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Abstract. This paper presents and compares different interpretations
of the passage from Brhadaranyakopanisad 2.4.5/4.5.6, according to
which one should hear about the Self, reflect, and meditate on it. In his
commentary, Safikara cites the view, in sub-commentaries attributed to
Bhartrprapaiica, according to which this cognitive process is divided
into three parts. Furthermore, different parts of the Upanisad are re-
sponsible for each stage of the process. According to this view, the third
part, which states that one should meditate on the Self, is a vidhi, i.e. an
injunction for mental action that leads to knowledge. This paper shows
why this is unacceptable for Sanikara and his followers, why the cogni-
tive process can neither be separated nor enjoined. The paper shows
that this discussion in Advaita Vedanta is primarily hermeneutical be-
cause in fact, in the background, it is a discussion of the hierarchy of
importance of the texts of the Vedic canon; the Upanisad must be a
valid means of cognition, and thus more important than Brahmanas,
which contain injunctions for action.
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Razprava o srotavyi, mantavyi in nididhyasitavyi

v zgodnji Vedanti

Povzetek. V ¢lanku predstavim in primerjam razli¢ne interpretacije
odlomka iz Brhadaranyakopanisade 2.4.5/4.5.6, ki govori o tem, kako
naj slisimo, razmisljamo in meditiramo o Sebstvu. Safikara v svo-
jem komentarju navede stali¢e, ki je v podkomentarjih pripisano
Bhartrprapaiici, da je ta spoznavni proces razdeljen na tri dele. Za
vsako stopnjo tega procesa so odgovorni razlicni deli Upanisad. V
skladu s tem stali$¢em je tretji del, ki pravi, da naj ¢lovek meditira
o Sebstvu, vidhi, tj. navodilo za umsko delovanje, ki vodi do spozna-
nja. V ¢lanku prikazem, zakaj je to za Sarikaro in njegove privrzence
nesprejemljivo, zakaj spoznavni proces ne more biti niti razdeljen niti
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zapovedan. Pokazem, da je ta razprava v Advaiti Vedanti predvsem
hermenevti¢na, saj je v ozadju pravzaprav razprava o hierarhiji po-
membnosti besedil vedskega kanona: Upanisade morajo biti veljavno
sredstvo spoznavanja in zato pomembneje od Brahman, ki vsebujejo
navodila za delovanje.

Kljucne besede: Sankara, Advaita Vedanta, vednost, navodilo, dejanje

Bhartrprapaiica and Sankara onBAU 2.4.5/4.5.6

In Brhadaranyaka-Upanisad 2.4.5 and 4.5.5, a well-known passage is
found that speaks of one’s Self (atman) to be seen and heard, to be re-
flected and concentrated on; by knowing one’s Self, the whole world is
known (BAU (k and M) 2,4.5 (= [k and M] 4.5.6); Olivelle 1998, 69):

atma va are drastavyah srotavyo mantavyo nididhyasitavyo
maitreyi | atmano va are darsanena Sravanena matya vijianenedam
sarvam viditam ||

You see, Maitreyi—it is one’s self (atman) which one should see and
hear, and on which one should reflect and concentrate. For by seeing
and hearing one’s self, and by reflecting and concentrating on one’s
self, one gains the knowledge of this whole world.

This short passage is located between two passages; the first part of
the BAU 2.4.5 (4.5.6) extolls dtman as the substratum of all that is dear
(priya), while 2.4.6 (4.5.7), placed after our passage, describes atman as
the essence of the universe. In between is this passage which describes
atman as a substratum, the knowledge of which enables the knowledge
of everything.*

The notions drastavya/darsana, Srotavya/sravana, mantavya/matya
and nididhyasitavya/vijiiana® mentioned in this short passage provoked

'For a detailed account of interpretations of the conversation between Maitreyi and
Yajiiavalkya in Indological scholarship up to 2000, see Reinvang (2000). For, in my opin-
ion, a most convincing analysis of the text history and emendations, see Brereton (2006).
As for the above-mentioned section BAU 2.4.5-6 (4.5.6—7), Deussen (1879, 417; see also
Reinvang 2000, 177) considered that the quoted passage should be placed after 2.4.6
(4.5.7) Hanefeld, who analysed the entire dialogue in detail (1976, 71-115), also distin-
guished three different sections in 2.4.5-6. BAU 2.4.5 was expanded under the influence
of 2.4.6, and the quoted passage was inserted between them.

*> Hanefeld (1976, 90) noticed that the first three terms match in the first and second sen-
tences, but the last term does not. As terms derived from the verb vi, /jfia play a promi-
nent role in the continuation, and ni\/dhyd no longer occurs, Hanefeld considers ni-
didhyasitavya to be a lectio difficilior.
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an interesting discussion in early Vedanta philosophy. Although Sarikara’s
commentary on BAU is the oldest preserved, it contains fragments and
paraphrases of an earlier commentator whom Sankara’s disciple Sures-
vara, in four passages (BAUBhV 1.4.1164, p. 666, 1.4.1188, p. 671, 4.4.412,
p- 1789, 4.4.741, p. 1843.) of his sub-commentary Brhadaranyakopanisad-
bhasya-Vartika (BAuBhv), calls Bhartrprapafica.* Anadandagiri, author
of a sub-commentary on Sankara’s commentary,* and a sub-commentary
on Sureévaras BAUBhV,” identifies all passages where Sankara refers to
Bhartrprapafica. Apart from Bhartrprapafica and Sanikara, Padmapada,
Suresvara, Bhaskara, Vacaspatimisra, as well as later followers of the Ad-
vaita Vedanta school, gave their opinion on sravana ‘hearing, manana
‘reflection, and nididhyasana ‘concentration’ and their role in the process
of cognition. In this paper, I will present the development of this con-
troversy and try to answer how and why Vedantic interpretations of this
cognitive process came about.

In Sankara’s introduction to his commentary on the BAU 2.5 ‘Mad-
hubrahmana), a rather short passage is found (BAUBh TPU, p. 770, lines
7f):

anyair vyakhyatam a dundubhidrstantac chrotavyartham
agamavacanam pranmadhubrahmanan mantavyartham
upapattipradarsanena madhubrahmanena tu nididhyasanavidhir
ucyata iti |

Others interpret that the utterance of the sacred text before the ex-
ample with the drum serves to be listened to (srotavya), the part
before ‘Madhubrahmana’ serves to be reflected on (mantavya) be-
cause it points to evidence, while the injunction of concentration
(nididhyasana) is given with the ‘Madhubrahmana’

Although this passage occurs at the beginning of Safikara’s commen-
tary on the ‘Madhubrahmana’ (‘Chapter on Honey’), it refers toBAU 2.4.5,
a part of the ‘Maitreyibrahmana’ (‘Chapter on Maitrey?’). This is the pas-
sage where it is said that it is one’s Self (atman) that should be seen and
heard of, and on which one should reflect and concentrate. According

® On Bhartrprapafica see Andrijani¢ (2016), where further information on secondary lit-
erature can be found.

* Anandagiri’s sub-commentary on Sankaras BAUBh is titled Brhadaranyakopanisadbhas-
ya-Tika (BAUBhT).

® Anandagiri’s sub-commentary on Sureévara’s Brhadaranyakopanisadbhasya-Vartika is
titled Sastraprakasikakhyatika (sp).
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to the interpretation mentioned by Sarikara, the part from the beginning
of ‘Maitreylbrahmana’ (BAU 2.4.1) to BAU 2.4.7, where the parable with a
drum occurs, serves for hearing about the Self. The text fromBAU 2.4.7 to
the end (BAU 2.4.13) serves for reflection on the Self, while the next chap-
ter, ‘Madhubrahmana’ (BAU 2.5), enjoins the concentration on the Self
(nididhyasana). In this passage, Safikara conveys someone else’s opinion,
but similar to Sure§vara, does not specify whose opinion it is. Anandagiri
finally identifies him in his BAUBhT and $P as Bhartrprapasica.’®

Sankara criticizes such an interpretation and argues that it is unneces-
sary. Nevertheless, he acknowledges that everything said in the first two
chapters of the BAU is summed up (upasamhriyate) in ‘Madhubrahmana’
(BAU 2.5), which emerges as the culmination of the first kanda of the
BAU (‘Madhukanda). According to Sankara, reflection (manana) guided
by inference (tarka) must be in accordance with revelation (dgama),
while concentration (nididhyasana) must be in accordance with reflec-
tion, which already agrees with inference and revelation. This makes
the separation of listening, reflection, and concentration meaningless
(anarthaka). Thus, a separate injunction (vidhi) for concentration is also
unnecessary. Sankara does not agree with the separation, let alone with
the gradation of the process of cognition that culminates in concentra-
tion. In his commentary on the passage in which the statement on listen-
ing, reflection, and concentration occurs (BAU 2.4.5), Sankara explains
that the unity of all three concepts (listening, reflection, and concentra-
tion) leads to a correct perception of the oneness of the brahman (BAuBh
2.4.5, TPU, P. 760, line 20f):

yadaikatvam etany upagatani, tada samyagdarsanam
brahmaikatvavisayam prasidati | nanyatha sravanamatrena |
When the unity of these concepts is obtained, the correct perception
of the oneness of the brahman is achieved, not only through hearing.

Suresvara, in his sub-commentary (BAUBhV), agrees with Sankara and
his claim that these three processes become one.” He further analyses in
depth the notion of concentration (nididhyasana), which for him means
immersion, absorption (nisnata) in the object that has been heard from

® BAUBAT, p. 365, line 5;$P 2.5.14, p. 1115 (commentary on Sure$vara’s BAUBhV 2.5.14).

" A very similar interpretation is offered by Jaanaghana (in Tattvasuddhi 12, 56-57) where
he claims that there is no indication in the Upanisad text that there is any temporal dis-
tinction between the three.
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the tradition (sravana), which is confirmed by inference (manana).® Con-
centration/absorption is also such vigilance for the unity of the Self that
is aligned with the teaching of the scriptures and the teacher, intuition,
and proof.®

He equates revelation ($ruti) and the teacher’s instruction with the con-
cept of agama (what has come down to us) that appears in Sankara, while
the inference (tarka) for reflection (manana) is the same in both Sures-
vara’s §loka and in Sankara. Sureévara concludes (BAUBhV 2.5.17; Hino
and Jog 1988, 7):

nididyasanasiddhyartho yatno ’to 'yam anarthakah |
pratyagyathatmyasambodhamatratvadeva hetutah ||

Therefore, this effort (of this section of the Upanisad) for show-
ing that (it is intended) to establish nididhyasana (declared by
Bhartrprapafca) as unnecessary, since the cause of one’s (acquisition
of) the knowledge of the true nature of the individual consciousness
consists only in informing (one about it).

Hino and Jog translate the word sambodha as ‘informing’ in this verse.
Such a translation agrees with Sure§vara’s (and Sarikara’s) idea that the
information about the true nature of the Self from the scriptures is suf-
ficient for its cognition. As it will be shown, Vacaspatimisra will devi-
ate from such an opinion. Nevertheless, this opinion will be accepted by
Prakasatman.

What Sarikara wants to avoid is that the Upanisad text becomes an in-
junction (vidhi), as suggested by Bhartrprapafica. An injunction to act
with some desired effect in mind is different from knowledge because
knowing injunctions leads only to the awareness that something needs
to be done, which does not represent the true liberating knowledge of
the Self. For Sankara, knowledge cannot be the consequence of action,
not even of mental action. Sankara vividly describes this in BSBh 3.2.21,
where he says that BAU 2.4.5 serves to draw attention to expressions in the
Upanisads that describe the true nature of brahman and that this leads to
knowledge of brahman in the same way other valid means of cognition
(perception, inference) lead to knowledge of their respective objects.

® $ruta agamato yo ’rthas tarkendapi samarthitah | sa evarthas tu nisnato nididhyasanam
ucyate || (BAUBhV 2.5.15).

® $astracaryanubhavanair hetubhis ca samarthitah | idrgaikatmyasambodho nididhyasa-
nam ucyate || (BAUBhV 2.5.16).
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InBAUBH (1.4.7), a discussion takes place about the sentence ‘The Self
alone should be meditated upon.* In the course of this lengthy discus-
sion, Sarikara refutes two anonymous (Bhedabhedavada?)** views. The
first one (p. 661, lines 1-21) equates knowledge (jfidna) and devout med-
itation (upasana).*?

In BsBh (4.1.7), Sankara defines updsana as a ‘lengthened carrying on
of an identical train of thought’ (Thibaut 1896, 349)."* Updsana is always
a contemplation on a section of holy text (most usually Upanisads, but
also Brahmanas and Aranyakas; BsBh 3.3) which, according to Sankara,
speaks of a personal deity and is related to ritual, so upasana for Sankara
means devout contemplation on the conditioned brahman. This means
that Sankara’s understanding of the term upasana is something like ‘de-
vout contemplation’ or ‘devout meditation.**

According to this objection, the optative upasita ‘should be meditated
upon’ must be understood as an injunction that leads to an unseen tran-
scendental result (apairva vidhi).*® As the result is unseen, its accomplish-
ment acquires injunction. According to this view, the sentence “The Self
alone should be meditated upon’ is similar not only to the usual ritual in-
junctions but also to injunctions for mental performance such as srotavya,
mantavya, and nididhyasitavya. Gerundives mantavya ‘to be reflected on’
and nididhyasitavya ‘to be meditated on’ therefore convey injunctions
(vidhi) for meditation (upasana) and for knowledge that is the same as
devout meditation.*® Knowledge is a mental act (manasi kriya), the same

*° atmety evopasita (BAU 1.4.7).

** Bhedabhedavada teaches that knowledge can be acquired through a combination of
knowledge and action (jianakarmasamuccaya).

*? Upasana is a noun formed from the compound verb upa Vs, which Bodewitz (2011, 414)
translates as ‘to seat oneself near, to approach; ‘to approach mentally’; ‘considering, ex-
amining, contemplating, esteeming’; ‘to worship’

** upasanam nama samanapratyayapravahakaranam (BsBh 4.1.7).

** For more on the practice of updsana and its relationship to meditation (nididhyasana) in
Sankara, their psychological and epistemological properties, see Dalal (2014; 2020).

** In Mimamsasttra 2.1.5 (and Sabara’s commentary), a general law is established that every
act enjoined in Vedas brings a transcendental result that is unseen at first (apirva). In
Mims 2.1.6 rites are divided into Primary (pradhana) and Subsidiary (guna). According
to Sabara’s commentary, a Primary Act directly leads to a transcendent result (apirva),
while a Subsidiary brings some concrete result that will be used in the Primary ritual act.

*® This interpretation is different from Bhartrprapafica’s because to him, the whole of Mad-
hubrahmana is an injunction for concentration. It is therefore not surprising that com-
mentators do not attribute this interpretation to him.
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as meditation. According to this view, there are three parts (amsatraya)
of such a mental act.”” The first determines the subject of devout medita-
tion (kimupasita), the second the means of meditation (kenopasita), and
the third the mode of meditation (katham upasita). The fruit of such an
act is liberation and the disappearance of ignorance (mokso vidyanivrttir
va). According to the second view (p. 661, line 22-p. 662, line 1), medi-
tation (updsana) creates a special kind of cognition (visistam vijianam)
that removes ignorance; according to this interpretation, Vedic dictum
alone does not remove ignorance.*

Sanikara responds to these two objections with an important remark
(TPU, p. 662 lines 1-7):

na, arthantarabhavat | na ca atmety evopasita ity apirvavidhih |
kasmat? atmasvarapakathananatmapratisedhavakyajanitavijfiana-
vyatirekena arthantarasya kartavyasya manasasya bahyasya
vabhavat | tatra hi vidheh saphalyam yatra vidhivakyasravana-
matrajanitavijianavyatirekena purusapravrttir gamyate |

yatha darsaparnamasabhyam svargakamo yajeta ityevamadau |

na hi darsaparnamasavidhivakyajanitavijianam eva
darsapiurnamasanusthanam |

No, on account of absence of another thing. [The sentence] ‘One
should devoutly meditate on the Self” is not an injunction with un-
preceded result. Why? On account of absence of another thing, i.e.
on account of absence of anything external and mental to be done,
that is, beyond the knowledge that results from [Upanisadic] state-
ments that deny the non-Self and reveal the Self’s own nature. The
injunction is fruitful only there where one thinks of human activity
beyond the knowledge that arises only from listening to the words of
injunctions, just as [in the sentence] ‘those who desire heaven should
perform New and Full moon sacrifice™ and the like. The knowledge
that arises from the injunctions to perform New and Full moon sac-
rifice is certainly not the actual performance of the New and Full
moon sacrifice.

" These three parts can be compared to Bhartrprapafica’s three-fold division of the BAU text
that corresponds to Srotavya, mantavya, and nididhyasitavya. None of the commentators
specify who is the author of this view.

*® Suresvara and Anandagiri do not specify whose opinion Sankara conveys.

*° darsapiirnamasabhyam svargakamo yajeta. This a very common example of a vidhi that
appears often in Sabara’s Mimamsasatrabhasya (cf. 3.7.18, 6.1.1., 6.1.4 etc.).
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But, according to Sanikara, the knowledge that arises from the sen-
tences ‘The Self alone should be meditated upon’ (BAU 1.4.7), ‘(the Self)
should be heard about etc! (BAU 2.4.5/4.5.6) is everything that is required,
and nothing beyond that (actual performance of ritual in injunctions) ex-
ists. With the sentences atmety evopasita and srotavya etc., self-reflective
knowledge is conveyed and not enjoined. These sentences are in them-
selves the knowledge they should enjoin, unlike the ritual injunctions
which enjoin the performance of ritual. In these sentences, if both are un-
derstood as injunctions, heaven and liberation are analogous concepts, as
are ritual (which leads to Heaven) and knowledge (which leads to liber-
ation, i.e. self-knowledge). Why is this wrong for Sankara? The action,
ritualistic or otherwise, may be enjoined, but the knowledge cannot be
enjoined. It comes or does not come, and it does not depend on the willing
decision to carry out the process. In fact, the knowledge that arises from
ritual injunction is merely the understanding that one attains Heaven by
performing a certain ritual; it is not a performance of the ritual itself. The
Upanisad reveals knowledge itself (more specifically, the Upanisadic text
removes ignorance, knowledge is always here),*® not the knowledge of
how knowledge is attained. The sentence ‘one should think about one’s
Self” refers to an intuitive flash of knowledge that is structurally differ-
ent from the judgment ‘ritual action reaches heaven’ Upanisad statements
lead to knowledge that can only mean the cessation of action. In this way,
Sankara distinguishes denotative meaning from injunctive.”*

Sankara on BAU2.4.5/4.5.6 in Brahmasiitras

In order to better understand Sankara’s position in BAUBH, it should be
considered what he says about BAU 2.4.5 in his commentary on the Brah-
masiitras (BSBh). In this most significant of his works, the terms sravana,
manana, and nididhyasana and their related gerundive forms srotavya,
mantavya, and nididhasitavya occur in several passages.

tasmad brahmavijiianad evamlaksanat parvam api brahmaiva sadavidyayabrahmasit ... :
‘Therefore, even before the cognition of brahman that is marked in this way, he was brah-
man, but because of the ignorance of the truth, he was non-brahman’ (BAUBh 2.5.15, TPU,
p. 775, lines 13f).

Mandanamisra (1937, 74-76) interestingly argues that the knowledge of brahman can-
not be enjoined because, if we need an injunction to understand a sentence, we would
also need an injunction to understand the sentence by which the injunction is expressed,
which would lead to an infinite regress. Activity, according to Mandanamisra, follows
cognition, while listening and comprehension take place simultaneously.
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In Brahma-Satra 1.1.4 (p. 13, lines 13f), pairvapaksin seeks to show that
ignorance is not necessarily removed after one merely hears the truth. Ac-
cording to this objection, in BAU 2.4.5, after one listens (sravana) about
one’s Self, reflection (manana) and concentration (nididhyasana) are en-
joined. Just as with ritual injunctions, one performs a ritual after knowing
that ritual action leads to Heaven. Listening is, according to this observa-
tion, not sufficient to attain knowledge. Hearing needs to be followed by
mental action. Therefore, $astra (scriptural authority, i.e. Upanisads) can
serve as means of valid cognition (pramana) of brahman only if brahman
is related to injunctions (such as injunctions for reflection [mantavya)
and contemplation [nididhyasitavya]).*

This explanation differs from Bhartrprapafica’s interpretation, accord-
ing to which the entire Madhubrahmana is an injunction; in objections
raised in BAUBh 1.4.7, as well as in BSBh 1.1.4, gerundives srotavya and
others are treated as injunctions.

In his extensive response, Sankara first focuses on the difference be-
tween the fruit of knowledge of brahman and fruits of action. The fruits
of action are in ritual literature described in terms of injunctions and pro-
hibitions. These are related to physical and mental experiences, and expe-
riences are subjected to gradation. On the other hand, the knowledge of
brahman means liberation, which is eternal, indivisible, and unchange-
able. If brahman, like action, was connected with injunctions in the sense
that it would be a consequence of injunctions (for brahman and his cog-
nition are the same), he himself would be structurally similar to the con-
sequences of injunctions, i.e. brahman would be perishable, divisible, and
subject to gradation. On p. 16, lines 8-10, Sankara clearly defines the re-
lationship between knowledge and action:

ato na purusavydaparatantra brahmavidya |

kim tarhi pratyaksadipramanavisayavastujianavadvastutantra |
evambhiitasya brahmanas taj jianasya ca na kayacid yuktya
Sakyah karyanupravesah kalpayitum |

Therefore, the knowledge of brahman does not depend on human
activity but depends on the knowledge of things that are similar to
the objects of valid means of cognition such as perception and oth-

*2 $ravanottarakalayor manananididhyasanayor vidhir darsanat | tasmat pratipattividhi-
visayatayaiva Sastrapramanakam brahmabhyupagantavyam iti | (BSBh 1.1.4, p. 13, lines
10-11).
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ers. It is inconceivable by reason to imagine the connection of such
a brahman and his cognition with action.

The Self cannot be connected to injunctions in the same way as an ob-
served object has nothing to do with ones urge to observe it, nor does it
need any further actions to be enjoined to cognize it. We perceive an ob-
ject or not regardless of the incentives or the efforts we make. The knowl-
edge of the Self does not depend on the daily activity;** it is similar to
knowing things that are the object of valid means of cognition such as per-
ception and others. Here we see in what sense knowledge of the Self can-
not be a consequence of action according to Sankara. Knowledge arises
spontaneously as in perception; it does not depend on enjoined action.

We could draw this analogy: if the chair is within the range of valid
means of cognition, i.e. perception, and if all is well with our cognitive
apparatus and external conditions, we will know it. But although Heaven
is within the reach of its means of attainment, i.e. the rite, we will not reach
it immediately; we need action, we need an injunction to encourage and
assure us to perform the rite. In the matter of cognition, therefore, no
injunction is required, and thus no action. For Sankara, in this analogy,
the Upanisads correspond to valid means of cognition. The valid means
of cognition and ritual action are obviously substantially different.

From these two examples (BAUB 1.4.7; 2.4.5 and 2.5 on the one hand,
and BsBh 1.1.4 on the other), it could be concluded that Sankara is fo-
cusing on the difference in the structure of self-reflexive (and liberating)
knowledge and action and that he tries to prove that knowledge cannot
have anything to do with injunctions. According to Safikara’s interpreta-
tion, in the first step, some knowledge is mediated. InBAU 2.4.5 (Srotavya,
mantavya, etc.), knowledge of the nature of the Self is mediated; in sac-
rificial injunctions the knowledge is mediated in that by performing a
certain rite one attains Heaven. In the first case, however, there is no sec-
ond step, since the knowledge has already been attained, whereas, in the
case of injunctions, the second step, the actual performance of the ritual
takes place.

In Sanikara’s commentary on Brahmasiitra 4.1.1, a surprisingly different
kind of discussion on sravana, manana, and nididhyasana occurs. Fol-
lowing the sitra 4.1.1, Sankara discusses the role of repetition of certain
notions (pratyaya) in cognition. According to him, notions should be re-

% ato na purusavyaparatantra brahmavidya (BsBh 1.1.4, p. 16, line 8).
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peated, as in the example of sravana etc., until they culminate in ‘seeing’
(darsana). Most probably, Sankara refers to the intuitive cognition by us-
ing the word darsana.** In BsBh 4.1.1, Sankara equates nididhyasana with
updasana, ‘devout meditation, contemplation.

In BsBh 4.1.1, Safikara claims that both upasana and nididhyasana are
actions (kriya) that involve repetition (avrtti). The question that arises
here is how Sanikara may understand nididhyasana in BsBh 4.1.1 as an act
(kriya), even though in numerous passages, he emphasises that knowl-
edge has nothing to do with action.

InBsBh 4.1.2, the objection is raised as to what repetition may have to
do with the knowledge of brahman who is the universal Self? If this is not
known the first time it is heard, it will not be known even if it is heard
more than once. The possible solution suggested is that listening is not
enough, it must be augmented by reflection and concentration. And this
is the same objection that we find in BAUBh 1.4.7 and BsBh 1.1.4. Safikara
also responds extensively here, but the core of his response is found in
BSBh 4.1.2, at p. 462, lines 6-7:

drsyante hi sakrc chrutad vakyan mandapratitam vakyartham
avartayantas tat tad abhasavyudasena samyak pratipadyamanah |

When listening to a sentence for the first time, when the meaning
of the sentence is not fully understood, it is evident that correct
understanding, with the cessation of false appearances, is achieved
through repetition.

From this, however, it is evident that Sankara maintains his view, in
which he sharply distinguishes and separates cognition from the action.
The only concession he makes is that he admits that cognition need not
arise immediately at first hearing. But that does not detract from the idea
that cognition arises immediately.

Post Sankarian Vedanta on Srotavya, Mantavya, and Nididhyasitavya
Relatively early after Sarikara, about one generation after him, Bhaskara
composed a commentary on the Brahmasiitra.”> However, bhedabheda-
vadin Bhaskara has a different view of BAU 2.4.5/4.5.6, which reflects his
ideas about the combination of knowledge and action. If for Sankara and
Vacaspatimisra, the Upanisad statements such as srotavya and others are

>4 Thibaut and Gambhirananda translate darsana as ‘intuition’
2> For Bhaskara’s date, see Kato (2011, XXiv—xxv).
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only denotative, for Bhaskara they can also be injunctive. For Bhaskara,
devout contemplation (updsana) is enjoined in the form of injunctions
such as nididhyasitavya. Bhaskara interprets the terms srotavya and oth-
ers (BAU 2.4.5/4.5.6) on p. 7 (lines 7-15). He explains that cognizing Self,
vijianatman, is revealed with drastavya, ‘has to be shown’; the real state
of the highest Self is revealed with listening (srotavya), mantavya reveals
the knowledge that is the essence of sacred texts, while nididhyasana is
the meditation (dhyana) on the sacred texts. All four constitute the four-
fold injunction (caturvidhena vidhina).
ko sav atmety apeksayam svarapavabodhaparani ‘idam sarvam yad
ayam atma’ [BAU 2.4.6 = 4.5.7] ‘sa ya eso ‘nimaitadatmyam idam
sarvam’ [e.g. chU 4.8.7; 9.4; 10.3] ity adini prativedantam.
pravartante | vidite catmatattve pratyayavrttilaksanam.
tadupasanam upadisyate ‘nididhyasitavyo’ [BAU 2.4.5; 4.5.6]
vijfiaya prajiiam kurvita’ [BAU 4.4.21] iti

With regard to the inquiry: “‘What is the Self (atman)?’ there are
statements in every Upanisad such as ‘all that is nothing but this self;
‘the finest essence here - that constitutes the self of this whole world’
and so on, that serve to teach the true nature [of atman]. When
the nature of atman is known, then the dedication to it, which is
characterised by the repetition of knowledge, is taught as follows:
‘lon which] one should concentrate, ‘by knowing [that very one a
wise Brahmin] should obtain insight for himself. [Kato 2013, 144-
145; 2011, XXXiili—XXXiV]

Bhaskara’s view is close to that of Sankara’s objector. Bhaskara allows
for the possibility that the Upanisad text srotavya, mantavya expresses
injunctions, and for meditative action. Thus, just like Bhartrpraparica, he
allows the process to be divided first into listening and observing, and
then into reflection and concentration. Reflection and listening, however,
are forms of imposed action, and the Upanisad text takes on a denotative
and injunctive aspect.

Sankara’s successors follow in principle the path laid out by Sankara.
We have already set forth Sure$vara’s remarks on the unity of listen-
ing, reflection, and concentration culminating in intuitive cognition.
Padmapada discusses in the ninth varnaka of his Paficapadika whether
brahman is the object of the injunction for meditation. In connection
with this discussion, he cites the objection that nididhyasana should
be enjoyed after hearing to facilitate cognition. On p. 93 (lines 21ff),
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Padmapada states that sravana, ‘hearing), serves for deliberation (vicara)
into Upanisad statements and conceiving the Self, and manana is for in-
terpreting Upanisad parables such as the parable with the drum fromBAU
2.4.7. Nididhyasana means becoming steadfast in the realm of the mean-
ing of a sentence established by manana.”® It is interesting to note here
the formal similarity with Bhartrprapaiica’s interpretation of manana as
applied to parables with the drum and others. The meaning, however, is
different, because for Bhartrprapaica nididhyasana is an enjoined action
that follows and complements listening, while in Padmapada, just as in
Sanikara and Suresvara, nididhyasana is part of the indivisible process of
cognition. On p. 94, Padmapada offers a new grammatical interpretation
of the gerundives srotavya, mantavya, and nididhyasitavya. According to
him, the suffix krtya (-tavya gerundive, or participium neccesitatis) does
not imply injunction, but the meaning ‘deserving, ‘worthy of” (arha).
According to Padmapada, srotavya, mantavya, and nididhyasitavya do
not enjoin listening, reflecting, and concentration, but indicate that the
Self is worthy of listening, reflecting, and concentrating on. Padmapada
refers here to the Panini’s sutra 3.3.169 arhe krtyatrcas ca ‘Affixes krtya
and trC, and LIN as well, occur after a verbal root, when the agent is
denoted as deserving’ (Sharma 1995, 582). It is interesting to note that
Sarvajiiatman gives the same grammatical explanation in samkss 2.51.
According to Sarvajiiatman (samkss 2.50-2.51), the notions of drastavya
and others are not injunctions, but notions that convey the fact that cog-
nition is present in the Self because the truth about the Self is unknown,
i.e. obscured by ignorance. In samkss 2.52, Sarvajiiatman explains (1972,
282-283):

rapyadivibhramam apeksya hi Suktikadau satsamprayogajanitaiva tu
buddhivrttih | tam apy apeksya sati samhrtasarvabhede
satsamprayogajanita matir abhyupeya ||

The mental state of the form of shell, etc, may be regarded as aris-
ing from the contact of sense of sight with a real object (shell) only
when contrasted with the mental state of illusory silver. But when
contrasted with the mental state of shell, the mental state of the self

*®tatha ca Sravanam nama armavagataye vedantavakyavicarah, Sarirakasravanam ca |
mananam vastunisthavakyapeksitadundubhyadidrstantajanmasthitilayavacarambhana-
tvadiyuktarthavadanusandhanam, vakyarthavirodhyanumananusandhanam ca | nididh-
yasanam mananopabrmhitavakyarthavisaye sthiribhavah, vidheyasyopasanaparydyasya
nisphalatvat | (Paficp, p. 93, lines 21-25).
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which is free from any difference should be accepted as arising from
the association of the sense (that is, intellect) with a real object (the
self).

Vacaspatimisra follows Sankara in his commentary on the passage
from BsBh 1.1.4 (Suryanarayana Sastri and Raja 1992, 239-240) and ar-
gues that mantavya and nididhyasitavya cannot be injunctions. He first
eliminates the possibility that mantavya and nididhyasitavya are injunc-
tions like those that enjoin principal rites (pradhanakarman) that pro-
duce invisible results. Reflection and concentration make brahman di-
rectly known (brahmasaksatkara) because the Self of all is not unknown.
Hearing Vedic words (sravana), on the other hand, conveys only indirect
knowledge of brahman and does not bring liberation. The word, even the
Vedic, conveys meaning through symbols, not directly. Vacaspatimisra
holds (Suryanarayana Sastri and Raja 1992, 162) that if listening (sravana)
alone is sufficient, then why are reflection and concentration mentioned
inBAU 2.4.5/4.5.6 in addition to listening? Mantavya and nididhyasitavya
are not comparable to the main ritual act, but neither are they compara-
ble to secondary rites such as cleansing rice. Indeed, if the knowledge of
brahman is the result of action comparable to secondary ritual acts, then
brahman would be something that can be used later (in the main act).
Therefore, Vacaspatimisra completely rejects the possibility that these are
injunctions, but he does not admit the possibility that sravana could suf-
fice for the realization of brahman (cf. BS 4.1.1-2).

It is interesting to note that Prakasatman reverses the hierarchy of con-
cepts and, quite unlike Vacaspatimisra, designates reflection and concen-
tration as aids to listening, sravana, which becomes instrumental of direct
knowledge of brahman (Paricpv, p. 104, lines 9-13; cf. Cammann 1965,
160-161).

Concluding Remarks

There are two main reasons why the followers of Advaita Vedanta can-
not accept the claim that the gerundives srotavya, etc. are injunctions.
The first is that knowledge becomes more important than action, which
makes the Upanisads, i.e. parts of the Vedic corpus dealing with knowl-
edge (jianakanda), more important than the Brahmanas, the part deal-
ing with sacrificial injunctions (karmakanda). Sankara, in a commentary
on BSBh 1.1.4, claims that knowledge is not mental action (manast kriya)
because action depends on the will of the person. Any action can be done,
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not done, or done differently because it depends on the person,”” unlike
knowledge, which arises spontaneously from the valid means of cogni-
tion.”® Knowledge, whose object is truth, cannot be done or not done. It
does not depend on injunctions that enjoin the act of cognition, but only
on the object.”® Therefore, the parts of the sacred text that lead to knowl-
edge have greater authority in describing reality than those that enjoin
action. Injunctions only guide awareness of what needs to be done but
cannot create knowledge.

If Sarikara admits to Bhartrprapafica that different parts of the text re-
fer to different parts of the mental process of knowing one’s Self, knowl-
edge ceases to be something that arises spontaneously, and brahman
can be known by the command to know it. This also puts Sankara in
danger of accepting that the parts of the injunction for (mental) action
are separate, thus recognizing the authority of the Brahmanas whose
main parts are injunctions to perform the rites. For the representatives
of the Bhedabhedavada, this equation would not be a problem because
they taught a combined path of action and knowledge. Thus, the repre-
sentatives of the Pirvamimamsa claim that action is above knowledge,
bhedabhedavadins claim that they are equal, while Sanikara claims that
knowledge is above action. According to Bhedabhedavada, the Upanisads
also enjoin, i.e. encourage mental action that leads to knowledge, unlike
Parvamimamsa, according to which only the Brahmanas enjoin, while
the Upanisads serve only as an explanation/eulogy (arthavada) for the
injunctions.

Sankara radicalizes the attitude of the Vedanta and turns the hierarchy
of sacred texts completely in favour of the Upanisads. If we understand
Parvamimamsa as the first step, Bhedabhedavada would be a transi-
tional step in the development that ends with Sankara’s Advaita Vedanta,
where, by reversing the significance of knowledge and action, the hier-
archy within the sacred canon is reversed. In this way, the Upanisads
lead directly to the knowledge of the brahman, which becomes the only
measure of the authority of the sacred text.

*" purusena kartum akartum anyatha va kartum Sakyam purusatantratvat (BsBh1.1.4, p. 18,
lines 14f).

*8 jfianam tu pramanajanyam (BSBh 1.1.4, p. 18, line 15).

% pramanam ca yathabhitavastuvisayam ato jianam kartum akartum anyatha va | kar-
tumasakyam, kevalam vastutantrameva tat | na codanatantram | napi purusatantram |
(BSBh 1.1.4, p. 18, lines 15f).
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Abbreviations

BAU (K) = Brhadaranyaka-Upanisad (Kanva).

BAU (M) = Brhadaranyaka-Upanisad (Madhyamdina).

BAUBh (TPU) = Brhadaranyaka-Upanisad-Bhasya, see Sanikara (1964).

BAUBhT = Brhadaranyakopanisadbhasya-tika, see Suresvara (1892a; 1892b;
1893).

BAUBhV = Brhadaranyakopanisadbhasya-Vartika, see Sureévara (1892a; 1892b;
1893).

paficp = Paficapadika, see Padmapada (1891).

samks$ = Samksepasariraka, see Sarvajiatman (1972).

paficPv = Paficapadikavivarana, see Prakasatman (1892).

§p = Sastra-Prakasika, see Anandagiri (1891).

BsBh = Brahmasitrabhasya, see Sankara (1985).

Mims = Mimamsa-Siitras.

BS = Brahma-Siitras, see Sankara (1985).

chu = Chandogya-Upanisad, see Olivelle (1998).

References

Anandagiri. 1891. Sastra-Prakasika. Edited by Mahadeva Cimanaji Apate.
Anandasrama Sanskrit Series 15. Poona: Anandéasrama Press.

Bodewitz, Henk W. 2011. “The Chronology of the Upanisads and their Basic
Ideas: Some Criticisms on a Recent Study by Signe Cohen’ Zeitschrift der
Deutschen Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft 161 (2): 405-414.

Brereton, Joel. 2006. ‘The Composition of the Maitreyi Dialogue in the Brhada-
ranyaka Upanisad. Journal of the American Oriental Society 126 (3): 323—
347.

Cammann, Klaus. 1965. Das System des Advaita nach der Lehre Prakasatmans.
Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz.

Dalal, Neil. 2014. ‘Contemplative Grammars: Sankara’s Distinction of Upasana
and Nididhyasana. Journal of Indian Philosophy 44:179-206.

———. 2020. ‘Contemplating Nonduality: The Method of Nididhyasana in
Sankara’s Advaita Vedanta’ In The Bloomsbury Research Handbook of
Vedanta, edited by A. Maharaj, 45-74. London: Bloomsbury Academic.

Deussen, Paul. 1879. Sechzig Upanishad’s der Veda. Leipzig: F. A. Brockhaus.

Hanefeld, Erhardt. 1976. Philosophische Haupttexte der Alteren Upanisaden.
Wiesbaden: Otto Harrasowitz.

Hino, Shoun, and K. P. Jog. 1988. Suresvaras vartika on Madhu Brahmana.
Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass.

Jhanaghanapada. 1941. Tattvasuddhi of Jaanaghanapada. Edited by Surya-
narayana Shastri and E. P. Radhakrishnan. Madras: University of Madras.

Kato, Takahiro. 2011. “The First Two Chapters of Bhaskara’s Sarirakamimam-
sabhasya. PhD dissertation, Martin-Luther-Universitat.

———. 2013. ‘Bhaskara’s Concept of Jianakarmasamuccaya’ Indologica Tauri-
nensia 39:137-153.

28



Discussion on Srotavya, Mantavya and Nididhyasitavya in the Early Vedanta

Mandanamisra. 1937. Brahmasiddhi by Acarya Mandanamisra with Commen-
tary by Sankhapani. Edited by Kuppuswami Sastri. Government Oriental
Manuscript Series 4. Madras: Government Press.

Olivelle, Patrick, ed. 1998. The Early Upanisads. New York and Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Padmapada. 1891. The Paficapadika of Padmapada. Edited by Ramasastr
Bhagavatacarya. Vol. 2, Part 1. Benares: E. J. Lazarus.

Prakasatman. 1892. Paficapadikavivarana of Prakasatman with the extracts
from Tattvadipana and Bhavaprakasika. Edited by Ramasastri Bhagavata-
charya. Vol. 3. The Vizianagram Sanskrit Series 5. Benares: E. J. Lazarus.

Reinvang, Rasmus. 2000. ‘A Critical Survey of the Dialogue between Yajfiaval-
kya and Maitreyl in Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 2.4 and 4.57 Acta Orientalia
61:145-202.

Sankara. 1964. Ten Principal Upanisads with Sarikarabhasya. Works of Sankara-
carya in original Sanskrt 1. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass.

———.1985. Brahmasitrabhasya. Works of Sankaracarya in Original Sanskrit
3. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass.

Sarvajiiatman. 1972. The Samksepasariraka. 1972. Edited by N. Veezhinathan.
Madras University Philosphical Series. Madras: University of Madras.
Sharma, Ram Nath. 1995. The Asthadhyayi of Panini. Volume 3. Delhi: Mun-

shiram Manoharlal.

Sure$vara. 1892a. Brhadaranyakopanisadbhasyavartika. Vol. 1. Poona: Anand-
d$rama Press.

———.1892b. Brhadaranyakopanisadbhasyavartika. Vol. 2. Poona: Anand4sra-
ma Press.

———.1893. Brhadaranyakopanisadbhasyavartika. Vol. 3. Poona: Anandasra-
ma Press.

Suryanarayana Sastri, S. S., and C. Kunhan Raja. 1992. Bhamati of Vacaspati.
Madras: Adyar Library and Research Centre.

Thibaut, George. 1896. The Vedanta Sutras Part 2. Sacred Books of the East 38.
Oxford: Claredon Press.

29



