a discussion of these two authors.

3As Christian Lindtner has pointed out, this verse seems to echo verse 45 from Nāgārjuna’s Acintyastava (1994, 199). In
the Acintyastava, the phrase ity api refers back to the preceding verse: “it has been called (by you) ‘the dependent
(reality)’; but the supreme reality is non effected. Also (it could be) called: an own being, the primary matter, the
truth, the substance, existing entity” (trans. Tola andDragonetti 1985, 33, emphasismine). As Tola&Dragonetti note,
using these positive descriptions to denote absolute reality is surprising “in the context ofMādhyamika philosophy”
(1985, 49). This verse, in particular, has raised questions about the authorship of the Acintyastava, although Tsuda
Akimasa’s recent review of the scholarship on this topic concludes that it was composed either by Nāgārjuna in his
later years or by someone else just after his death (2016, 173). Verse 41 is even more forceful: “That is regarded as
the truth, the supreme reality, the suchness, the substance [dravya]; that is the not deceiving element; through its
knowledge (bodha) one is called buddha” (trans. Tola and Dragonetti 1985, 32).

4The source for this example is probably the Mahābhāṣyadīpikā (ed. Bronkhorst 1987, 15). The Yuktidīpikā also has
a similar example (ed. Wezler and Motegi 1998, 73). In his commentary to the Vṛttisamuddeśa, Helārāja reverses
the simile – it could also be said that dravya is not expressed, and that it is only a differentiator (bhedaka) for the
jāti (ed. Subramania Iyer, III, ii, 305). This is perhaps why Helārāja emphasizes that this example here is presented
according to the dravyavādins; for a jātivādin, it would be equally valid to use this same simile to come to the opposite
conclusion – that only the genus is expressed by a word.
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the substance is of two sorts: absolute (pāramārthika) and conventional (sāṃvyavahārika). The sec-
ond one of these will be elaborated upon in the Guṇasamuddeśa,5 with reference to “the differenti-
ated” and “the differentiator”, [in the verse] beginning with

“That, for which [a pronoun], to mark a particular object,...”.6

It is with reference to this substance [in the conventional sense] that, according to Vyāḍi, all words
denote the substance.

But here [in this chapter], the substance in the absolute sense is examined. That is to say – according
to the proponents of the non-duality of the Self (ātmādvaita), the substance is conveyed by the word
ātman. For it is really the Self – that is, the substance, manifesting as differentiated by delimiters –
which is the object of words; this view of [the ātmādvaitins] will be explained in this very [chapter].

The Buddhists say that vastu, that is, the object characterized only by itself which is the instrument
of purposive action,7 is the substance.

Svabhāva: according to the proponents of the non-duality of Being (sattādvaita), svabhāva,which is
[really] the Self, is Being. That is, since “when its sequential forms have been withdrawn, Being is a
substantive,”8 it is really [Being] – to which difference is attributed by delimiters, which are its own
adjuncts – which is the substance.

The sentient person is part of the primordial matter – in that way, since there is no distinction be-
tween the body and the embodied, the body (śarīra) is the substance, namely, the primordial; thus
it is said by the proponents of the primordial matter (prākṛtika),9 those embodied selves for whom
the unitary Self is really the body.

The Cārvākas, proponents of the four elements, call the substance tattva, because it is said that
“earth, water, fire, and air are the elements (tattva), [and] in the combination of those is what are

5In extant manuscripts, this verse is in the Bhūyodravyasamuddeśa. See Houben 1995, 85 & 100.
6“That, for which a pronoun is employed to mark a particular object (vastu), is said to be the substance (dravya). [Its]
meaning is expressed as something to be differentiated” (Bhūyodravyasamuddeśa 3, ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 187).

7This is an echo of Dharmakīrti’s well-known assertion that only the concrete object (vastu) can be an instrument in
purposive action (arthakriyā). See the Pramāṇavārttikasvavṛtti (ed. Gnoli 1960, 84).

8“In things such as cows, it is really [the universal] Being which is differentiated according to [its] different adjuncts....
when its sequential forms have beenwithdrawn, it is called a substantive” (Jātisamuddeśa 33-35, ed. Subramania Iyer
1963, 42).

9Helārāja seems tobe referring to the Sāṃkhyashere. However, theYuktidīpikā listsprākṛtikas as opponents of Sāṃkhya
doctrine (ed. Wezler and Motegi 1998, 2). Kumar & Bhargava understand this to be a reference to materialists, i.e.,
Cārvākas (Bhārgava and Kumar 1990–1992, I, 2). The term śarīrātman,which Helārāja uses here, also seems to point
to a sort of materialism, in which the soul is really the body; for example, compare Helārāja’s formulation, śarīram
evaika ātmā, with a similar one in Yamuna’s Ātmasiddhi: deham evātmeti bārhaspatyāḥ (Siddhitraya, ed. Ramanu-
jacharya 1972, 12), which names the Cārvākas as the proponents of that view. The Jain philosopher Śīlāṅka has re-
ferred to Sāṃkhyas as ātmaṣaṣṭhavādins, proponents of the ātman as the sixth element, and grouped them with
the Cārvākas (Bhattacharya 2011, 35). For him, the difference is that the Sāṃkhyas consider the ātman to be dis-
tinct from the bhūtas, while the Cārvākas consider them to be identical – yathā”tmāṣaṣṭhavādina sāṃkhyādayo bhū-
tavyatiriktam ātmānam abhyupagatavanto yathā ca cārvākā bhūtāvyatiriktaṃ caitanyākhyam ātmānam iṣṭavantas
tathā... (Sūtrakṛtāṅgasūtravṛtti, ed. Mahārāja and Jambūvijayajī 1978, 17). Here, Helārāja clearly intends forprākṛtikas
and Cārvākas to be different groups. He seems to be using the word prākṛtika in the sense of prakṛtivādin, which is
attested as referring to the Sāṃkhyas.
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termed the body, the senses, and the object”.10 In this way, they say that, with respect to the abso-
lute, [tattva] is really a unitary reality.

“Of dravya”: the object of a word is the substance, for which only these [words] are synonyms, be-
cause only these [words] denote the absolute. That is not the case for other words like “pot”, etc.
Even though words like ātman denote [the absolute], it will be shown later that their scope is not
obstructed at all when it is applied to [things like] pots, etc. For example, when it says in the Bhāṣya,
“this single entity (ātman) is water,”11 the word ātman, used in the sense of “water”, expresses the
substance. And by means of a genus, other words can [also] express the substance. But the differ-
ence is that these [words like ātman], having abandoned [the genus], [denote the absolute] as their
primary function. In [explaining] the Vārttika “the word, its object, and their relation are perma-
nent”, [Patañjali,] the author of the Bhāṣya, saying that “the substance is permanent while the form
changes again and again,”12 teaches the substance to be permanent. Because [Patañjali] is reiterat-
ing the notion of [substance] as it was spoken of in the Saṃgraha [of Vyāḍi], [Bhartṛhari] says that
it is “traditionally taught” (smṛta).

Even if, according to the Buddhists, etc., the substance is not permanent, even then there is no fault
[in our argument], because [we] do not accept their doctrine.13 What is being stated here [in this
verse] is that it is really our [notion of the] substance which is denoted by others [using those syn-
onyms]. Or alternatively, if we follow the Bhāṣya, [there is also no fault, since] something cannot
really be different from its own nature; even in the case of different transformations [of a thing], it is
permanence that is really intended, and therefore [permanence] is established in all cases.

2

While, in thisway, thedifferent [senses of theword]dravya [can] alsobedescribed according toother
doctrines, in order to establish that, in all cases, based on our established doctrine, the substance is
the object of words, he says:

2 The real entity is determined through its unreal forms; only the real is denoted bywords,
which have unreal delimiters,14

10These two phrases are attributed to the Cārvākas inmany texts. In Bhattacharya’s reconstruction of theCārvākasūtras,
he lists them as sūtras I.2 and I.3 (2011, 78). It is also very similar to a passage in the Vaiśeṣikasūtrawhich enumerates
the dravyas (1.1.4, ed. Jambūvijayajī 1961, 2).

11“Nowhow is it known that qualities are differentiators? It is thus seen in theworld: ‘This single entity is water; because
of its different qualities, it becomes different – this is cool [water], this is warm [water]’” (Mahābhāṣya adAṣṭādhyāyī
1.1.1, ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 41-42).

12Mahābhāṣya Paspaśāhnika (ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 7).
13In the Mahābhāṣyadīpikā, Bhartṛhari displays quite a different attitude to the Buddhist doctrine of impermanence:

“According to those who adhere to the doctrine that [all is] momentary (i.e. the Buddhists) eternality is uninter-
rupted continuation” (trans. Bronkhorst 1987, 81). Rather than rejecting the Buddhist doctrine of momentariness,
like Helārāja does, Bhartṛhari interprets the notion of an unending progression of moments as a sort of permanence.
Moreover, it has been argued that Bhartṛhari does not exclude heterodox traditions, like Buddhism, in his contention
that the science of grammar is applicable to all schools of thought (Houben 1995, 306-307).

14asatyopādhibhiḥ śabdaiḥ is translated by Rau as “durch Wörter benannt, welche das Irreale zum Substitut haben”,
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In this [doctrine], [although] all words are unable to directly touch absolute reality, [and although]
their basis is fixed15 in objects which have numerous delimiters, in the world (vyavahāra), it is ob-
served that they manifest [absolute reality] by its characteristics.16 Because the ability of delimiters
– whose own [independent] nature is suppressed because of their ephemerality (āgamāpāya) –
to completely fulfill the wishes of multitudes of people (arthisārtha)17 is impeded, [the operation
of words] does not cease at the level [of the delimiter]; thus, words are established as dependent
(pṛṣṭhapātin) on the object that is marked [by the delimiter]. And because they are based on a de-
termined object (avadhṛtarūpa), the operation of words with respect to their object is in accordance
with how [that object] has beendetermined (avadhāraṇa), and determination (avadhṛti) takes place
by means of forms (ākāra). This is because something without form cannot arise as a cognition.
When the ascertainment of difference, according to [one’s own] conceptions, is obstructed, what
follows after [this obstruction] is precisely the undifferentiated entity, in the absolute sense; that
very reality is brahman.

3

This [objection] is possible: if words do not stop [operating] at the [level of] delimiters, then they
would not be able to delimit the object of a word, since what is unexpressed is not able to delimit
[the object]. In order to dispute this [objection], he says:

3 just as Devadatta’s house is grasped by a temporary mark, [but] only the bare [house] is
denoted by the word “house”,18

[When someone says,] “That one is Devadatta’s house, the one on which that crow is perched”, be-
cause [the crow] has been made into a marker for [the house], even when the crow, which is a
marker19 – in order tomark the house of a given owner –, has flown away, it is temporary, i.e., imper-
manent. Just as, precisely because we disregard [the crow], [only] the house which is marked [by

indicating that words have unreality as their delimiter. However, if we follow the Mahābhāṣyadīpikā, Bhartṛhari
seems to understand delimiters (upādhi) as universals (jāti) (ed. Bronkhorst 1987, 15). Hideyo Ogawa, similarly,
translates the phrase as “through its forms which are unreal” (2000, 9).

15nihitapada, here interpreted in the sense of padaṃ nidadhāti, literally “to set foot in”, or metaphorically “to make an
impression on” [Eindruckmachen] (Böhtlingk and Roth 1855, IV, 445). Possibly in a similar sense as kṛtapadabandha
in the commentary on verse 4 below, which seems to mean “having a firm footing on something”.

16Instead of tadrūpolliṅganam, Subramania Iyer reads tadrūpāliṅganam, following the editio princeps. Hideyo Ogawa
translates this as, “Although all words cannot directly touch on ultimate reality, they can embrace it (tadrūpāliṅgana)
if they get a footing in the domain of its various delimiting factors” (2017, 14). For ulliṅgana, cf. ulliṅgay, °yati, “aus
Merkmalen erschliessen” (Böhtlingk 1879, I, 253) and Pāli ulliṅgeti, “makes manifest, shows by its characteristics”
(Cone 2001, 512).

17arthisārtha is often understood as a group of petitioners or supplicants. This compound is often usedwith reference to
the mythical Kalpa tree, which is said to grant every wish. For example: sakalārthisārthakalpadrumaḥ (Pañcatantra
ed. Edgerton 1924, 3), sarvārthisārthakalyāṇakalanākalpapādapaḥ (Avadānakalpalatā 3.55, ed. Chandra Das and
Vidyābhūshaṇa 1940, 75), kalpavṛkṣo ’rthisārthānāṃ (Yogavāsiṣṭha 5.8.2, ed. Śāstrī Paṇaśīkara 1937, I, 562).

18See Mahābhāṣya ad A 1.1.26 (ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 74-75). This example is given in the context of the
discussion on the scope of the technical term niṣṭhā – see below.

19The crow on Devadatta’s house becomes the standard example for upalakṣaṇa in later literature, even though the
meaning of upalakṣaṇa shifts. In the Lakṣmīdharavyākhyā on the Saundaryalaharī, it is defined as a type of
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the crow] is denoted by theword “house”, in the sameway, because of the relationship [of words] to
the primordial matter,20 reality, which is marked by unreal delimiters, is denoted by words, because
we disregard the delimiter itself; therefore, since even what is not denoted can restrict the scope of
the denotation, [we have established] the function of [the crow] being a marker; thus, the function
of a delimiter [even if it is ultimately disregarded] is established by that example. To illustrate, in the
sūtra

ktaktavatū niṣṭhā21

[it is explained that] since the anubandha [k] – which is temporary because it does not persist in
verbal usage – is [merely] a marker, there would be no over-extension (prasaṅga) in applying the
technical term [niṣṭhā] to the bare form of the affix [ta or tavatu], separated from [the anubandha];
this example is given in the Bhāṣya.

4

Objection: the crow, being determined as different from the house which has completely different
features [from it], would never be expressed by the word “house”; but [conversely], how could [you
possibly say that] forms such as a pot, whose substance (tattva) is not perceived separately [from
its form], should not be expressed by those words [like “pot”]? For on the one hand, a delimiter,
i.e. a marker, delimits [the substance] by being co-referential22 [with the substance] – for example,
the [delimiter] “pack animal” (paśu) [which restricts the scope of theword] “bag-bearer” (dṛtihari).23

viśeṣaṇa (ed. Veṅkaṭanāthācārya 1969, 132), whereas in the Advaitasiddhi, it is defined as opposed to viśeṣaṇa (ed.
Nárayanaswami Sastri 1937, 31-32). Here upalakṣaṇa and viśeṣaṇa are in opposition. As Hideyo Ogawa points out,
Helārāja seems to imply that upalakṣaṇa is an adventitious qualifier, while viśeṣaṇa is an essential qualifier (2017, 16
note). An objection will be raised below, reversing these terms.

20See Dravyasamuddeśa 16.
21Aṣṭādhyāyī 1.1.26. This sūtra states that the technical term niṣṭhā applies to the affixes kta and ktavatu, which form

past participles. In theMahābhāṣya, a discussion ensues over whether these affixes can be recognized even without
the anubandhamarker k, since, for example, when kta is applied to the verb bhū to form bhūta, the k is absent. But
there are words, such as garta, which seem to have the same affix, but which are not past participles. How, then,
would someone recognize when ta is really the kta affix? As Patañjali argues, the context in which the affix can be
used – in this case, to form the past participle – helps one to recognize it (ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 75).

22Sāmānādhikaraṇyena, literally, because they share the same locus. The grammatical meaning of sāmānādhikaraṇa,
“grammatical agreement in case”, does not seem to apply here, since the counterexample that follows, vāneyam
udakam, also features both words in the same case.

23This argument is also presented in the Nyāyavārttikatātparyaṭīkā of Vācaspati Miśra (ed. Thakkura 1996, 432-433).
There, the thesis that the particular individual (vyakti) is the object of a word is examined. In that case, the genus
(jāti) would be a delimiter, and although unexpressed, it could still delimit the individual. The example given is
gārgikayā ślāghate – according to rule A 5.1.134 gotracaraṇāc chlāghātyākāratadaveteṣu, the affix vuÑ can be applied
to words that signify a lineage, such as garga, to form gārgika, but only on the condition that it is used in the context
of praise (ślāgh), etc. In that way, the upādhi “praise, etc.”, even though it is not expressed by the affix vuÑ, delimits
its usage. But a counterargument is raised – in the case of rule 3.2.25 harater dṛtināthayoḥ paśau, which prescribes
the iN affix to form words such as dṛtihari, “bag-bearer”, the delimiter, paśu, “pack animal”, is expressed by the affix.
That is, when one says dṛtihari, one is using it as a synonym for paśu. Therefore, it cannot be true that a particular
individual is expressed by a word, whereas the genus, which delimits it, is not expressed.
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On the other hand, a qualification (viśeṣaṇa), which is expressed by a separate24 word, is something
that colours (uparañjaka) [the object]. For example, in “forest water” (vāneyam udakam), water is
denoted as a particular object that is delimited by its connection to the forest; thus the connection
with the forest becomes a qualification, which denotes [that connection] as a colouration. Thus it is
said:

A delimiter, which is a characteristic of the object [of the word], is expressed by the
affix [of the word] and is co-referential25 with the word. On the other hand, a non-
delimiter is different from that, like qualifications such as ślāgh, etc.26

Thus having raised this objection, he now presents [another,] more apt example:

4 just as gold, etc., is endowed with its own, transient forms, [but] it is really the pure
[gold] that is expressed by denotations such as “ring”, etc.27

Although it [appears] differently as it is delimited by specific forms such as ring, bracelet, etc., it is
really the gold that is, in all cases, the intransient reality; thus, since the purposive action that should
be accomplished [by the substance gold] cannot be effected by those specific forms, [since they are]
transient, words like “ring”, etc, are not based (kṛtapadabandha)28 solely on [forms like ring, etc.].
Rather, [those words] equally apply (samāviśanti),29 as denotations, to [the same] concrete object,
which surpasses [its forms]; in the same way, because of the relationship [of words] to primordial
matter,30 absolute reality, even though multiplicity is attributed to it by its forms, is the scope of
words. That is what is meant. And [in the verse], the word “transient” points out that the reason
[given by the opponent, arguing that forms really are expressed] is itself yet to be proven [and thus

24Although all available manuscripts read apṛthakśabdavācyam here, I have emended it to pṛthakśabdavācyam, follow-
ing the sense of the passage. Bhartṛhari uses the term apṛthakśabdavācya in the Vṛttisamuddeśa to say that both jāti
and dravya can be “expressed by the same word”. Helārāja glosses it, in one instance, as ekaśabdopādānatve, and, in
another instance, as dvayor api śabdopādānatve (ed. Subramania Iyer 1973, 313).

25Samānaśabda is glossedbyVācaspatiMiśra as samānādhikaraṇaśabda (Nyāyavārttikatātparyaṭīkā, ed. Thakkura 1996,
433 and Nyāyakaṇikā, ed. Gosvāmī 1984, 318).

26This verse, in āryā meter, is untraced, although it is attributed to Kātyāyana in Vācaspati Miśra’s Nyāyavārttikatāt-
paryaṭīkā, where it is partially quoted (Thakkura 1996, 433). It is also partially quoted inMaṇḍanaMiśra’s Vidhiviveka
and Vācaspati Miśra’s Nyāyakaṇikā commentary thereupon (ed. Gosvāmī 1984, 318). It is quoted in full in Kaiyaṭa’s
Pradīpa commentary on theMahābhāṣya (ed. Bhikaji Josi 1987, III, 1).

27SeeMahābhāṣya Paspaśāhnika (ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 7) as well as Chāndogya Upaniṣad 6.1.5 (ed. Oliv-
elle 1998a, 246).

28See the parallels in the Prakīrṇaprakāśa to the Saṃbandhasamuddeśa and the Vṛttisamuddeśa. Houben understands
this compound to mean, literally, “by which a footstep is made”, understanding padabandha as a “footstep” (1995,
400 and 413 note 927). However, it is more likely to mean “planting one’s feet”, as in devadattena padabandhaṃ kṛtvā
nārācaḥ kṣiptaḥ (Saṅghabhedavastu, ed. Gnoli and Venkatacharya 1977–1978, I, 60), “Devadatta, having planted his
feet [firmly on the ground], loosed the arrow”. Ingalls et al. have translated padabandha as “foothold” (Locana ad
Dhvanyāloka 3.20, 1990, 487-488). Subramania Iyer reads kṛtapadasaṃbandha here.

29In the Pāṇinian tradition, samāveśameans the application of multiple designations to refer to a single object. This is
discussed in theMahābhāṣya on A 1.4.1 – Patañjali, giving an example of samāveśa, says that Indra, Śakra, Puruhūta,
and Purandara all apply to the same object (ekasya dravyasya) (ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 296). Here,
Helārāja seems to be saying that different words, such as “ring”, or “bracelet”, all ultimately refer to the same piece of
gold.

30See Dravyasamuddeśa 16.
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invalid],31 and therefore, the unexpressedness (avācyatva) and unreality (asatyatva) of delimiters is
established. [That is,] because purposive action is not effected [by delimiters] precisely because
[delimiters] are unreal (asatyatva), and because verbal communication has [purposive action] as its
aim, [delimiters] are not expressed (avācyatva). That is what is meant.

Objection: [if delimiters are not expressed], in [a word] such as “ring”, only the persistence of the
original substance (prakṛti) would be determined [by the word]. [Reply:] even in this case there is
no fault, because objects exist inasmuch as they are cognized (jñāyamānatvena), cognition (jñāna)
cannot have its foundation in forms which are conceptual constructs, and therefore the persistence
of mere formless, pure consciousness is established through one’s own awareness [of it] (svasaṃvit-
siddhi).32

Objection: since the denotation of the qualified as coloured (uparakta) by the qualifier is correct,
what is themistake in [considering that there is] the denotation of a subordinate element?33 There is
none whatsoever; with a view towards the true import (tātparyadṛṣṭi) of [the argument], it is merely
[the view that words have] their basis (padabandha) solely in delimiters themselves that is refuted
[by the objection]. But let [delimiters] be denoted as a secondary feature; as long as [the operation
of denotation] does not cease [at the level of the delimiter], [the fact of all words] referring to the
substance is established.

31Helārāja seems to be arguing that the objection stated in the introduction to the verse – that delimiters are co-
referential with the delimited object – is invalid because those delimiting forms, such as ring, etc., are not perma-
nently associated with the object, since gold can be melted down and reformed into a different shape. On the topic
of the logical fallacy sādhyasama, see Matilal 1974.

32This argument seems to be based on a passage from the Mahābhāṣya, where someone objects that one should not
be able to use the word “pigeon” (kapota) to refer to the corpse of a pigeon, since “pigeon” should refer to a living
thing. Patañjali replies that “according to the view that the original substance (prakṛti) persists in its transformations,
even in this case there is no fault” (ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, II, 325). Albrecht Wezler calls this doctrine
sarvasarvātmakavāda, “according to which everything that represents a prakṛti, whatever the position it occupies in
a given causal chain, does not cease to exist as such when it passes out of visibility”, disputing the interpretation of
Hartmut Scharfe, who argues that Patañjali is referring to satkāryavāda (Wezler 1986, 166, see also Scharfe 1961, 155).
In any case, Helārāja has modified the argument so that the prakṛti that persists in all things is really consciousness.

33This objection echoes Kumārila Bhaṭṭa’s argument against the Buddhist view that the object of perception is an un-
qualified particular (svalakṣaṇa). In the Ślokavārttika, Kumārila argues that a qualifier (viśeṣaṇa) always produces
a cognition of the qualified that conforms to the qualifier itself (svānurūpa) (Ślokavārttika Pratyakṣasūtra 142, ed.
Dvārikādāsa Śāstrī 1978, 128). In the Tattvasaṃgraha, Śāntarakṣita quotes this verse, and Kamalaśīla, in his commen-
tary, glosses svānurūpa as “coloured by the nature of the qualifier (viśeṣaṇasvarūpoparakta) – since a qualifier is said
to cause the qualified thing to be grasped as coloured by the qualifier, otherwise there would be no such thing as a
qualifier” (ed. Krishnamacharya 1926, I, 387). While both the Tattvasaṃgraha and the Ślokavārttika raise counterar-
guments, Helārāja accepts this objection, with a caveat – that the qualifier is grasped as a secondary feature, rather
than as the primary referent of the word. This recalls Patañjali’s pragmatic solution to the jāti/dravya problem: “For
one who holds the word-meaning to be the individual, the individual is primary and the generic property is subor-
dinate (guṇabhūta)” (ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 246). This concession will also prove useful in refuting the
argument raised in the next verse.
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5

Following from that [argument] – because [the object of denotation] is coloured by qualifiers,34 [he
is able] to refute the fault of confusion [that might arise otherwise]; he says:

5 And the capacity [of a word] to mean everything is restrained because [the object] is
differentiated by [its] forms, in the very same way that the capability of the eyes, etc.,
[is restrained] by a hollow stalk, etc.

Because there is no difference between brahman – which is characterized as the substance – and all
[other] entities, [all] words would denote [brahman] (tadabhidhāyitve śabdānāṃ), therefore [brah-
man] would be present in all cases [of denotation] (sarvatra tasya bhāvāt); and thus the capacity
[of a word] to mean everything, that is, the confusion which is the state of having its object being
denoted by [all] other words, would result as an unintended consequence. This is what is said in
[the verse]. [But] since the activity [of each word] is restricted by the form [that is secondarily de-
noted] in each particular case, [words] are prevented frommeaning everything, and thus there is no
confusion. That is what is meant.

The substance that is brahman is presented by the word “pot”, attended by the form of the pot as a
support.35 In the same way, with the form of a cloth as a support, the word “cloth”... etc.; thus, the
discrimination imposed by the delimiter is meant to be expressed. Just like [people] whose eyes are
directed through a hollow tube see only that part of an object which is contained by the scope of
[the tube], in the same way, the real object (vastu) is marked precisely by those different forms, [by
people] whose capacity of perception36 is restricted by nescience. And therefore, because the basis
of verbal usage (śabdaniveśa) is in accordancewith [one’s own]mental apprehension (adhyavasāya)
[of the real object], it is denoted by words. That is what is meant.

When only the ability of a sense faculty to manifest [an object] is blocked by something such as a
covering, the object [of perception] does not change. In the same way, when only the capacity for
consciousness (saṃvedanaśakti) of the individual selves (jīva) – who are conceptualized as distinct
[from brahman] through the delimitation [brought about by] beginningless nescience – is blocked,
so that [multiple] expressions, which each have difference as their content, are employed [in the

34This argument, besides referring to the objection directly preceding, also recalls the objection raised in the introduc-
tion to verse 4. There, the opponent states that a qualifier operates through colouration (uparañjaka), and that it is
not expressed by the word that it qualifies.

35Themetaphor being employed here is, perhaps, that of an attendant (puraḥsara) who leads someone ahead to present
thembefore an audience. See also Abhinavagupta’s use of unmukhībhavati in the Īśvarapratyabhijñāvimarśinī (Ratié
2010, 470-471).

36dṛkśakti is usually understood as the capacity of the perceiving agent, although the syntax here (...dṛkśaktibhir ākāra-
bhedair) seems to suggest that it is the different formswhich possess this capacity. Raghunātha Śarmā interprets this
as tathāvidhāḥ paricchinnadṛkśaktayaḥ puruṣā ghaṭādyākārabhedair eva vastuto ’bhinnam api vastu brahmarūpaṃ
bhinnam iva paśyanti (Śarmā 1991, 214). “Individual beings, in such a way [i.e., as if their eyes were looking through a
tube], whose capacity for perception is restricted, see the real object, that is, brahman – even though it is really undif-
ferentiated –, through different forms such as pot, etc., as if it were differentiated”. I have followed his interpretation
in my translation.
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place of] a [single] expression for a [single] object that has been divided (vicchinna),37 the essence
[of reality itself] is not defiled by nescience; this is what he indicates by the example of the hollow
stalk. [When he says in the verse,] “through a hollow stalk, etc.”, because of the word etc., [one
understands] an obstruction, such as something born of beauty (mūrtyabhijana), which blocks one’s
attention (avadhāna); for where there is attention paid towards an object alone, it is only that object
which is ascertained (avadhāryate). “Something born of beauty”38 means the beauty of a [particular]
form; someone who is distracted by it does not see another [object].

6

[Objection:] in that case, words like “configuration” (sanniveśa),39 which are based solely on form
[and not on substance], would denote solely a property [and not the property-possessor], and thus
the fact of substance being the object of words in all cases would be demolished. Having raised this
objection, he says:

6 The permanent [substance] is denoted even by a word that expresses [solely] forms of
such a kind, since [those forms] are identical with the real.

Words such as “configuration” express forms such as a configuration, even though their real nature
is merely [to act as] delimiters. [But] because delimiters are ultimately not separate from reality,
when they are extracted from [reality], their real nature has no [independent] real nature, and thus
they are real only in asmuch as they are identical with [reality]; therefore, it is really that permanent
substance, the substrate of delimiters, which is denoted, even when such a denotation [in which a
word like “configuration”, expressing only a form,] is used. For delimiters have reality (tattva) as their
identity (ātman), but they are not the identity of reality; because of this pervasion [of reality in all
delimiters], absolutely all delimiters, existing through their identity [with reality], [can be] denoted
precisely in that sense. For when the substrate of delimiters (upādhimat) is concealed, delimiters are
not delimiters [of anything]. However, when [a delimiter] is extracted from [its substrate], because
it is independent in so much as it is a substrate for other properties (dharmāntara), it is really a
substrate for [other] delimiters, rather than a delimiter itself.40 That is the intention [of the verse].

37That is, the term brahman, which denotes a universal self, is expressed usingmultiples of the term jīva, which denotes
individual selves. See the commentary on verse 7 where Helārāja glosses vicchinna and viccheda, which has been
translated there as “interrupted” and “interruption”.

38Here Helārāja gives a gloss for mūrtyabhijana, suggesting that mūrtyabhijana is a technical term that is quoted from
another source. However, I have yet to find this term elsewhere. It is also possible that this sentence was originally a
marginal gloss in a manuscript, which was eventually incorporated into the text itself.

39In theMahābhāṣyadīpikā, Bhartṛhari defines a genus (ākṛti) as a specific configuration (sanniveśaviśeṣa) that is qual-
ified by connection (saṃyogaviśeṣaṇa) (ed. Bronkhorst 1987, 15).

40A parallel example is given in the Prakīrṇaprakāśa to verse 3 of the Guṇasamuddeśa. A quality (guṇa) in and of itself,
when it is extracted from the substance that it qualifies, does not have degree; it is only when the quality acts like a
substance, in that it is a substrate for other qualities, that it has degree (ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 204).
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7

[Objection:] If, in that way, even properties – since [you say] they are [really] property-possessors in
this alternate state – are permanent and real, then this principle – that forms are unreal, and [only]
the substance is real – is untenable. Having raised this objection, he says:

7 There is no difference between the real and the unreal, [according to] the tradition
[passed down] from the elders. What [others] think41 is “the unreal” is really the real
which has not been [properly] examined.

This is the meaning here: in this non-dualist system of thought, real and unreal are not two things,
because consequently (prasaṅgāt), the [doctrine of] of non-duality would fail. In fact, absolute re-
ality is really singular, i.e., non-dual. And that [absolute reality], which supports the manifestation
[brought about] by beginninglessly-established nescience,42 does not appear according to its true
nature as an object of cognition for [any given] perceiver; thus, in the guise of forms that are agitated
by multiple conceptual constructions (vikalpa), [reality] becomes fit for worldly transactions. And
therefore, it is really that [absolute reality] which appears as having differences in its true nature
which are inferred from the manifoldness of [its] forms, not anything else, because there is no other
thing that is distinct from it.

And among [the real and unreal], that which is manifestation (prakāśa) is knowledge. That which
is non-manifestation, i.e. darkness, is nescience. [But] non-manifestation – that is, the absence of
manifestation – cannot be established by any valid means of cognition at all. And therefore, ne-
science – the manifestation of difference – is really just the interruption of manifestation, that is,
the absence of the manifestation of [reality] as a single entity. And in that case, if “interruption”
(viccheda) is understood as the persistence [of reality] being interrupted (vicchinna), then [even
that] real,43 [albeit] interruptedmanifestation (vicchinnaprakāśa) is really knowledge. However, ne-
science, [if it is understood as] only interruption (vicchedamātra), whose own nature is subordinate
[to that which it interrupts], [then it] does not exist whatsoever; therefore, when considering the
absolute truth, no such thing as the unreal is tenable at all. According to those who know the Vedas
(brahmavid), it is really the real, appearing differently according to [one’s own particular] represen-
tation [of it], which is termed the unreal – captivating if left unexamined –, that is, the proliferation
(prapañca) [of phenomenal reality]. And therefore, [the unreal], which is captivating if left unex-
amined,44 is established through analysis as really the real; it is this undifferentiated real which our
41Although in the verse, the subject of the verb “they think” (manyante) would naturally be construed as “the elders”

(vṛddhi), according to Helārāja, the subject of the verb is their philosophical “opponents” (tīrthikā).
42for anādisiddhāvidyāvilasitasahaṃ, all manuscripts omit the anusvāra, putting the word in compound with

pramātṛviṣayatayā. All printed editions, following the editio princeps, have the anusvāra. This reading is supported
by a parallel passage in the Prakīrṇaprakāśa on Jātisamuddeśa 40, where avidyāvilasitasahaṃ is used to qualify
brahma (ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 47).

43All three printed editions read satyā here, indicating that it is an adjective applying to vidyā, although this reading is
not attested in any manuscript.

44While in Bhartṛhari’s verse, the adjective “unexamined” (avicārita) qualifies the real, Helārāja interprets it as “cap-
tivating if left unexamined” (avicāritaramaṇīya) and uses it to qualify the unreal. The term avicāritaramaṇīya is
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opponents, who maintain the doctrine of difference, think is the unreal, which is difference; by
reflecting upon this, nescience is dissolved, and [all] doctrines are established in the singularity of
brahman. Thus it is said:

Only the true, pure [knowledge] taught [in the Vedas]... etc.45

8

In that way, it is really brahman that is conceptualized by this or that form; thus it is established that
all words really have [brahman] — by means of delimiters proper to this or that [form] — as their
object. Thus he says:

8 It is really the unconceptualized realwhich assumes the formof conceptualization. And
there is no temporal difference in it, yet temporal difference is grasped,

It is really the ultimately unconceptualized – that is, not within the scope of conceptual constructs
– real, which – being conceptualized in ordinary [verbal] transactions, because nothing else exists –
embraces (samavalambate) conceptualization – that is, manifesting as manifold differences under
the influence of beginninglessly-established nescience, [and] taking the form of different individual
souls, in a way that corresponds to [each individual]; thus, themanifoldness of space, divided by the
power of spatial extension (dik), which has material proliferation (mūrtivivarta) as its substrate, is
capable of supporting causal succession. In that way, although not impelled by time, the real, which
is without beginning or end, manifests [temporal] succession – referred to as the transformations of
existence such as birth, etc. – under the influence of [the powers of] obstruction and permission,
which rely on the power of independence called “time”. That is what is meant.

9

Objection: there should be no manifestation, in reality, of something that is not existent. Having
raised this doubt, he settles it with [this] example:

9 just as the properties of the object of cognition absolutely do not belong to cognition
itself, and, although seemingly identical, it is established that they are absolutely non-
identical,

He says that, according to Vijñānavāda, because the form of the object of cognition is essentially
unreal, a property which belongs to [the object], such as blue, which is insentient, absolutely does

commonly used in Buddhist texts to qualify conventional reality, as Jan Willem de Jong notes, from the 8th century
onward (1989, 211). While it is generally used in a negative sense, it is used in a positive sense in the Tattvopaplava-
siṃha, the only extant text purporting to be from the Cārvāka tradition (Franco 1987, 44).

45Vākyapadīya 1.8-9, ed. Subramania Iyer 1966, 30-36. “Monists and dualists have many [different] doctrines, based on
their [own] explanations, according to their own conceptions. [But] only the true, pure knowledge that is taught [in
the Vedas], expressed in a single syllable and connected with the breath, is consistent with all doctrines.”
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not belong to the cognition [of blue], which is sentient; therefore, the sentient and the insentient
cannot be identical, [even] in part. Thus it is said:

In the case of partial identity, every [cognition] would cognize every [object]. But in
the case of full identity, knowledge would become nescience.46

10

And therefore, a cognition, tinged by properties which do not belong to it, manifests in the ordinary
worldwhere nescience operates, even though its real nature is pure consciousness; thus he also gives
another valid example:

10 just as47 transformations [of the real] absolutely do not belong to the real, and, although
seemingly identical, the real is absolutely non-identical [with its transformations].

The untransformed primordial reality of the Sāṃkhyas, a knot of all transformations, in a seed state,
[and] undifferentiated, is, ultimately, not burdened by [its] transformations likemahat, etc. For, pos-
sessing the power to transform intomahat, etc., [when it is] in the state in which all qualities (guṇa)
are equalized, [primordial reality] is completely different from the manifoldness of [its] transfor-
mations which arise by force of the conflict [that occurs] when the qualities [of sattva, tamas, and
rajas] are unequal (guṇavaiṣamyavimarda).48 And since, in the world, the perception of [reality] is
impossible without the ascertainment of [its] transformations such as mahat, etc., in all doctrines,
nescience is always present. Since, in this way, the manifestation of the real as supported by unreal
forms is established, the concomitance betweenwhat was to be proved (sādhya), [that the real man-
ifests as unreal forms, and the reason (hetu), that perception is affected by nescience,] is understood
from the meaning [of the verse].

11

Now how is this understood, that forms are unreal, while what is different from them is real? [In
reply,] he says:

11 That reality which remains at the end, when all forms are destroyed, that is permanent,
that is expressed by the word, and that is not different from the word.

This [verse] is stated according to the Bhāṣya:
46Pramāṇavārttika 3.434 (ed. Tosaki 1988, II, 115). As Birgit Kellner points out, there are two versions of this verse – one

whichwas transmittedwithin Buddhist tradition, and another, with the verse halves reversed, whichwas transmitted
outside the tradition (Kellner 2009, 180 note). The version Helārāja cites is the latter, corresponding to the verse as
it is quoted in the commentaries on the Ślokavārttika.

47Both Rau and Subramania Iyer read tathā here. However, Helārāja’s reading seems to be yathā, since he considers this
verse to provide another example for the principle stated in verse 8.

48For guṇavaiṣamyavimarda, see Sāṃkhyakārikā 46 (ed. Prasad Sarma 1922, 4).
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For it is that, whose essence is not destroyed, which is permanent.49

Moreover, it is said there [in that passage in the Bhāṣya]:

That reality which is really the gold itself, endowed again with a different shape, be-
comes a pair of earrings the colour of khadira embers.50

Through this very example, the reality of undivided brahman is expressed with respect to its trans-
formations. For, just as when forms like a necklace (rucaka) are destroyed, it is only the gold in it
that is real, in the same way, when the multitude of endless transformations have perished, it is the
intransient brahman, remaining at the end of everything, that is real, and it is only [brahman] which
is really permanent. In contrast, it is said that, in worldly [verbal] transactions, the permanence of
entities such as universals (jāti) is relative. That is to say, when the individual instances (vyakti) [of
a cow] have perished, the universal, such as cow-ness, which remains, is permanent. But even in
that case, when distinctions [between universals] such as horse-ness have perished, it is only the
[element of] earth that is real. And even in that case, when distinctions [between elements] such as
water have perished, the only thing that is real, which can be made known by a pronoun, is the con-
crete thing itself.51 And even then, because [only] consciousness (saṃvit), which is intransient, per-
sists, when the form of the object of cognition is analyzed, it is only [consciousness] which is [found
to be] the absolute reality; thus, one is enjoined [to follow the precept,] “one should acknowledge
that [absolute reality] is neither like this nor like that,”52 through meditation (bhāvanā). And since
consciousness is the highest speech – consisting of śabdabrahman – in the form of paśyantī,53 the
essence of brahman is not different from the absolute word. But at the level of the manifestation
[of the everyday world], there is difference, which takes the form of manifested speech (vaikharī).
And [even] at that level, it is really [brahman] which is permanent, expressed by words in the form
of universals, etc. But even in that case, it is because a verbal expression is established when it has
come to rest in [its] inner source, [i.e., śabdabrahman,] that the object [of the expression], which
is contained within the nature [of that expression], can be expressed;54 therefore it is established

49Mahābhāṣya Paspaśāhnika (ed. Abhyankar and Kielhorn 1972, I, 7).
50Ibid.
51See Bhūyodravyasamuddeśa 3 (ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 187).
52For a discussion on the translation of neti neti, see Acharya 2013. As Acharya points out, Maṇḍana relates the practice

of neti neti to this verse in the Dravyasamuddeśa (2013, 3 note). For a brief discussion on the Upaniṣadic use of the
verb upās, see Olivelle 1998b, 176.

53Bhartṛhari is generally thought to have three levels of language in his system of philosophy – paśyantī, madhyamā,
and vaikharī, while later Kaśmīri thinkers like Somānanda advocate a fourth, higher level, parā vāk (Dwivedi 1991,
96). However, George Cardona argues that Bhartṛhari recognizes four levels of language, including a supreme form
of paśyantī – paraṃ paśyantīrūpam (Cardona 1993, 138 note). Helārāja’s wording here, paśyantīrūpā parā vāk, is
somewhat ambiguous. Houben argues that Helārāja seems to think of parā vāk as the same as paśyantī (Houben
1995, 166-168).

54This is possibly a reference to the Vṛtti on Vākyapadīya 1.107: “Now, this inner cognizer, abiding in the subtle nature of
speech, comes forth as language in order to manifest its true nature”. (ed. Subramania Iyer 1966, 174). In the edition
of Wilhelm Rau, this is listed as verse 1.115. This passage also recalls verse 15 of Utpaladeva’s Ajaḍapramātṛsiddhi,
which is frequently quoted by Abhinavagupta: “The accomplishment of purpose [kṛtārthatā] of the separated recog-
nitive apprehensive [vicchinnavimarśa], ‘this’ – is the recognitive apprehension [vimarśa] of rest [viśrānti] in its own
essential nature, [expressed] ‘I am he’” (trans. Lawrence 2009, 647).
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that there is no difference between the expression and what is expressed, as it was settled in the first
kāṇḍa. Thus he will say:

That singular [reality] is seen as the word, the object, and their relationship.55

12

[In verse 10,] it was said, “and, although seemingly identical, the real is absolutely non-identical [with
its transformations]”. Firstly, he expounds upon the absolute non-identity [that was mentioned
there]:

12 It does not exist nor does it not exist, it is not singular, it is not separate, it is not con-
nected nor divided, it is not transformed nor is it otherwise.

Because it transcends all worldly transactions which are transformations [of it], in its absolute form,
the real is not identical with [its] transformations. That is, it cannot be said to exist. This is because
a thing which is delimited by existence is not the true nature of the real, because it does not descend
into the world in its [true] form. Nor does it not exist: this is because – since something delimited
by non-existence also has no reality – the real, if it were understood to be identical to existence
(bhāvātmaka),56 could not be discerned by [any] valid means of cognition.

The real is not a particular entity that is delimited by the singular number, because the real, which is
not delimited, is, in fact, undifferentiated, and because, consequently, one cannot conclude that it is
singular. Nor is it qualified as being comprised of separateness, because its parts have no reality.

Nor is it delimited by connection or division, since [any] second element is not admissible by [any]
valid means of cognition. From what would it be differentiated or divided? Or to what would it be
connected?

By rejecting [the doctrine of] real transformation (pariṇāma), we accept the doctrine of apparent
manifestation (vivarta); thus it is not transformed. And because of the manifestation (vivartana)
[of the world] due to the wondrous activityi (adbhutayā vṛttyā)57 taking the form of multitudes of
different beings [in the world], it is not even possible to say that it is “untransformed”; therefore the
real, which transcends all representation, is absolute brahman.
55Dravyasamuddeśa 14.
56Raghunātha Śarmā emends bhāvātmaka to abhāvātmaka (1991, 223). In that case, the sentence would read, “the real,

if it were identical to non-existence, could not be discerned by any valid means of cognition.” However, it is also
possible to read the sentence as it is – that is, existence and non-existence aremutually dependent entities, and thus
existence presupposes non-existence. As Helārāja says below, brahman is devoid of both.

57T and CT read atyadbhutayā here. Bhartṛhari uses the term atyadbhutā vṛtti once in the Saṃbandhasamuddeśa and
adbhutā vṛtti twice in theKālasamuddeśa. Houben understands vṛtti in the sense of a “process” rather than “activity”,
by which previously non-existent things becomemanifest, a process for which “no logical explanation can be found”
(Houben 1995, 301-302). Peri Sarveswara Sharma translates it as “a miraculous course of action” (1972, 52 and 58).
Note that in the two passages in which adbhutā appears, kuto ’py adbhutayā... (Kālasamuddeśa 17, ed. Subramania
Iyer 1973, 46) and yathaivādbhutayā... (Kālasamuddeśa 26 ed. Subramania Iyer 1973, 49), the reading could easily be
atyadbhutāwithout any metrical deficiencies.

136



7. Annotated Translation

13

And now, since [it was also said in verse 10 that] it is ascertained as seemingly identical [with its
transformations], [when considered] in terms of nescience, he says:

13 It does not exist and it does, it is singular, it is [many] separate [entities], it is connected
and divided, it is transformed, it is otherwise.

It is really [brahman] which has the ability to produce the appearance of the transformations of
being and non-being, and which is subject to conventional [verbal usage] delimited by existence
and non-existence, [expressed in terms of] “it exists” and “it does not exist”; but by its very nature,
absolute brahman is without existence or non-existence, without being or non-being. And it is really
that [absolute brahman] which produces the pragmatic convention of singular and multiple, in the
form of universals and particulars, and [so] it can even be [thought of as] delimited by number. In
the same way, it is also delimited by connection, since it manifests as connected to something else.
In that way, the ascertainment of distinctions within it is possible. Therefore, it is really [brahman],
seeming to come into being as the aggregate of [all] transformations, that appears as stable, in the
form of space, etc.; thus it was said that the real seems to be identical [to its transformations].58

14

And that being so, since everything consists of [brahman], thoseworldlymanifestations (vyavahārāḥ),
even when they are mutually contradictory, merge in that very [brahman]. Thus, he says:

14 That singular [reality] is seen as the word, the object, and [their] relationship. It is what
is seen, the seeing, the seer, and the purpose of the seeing.

The expressed, the expression, and [their] relationship are really non-dual. For, in the inner real-
ity (āntare tattve), the powers of sound and meaning are united,59 and thus at the level of the ap-
parent manifestation [of everyday reality] – because it is really [the absolute real] which branches
out as sound and meaning – [the two powers] have different manifestations, in the form of the ex-
pressed and the expression. That is to say, nescience [arises] in the form of the cognition and what
is cognized. This topic has already been settled by us in detail in the Brahmakāṇḍa, and it can be
understood from there.

Also, it is really the [absolute real]whichmanifests itself (vivarta) in the formof seer andwhat is seen.
That is – firstly,what is seen [refers to] the totality of all beings, which is cognizedas somethingwhich
58Although all manuscripts and printed editions read tadātmaiva here, Helārāja seems to be referring back to verses 9

and 10, which read tadātmeva. Thus I have emended the text here. As Helārāja says above, verse 12 explains the ab-
solute non-identity between brahman and its manifestations, while verse 13 explains the apparent identity between
them.

59This seems to be a reference to the Vṛtti on Vākyapadīya 1.44 (ed. Subramania Iyer 1966, 102): “But in the sequenceless
essence of speech, the powers of sound andmeaning are united”. The term akrame vāgātmani in the Vṛtti is replaced
here with āntare tattve. This passage also recalls the āntaropādāna in Helārāja’s commentary on verse 11 above.
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has been brought within the scope of consciousness; precisely because it is cognized, [the object of
cognition] is ultimately one with the cognition [itself], since what is unmanifested is incapable of
manifestation; thus it was laid out and explained in the previous kāṇḍa and in the Advayasiddhi.60

Even the seer, who is an individual soul (jīva), whose delimitation is effected by nescience, who is
limited, a transmigrator, an enjoyer, [evenhe] is reallybrahman, since, because [the jīva] is conscious,
a difference [between them] cannot really be justified. This is what is communicated [by the word
“seer”]. And by pointing out the [two] main participants of the action (kāraka) – the agent and the
object –, [all] the other participants of the action are also hinted at (ākṣepa); thus, the apparent
manifestation of reality (vivarta), complete in itself, is explained.

And since by the word seeing, which points out the main action, the other actions [which are in-
volved in seeing] are hinted at, the apparent manifestation of action, the nature of which is some-
thing to be accomplished, is also expressed. For the apparent manifestation of action is differenti-
ated by the power of time, and the apparent manifestation of matter is differentiated by the power
of space; therefore the whole world is explained as the apparent manifestations of fixed forms and
actions.

And by the word purpose, the result of the aggregated actions61 is pointed out; thus, brahman is
explained, conforming [to the theory of] apparentmanifestation, as the structure of thewholeworld
– that is, [in terms of] action (sādhya), factors of action (sādhana) and its result (phala). Thus [it was
said],

[it is brahman]who is the single seedof all [things], bywhich this state ofmultiplicity
[is produced], [who] abides as enjoyer, enjoyed, and enjoyment,

in the Brahmakāṇḍa62. And it is there that the teaching about reality was settled by us. And because
it takes the form of a cognition and an expression (prakhyopākhyā),63 conventional reality is dual,
and thus [reality is seen as] theword, the object, and [their] relationship. There [in the verse], [the
duality] is pointed out by those [two] different [terms] – it is what is seen and the seeing. And thus
this form [of reality], which consists of nescience, is described. But [in the Saṃbandhasamuddeśa,]
absolute [reality], in which the proliferation (prapañca) [of ordinary reality] has been extinguished,
will be explained:

The knowers of Vedanta abide by the only object which is real, [namely], that in
60This seems to be another text by Helārāja, no longer extant. It is mentioned again below as well as in his commentary

on Saṅkhyāsamuddeśa 26 (ed. Subramania Iyer 1973, 111).
61As Bhartṛhari explains in Kriyāsamuddeśa 5, when one refers to an action, that single action can be understood as

a sequence of related actions. As Helārāja says in his commentary, an action such as “cooking” (pacati) is, in fact,
composed of other actions, such as “putting the vessel on the fire” (adhiśrayaṇa). However, all of these intermediate
actions really have cooking as their purpose (Subramania Iyer 1974, 8-9; Bandini 1980, 72).

62Vākyapadīya 1.4 (ed. Subramania Iyer 1966, 21).
63Perhaps the earliest occurrence of this term is at the beginning of Utpaladeva’s Ajaḍapramātṛsiddhi, where it is used

to qualify sattā (ed. Kaul Shāstrī 1921, 1). In his study of theAjaḍapramātṛsiddhi, David Peter Lawrence has translated
prakhyā as “basic knowledge” and upākhyā as “expressed knowledge”, following Harabhatta Shastri who glosses the
two words as prakāśa and vimarśa (Lawrence 2009, 642). Here, Helārāja seems to understand them in the sense of a
cognized object and the verbal expression of that object.
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which seer, seen, and seeing are not distinguished.64

15

It was said that, at the end, when all forms have withdrawn, that which remains is real. In that case,
this objection is possible: at the end, nothing remains. Having raised another doubt, that this whole
world manifests as non-existent – that is, as having no foundation –, in order to establish causally
(hetunā) the pre-existence of an undifferentiated origin, starting with an example (dṛṣṭāntopakra-
mam) that shows the persistence [of a substance when its transformations disappear], he says:

15 Just as, when the transformations go away, [only] the gold in the ring is real, in the same
way, they say that, when the transformations go away, [only] the absolute, primordial
matter is real.

Just as, in a ring,65 in which the transformation, that is, the state of being a ring, has gone away, the
gold remains as the one reality, in the same way,when the transformations such as earth, etc., have
gone away, the primordial matter that persists [in them] remains as the undifferentiated reality.
That is accepted. [When he says, in the verse,] “they say”, he means that brahman is established by
scripture (āgama), which is a valid means of cognition. And thus it was said, “it is taught as singu-
lar”,66 for [it is taught] in scripture (śruti), “this reality is only the ātman”.67 And inference [serves]
merely to confirm this. That is, transformations cannot manifest out of [a reality that is] without ex-
pression, non-existent, [and] without foundation,68 since non-being is incompatible with being; for
nothing is seen to originate from a hare’s horn. And since, in the form of cognition, [the primordial
matter] persists in theworld, [theworld] was really preceded by [the primordialmatter]. Thus it will
be said:

Non-being is not produced as being, nor does being ever reach a state of inexpress-
ibility.69

64Saṃbandhasamuddeśa 72 (ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 173). I have followedWilhelm Rau’s reading, cāvikalpitam, while
Subramania Iyer reads vāvikalpitam. Houben has translated this verse as “Those who know the conclusion of the
threefold (sc. knowledge, the Veda), have taken recourse to the truthfulness of that artha ‘thing’, in which seer, seen
and seeing are avikalpita ‘not differentiated’” (1995, 292).

65Although all manuscripts, except for H, read dve kuṇḍale here, that reading is difficult to construe grammatically. I
have omitted the dve, following the three printed editions.

66Vākyapadīya 1.2a (ed. Subramania Iyer 1966, 14).
67This quote, ātmaivedaṃsatyam, is very close to a famouspassage in theChāndogyaUpaniṣadwhich readsātmaivedaṃ

sarvam (7.25.2, ed. Olivelle 1998a, 272). However, all but one of the manuscripts agree that Helārāja’s reading is
ātmaivedaṃ satyam. It is possible that he is quoting from memory; it could also be a conflation of ātmaivedaṃ
sarvam with another common quotation from the Chāndogya: tat satyaṃ, sa ātmā (6.8.7, ed. Olivelle 1998a, 252). I
have not found another possible source for this quotation.

68This reading, ’padād, chosen by Subramania Iyer, is found only in CT; T reads padānād. All other manuscripts, as
well as the editio princeps, read [’]parād. However, the phrase asad apadam in the introduction to this verse lends
credence to the reading ’padād.

69Saṃbandhasamuddeśa 61ab (ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 166).
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The power of consciousness of [brahman], which is consciousness, is not really transformed (apari-
ṇāma); thus, because of the absence of transformation, [this verse] does not [express] the doctrine of
true transformation (pariṇāma), which is the point of view of the Sāṃkhyas; rather, [it expresses] the
view of apparent manifestation (vivarta). Since the difference between the two is explained by us in
[the commentary on the first two kāṇḍas70 of] the Vākyapadīya, it can be ascertained from there. It
will also be explained here [in the Prakīrṇakāṇḍa] in the Saṃbandhasamuddeśa. Moreover, it is de-
clared in theAdvayasiddhi that other causes [for the transformations seen in the world] are rejected;
if someone is interested, [that argument] can be learnt from that very place.

16

In that way, having proven that brahman, which is denoted by the word ātman, is the substance
because it is the absolute formof [all] things [expressedby]words, in order to sumup [the argument]
that it is really [brahman]71 that is expressed by all words, he says:

16 That [primordial matter] is expressed by all words, and words are not separate from it.
And [even though] they are not separate, there is a relationship between [words and
the primordial matter], as if they were distinct [from one another].

Due to the preponderance (bhūyastva) of nescience in the everyday world, which takes the form of
the abundance of differences that are framed (parikalpita) by this or that delimiter, it is really brah-
man–which takes ondifferent aspects as delimitedby any givenparticular form– that is theobject of
all words. That is the meaning expressed [in the verse]. For words, even ones like ātman, brahman,
and tattva – even though the delimiters [through which they operate] are embraced (samavalam-
bita)72 [by brahman] – operate according to the substance, because that which is undelimited tran-
scends the scope of speech; for those who know the Vedas point out that reality transcends both
speech andmind. However, words like ātman are closer [to brahman], compared to words like “pot”.
And since everything consists of [brahman], even [all] words are identical to it, just as, originally,
there was no distinction [between words and brahman].73 Also, the word as if (iva) means that,
even though they are ultimately non-different, there is a conventional74 difference [between them]
70This is perhaps a reference to the commentary, now lost, that Helārāja mentions in one of the introductory verses on

the Prakīrṇaprakāśa (ed. Subramania Iyer 1963, 1).
71Although Helārāja claims the following verse demonstrates that all words express brahman, the feminine gender of

the pronoun in the verse would indicate that Bhartṛhari is really referring to prakṛti, from the previous verse.
72Raghunātha Śarmā glosses śabdāḥ samavalambitopādhayaḥ as śabdās tattadupādhīn svasvapravṛttinimittatayā vācy-
atvena samavalambyaiva (1991, 230), indicating that śabda is the subject of the verb samavalamb – that is, “words rely
on delimiters”. However, in his gloss of verse 8, Helārāja states, avikalpitaṃ... tattvam... vikalparūpam... samavalam-
bate, “unconceptualized reality embraces conceptualization”; with this in mind, samavalambitopādhayaḥ could be
understood as delimiters which are embraced – or manifested by – an ultimately undifferentiated reality.

73Although Raghunātha Śarmā prints yathāvibhaktaṃ, in his commentary, he seems to understand it as if it were
yathā vibhaktam, glossing vibhaktam as vyākhyātam: sarvasya ca brahmavikāratvāt śabdā api svaprakṛtibhūtabra-
hmā’bhinnā eva yathā vyākhyātaṃ prāk (1991, 231). I read yathā avibhaktaṃ here.

74I read sāṃvṛto here, which is the reading chosen by Subramania Iyer, although it is only attested in manuscript T. All
other manuscripts read saṃ-. On the difference between saṃvṛti and saṃvṛtti, see Nagao and Kawamura 1991, 13ff.
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in worldly affairs, which is unreal. This is precisely how a relationship between the two [that is,
between words and brahman,] can be justified.

17-18

Objection: this [teaching] is a delusion, that is, [you advocate] disregarding the reality of beings,
whosedifferent formsare [evidently] ascertained, [and] teach that thehighest reality is non-difference,
which is not ascertained; having raised this objection, in order to establish this [doctrine of non-
difference] with an example, he says:

17 Self and other, friend and adversary, speaker, spoken and purpose [of the speaking]: just
as, in a dream, a single mind takes these contradictory forms,

18 in [absolute] reality – unborn, permanent, and devoid of sequence –, contradiction, in
the form of birth, etc., is perceived.

Theproliferation that accompanies thedreamstate is unreal, because it is disruptedbywaking; this is
accepted by all theoreticians. By this very example it is established that, even when awake, different
beings are unreal, because they do not persist into the fourth state [of consciousness], since, indeed,
it is only that which persists in all states that is real, and that is pure consciousness, which is not
disrupted. But [even] the different states [of sleeping and waking], which are disrupted because
they are ephemeral, do not [really] exist, like [the states of] happiness and despair [do not exist].
That is, [states] such as love, etc. and happiness, etc., because they have no essence of their own, do
not transform the nature of pure consciousness. Therefore, even those different states are afflicted
by the impurity of different forms.

In a dream, the manifestation of contradictory forms is a conceptualized (vaikalpikī) vision, which
is restricted to each individual perceiver. For the enjoyer – that is, the transmigrator, conforming
to the activity of [his own] mind – is conceptualized; but [even] he is brahman, because he is con-
scious by nature. And therefore, he, a lord because of his independence [only] in so far as it is in
[his dream] creation75 – since there is no other material cause [of his dream] – having appeared as
[dream] beings, enjoys [them] in the guise of friend and foe, through the illusion of saṃsāra which
consists of passion, hatred, etc., having conversations, etc., with others. Thus those who are skilled
in the essence of Vedānta say:

Havingdividedhimself bymeans of himself, having created varied, individual beings,
the lord of all, of which all things consist, the enjoyer, engages in the dream.76

75Yogarāja, commenting on the same verse below, says that, for the brahmavādins, the independence of brahman exists
only in dream: brahmaṇaḥ svātantryaṃ svapna eva brahmavādibhiḥ abhyupagatam (ed. Chatterji 1916, 76). Helārāja,
on the other hand, seems to understand the enjoyer (bhoktṛ) in the verse as the individual soul (pratyagātman).

76Rau lists this as verse 1.140 of the Vākyapadīya,whereas Subramania Iyer considers this to be part of the Vṛtti on verse
1.119 (ed. Subramania Iyer 1966, 195).
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By the word “enjoyer”, the creation by the individual soul [that is, the dream,] is expressed. And be-
cause he is “the lord of all”, in the form of brahman, he is said to be capable of creation. And, they say,
because “all things consist of him”, the arrangement of multifarious beings, which have no other ma-
terial cause, has the self as its material cause. And thus, [when it says in the verse that] “he divides
himself by means of himself”, because there is no difference between agent and object, the imagi-
nariness (vaikalpikatva) of this creation is clearly stated. On the other hand, divine creation (aiśvarī
śṛṣṭi), expressed by the word “everything” (viśva)77 [as opposed to the word “all” (sarva)], which has
its material cause outside [the individual soul], [experienced] in the waking state, is common to all
perceivers.

Objection: [waking and dream realities] are different, due to the possession (grahāveśa)78 of stability
[in waking] or instability [in a dream].79 [Reply:] Nevertheless, because [waking reality] is impelled
by nescience, it is equally unreal. While nescience exists, [the world] is merely another illusion, a
veil (āvāraka) over the power of consciousness, called sleep (nidrā).80 By force of that [illusion],
those [who understand reality] from a lower point of view (arvāgdṛk) have a fallacious conception
of erroneous [cognition] with regards to [dreams]. But for those [who understand reality] in the
absolute sense, with respect to absolute brahman – free from birth and death, undivided, stable, and
consisting of consciousness and bliss (cidānanda) –, it is really the whole world – in the states of
waking, sleeping, etc., taking the form of the apparent transformations of matter and action –, that
is unreal. On the other hand, it is established that what is ultimately [real] is the mere universality

77Gauḍapāda, in his commentary on theMāṇḍūkyopaṇisad, refers to the waking state as viśva (ed. Bhattacharya 1943,
1). InMāṇḍūkyopaṇisad 3-5, the waking state is called vaiśvānara, the dream state is called taijasa, and the state of
dreamless sleep is called prājña (ed. Olivelle 1998a, 474). There, the self in the dreamless state is called sarveśvara,
while here, Helārāja interprets sarveśvara as the self in the dream state. Abhinavagupta also refers to these three
states in Paramārthasāra 35 (ed. Chatterji 1916, 76), and Yogarāja, in his commentary, quotes this same verse from the
Vākyapadīyawhenhe explains the dreamstate (78). Evidently, therewas a traditionof understanding this verse in the
context of Gauḍapāda’s states of consciousness. Abhinavagupta’s verse is a reworking of Ādiśeṣa’s Paramārthasāra
31 (ed. Danielson 1980, 22; see also Bansat-Boudon and Tripathi 2011, 2ff).

78The term grahāveśa generally refers to demonic possession, although in philosophical discourse, it has been used as
a metaphor or simile for an erroneous belief. For example, in Acintyastava 16 – bhāvagrahagrahāveśaḥ paratantro
’sti kas tadā, “What [kind of] seizure (grahāveśa) of materialism (bhāvagraha) is then [the concept of an indepen-
dent] dependent nature!” (ed. & trans. Lindtner 1982, 144-145). This possession is then cured by the “medicine” of a
true teaching – etat tat paramaṃ tattvaṃ niḥsvabhāvārthadeśanā | bhāvagrahagṛhitānāṃ cikitseyam anuttarā, “The
ultimate truth (tattva) is the teaching that things (artha) are without own-being. That is the unsurpassed medicine
for those obsessed by the fever of positivism (bhāvagraha) (Acintyastava 52, ed. & trans. Lindtner 1982, 156-157).
Similarly, in the Śaṅkarabhāṣya to Gauḍapādakārikā 4.55, yadā punar mantrauṣadhivīryeṇeva grahāveśo yathoktād-
vaitadarśanenāvidyodbhūtahetuphalāveśo [’]panīto bhavati tadā tasmin kṣīṇenāsti hetuphalodbhavaḥ (ed. Röer 1850,
560), “When the possession (āveśa) of cause and effect, produced by nescience, is removed by the teaching of non-
duality as said [previously] – just as demonic possession (grahāveśa) [is removed] by the potency of mantras and
medicinal herbs – then, when that is destroyed, there is no production of cause and effect.”

79Śaṅkara presents the same pūrvapakṣa in his commentary on Gauḍapādakārikā 4.38 (ed. Röer 1850, 547). See also
Mokṣopāya Sthitiprakaraṇa 4.19.9 (ed. Slaje 2002, 147). This argumentwas employed byMīmāṃsakas andNaiyāyikas
against Buddhist idealism (1994, 42).

80Gauḍapāda contrasts nidrā (sleep) with svapna (dream), each associated with a different kind of perceptual error:
“Dream is for him who takes the truth otherwise, and sleep is for him who does not know Reality. The error in
these two (svapna and nidrā) being destroyed one attains the stage of Turīya” (trans. Bhattacharya 1943, 7). Thrasher
correlates these two types of error with āvaraṇaśakti (in the case of nidrā) and vikṣepaśakti (in the case of svapna)
(1993, 72).
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7. Annotated Translation

of consciousness, which [always] persists. By saying that “contradiction is perceived”, [Bhartṛhari]
admits that contradictions arise in nescience. For that is the very nature of nescience: that is, even
though it is not accepted [as something which really exists], it leads to the perception of [a certain]
appearance, [since] what[ever] is accepted [to exist] should really be knowledge.81 Therefore, the
beginninglessly-established power of brahman to manifest the proliferation [of the ordinary world],
which is unreal, having constructed the duality of the perceived and the perceiver according to itself,
plays out the world-drama (jagannāṭya);82 those who see reality [as it is] dismiss this superficially
charming [nescience].

81As Vincenzo Vergiani and Isabelle Ratié have pointed out, Maṇḍanamiśra makes a similar point in the Brahmasiddhi
– ifmāyāwere to be accepted to exist, then it would not be an illusion at all (Vergiani 2016, 599).

82The metaphor of a deity as an actor and the world as a drama is well-known from the Śivasūtra and has echoes
in other Kaśmīri texts (Cuneo 2016, 43ff). But this image is by no means confined to Śaiva texts; for example, in
the Sāṃkhyakārikā, prakṛti is compared to an actress (nartakī) (59, ed. Prasad Sarma 1922, 74). Saṃsāranṛtya ap-
pears in the Pañcapādikā (ed. Bhâgavatâchârya 1891, II, i, 35), while the ātman is described as a drama (nṛtta) in the
Naiṣkarmyasiddhi (2.58, ed. Jacob and Hiriyanna 1925, 70). What is less common is to find both themetaphors of the
world as a drama and of the world as a dream in the same place, with an emphasis on the illusory nature of the world
as it is perceived; one interesting parallel is a quotation from Bhaṭṭanāyaka in the Abhinavabhāratī (ed. Chintamani
1927, 268): “That is to say, drama is exemplary in enabling us to grasp the barren, dualistic perception produced by
our innate nescience. Consider the doings of Rama and Ravana. These are in essence merely imaginary, and pre-
cisely for this reason they do not have one single stable form, but rather can all of a sudden produce countless new
imaginings. Although they are indeed different from a dream, just like a dream, they can be the source of profound
emotional attachment without giving up their illusory character. When produced by an actor—and herein the ac-
tor is like the supreme being—these doings, however unreal, seem as if actually coming into existence out of some
source, albeit a nonexistent one. And though in this way they remainmere appearance, they can become ameans of
understanding the true ends of man. The same applies to the universe as a whole, which functions in precisely the
same way. It consists of a vast elaboration of nothing but names and forms...” (trans. Pollock 2016, 457-459).
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8. Collation of Jātisamuddeśa 34, with
Helārāja’s commentary

Two additional manuscripts have been consulted for this collation: CG (Government
OrientalManuscripts Library, Chennai, MSD 15366) and LA (DAVCollege, Chandigarh,
MS 6118).
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8. Collation of Jātisamuddeśa 34, with Helārāja’s commentary

sarvaśabdaviṣayatvam evābhivyanakti—

tāṃ prātipadikārthaṃ ca dhātvarthaṃ ca pracakṣate |
sā nityā sā mahān ātmā tām āhus tvatalādayaḥ || 34 ||

sarvabhāveṣu sadrūpaṃ sāmānyam anugatam | abhāvasyāpi buddhyākāreṇa nirūpaṇāt, mahāsatta-
5 yānayāviyogāt prātipadikamātravācyā sattā | tad uktam—

prātipadikārthaḥ sattā
iti | dhātubhir api sādhanādhīnalabdhajanmasu kriyāvyaktiṣu samavetā yathopādhyupagṛhītanā-
nātvā sattaivābhidheyatvam āpadyate | siddhasādhyarūpārthadvayātmanā ca tasyā eva vṛttes tada-
pararāśyabhāvāt sarvaśabdaviṣayatvaṃ sattāyāḥ | pratyayabhāgenāpy atra yathāyathaṃ saṅkhyākā-

10 rakādyupādhiviśiṣṭā sattaivābhidhīyate | sā codayavyayarahitatvāt nityā, satpratyayasya sarvadānu-
vṛtteḥ |

ete sattāmātrasyātmanomahataḥ ṣaḍ viśeṣapariṇāmāḥ, yat tat paraṃviśeṣebhyo liṅgamātraṃ
mahattattvam, tasminn ete sattāmātre mahaty ātmany avasthāya vivṛddhikāṣṭhām anubhavanti |
pratisaṃsṛjyamānāś ca tasminn eva sattāmātre mahaty ātmany avasthāya yat tan niḥsattāsattaṃ

15 niḥsadasad avyaktam aliṅgaṃ tasmin pratiyanti

1 sarvaśabdaviṣayatvam ] °tvem P. 1 evābhivyanakti — ] avābhivyanaktiḥ(space) P ; °ktiṃ LA. 2 prātipadikā-
rthaṃ ]

::
pratipadikārthac P. 2 dhātvarthaṃ ] °rthaj P. 2 ca ] ja P. 3 nityā ] vityā H. 3 mahān ] mahāt H. 3

ātmā ] ā
::
mā L ; ātma H. 3 ātmā tām ] ātmānām A ; ātmākām CT. 3 āhus ] ahus T. 3 tvatalādayaḥ || ] ta° CT CG.

4 sadrūpaṃ ] ta° T. 4 anugatam | ] °vaṃ L LA. 4 nirūpaṇāt, ] °māṇān H. 4–5 mahāsattayānayāviyogāt ] ma-
hāsattayāvi°M ; °tāyāvinayāviyogāt P ; °pi yogāt CT. 5 prātipadikamātravācyā ] ma° P. 5 sattā | ] satā P. 6–7 sattā
iti ] satteti KEd DKVALMHTCT CG LA ; (l. 13)sateti(space) P. 7 dhātubhir ] dhātorMP. 7 sādhanādhīnalabdha-
janmasu ] °bdho janmasu P ; °(l. 7)

::
mu H. 7 kriyāvyaktiṣu ]

:::
kti° A. 7 kriyāvyaktiṣu samavetā ] °

::
susamavetā CT.

7–8 yathopādhyupagṛhītanānātvā ] yathāpādhyupagṛhītanānātvāt P ; °tvāt M. 8 sattaivābhidheyatvam ] sataivā-
bhidheyadhāyakam P ; °dhāyakam L LA ; °yam CT; °kam D K V A ; °dhāyakam M ; °tem T. 8 sattaivābhidheyatvam
āpadyate | ] °dhīyate | CG. 8 āpadyate | ] āpā° ŚEd IEd G1; °tā H. 8 siddhasādhyarūpārthadvayātmanā ] sā CG;
°nāṃ M. 8 vṛttes ] vyāvṛttes D K V A ; ca vṛttes L ; vivṛttes H CT; ca vṛttais LA. 8–9 tadapararāśyabhāvāt ] tada-
paradra° H ; tadapārarādayabhāvā¯(f. 22v)¯ L ; tadapārarāśyabhāvā¯¯¯ LA ; °ṇayabhāvāt_ V. 9 sarvaśabdaviṣayatvaṃ ]
(l. 14)saṃ° CT; °bdāviṣayātvaṃ P. 9 sattāyāḥ | ] satāyāḥ P ; °yāṃ | H. 9 pratyayabhāgenāpy ] °vā H ; °

:::
nyāpy T.

9–10 saṅkhyākārakādyupādhiviśiṣṭā ] saṃkhyākā(l. 4)rā° LA. 10 sattaivābhidhīyate | ] (l. 15)satai° P ; °dhāyate K
V. 10 sā ] sa P CT. 10 codayavyayarahitatvāt ] cau° V ; °taṃtvān P ; °tvān T. 10 satpratyayasya ] san_pra° CG;

::
sapra° L LA ; °yāsya P. 1–12 ete ] eta H. 12 sattāmātrasyātmano ] satā° P ; °svātmano H. 12 ṣaḍ ] yad KEd H ;
ṣad D V; tad P. 12 viśeṣapariṇāmāḥ, ] bhi° V ; avi° T CT; viśeḥ° LA ; viśeṣāḥ ° KEd. 12 tat ] om. M. 12 tat paraṃ ]
tatparaṃ G1. 12 liṅgamātraṃ ] ligaṃ° LA. 13 mahattattvam, ] mahattata° CG; mahatta(space of 2 akṣaras)s CT.
13 sattāmātre ] satā° P. 13 mahaty ātmany ] mahatvā° CT. 13 vivṛddhikāṣṭhām ] vivṛ

:::
ddi° CG; vikā° L LA ; °ryyām

KEd; °ṣṭām H. 13 anubhavanti | ] °vati M P; °vatī H. 14 pratisaṃsṛjyamānāś ] ddhitisaṃsṛṣṭa° H ; °haś CT; °nā-(l.
20)aś CG. 14 tasminn ] tasmiṃś KEd D K V A L LA. 14 eva ] ca KEd D K V A L LA. 14 sattāmātre ] satā° V P. 14
mahaty ] bhavaty L. 14 tan ] taṃ L LA. 14 niḥsattāsattaṃ ] om. H ; nisattā(l. 9)sattan CT; °::

ktāsattā M ; °
:::
ktāsatā

P ; °
::::::::::::
ktaṃ[māntitya] CG. 15 niḥsadasad ] sadasad M ; saddaśasadd P. 15 aliṅgaṃ ] aliṃga H.
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8. Collation of Jātisamuddeśa 34, with Helārāja’s commentary

ity evaṃ sāṅkhye buddhitattvaṃ mahacchabdavācyam ādyaṃ jagatkāraṇaṃ nirdiṣṭam ity ato 'na-
ntarasya vikāragrāmasya kāraṇarūpānugamāt sattārūpatvam aviruddham iti sattārūpaṃ sarvaṃ ja-
gadākhyātaṃ bhavatīti sattādvaitavādaḥ sāṅkhyanayenāpy upabṛṃhitaḥ | evaṃ ca sarvaśabdavācyā
sattā śabdapravṛttinimittabhūteti yathāyathaṃ bhinnopādhir bhāvapratyayābhidheyā saiva | nanv

5 evaṃ gotvam iti prakṛtipratyayayor ekārthatāprasaṅgaḥ | naitat | upādhibhedena sattāyā bhedāt |
prātipadikena gavāśrayāyās tasyā abhidhānam, pratyayena tu niṣkṛṣṭāśrayasya sāmānyasyābhidhety
adoṣaḥ | prakṛtyarthanimittaś ca bhāvapratyayabheda iti na sāṅkaryaprasaṅgaḥ || 34 ||

15–1 pratiyanti ity ] pratī° L CG. 1 sāṅkhye ] om.MP. 1 buddhitattvaṃ ] ṣuci° L ; °mattvaṃMP. 1 mahacchab-
davācyam ] (space of 2 akṣaras)śa°H. 1 ādyaṃ ] āna° L LA; ā

::
ya°D. 1 jagatkāraṇaṃ ] °ṇanCG. 1 jagatkāraṇaṃ

nirdiṣṭam ] °ṇaviśiṣṭamCT. 2 vikāragrāmasya ] vikārara° CG; vikāraṇa°M ; (space of 3 akṣaras)raḥ ° CT; vikārānām
asya A. 2 sattārūpatvam ] satā° P. 2 aviruddham…sattārūpaṃ ] aviruddhasatā° P. 2 sarvaṃ ] saṃ° K ; saṃrva
A ; sarve H. 2–3 jagadākhyātaṃ ] jagadā(space of 2 akṣaras) H. 3 bhavatīti ] mibhi° M. 3 sattādvaitavā-
daḥ ] satā° P ; °da(l. 13) H. 3 sāṅkhyanayenāpy… | ] °bhyupavṛṃhitaḥ KEd D K V. 3 upabṛṃhitaḥ | ] upaṣṭaṃ°
H ; upavṛṃ° A P. 3 ca ] om. P. 4 sattā ] satī L ; satā P ; satāṃ LA. 4 yathāyathaṃ ] yathā(space of 2 akṣaras)
CT; yathāṃ LA. 4 bhāvapratyayābhidheyā ] °vābhidheyā H. 4 nanv ] na tv D A. 4–5 bhinnopādhir…evaṃ ]
°dhibhāvapratyayābhi(space of 8 akṣaras)vaṃCT. 5 prakṛtipratyayayor ] pratyayor P ; pra(space of 8 akṣaras)r CT;
°yārtthayor T. 5 ekārthatāprasaṅgaḥ | ] °saktāḥ P. 5 upādhibhedena ] upāya

:::
me° LA ; kriyāvi° KEd. 5 sattāyā ]

satāyā P. 6 gavāśrayāyās ] gavāśrayās CG; °ye nayās P. 6 tasyā ] tasyām L. 6 tasyā abhidhānam, ] °bhivādaānaṃ
H. 6 pratyayena ] °yaina H. 6 niṣkṛṣṭāśrayasya ] nikṛ° L ; niṣva° A. 6 sāmānyasyābhidhety ] °tety ŚEd G1. 7
ca ] va A. 7 bhāvapratyayabheda ] °ye bheda T CG; °daḥ IEd. 7 sāṅkaryaprasaṅgaḥ || ] sāṃkarye ° P ; om. °pra...
CT.
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9. Digital resources

• All of the code that runs the online edition and the machine collation algorithm
can be found on GitHub: https://github.com/chchch/upama. This also in-
cludes the fonts used to displayDevanāgarī, Malayālam, and Telugu. TheDevanā-
garī font is Sanskrit 2013, which has been modified to include the pṛṣṭhamātrā
vowel character, the śirorekha character, and the puṣpikā character. The Malayā-
lam font is Rachana, which has beenmodified to include some additional conso-
nant conjuncts that appear inmanuscripts, such as cś. The Telugu font is Pothana
2000, which has been modified to include the valapalagilaka character.

• All of the transcriptions, in TEI XML format, of the manuscript witnesses and
printed editions used to generate the apparatus of variants are available as part
of the critical edition: https://saktumiva.org/wiki/dravyasamuddesa
/start. They can be downloaded by using the export button on the right side of
the page.

148

https://github.com/chchch/upama
https://saktumiva.org/wiki/dravyasamuddesa/start
https://saktumiva.org/wiki/dravyasamuddesa/start


10. TEI XML file format

A subset of the TEI standard has been used for document encoding, following most of
the standards developed for the Sanskrit Manuscripts Project at the University of Cam-
bridge.1 Each document consists of at least the top-level <TEI> tag, a <teiHeader>
tag, and a <text> tag:

<TEI xmlns="http://www.tei -c.org/ns/1.0">
<teiHeader>

<fileDesc>
<sourceDesc>

<msDesc>
<msIdentifier>

<idno type="siglum">
[Siglum to be used in the apparatus]

</idno>
</msIdentifier>
<msContents>

<msItem n="1" defective="false">
<textLang mainLang="sa-Deva">
[Sanskrit in Devanagari script.]
</textLang>

</msItem>
</msContents>

</msDesc>
</sourceDesc>

</fileDesc>
</teiHeader>

<text xml:lang="sa-Latn">
</text>

</TEI>
1See Formigatti 2018.
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10. TEI XML file format

The siglum used to indicate the witness in the apparatus is identified with an <idno>
tag under <msIdentifier>. If this tag is not present, then the filename will be used
instead.

Since the collation software has been designed to work with Sanskrit texts transcribed
in IAST, the xml:lang attribute of the <text> tag, under which the transcription will
be inputted, issa-Latn, i.e., romanized Sanskrit. on theother hand, themainLang at-
tribute of the <textLang> tag describes the language and script of the original docu-
ment,whichmightbeDevanāgarī (sa-Deva),Malayālam(sa-Mlym), or Telugu (sa-Telu).
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11. Filtering the transcriptions

Three types of filters have been implemented, which have been grouped under the
headings XML tags, Punctuation, and Orthographic variants.

XML tags

Below is a list of XML tags used in the transcriptions. This does not include tags that
define text structure – such as <div>, <p>, and <l> – which do not reflect features in
the source document, and therefore are not taken into consideration by the collation
algorithm.

• <add> : text added to the main text

• <choice> : The construction<choice><orig></orig><corr></corr></choice>
records an original reading (<orig>) and the transcriber’s correction (<corr>)

• <corr> : correction by the transcriber

• <del> : deleted text

• <gap> : text that was not readable

• <hi> : text that is marked in some way (e.g., underlined)

• <lb> : line break

• <milestone> : marks the folio or page, along with the line number, where the
transcription starts

• <note> : notes added in the margin or between the lines

• <pb> : page break

• <ptr> : points to text that has been transposed

• <unclear> : text that is not clear to the transcriber

• <g> : marks an unusual glyph

• <anchor> : used as a footnote/endnote marker

• <locus> : the locus of a transposed section
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11. Filtering the transcriptions

• <metamark> : additional, non-textual marks, such as an X-mark

• <orig> : original reading (that was corrected by the transcriber)

• <sic> : marks the text as sic erat scriptum

• <space> : blank space left on the page

• <subst> : The construction <subst><del></del><add></add></subst>
marks text that was deleted and replaced

• <supplied> : text supplied by the transcriber

• <surplus> : text that the transcriber believes is superfluous

• <caesura> : caesura

Punctuation

These filters pertain to textual elements that can be either included or ignored in the
comparison. By default, they are ignored:

• abbreviation sign ⌜॰⌟

• avagrahas ⌜’⌟

• brackets

• commas

• daṇḍas

• empty śirorekha ⌜¯⌟

• explicit hiatus ⌜_⌟

• hyphens and dashes

• line fillers ⌜¦⌟

• middot ⌜·⌟

• numbers

• puṣpikās

• periods/ellipses

• quotation marks
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11. Filtering the transcriptions

Orthographic variants

These filters pertain to common variations in Sanskrit orthography, across different
scripts, that are usually ignored in collation. Each filter is governed by a regular ex-
pression, which is presented descriptively here:

• geminated t

– replaces tt with t if it is preceded by r, ṛ, i, or pa; replaces tt with t if it is fol-
lowed by r, v, or y

• geminated consonants after r

– replaces doubled g, j, ṭ, ṇ, d, n, b, m, y, or vwith a single letter if it is preceded
by r, ṛ, or a space

• geminated aspirated consonants

– replaces jjh with jh; replaces ṭṭh with ṭh; replaces tth with th; replaces ddh
with dh

• visarga āḥ + voiced syllable

– replaces -āḥwith -ā if followed by a word-initial vowel or voiced consonant

• visarga aḥ + voiced consonants

– replaces word-final -ar, -aṛ, or -owith -aḥ

• visarga aḥ + vowels

– replaces -aḥ, before a vowel with -a

• other visarga variants

– replaces word-final -(ḥ)r, -(ḥ)s, -(ḥ)ś, or -(ḥ)ṣwith -ḥ

• internal visarga variants

– replaces -uṣ-with -uḥ-; replaces -ṣk-with -ḥk-; replaces -ss-with -ḥs-

• final nasal variants

– replaces word-final -ṃl, -ṃs, -mś, or -nnwith -n

• internal nasal variants

– replacesm, n, ñ, ṇ, or ṅwithṃ if followed by p, b, m, d, t, n, ṭ, ḍ, c, j, k, or g

• final au/āv

– replaces word-final -āvwith -au

• final anusvāra variants
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11. Filtering the transcriptions

– replaces word-final -m, -ṅ, or -ṃm with -ṃ; replaces kan followed by word-
inital t- with kaṃ; replaces kin followed by word-inital t- with kiṃ; replaces
-nwith -ṃ; replaces -ñ followed by word-initial j-with -ṃ

• final anusvāra variants (Malayālam)

– replacesword-final -m, -ṅ, or -ṃmwith -ṃ; replaces -nwith -ṃ if it is followed
by word-initial -t, -d, or -n; replaces -ñwith -ṃ if it is followed by word-initial
j- or c-

• kcch/kś

– replaces -k ś-, -k ch-, -kch-, or -kcch-with -kś-

• cch/ch

– replaces -c ch-, -c ś-, -cch-, -cś-, or -t ś-with -ch-

• final t + voiced syllable

– replaces -d with -t if it is followed by a word-initial vowel or voiced conso-
nant; replaces -d at the end of a paragraph with -t

• final t + n/m

– replaces -t with -n if it is followed by word-initial n- orm-

• final t + c/j

– replaces -j followed by word-initial j- with t-; replaces -c followed by word-
initial c-with -t

• sya, tra,ma before iti

– replaces -sya iti with -syeti, -tra iti with -treti, and -ma iti with -meti

• a a/ā

– replaces -a a-with -ā-

• -ena, -sya + u-

– replaces -ena u-with -eno-; replaces -sya u-with -syo-

• i i/ī

– replaces -i i- with -ī-

• ā + iti

– replaces -ā iti with -eti

• e/a + i

– replaces -ewith -a, if it is followed by word-initial i-
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11. Filtering the transcriptions

• i/y + vowel

– replaces -ywith -i, if it is followed by a word-initial vowel

• ḻ

– replaces ḻ (retroflex lateral approximant) with l

Optimizing the filters

In order for the apparatus to be dynamic, the collation algorithm must be fast enough
so that when a user changes an option and re-generates the apparatus, the wait time is
not too long. Since both the punctuation and orthographic filters are effected through
regular expressions, there is a degree of optimization that is possible.

For the punctuation filters, all of the elements that are to be ignored are simplymerged
into a single regular expression using a character class. The resulting expression would
simply be something like/[\d\|_¦-'.,'']/. Any character foundby this expression
would then be ignored.

The orthographic filters, unfortunately, need to be run one at a time. The general tech-
nique is to pick the most common spelling as the replacement and then use a regular
expression to find every occurrence of every other variant. For example, in the case of
visargas after non-a vowels, the most common spelling is ḥ. Therefore, in our expres-
sion, we search for all of the more uncommon spellings with /[rsśṣ](?\S)/ which
would find, for example, -ir, -is, -iś, or -iṣ. They can then be replaced by -iḥ.

Other general principles that have been followed are being as specific as possible and
usingmore efficient syntax where possible, such as character classes instead of alterna-
tions. However, the principle of specificity can sometimes conflict with efficiency; for
example, the expression

/ṅ(?=[kg])|ñ(?=[cj])|ṇ(?=[ṭḍ])|n(?=[tdn])|m(?=[pbd])/ṃ/

for finding semi-homograph nasals withṃ is more specific than

/[mnñṇṅ](?=[pbdtnṭḍcjkg])/ṃ/

since the former expression pairs each nasal with the consonants in its own varga,
whereas the latter expression searches for all nasals followed by consonants in any
varga. However, the use of alternations in the former expression is computationally
expensive, and since, in the documents, we never find cases of, for example, ñ followed
by ṭ, we may consider using the second, more efficient expression without fear that it
will capture unwanted cases.

155



Part IV.

Bibliography

156



PRIMARY SOURCES

Primary Sources

Abhyankar, K. V., and Franz Kielhorn, eds. 1972. The Vyākaraṇa-Mahābhāṣya. Poona:
Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute.

Āchārya, Vaidya Jādavaji Trikamji, ed. 1941. The Charakasaṃhitā by Agniveśa, Revised by
Charaka andDṛidhabala, with the Āyurveda-Dīpikā Commentary of Chakrapāṇidatta.
Bombay: Satyabhāmābāi Pāndurang for the Nirṇaya Sāgar Press.

Āgāśe, Kāśīnātha Śāstrī, ed. 1904. Pātañjalayogasūtrāṇi. Pune: Ānandāśramamudraṇā-
laye.

Bansat-Boudon, Lyne, andKamaleshadattaTripathi, eds. 2011.An Introduction toTantric
Philosophy: The Paramārthasāra of Abhinavagupta with the Commentary of Yogarāja.
New York: Routledge.

Bhâgavatâchârya, Râmaśâstrî, ed. 1891. The Pañchapādikâvivaraṇa of Prakâśâtman, with
extracts from the Tattvadîpana and Bhâvaprakâśikâ. Benares: E. J. Lazarus & Co.

Bhattacharya, Vidhushekhara, ed. 1943. The Āgamaśāstra of Gauḍapāda. Calcutta: Uni-
versity of Calcutta.

Bhikaji Josi, BhargavaSastri, ed. 1987.TheVyākaraṇa-Mahābhāṣya. Delhi: Chaukhambha
Sanskrit Pratishthan.

Böhtlingk, Otto, ed. 1887. Pâṇini’s Grammatik. Leipzig: H. Haessel.

Bronkhorst, Johannes, ed. 1987. Mahābhāṣyadīpikā of Bhartṛhari, Fasicule IV: Āhnika I.
Poona: Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute.

ChandraDas, Sarat, andHariMohanVidyābhūshaṇa, eds. 1940.AvadānaKalpalatā. Cal-
cutta: Royal Asiatic Society of Bengal.

Chatterji, J. C., ed. 1913. The Spanda Kārikās with the Vivṛti of Rāmakaṇṭha. Srinagar: Re-
search Department, Jammu & Kashmir State.

– , ed. 1916. The Paramārtha-Sāra of Abhinava Gupta with the commentary of Yogarāja.
Srinagar: Research Department, Jammu & Kashmir State.

Cowell, E. B., ed. 1935. The Maitri or Maitráyaṇíya Upanishad with the commentary of
Rámatírtha. Calcutta: Asiatic Society of Bengal.

Danielson, Henry, ed. 1980.Ādiśeṣa: The essence of supreme truth (Paramārthasāra). Lei-
den: Brill.

Deva Shastri, Mangal, ed. 1931. The Ṛgveda-Prātiśākhya with the commentary of Uvaṭa,
Volume II. Allahabad: Indian Press.

– , ed. 1959. The Ṛgveda-Prātiśākhya with the commentary of Uvaṭa, Volume I. Varanasi:
Motilal Banarsidass.

157



PRIMARY SOURCES

Dutt Sharma, Har, ed. 1933. The Sāṁkhya-kārika: Iśvara Kṛṣṇa’s Memorable Verses on
Sāṁkhya Philosophywith the Commentary of Gauḍapādācārya. Poona: Oriental Book
Agency.

Dvārikādāsa Śāstrī, Svāmī, ed. 1978. Ślokavārttika of Śrī Kumārila Bhaṭṭa, with the com-
mentary Nyāyaratnākara. Varanasi: Tara.

Dvārikādāsa Śāstrī, Svāmī, andKālikāprasāda Śukla, eds. 1965–1967.TheNyāsa commen-
tary of Ācārya Jinendrabuddhipāda and the Padamañjarī commentary of Haradatta
Miśra on the Kāśikāvṛtti. Varanasi: Prācyabhāratiprakāśanam.

Dvivedin, Vindhyesvari Prasad, ed. 1895. The Praśastapādabhāṣya with the commentary
Nyāyakandalī of Śrīdhara. Benares.

Edgerton, Franklin, ed. 1924. The Pancatantra Reconstructed: Volume 1, Text and Critical
Apparatus. London: Oxford University Press.

Eggeling, Julius, ed. 1963. Vardhamāna’s Gaṇaratnamahodadhi, with the author’s com-
mentary. Delhi: Motial Banarsidass.

Gnoli, Raniero, ed. 1960. The Pramāṇavārttikam of Dharmakīrti: The First Chapter with
the Autocommentary. Text and Critical Notes. Roma: Istituto Italiano per il Medio ed
Estremo Oriente.

Gnoli, Raniero, and T. Venkatacharya, eds. 1977–1978. The Gilgit Manuscript of the Sa-
ṅghabhedavastu,Being the 17thandLast Sectionof theVinayaof theMūlasarvāstivādin.
Roma: Istituto Italiano per il Medio ed Estremo Oriente.

Gosvāmī, Mahāprabhulāla, ed. 1984. Vidhiviveka of Śrī MaṇḍanaMiśra. Vārānasī: Tara.

Hiriyanna,Mysore, ed. 1933. Iṣṭa-Siddhi of Vimuktātman, with extracts from the Vivaraṇa
of Jñānottama. Baroda: Oriental Institute.

Jacob, G. A., andM. Hiriyanna, eds. 1925. The Naiṣkarmya-Siddhi of Sureśvarācārya with
the Candrikā of Jñānottama. Poona: Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute.

Jambūvijayajī, Muni, ed. 1961. Vaiśeṣikasūtra of Kaṇāda, with the commentary of Candrā-
nanda. Baroda: Oriental Institute.

Jhā, Gaṅganātha, ed. 1932.Manu-Smṛti, with the ‘Manubhāṣya’ of Medhātithi, Volume I.
Calcutta: Asiatic Society of Bengal.

Kaul Shāstrī, Madhusūdan, ed. 1921. The Siddhitrayi and the Pratyabhijna-Karika-Vritti
of Rajanaka Utpala Deva. Srinagar: Research Department, Jammu & Kashmir State.

– , ed. 1938–1943. The Īśvarapratyabhijñā Vivritivimarśinī by Abhinavagupta. In three
volumes. Srinagar: Research Department, Jammu & Kashmir State.

Kavirāja, Gopīnātha, ed. 1963. Yoginī Hṛdaya, with commentaries Dīpikā of Amṛtānanda
and Setubandha of Bhāskara Rāya. Vārāṇasī: Vārāṇaseya Saṃskṛta Viśvavidyālaya.

158



PRIMARY SOURCES

Krishnamacharya, Embar, ed. 1926. Tattvasaṅgraha of Śāntarakṣita: With the Commen-
tary of Kamalaśīla. In two volumes. Baroda: Central Library.

Kumar Shastri,Mahendra, ed. 1990.Prameyakamala-MārtaṇḍabyShri PrabhaChandra.
Delhi: Sri Satguru Publications.

KunhanRaja, C., ed. 1946. Ślokavārtikaṭīkā: Śarkarikā.Madras: ViśvavidyalayMadrapuri.

Kuppuswami Sastri, S., ed. 1937. Brahmasiddhi. Madras: Madras Government Press.

Lindtner, Christian, ed. 1982. Nagarjuniana: Studies in the Writings and Philosophy of
Nāgārjuna. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass.

Mahārāja, Sāgarānandasūriji, and Muni Jambūvijayajī, eds. 1978. Ācārāngasūtram and
Sūtrakṛtāṅgasūtram,with theNiryukti of ĀcāryaBhadrabāhu Svāmī and theCommen-
tary of Śīlāṅkācārya. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass.

Nárayanaswami Sastri, S., ed. 1937. The Advaitasiddhi with the Guruchandrika, Vol. II.
Mysore: Government Branch Press.

Olivelle, Patrick, ed. 1998a. The Early Upaniṣads: Annoted Text and Translation. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Osvāl, Motīlāl Lādhājī, ed. 1988. Śrimadvādidevasūriviracitaḥ Pramāṇanayatattvālokā-
laṅkāraḥ tadvyákhyā ca Syādvādaratnākaraḥ. Delhi: Bharatiya Book Corporation.

Pāṇḍuraṅgi, K. T., ed. 1994–1996. Nyāyāmṛtam of Śrī Vyāsatīrtha with Advaitasiddhi of
Madhusūdana Sarasvatī and the Commentaries of Nyāyāmṛta - Taraṅgiṇī of Vyāsa
Rāmāchārya, Kaṇṭakoddhāra of Pāṇḍuraṅgī Ānandabhaṭṭāraka and Prakāśa of Śrī-
nivāsatīrtha. Bangalore: Dvaita Vedanta Studies / Research Foundation.

Paṭṭābhirāma Śāstrī, Pudukottai Nattar, ed. 1940.TheDhvanyāloka of Śrī Ānandavardha-
nāchārya: with the Lochana and Bālapriyā commentaries by Śrī Abhinavagupta and
Śrī Rāmaṣāraka with the Divyāñjana notes by Śrī mahādeva Śāstrī. Benares: Chow-
khamba Sanskrit Series.

– , ed. 1976. Vyāsaśikṣā. Varanasi: Veda Mimamsa Research Centre.

Prasad Sarma, P. Vishnu, ed. 1922. Sânkhya Karika by Iswara Krishna with a commentary
of Mathara Charya. Benares: Vidya Vilas Press.

Raghavan, Venkatarama, ed. 1999. Śrṅgāraprakāśa of Bhoja, Part 1. Cambridge,MA: Har-
vard University Press.

Rai, Ganga Sagar, ed. 1987. The Śākhyāyana Brāhmaṇa. Varanasi: Ratna Publications.

Ramanatha Sastri, S. K., K. Kunjunni Raja, and R. Thangaswamy, eds. 1971. Ślokavārtika-
vyākhyā Tātparyaṭīkā. Madras: University of Madras.

Ramanujacharya, R., ed. 1972.SriYamunacharya’s SiddhiTraya.Madras:UbhayaVedanta
Granthamala.

159



PRIMARY SOURCES

Rau, Wilhelm, ed. 1977. Bhartṛharis Vākyapadīya. Wiesbaden: Deutsche Morgenländis-
che Gesellschaft.

Röer, Hans Heinrich Eduard, ed. 1850. The Īśa, Kena, Kaṭha, Praśna, Muṇḍa, Māṇḍukya,
Upanishads, with the commentary of Śankara Āchārya, and the gloss of Ānanda Giri.
Calcutta: Baptist Mission Press.

Śāmbaśiva Śāstrī, K., ed. 1926. The Mīmāṃsāślokavārttika, with the commentary Kāśikā,
Part I. Trivandrum: Government Press.

– , ed. 1929. The Mīmāṃsāślokavārttika, with the commentary Kāśikā, Part II. Trivan-
drum: Government Press.

Sankaranarayanan, S., ed. 1985. Śrīmadbhagavadgītā with Gītārthasaṅgraha of Abhina-
vagupta. Tirupati: Sri Venkateswara Oriental Research Institute.

Sāṅkṛtyāyana, Rāhula, ed. 1953. Pramāṇavārtikabhāṣhyam or Vārtikālaṅkāraḥ of Pra-
jñākaragupta. Patna: K. P. Jayaswal Research Institute.

Śarmā, Raghunātha, ed. 1991. Vākyapadīyam [Part-III] (Pada-Kaṇḍa) ( Jāti, Dravya and
Saṁbandha Samuddeśa) With the Commentaries ‘Prakāśa’ by Śrī Helārāja & ‘Ambā-
kartrī’ by ‘Padmaśrī Pt. Raghunātha Śarmā. Varanasi: Sampurnanand Sanskrit Uni-
versity.

Sarup, Laksman, ed. 1920. TheNirukta, the oldest Indian treatise on Etymology, Philology,
and Semantics. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Śāstrī Abhyankar, Vāsudev, ed. 1924. Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha. Poona: Bhandarkar Ori-
ental Research Institute.

Śāstrī Paṇaśīkara, Vāsudeva Lakṣmaṇa, ed. 1908. The Siddhāntakaumudīwith the Tattva-
bodhinī commentary of Jñānendra Sarasvatī and the Subodhinī commentary of Jayakṛ-
ṣṇa. Bombay: Tukaram Javaji.

– , ed. 1937. Yogavāsiṣṭha. Bombay: Nirnaya Sagar Press.

Śāstrī, Anantakṛiṣṇa, and Bhārgav Śāstrī, eds. 1938. The Brahmasūtra Śāṅkara Bhāṣya
with the commentaries Bhāmatī, Kalpataru andParimala. Bombay: Pāṇḍurañg Jāwajī.

Shah, Nagin J., ed. 1972. Cakradhara’s Nyāyamañjarī-Granthibhaṅga. Ahmedabad: L. D.
Institute of Technology.

Slaje, Walter, ed. 2002. Bhāskarakaṇṭhas Mokṣopāya-Ṭīkā, Ein Kommentar in der Tradi-
tion der kaschmirischen Yogavāsiṣṭha-Überlieferung; Die Fragmente des 4.(Sthiti-)Pra-
karaṇa. Aachen: Shaker Verlag.

Srinivasachar, D., and G. Venkatanarasimha Sastry, eds. 1933. The Advaitasiddhi with the
Guruchandrika, Vol. I. Mysore: Government Branch Press.

160



PRIMARY SOURCES

Srinivasan, Srinivasa Ayya, ed. 1967. Vācaspatimiśras Tattvakaumudī : Ein Beitrag zur
Textkritik bei kontaminierter Überlieferung. Hamburg: Cram, De Gruyter & Co.

Steinkellner, Ernst, ed. 1967. Dharmakīrti’s Hetubinduḥ. Wien: Österreichischen Akade-
mie der Wissenschaften.

Steinkellner, Ernst, and Helmut Krasser, eds. 2016. Dharmakīrti’s Hetubindu. Beijing:
China Tibetology Publishing House / Austrian Academy of Sciences.

Subramania Iyer, K. A., ed. 1963. Vākyapadīya of Bhartṛhari with the commentary of He-
lārāja, Kāṇḍa III, Part 1. Poona: Deccan College.

– , ed. 1966. Vākyapadīya of Bhartṛhari with the Vṛtti and the Paddhati of Vṛṣabhadeva,
Kāṇḍa I. Poona: Deccan College.

– , ed. 1973. Vākyapadīya of Bhartṛhari with the Prakīrṇaprakāśa of Helārāja, Kāṇḍa III,
Part ii. Poona: Deccan College.

– , ed. 1983. Vākyapadīya of Bhartṛhari containing the Ṭīkā of Puṇyarāja and the Ancient
Vṛtti, Kāṇḍa II. Poona: Deccan College.

Tailaṅga, Gańgādhara Śāstrī, ed. 1896. The Nyāyasūtras with Vātsyāyana’s Bhāshya and
Extracts from the Nyāyavārttika and the Tātparyaṭīkā. Benares: E. J. Lazarus & Co.

Thakkura,Anantalāla, ed. 1996.Nyāyavārttikatātparyaṭīkā. NewDelhi:MunshiramMano-
harlal.

Tola, Fernando, and Carmen Dragonetti, eds. 1985. “Nāgārjuna’s Catustava”. Journal of
Indian Philosophy 13 (1): 1–54.

Tosaki, Hiromasa, ed. 1988. Bukkyō ninshikiron no kenkyū: Hōsshō cho ‘Pramāṇavārttika’
no genryōron, Jōkan. Tōkyō: Daitō Shuppansha.

Trivedī, Kamalâśaṅkara Prâṇaśaṅkara, ed. 1915. The Vaiyâkaraṇabhûṣaṇa of Koṇḍabha-
ṭṭa, with the Vaiyâkaraṇabhûṣaṇasâra and the commentary Kâśikâ of Harirâma sur-
named Kâla. Bombay: Government Central Press.

Varadacharya, K. S., ed. 1969–1983.Nyāyamañjarī of Jayantabhaṭṭa, with Ṭippaṇi-Nyāya-
saurabha by the editor. In two volumes. Mysore: Oriental Research Institute.

Veṅkaṭanāthācārya, N. S., ed. 1969. Saundaryalaharī of Śrī Śaṅkarācārya, with the com-
mentary of Lakṣmīdhara Bhāvanopaniṣat, with the commentary of Bhāskararāya and
Devī Pañcastavi. Mysore: Oriental Research Institute.

Vīrarāghavācārya, Uttamūr T., ed. 1958.Kaṇāda’s VaiśeṣikaDarśanawithRasāyanaCom-
mentary. Madras: Sreevathsa Press.

Wezler, Albrecht, and Shujun Motegi, eds. 1998. Yuktidīpikā: The Most Significant Com-
mentary on the Sāṃkhyakārikā, Vol. I. Stuttgart: Franz Steiner.

161



SECONDARY LITERATURE

Yogīndrānanda, Svāmi, ed. 1968.ŚrīmadācāryabhāsarvajñapraṇītasyaNyāyasārasya svo-
pajñaṃvyākhyānaṃNyāyabhūṣaṇam. Vārāṇasī: ṢaḍdarśanaPrakāśanaPratiṣṭhānam.

Secondary Literature

Acharya, Diwakar. 2013. “Néti Néti:Meaning and Function of an Enigmatic Phrase in the
Gārgya-Ajātaśatru dialogue of Bṛhad Āraṇyaka Upaṇisad II.I and II.3”. Indo-Iranian
Journal, no. 56: 3–39.

Aklujkar, Ashok. 1969. “Two Textual Studies of Bhartṛhari”. Journal of the American Ori-
ental Society 89 (3): 547–563.

– . 1970. “The Philosophy of Bhartṛhari’s Trikāṇḍī”. PhD thesis, Harvard University.

– . 2001. “The word is the world: Nondualism in Indian Philosophy of Language”. Phi-
losophy East andWest 51 (4): 452–473.

Andrews, Tara L. 2013. “The ThirdWay: Philology and Critical Edition for a Digital Age”.
Variants 10:61–76.

Bandini, Giovanni. 1980. Die Erörterung der Wirksamkeit: Bhartṛharis Kriyāsamuddeśa
und Helārājas Prakāśa. Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner Verlag.

– . 1982. “DieErörterungderPerson: Bhartṛharis PuruṣasamuddeśaundHelārājasPrakāśa
zumerstenMaleübersetzt undmit einemKommentar versehen”.Zeitschrift derDeutschen
Morgenländischen Gesellschaft 132 (1).

Bendall, C, et al., eds. 1904. “List of the members of the Royal Asiatic Society of Great
Britain and Ireland”. Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland
(London) 2.

Bhārgava, Dayānanda, and Shiv Kumar. 1990–1992. Yuktidīpikā. In two volumes. Delhi:
Eastern Book Linkers.

Bhattacharya, Ramkrishna. 2011.Studieson theCārvāka/Lokāyata. London:AnthemPress.

Biardeau, Madeleine. 1969. La Philosophie deMaṇḍanaMiśra vue à partir de la Brahma-
siddhi. Paris: Ećole française d’Extrême-Orient.

Böhtlingk, Otto. 1879. Sanskrit-Wörterbuch in kürzerer Fassung. St-Petersburg: Eggers.

Böhtlingk, Otto, and Rudolph Roth. 1855. Sanskrit-Wörterbuch. St-Petersburg: Eggers.

Bronkhorst, Johannes. 1994. “Studies on Bhartṛhari, 5: Bhartṛhari and Vaiśeṣika”. In Bha-
rtṛhari, Philosopher and Grammarian, ed. by Saroja Bhate and Johannes Bronkhorst,
75–94. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass.

– . 2001. “The Peacock’s Egg: Bhartṛhari on Language and Reality”. Philosophy East &
West (Honolulu) 51 (4): 474–491.

162



SECONDARY LITERATURE

Bryant, Edwin F. 2009.TheYogaSutras of Patañjali: ANewEdition, Translation, andCom-
mentary. New York: North Point Press.

Buzzetti, Dino, and JeromeMcGann. 2007. “Electronic Textual Editing: Critical Editing
in a Digital Horizon”. Text Encoding Initiative. http://www.tei-c.org/About/
Archive_new/ETE/Preview/mcgann.xml.

Cardona, George. 1974. “Pāṇini’s Kārakas: Agency, Animation and Identity”. Journal of
Indian Philosophy 2 (3-4): 231–306.

– . 1993. “Review of The Philosophy of the Grammarians, by Harold G. Coward and K.
Kunjunni Raja”. Journal of the American Oriental Society 113 (1): 137–139.

Chaṭṭopādhyāya, K. 1927. “A Peculiar Meaning of ‘Yoga’”. The Journal of the Royal Asiatic
Society of Great Britain and Ireland, no. 4: 854–858.

Chintamani, T. R. 1927. “Fragments of Bhaṭṭanāyaka”. Joural ofOriental Research,Madras
1:267–276.

Cone, Margaret. 2001. A Dictionary of Pāli, Part I: a – kh. Oxford: Pali Text Society.

Cowell, E. B., and A. E. Gough. 1882. The Sarva-Darśana-Saṃgraha or Review of the Dif-
ferent Systems of Hindu Philosophy, by Mádhava Áchárya. London: Trübner & Co.

Cuneo, Daniele. 2016. “Detonating or Defusing Desire: From Utpaladeva’s Ecstatic Aes-
thetics to Abhinavagupta’s Ecumenical Art Theory”. In Utpaladeva: Philosopher of
Recognition, ed. by Raffaele Torella and Bettina Bäumer. Delhi: D. K. Printworld.

D’Iorio, Paolo. 2010. “Qu’est-cequ’uneéditiongénétiquenumérique?”Genesis:Manuscrits-
Recherche-Invention 30:49–53. https://genesis.revues.org/116.

Deshpande, Madhav. 1992. TheMeaning of Nouns: Semantic Theory in Classical andMe-
dieval India. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Deussen, Paul. 1914.AllgemeineGeschichte der Philosophie, Erster Band,Dritte Abteilung:
Die nachvedische Philosophie der Inder. Leipzig: F. A. Brockhaus.

Dezső, Csaba. 2005. Much Ado About Religion, by Bhaṭṭa Jayanta. New York: New York
University Press.

Dunne, John D. 2004. Foundations of Dharmakīrti’s Philosophy. Boston: Wisdom Publi-
cations.

Dwivedi, R. C. 1991. “Bhartṛhari andKashmir Śaivism”.Annals of theBhandarkarOriental
Research Institute 72/73 (1/4): 95–107.

Feuerstein, Georg. 1980. The Philosophy of Classical Yoga. Manchester: Manchester Uni-
versity Press.

Filliozat, Pierre-Sylvain. 1998. “Les noms de l’être et l’idée de substance chez Patañjali”.
Histoire Épistémologie Langage 20 (1): 39–51.

163

http://www.tei-c.org/About/Archive_new/ETE/Preview/mcgann.xml
http://www.tei-c.org/About/Archive_new/ETE/Preview/mcgann.xml
https://genesis.revues.org/116


SECONDARY LITERATURE

Formigatti, Camillo A. 2018. “<title type=‘alt’ xml:lang=‘eng’>From the Shelves to the
Web: Cataloging Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Digital Era</title>”. In Paper & Pixel:
Digital Humanities in Indology, ed. by Elena Mucciarelli and Heike Oberlin. Wies-
baden: Harrassowitz. Forthcoming.

Franco, Eli. 1983. “Studies in theTattvopaplavasiṃha”. Journal of IndianPhilosophy 11:147–
166.

– . 1987. Perception, Knowledge and Disbelief: A Study of Jayarāśi’s Scepticism. Stuttgart:
Franz Steiner Verlag Wiesbaden.

Fraser,Neil. 2006. “WritingDiff Strategies”.https://neil.fraser.name/writing/
diff/.

Freschi, Elisa. 2015. “The Reuse of Texts in Indian Philosophy: Introduction”. Journal of
Indian Philosophy 43, no. 2 (): 85–108. issn: 1573-0395. doi:10.1007/s10781-014-
9232-9. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10781-014-9232-9.

Friedl, Jeffrey E. F. 2006. Mastering Regular Expressions, 3rd Edition. Sebastopol, CA:
O’Reilly.

Giannouli, Antonia. 2015. “Critical edition and the complementary apparatuses to a crit-
ical apparatus”. Comparative Oriental Manuscript Studies Bulletin 1 (1): 21–28.

Gough, Archibald Edward. 1878. Papers relating to the Collection and Preservation of the
Records of Ancient Sanskrit Literature in India. Calcutta: Office of Superintendent of
Government Printing.

Gupta, Brahmānanda. 1963.DieWahrnehmungslehre inderNyāyamañjarī.Walldorf-Hessen:
Verlag für Orientkunde.

Haag, Pascale. 2005. Le Saṃkhyāsamuddeśa du Vākyapadīya (VP 3.11) (théorie du nom-
bre) et son commentaire le Prakīrṇaprakāśa par Helārāja. Paris: Édition-Diffusion de
Boccard.

Halbfass, Wilhelm. 1992.On Being andWhat There Is: Classical Vaiśeṣika and the History
of Indian Ontology. Albany: State University of New York Press.

Halbfass, Wilhelm, and Paul Hacker. 1995. Philology and Confrontation: Paul Hacker on
Traditional andModern Vedānta. Albany: State University of New York Press.

Hanneder, Jürgen. 2006. Studies on the Mokṣopāya. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Herzberger, Radhika. 1986. Bhartṛhari and the Buddhists: An Essay in the Development of
Fifth and Sixth Century Indian Thought. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Hiriyanna, Mysore. 1923. “Sureśvara and Maṇḍana-Miśra”. Journal of the Royal Asiatic
Society of Great Britain and Ireland 55 (2): 259–263.

164

https://neil.fraser.name/writing/diff/
https://neil.fraser.name/writing/diff/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10781-014-9232-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10781-014-9232-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10781-014-9232-9


SECONDARY LITERATURE

Houben, Jan E. M. 1995. The Saṃbandha-samuddeśa (Chapter on Relation) and Bhartṛ-
hari’s Philosophy of Language. Groningen: Egbert Forsten.

Hugon, Pascale. 2011. “Is Dharmakīrti Grabbing the Rabbit by the Horns? A Reassess-
ment of the Scope of Prameya inDharmakīrtian Epistemology”. Journal of Indian Phi-
losophy 39:367–389.

Ingalls, Daniel H. H., Jeffrey Moussaieff Masson, andM. V. Patwardhan. 1990. The Dhva-
nyālokaofĀnandavardhanawith theLocanaofAbhinavagupta. Cambridge,Massachusetts:
Harvard University Press.

Jhā, Gaṅganātha. 1900. Ślokavārtika: Translated from the original Sanskrit with extracts
from the commentaries of Sucarita Miśra and Pārthasārathi Miśra. Calcutta: Asiatic
Society of Bengal.

Jong, Jan Willem de. 1989. “Review of Eli Franco, Perception, knowledge and disbelief.
A Study of Jayarāśi’s Scepticism”. Indo-Iranian Journal 32 (3): 209–212.

Joshi, S. D., and J. A. F. Roodbergen. 1986. Patañjali’s Vyākaraṇa-Mahābhāṣya: Paspaśā-
hnika. Pune: University of Poona.

Keith, Arthur Berriedale. 1920.RigvedaBrahmanas: TheAitareyaandKauṣītaki Brāhma-
ṇasof theRigveda, translated fromtheoriginal Sanskrit. Cambridge,MA:HarvardUni-
versity Press.

Kellner, Birgit. 2009. “Towards aCritical EditionofDharmakīrti’s Pramāṇavārttika”.Wiener
Zeitschrift für die Kunde Südasiens 52:161–211.

Kielhorn, Franz. 1874. A catalogue of Sanskrit mss. existing in the Central Provinces, pre-
pared by order of E. Willmot, esq., inspector general of education C. P. Nagpur: Govern-
ment book depot.

– . 1881. List of the Sanskrit Manuscripts purchased for the Government during the years
1877-78 and 1869-78 and a list of manuscripts purchased from May to November 1881.
Poona.

King, Richard. 1995. Early Advaita Vedānta and Buddhism: TheMahāyāna context of the
Gauḍapādīya-kārikā. Albany: State University of New York Press.

Klostermaier, Klaus K. 1999. Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha ascribed to Mādhavācārya, Chap-
ter 16: Śāṃkaradarśanam. Chennai: Adyar Library / Research Centre.

Kumar Acharya, Prasanna. 1945. Encyclopedia of Hindu Architecture. New Delhi: Mun-
shiramManoharlal.

Larson,Gerald James. 1979.Classical Sāṃkhya:An Interpretation of itsHistory andMean-
ing. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass.

165



SECONDARY LITERATURE

Lawrence, David Peter. 2009. “Proof of a Sentient Knower: Utpaladeva’s Ajaḍapramātṛ-
siddhi with the Vṛtti of Harabhatta Shastri”. Journal of Indian Philosophy, no. 37: 627–
653.

Lindtner, Christian. 1994. “LinkingupBhartṛhari and theBauddhas”. InBhartṛhari, Philoso-
pher and Grammarian: Proceedings of the First International Conference on Bhartṛ-
hari, ed. by Saroja Bhate and Johannes Bronkhorst, 193–214. Delhi: Motilal Banarsi-
dass.

Maas, Philipp A. 2013a. “A concise historiography of classical yoga philosophy”. In Peri-
odizationandhistoriographyof Indianphilosophy, ed. byEli Franco. Vienna:DeNobili
Research Library.

– . 2013b. “On What to Do with a Stemma – Towards a Critical Edition of the Caraka-
saṃhitāVimānasthāna 8.29”. InMedical Texts andManuscripts in IndianCulturalHis-
tory, ed. by Dominik Wujastyk, Anthony Cerulli, and Karin Preisendanz. New Delhi:
Manohar.

Matilal, Bimal Krishna. 1974. “A note on the Nyāya fallacy sādhyasama and petitio prin-
cipii”. Journal of Indian Philosophy, no. 2: 211–224.

– . 1986.Logic, Language, andReality: IndianPhilosophyandContemporary Issues. Delhi:
Motilal Banarsidass.

– . 2005. Epistemology, Grammar, and Logic in Indian Philosophical Analysis. Ed. by
Jonardon Ganeri. Delhi: Oxford University Press.

Mayrhofer,Manfred. 1992. EtymologischesWörterbuchdesAltindoarischen, Bd. 1. Heidel-
berg: Carl Winter Universitätsverlag.

Miśra, Ājāda. 1986. “vaiyākaraṇānāṃ sattādvaitavādaḥ”. Journal of the Ganganatha Jha
Kendriya Sanskrit Vidyapeetha, no. 42: 270–276.

Monier-Williams, Monier, E. Leumann, and C. Cappeller. 1899. A Sanskrit-English Dic-
tionary. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Mukhopadhyaya, Satkari, and Ratna Basu. 1999. “Dravya”. Chap. 2 in Kalātattvakośa,
Vol. IV: Manifestation of Nature, Sṛṣṭi Vistāra, ed. by Advaitavadini Kaul and Sukumar
Chattopadhyay, 69–112. New Delhi: Indira Gandhi National Centre for the Arts.

Müller, Max. 1899. The Six Systems of Indian Philosophy. London: Longmans, Green &
Co.

Nagao, Gadjin M., and Leslie S. Kawamura. 1991.Madhyamika and Yogācāra: A Study of
Mahāyāna Philosophies. Albany: State University of New York Press.

Nakamura, Hajime. 2004. A History of Early Vedānta Philosophy, Part Two. Ed. by Sen-
gaku Mayeda. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass.

166



SECONDARY LITERATURE

Naravan, Vishvanath, and Ardaseer Framjee Moos. 1882. Catalogue of manuscripts and
books belonging to the Bhau Dāji Memorial. Bombay.

Nicholson, Andrew J. 2013. Unifying Hinduism: Philosophy and Identity in Indian Intel-
lectual History. New York: Columbia University Press.

Nicholson, Hugh. 2002. “Apologetics and Philosophy in Maṇḍana Miśra’s Brahmasi-
ddhi”. Journal of Indian Philosophy (Dordrecht) 30 (6): 575–596.

Ogawa, Hideyo. 2000. “Bhartṛhari on the Non-distinction between Reality and Unreal-
ity”. Studies in the History of Indian Thought (Indo Shisōshi Kenkyū) 12:5–27.

– . 2017. “Two Truths Theory: What is vyavahāra? Language as a Pointer to the Truth”.
Journal of Indian Philosophy.

Olivelle, Patrick. 1998b. “Unfaithful Transmitters: Philological CriticismandCritical Edi-
tions of the Upanisads”. Journal of Indian Philosophy, no. 26: 173–187.

Peterson, Peter. 1884.ASecondReport of Operations in search of SanskritMSS in the Bom-
bay Circle. April 1883 – March 1884. Bombay.

Pierazzo, Elena. 2011. “A rationale of digital documentary editions”. Literary andLinguis-
tic Computing 26 (4): 463–477. http://llc.oxfordjournals.org/content/
26/4/463.full.

Pollock, Sheldon. 2016. A Rasa Reader: Classical Indian Aesthetics. New York: Columbia
University Press.

Potter, Karl H., et al. 1977. Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies, Volume II: Indian Meta-
physicsandEpistemology:TheTraditionofNyāya-Vaiśeṣikaup toGaṅgeśa. Delhi:Moti-
lal Banarsidass.

Potter, KarlH., et al. 1981.Encyclopediaof IndianPhilosophies,Volume III:AdvaitaVedānta
up to Śaṃkara and His Pupils. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass.

Rao, Srinivasa. 1998.PerceptualError:The IndianTheories. Honolulu:University ofHawaii
Press.

Ratié, Isabelle. 2010. “The Dreamer and the Yogin: On the relationship between Bud-
dhist and Śaiva idealisms”. Bulletin of SOAS 73 (3): 437–478.

Rau,Wilhelm. 1971.DieHandschriftlicheÜberlieferungdes VākyapadīyaundSeinerKom-
mentare. München: Wilhelm Fink Verlag.

Rocher, Rosane, and Ludo Rocher. 2011. TheMaking of Western Indology: Henry Thomas
Colebrooke and the East India Company. London: Routledge.

Sanderson, Alexis. 1985. “Purity and power among the Brahmans of Kashmir”. In The
Category of the Person: Anthropology, Philosophy, History, ed. by Michael Carrithers,
Steve Collins, and Steven Lukes, 190–216. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

167

http://llc.oxfordjournals.org/content/26/4/463.full
http://llc.oxfordjournals.org/content/26/4/463.full


SECONDARY LITERATURE

Sarasvati, Satchidanandendra. 1989. The Method of the Vedanta. Trans. by A. J. Alston.
London: Kegan Paul.

Scharf, Peter M. 1996. “The Denotation of Generic Terms in Ancient Indian Philosophy:
Grammar, Nyāya, andMīmāṃsā”. Transactions of the American Philosophical Society,
New Series, 86 (3). issn: 00659746. http://www.jstor.org/stable/1006608.

Scharfe, Hartmut. 1961. Die Logik imMahābhāṣya. Berlin: Akademie Verlag.

– . 1977. Grammatical Literature. Wiesbaden: O. Harrassowitz.

Sharma, Peri Sarveswara. 1972.TheKālasamuddeśaofBhartṛhari’sVākyapadīya, together
withHelārāja’s commentary translated from the Sanskrit for the first time. Delhi: Moti-
lal Banarsidass.

Sharma, Rama Nath. 2002–2003. The Aṣṭādhyāyī of Pāṇini. In six volumes. New Delhi:
MunshiramManoharlal.

Shastri,Dakshinarajan. 1928.Charvaka-shashti (IndianMaterialism). Calcutta: TheBook
Company.

Shāstrī, Haraprasāda. 1917. A Descriptive Catalogue of the Sanskrit Manuscripts in the
Government collection under the care of the Royal Asiatic Society of Bengal, Vol. I, Bud-
dhist Manuscripts. Calcutta: Baptist Mission Press.

Squarcini, Federico. 2015. Yogasūtra. Torino: Einaudi.

Subramania Iyer, K. A. 1969. Bhartṛhari: A study of the Vākyapadīya in light of the ancient
commentaries. Poona: Deccan College.

– . 1974. The Vākyapadīya of Bhartṛhari, Chapter III, pt. ii, English Translation with Ex-
egetical Notes. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass.

Suryanarayana Shastri, S. S. 1936. “Maṇḍana and Bhāvādvaita”. In 12th Indian Philosoph-
ical Congress, Part II, ed. by S. K. Das, 55–68. Delhi.

Taber, John. 1994. “Kumārila’s Refutation of the Dreaming Argument: the Nirālamba-
navāda-Adhikaraṇa”. In Studies inMīmāṃsā. Dr. MandanMishra Felicitation Volume,
ed. by R. C. Dwivedi, 27–52. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass.

– . 2005. A Hindu Critique of Buddhist Epistemology. New York: Routledge.

The Interedition Development Group. 2017. “CollateX – Documentation”. CollateX –
Software for Collating Textual Sources. https://collatex.net/doc.

Thrasher, Allen Wright. 1993. The Advaita Vedānta of Brahma-siddhi. Delhi: Motilal Ba-
narsidass.

Tsuda, Akimasa. 2016. “A Reconsideration of Catuḥstava”. The Memoirs of Toyo Bunko
74:159–185.

168

http://www.jstor.org/stable/1006608
https://collatex.net/doc


SECONDARY LITERATURE

Unebe, Toshiya. 2009. “Mīmāṃsā and Buddhist Criticism on Vākyapadīya 2.119”. In Bha-
rtṛhari: Language, Thought and Reality, ed. by Mithilesh Chaturvedi, 415–431. Delhi:
Motilal Banarsidass.

Vatsyayan, Kapila, Adwaitavadini Kaul, and Sukumar Chattopadhyaya, eds. 1999. Kāla-
tattvakośa, A Lexicon of Fundamental Concepts of the Indian Arts, Vol. IV: Manifesta-
tion of Nature (Śṛṣṭi Vistāra). Delhi: Indira Gandhi National Centre for the Arts.

Vergiani, Vincenzo. 2015. “Āgamārthānusāribhiḥ.Helārāja’sUseofQuotations andOther
Referential Devices in His Commentary on the Vākyapadīya”. Journal of Indian Phi-
losophy 43, no. 2 (): 191–217. issn: 1573-0395. doi:10.1007/s10781-014-9237-4.

– . 2016. “Helārāja on Omniscience, Āgama, and the Origin of Language”. In Around
Abhinavagupta: Aspects of the Intellectual History of Kashmir from the Ninth to the
Eleventh Century, ed. by Eli Franco and Isabelle Ratié, 531–608. Berlin: LIT Verlag.

Welden, EllwoodAustin. 1910. “TheSāṁkhyaTerm,Liṅga”.TheAmerican Journal of Philol-
ogy 31 (4): 445–459. issn: 00029475, 10863168. http://www.jstor.org/stable/
288521.

West, Martin L. 1973. Textual Criticism and Editorial Technique. Stuttgart: Teubner.

Wezler, Albrecht. 1986. “Paralipomena zum Sarvasarvātmakatvavāda (I): Mahābhāṣya
zu Pāṇ 4.3.155 und seine einheimischen Erklärer”. Wiener Zeitschrift für die Kunde
Südasiens, no. 26: 149–166.

Wujastyk, Dominik. 1978. The Chandra Shum Shere Collection. 1908-1978. Unpublished.

– . 1994. “A Handlist of the Vyākaraṇa Manuscripts in the Chandra Shum Shere Col-
lection preserved in the Bodleian Library”. In Vacaspatyam, Pt. Vamanshastri Bhag-
wat Felicitation Volume, ed. by Saroja Bhate and Madhav Deshpande. Pune: Vaidika
Samshodana Mandala.

Yamashita, Jon M. 1998. “A Translation and Study of the Pāṇinidarśana Chapter of the
Sarvadarśanasaṅgraha”. PhD thesis, University of Pennsylvania.

169

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10781-014-9237-4
http://www.jstor.org/stable/288521
http://www.jstor.org/stable/288521

	Critical study
	Bhartṛhari on dravya: the real as delimited by the unreal
	The semantics of the term dravya
	Patañjali on the jāti and dravya views on word-meaning
	Bhartṛhari's treatment of jāti and dravya
	Dravya in the Dravyasamuddeśa

	Helārāja on dravya: an all-encompassing doctrine
	On the Cārvākas
	Ātmādvaita
	Sattādvaita: a brief history
	Casting Sāṃkhya as Sattādvaita
	Casting Buddhists as dravyavādins

	Epilogue on dreams

	Edition and translation
	Methodology: Towards a hypertext critical edition
	The dream of the total library
	The method of collation
	Diplomatic transcription and its limits
	Expressing text-critical principles as algorithms
	Filtering XML tags
	Output
	Afterword

	Prefatory material
	Transcription and apparatus conventions
	Using the online, hypertext edition
	Witnesses
	Stemmatic analysis
	Major differences from K. A. Subramania Iyer's edition

	Critical edition
	Annotated Translation

	Appendices
	Collation of Jātisamuddeśa 34, with Helārāja's commentary
	Digital resources
	TEI XML file format
	Filtering the transcriptions

	Bibliography

