MARIO PIANTELLI

SANKARA’S TREATMENT OF SABDAPRABHAVATVA
IN BRAHMASUTRABHASYA 1,328 AND THE PROBLEM OF
A NEXUS BETWEEN THE SO-CALLED SABDABRAHMAN

AND SPHOTA. SOME CONSIDERATIONS.

The report on the part of $ri Sankaracarya of the querelle between
Sphotavadin-s and Varnavadin-s, which forms quite a prominent item
in his commentary upon Devatadhikarana in Brahmasitra-s, affords us
many an interesting occasion of reflection. We propose here to deal
with some features of this well-known passage in the great advaitin's
masterpiece which are relevant for the knowledge both of his own
position in regard of the basis of the whole question and of the data
which can be presumed to have been available to him in order to reach
that very position.

One of the most vital points in the discussion on the articulation
of Sphotavada taking place between scholars, is certainly the subsi-
stence of a nexus between Sabdabrahman and sphota. The attitude of
Sankara with reference to such subject has been differently recon-
structed. For instance, S. D. Joshi is of the opinion that, while the dcdrya
criticizes the doctrine of sphota proper, he «spares the doctrine of
éabdabrahman which generally agrees with his philosophical thinking » kS
By so remarking, the learned Doctor seems to imply that such a
disparity of handling by Sankara somehow acts as a corroboratory
element in regard of the unsoundness of the idea of any connection
between the two doctrines in Bhartrhari. On the contrary, Madeleine
Biardeau, who (with her usual acuteness) upholds the view that such
a connection is to be found 2, maintains that the advaitin actually refutes
both doctrines .

1. The Sphotanirnaya (Chapter XIV of the Vaiydkaranabhiisanasara) of Kaunda
Bhatta, Poona, 1967, p. 43.

2. Cfr. for instance Le Tattvabindu de Vacaspatimisra, Pondichéry, 1956, p. VII:
« celui-ci (scilicet the sphofa) est inséparable... d'une conception de I'Absolu comme
Sabda ».

3. Cfr. loc. cif. in n. 2 and La philosophie de Mandana Misra vue & partir de
la Brahmasiddhi, Paris, 1969, p. 110: « Sarnkara refuse a la fois le sphota et un
Brahman qui serait Parole »,
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Now let us examine first of all the occasion which, in Brahma-
stitrabhdsya, is apparently deemed suitable to introduce the exposition
of Sphotavada, then of the alternative represented by Varnavida as
a counterpart: having dealt in full with the hefu «atah prabhavat »
in the sitra, he asks: « Kimdatmakam punah Sabdam abhipretyedam
Sabdaprabhavatvam ucyate? ». That we are confronted here with some-
thing more than a simple rhetoric expedient to link somehow the
new item to the main discussion, is shown by the logical reason given,
immediately after the aforequoted question, for the assumption of
Sphota: namely, that it is forced upon the exegete of the siitra by the
eternality/invariability of Sabda postulated in its own turn by Sabda-
prabhavatva. The necessity to acquit of any doubt this nityatva is the
ground on which Sankara proceeds to test the two rival doctrines. It
is somewhat evident that we have here a nexus between the role of
Sabda in the manifestation of the universe and the sphota. Far from
keeping the two separated, as it is the case with Bhartrhari and Man-
danamisra (whether or no we agree with the thesis of a connection
established implicitly by them), Sr1 Sankaricarya explicitly points out
the dependence of the latter on the former one. Of course, the rela-
tionship so individuated could be read as too much extrinsic in respect
of the intimate respondence between Brahman qua all-embracing seman-
ticity and the atemporal dimension of language, at least as Vaiyaka-
rana tenets are concerned, to the eyes of those who admit of a con-
nection between them. Yet Sankara’s laying out has, on modern inter-
pretations of this difficult nodus, the advantage of a limpid, clear-cut
and fully understandable delineation. Such is usually the character of
his treatment of doctrinal points, and it must be conceded that as a
rule Indian thought looks at a likewise presenting as a desiderable
goal. The point is, does the dcarya reflect a pre-existing set of ideas,
or establish the nexus anew? Of the two elements reckoned with by .
him, nityatva offers no problem: it is the very feature of $abda which
the idea of sphota stands on since the older available evidences* and,
with the exception of the school remembered by Bhartrhari as upholder

4. Leaving aside Astadhyayi 6,1,123, too generic to be clearly interpreted. Pa-
tafijali, in both contexts where he is found employing the term « sphota » (on this
subject cfr. JouHN BrouGH, Theories of General Linguistics in the Sanskrit Gramma-
rians, in « Transactions of the Philological Society », Oxford, 1951, p. 35 f.; K. A. Su-
BRAHMANYA IYER, Bhartrhari on Dhvani, in « Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Re-
search Institute », vol. 46, 1965, p. 50; MADELEINE BIARDEAU, Théorie de la connaissance
et philosophie de la parole dans le brahmanisme classique, Paris-La Haye, 1964,
p. 367 fi.; S.D. JosHIi, op. cit. in n. 1 supra, p. 13 ff.), unequivocally refers to the
invariable side of Sabda: ad Sivasiitra 3-4, contrasting it with the variability implicit
in the shifting from the retroflex antahsthd, repha, to the retroflex hrasvasvara,
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of the identification of the sphota with prathamabhinivrttaSabda 5, it
appears as a most conspicuous tenet in the different presentations of
Sphotavada.

The situation is different with Sabdaprabhavatva: Sankara’s expli-
cation of it, besides being perfectly adequate to the requirement of the
introduction of nityatva, strikes us as being pretty far from the doctrine
of Sabdabrahman, as we find it in Bhartrhari. Can we try to reconstruct,
through his attitude in regard of the coming into being of the universe
along Vedic $abda, a different perspective, related both to Sphotavida

rkara (cfr. Paminiyasiksd 11: syur miirdhanyd y-tu-ra-sah); ad Astadhyayt 11,10,
contrasting it with the variability implicit in the different degree of vrddhi lent to
éabda by the sonorousness (dhvani) depending on the sound vibration conveying
it (the only one, in fact, to be distinctively perceived/recognised in actual verbal
communication: dhvanis tu khalu laksyate; this being akin to Sankara’s position
and quite far from later Sphotavada perspective. Cfr. the indignant reply put by
the dcdrya in the mouth of the piirvapaksin: «na kalpaydmy aham sphotam pra-
tyaksam eva tu enam avagacchdmil »). It does not seem legitimate to infer any
ontological conclusion on the ground of Patafijali’s scanty materials, apart from his
distinction sphota $abdo dvanih Sabdagunah; if an analogy from non-Indian world
could be suggested, we would like to submit that of a vocal music score: here the
sabda could be found represented by the syllables of the written text, whereas
the S$abdaguna-s would correspond to the entire score, that is the text plus the
features of lenght, pitch etc. indicated by the notation, not semantically relevant
in the same way as the text proper. The contention of Dr. S.D. Joshi (op. cit., p. 16}
that « sphota is somewhat analogous either to the phonematic pattern of sounds or
the phonetic species of sounds », albeit founded on the authority fo Kaiyata, seems
not to take fully into account the fact that the actual theorization on the part of
Patafijali of such a pattern, « restricted », to use his own words (ibidem, p. 18),
« to the same class of varied spoken sounds », as varnakrti (cfr. ad Astadhydyl, 1,1,1:
avarndkrtir upadistd sarvam avarnakulam grahisyati), although pointing out a cor-
responding jati (cfr. ad Astadhyayi, 41,63: dkrtigrahana jatir), rules out the possi-
bility of a pure and simple identification with sphota, since Patafijali upholds the
variability of dkrti in connection with its empirical character (cfr. ad Astddhyayi,
1,7,9: akrtir anityd). If one, therefore, accepts the view of Dr. Joshi about the
pattern, the latter should be constructed as a kind of bridge between the mutable
world of dhvani and the sphota proper. The latter should perhaps be read, in its
own turn, as the phonematic jdti pointed out through it. By the way, when Sri
Sankardcarya puts forward as a difficulty the necessity of the assumption of var-
nakrti given the doctrine of separate reality of varnavyakti-s (cfr. pratyabhijiidna-
siddhaye varnakrtayah kalpayitavyadh), he apparently does not follow Patafijali in
his distinguishing akrti from jati (but whether such is the case or not, the argument
of the advaitin stands on the samanya feature of akrti, which Patafijali himself
acknowledges; cfr. MADELEINE BIARDEAU, T. héorie, cit., p. 41, on this particular issue).

5. Vakyapadiya 1,102; cfr. the structural affinity of the distinction sphota-
dhvani-s in this school with the one prakrtadhvani-vaikytadhvani-s sketched by
Bhartrhari himself in Vakyapadiya 1,76 ff., particulary in Nagesda’s application to
Astadhyayt 1,1,70; on which argument, see S.D. Josui, loc. cit. in n. 4 supra and
p. 19, n. 20; cfr. also K. A. SUBRAHMANYA Iver, Who are the Anityasphotavadins, in
« Proceedings of Oriental Conference », 1935, pp. 253 ff., and, for the identification
of the school under discussion with the view of Katyayana, K. RAGHAVAN Piiiaz,
Studies in the Vikyapadiya, vol. I, The Vakyapadiya, Critical Text of Cantos 1 and II
with English Translation, Summary of Ideas and Notes, Delhi-Varanasi-Patna, 1971,
p. 61.
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and Varnavada as his bhdsya has it? In the text under consideration,
the dcarya in point of fact denies a piirvapaksa contrasting the « atah
prabhavit » of the siitra with Brahmasiitra 1,1,2. This shows that, while
he does not know of, or chooses not to take into consideration, the
view of Bhartrhari (otherwise he would have presented a piirvapaksa
actually suggesting the coordination of the two siitra-s), Sankara is not
prepared to conceive as Paramabrahman the Sabda connected with
srsti. Even the denial on his part of the role of upadanakdrana for that
S$abda cannot be regarded as a proof of his concerning himself with
such a hypothesis, since Brahman is present there as an example (brah-
maprabhavatvad) and in Indian expositive technique an example cannot
coincide with the point illustrated by it outside from the relevant com-
mon features. This, by the way, seems to dispose of both the thesis of
the advaitin accepting Sabdabrahman and the thesis of his refuting it,
as such doctrine is found in Bhartrhari. But what about a possible
alternative construction? While commenting upon Chandogyopanisad
2,233, Sri Sankaracarya states: « Paramdtmavikdras ca namadheyama-
tram ». Now, these vikdra-s work, in their own way, as bhavabhedasya
yonayah just as Bhartrhari’s ones do® To witness, in the commentary
upon Brahmasiitra 1,328 that we are discussing here, it is described
as the world, beginning with deva-s, comes forth from the Sabda of the
Veda-s as a preceding stage in the process of srsti’. First there is such
Sabda, eternal/invariable, whose intimate reality consists in its semantic
burden (if we are allowed to use a modern Western equivalent for
Sankara’s vdcakatmand).

The relationship between nityasabda and pranava is not so easy
to discern in the works of the dcdrya: as it is well-known, the latter
is considered by him as the best means of representation of Brahman,
being iconical in its regard. Sankara outlines a distinction between
two faces of this function of pranava, the name-aspect and the pratika-
aspect 8. In this very function, according to the aforequoted bhdsya on
Chandogyopanisad 2,233 (pratikabhiitena), pranava acts as a relying
factor for every vdc. This term of the Upanisad is explained as denoting
something which is born from $abda (Sabdajatam). A perusal of Keno-
panisatpadabhdsya 1,5, where Sankara treats more diffusely the same

6. Cfr. Vakyapadiya 1,3.

7. Cfr. vaidikdc chabdad devadikam jagat prabhavati and S$abdapiirvam srstim.

8. Cfr. Brhaddaranyakopanisadbhasya 51,1: pratikatvendbhidhianatvena ca; Chan-
dogyopanisadbhdasya 1,1,1: ndmatvena pratikatvena (here $ankara connects Brahman’s
prasddana with the name-aspect of the function, while seemingly in By. Up. Bh. 51,1
the other one is more relevant in view of such consequence); Bhagavadgitabhdsya
8,11: vdcakariipena... pratikariipena; Kdathopanisadbhasya 1,2,18: pratikatvena (the
qualification « mandamadhyamapratipattin prati» corresponds to the one found in
Bh. Gi. Bh. 8,11 « mandamadhyamabuddhinam ». cfr. Brahmasiitrabhasya for the
reference to kramamukti accompanying such qualification in the latter passage):
Prasnopanisadbhdasya 5.2: omkdrapratikatvit.
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theme®, shows how the advaitin understands by «vdc », leaving aside
the first referent corresponding to the speech as organ of production
of sounds and correlative manifestation of varna-s (varnanam abhi-
vyafijakam), the very varna-s as composing structures patterned in
diacronic series, with a finite set of arrangements apt to convey the
reference to artha-s (arthasamketaparicchinnd etavanta evamkrama-
prayuktd). Subordinately, the term vdc can be extended to include even
the $abda made perceptible by such patterning (tadabhivyarigyah), which
is the pada®®. It seems pretty evident that Sankara, in his delineating
such peculiar function of pranava as a fulcrum of articulate language,
is thinking of the latter in terms of the Veda. Not only the exposition
made by the dcdrya in Brahmasiitrabhdsya which we are here discussing
points to this conclusion, but the relationship between pranava and Veda
is clearly stated in Brhadaranyakopanisadbhasya 5,1. Here he expands
on the very passage in Chandogyopanisad 2,23,3 under which we have
found the function in discourse, saying that actually the pranava is both
the intimate reality of Veda and that whence Veda comes forth!. In
fact, the latter is apparently a product by way of division of the pra-
nava, and conserves with it an identity that is felt like the one between
upddanakarana and its effects, identity denied, as we have seen, to the
world in respect of $abda. If it is licit to try a somewhat daring ope-
ration of exegesis, which is nevertheless justified by the consonance
of the passages dealing with our argument, we would suggest that the
nityasabda preceding the world be regarded also as the pranava itself,
and its semantic burden as including also the one subsisting in respect
of Brahman. The manifestation of the varna-s and their combinations
in the form of the Veda-s, is but a scission of that, either co-eternal
with it or taking place before every srsti of the world. If Sankara’s
treatment of the state of avyakta is kept in mind, the very prominent
part played by naman, side by side with riipa, as bijasaktyavastha will
afford a point d’appui for such reading. It is sufficient to consider
Harivrsabha’s scanty account of the doctrine of identification of pranava

9. He actually quotes as authority the same passage from Aitareydranyaka
23,713 referred to in Ch. Up. Bh. 2,233, « akdro vai sarvad vik saisd sparsantahstho-
smabhir vyajyamdand bahwi nandriipd bhavati ».

10. It does not seem correct to read, with Anandagiri, this last point as an
hint to Sphotavdda, at least in the physionomy presented by it in $ankara’s cri-
ticism under Br. Sii. 1,3,28. Better it would be perhaps to read here « $abda » as
the diacronic configuration of varnas and nothing more.

11. «sarvo hy ayam veda omkira eva [ etatprabhava etaddtmakah sarvam
regyajuhsamddibhedabhinna esa omkdrah ». It should be remarked the use of the
term « prabhdva » that, while akin to « prabhava » in the siifra under examination,
seems to confer an undertone of glory/efficacity of manifestation to the role of
pranava in regard of Veda.
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with Veda-s, to realize that the view expressed by Sri Sankaridcarya is
not unfamiliar to the perspective of Sphotavada proper 2.

Yet there is an all-important difference: even if the manifestation
of names is in view of the knowledge of Brahman ¥, and they are, before
its displaying, the bija of the universe, in Sankara’s perspective they
are not identical with Brahman. Like Bhartrhari's eka sarvabija* they
are responsible, when intervening in the process of srsti, of the differen-
tiation of the world, but not as the principle modified, apparently or
in truth . Such a principle in the great advaitin’s view must be con-
scious, in order to account for the presence of consciousness in expe-
rience®, and their objectuality precludes the possibility of acknow-
ledging them as the same. This is particularly discernible in the cau-
tionary use on the part of Sankara of the productive locution utilizing
the suffix — kalpa to attenuate the weight of sarvajiiatva of Veda-s in
the beginning of Sastrayonitvadhikarana. As Padmapada remarks com-
menting upon Brahmasitrabhasya 1,13V, « kalpappratyayaprayogo
bhasye boddhrtvabhavad isad aparisamiptyd ». In this «Isat » lies all
the difference between the dcdrya and Bhartrhari, with his epigoni! In
which way, then, do the names enter into the differentiation of the
objectual universe? They are to be understood as the illusory factors
of modification. We refer to Sankara’s clear presentation of the whole
picture of their connection with Brahman in his Taittiriyopanisad-
bhdsya 2,6: here he distinguishes between a state of latence and a state
of vydkrtatva of these factors: it is in the second one that they work
as conditioning limitations bringing the multiplicity into being on the
untouched background of their witness .

12. Cfr. ad Vakyapadiva 1,10: « pranava eva veda ity eke /[ sa hi sarvasabdartha-
prakrtir iti », where Sabdartha can well enough stay for ndmariipa in the commen-
tator’s outlook. It is even possible that Harivrsabha is actually quoting Sankara’s
own opinion: on his age, cfr. MADELEINE BiarRDEAU, Vdkyapadiya Brahmakanda avec
la vrtti de Harivrsabha, Paris, 1964, p. 6 ff.

13. Cfr. Brhaddranyakopanisadbhdisya 2,5,19: «yadi hi namartipe na vydkriyete
tadd ’'syd "tmano wnirupddhikam ripam prajiianaghandkhyam na pratikhyayeta ».

14. Cfr. Viakyapadiya, 14.

15. Cfr. on this argument GAURINATH SastrI, The Philosophy of Word and
Meaning. Some Indian Approaches with Special Reference to the Philosophy of
Bhartrhari, Calcutta, 1959, p. 56 ff.; MADELEINE BIARDEAU, op. cit. in n. 12 supra, p. 8 ff.

16. On the difficulties implicit in admitting a contrarywise construction, cfr.
Brahmasiitrabhdsya 1,1,7; 2,1,6 «acetanasyipi cetanabhavo nopapadyate » (adopting
the Samkhya standing); 33,54 (showing the objectuality to be incapable of deve-
loping consciousness).

17. Paiicapddika, varnaka 6.

18. « atmasthanabhivyaktanamariipabhivyaktya (scilicet bahubhavanam) | yadd
atmasthe ndmariipe vydkriyete tada atmasvarfipdparityagenaiva brahmanah apravi-
bhaktadesakile sarvivasthdsu vyakrivete [ tad etan namariipavyikaranam brahmano
bahubhavanam | nanyathd niravayavasya brahmano bahutvapattir upapadyate » etc.;
cfr. also afterwards: «miirtdmiirte hy avyakrtandmariipe dtmasthe antargatena
dtmand vydkriyete | vydkrte ca mirtamiirtasabdavacye te dtmand tv apravibhakta-
desakale iti krtvd atmad te abhavad ity ucyate [ ».
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Unlike Mandanamiéra’s construction of the relation of Brahman
with Sabdatattva, which can be considered as an acknowledgment of
absolute selfsameness, here the very reduction of the multiplicity to
the intervention of our factors forbids the exegete of Sruti any easy
establishment of identity, under the pain of bringing Brahman itself
under the sway of mutability. If there is constant dependence of nitya-
dabda on immutable consciousness, even before the manifestation of
the world, no interdependence valid in the two opposite trends can be
allowed, and Bralman conserves full autonomy in regard both of the
semantic quasi-archetype of manifoldness and of their relationship.
Such a one-sided identity, as a matter of fact, is no identity at all®.

It could be supposed that such a dichotomy between Brahman and
nityasabda, being but a reflection of the one established by Kevaldd-
yaitavida between an absolutely real Caitanya transcending every lin-
guistic expression and a less-than-real mdiyd depending on it?®, have
been introduced by $ri Sankaradcarya altering a previously existing
Sphotavada-like doctrine, reflected with a lesser degree of distortion
in Bhartrhari’s construction. But such is not the case. Whatever be
one’s judgement about Sankara’s relative extent of originality, his pre-
sentation in this matter not only can be seen wholly to consist with the
cosmogonical texts in Sruti, but actually allows for an anthropomor-
phically oriented treatment of Brahman's role with an unmistakable
flavour of ancient theistic outlook, which is nearly completely missing
in Vaiydakarana picture.

A considerate perusal of the authorities quoted by the dcérya from
Sruti in order to ascertain $abdaprabhavatva under Brahmasiitra 1,3,28
and of his commentary thereof, will show how his rendering of the
whole process conforms to the pattern generally understood by Vedic
texts in accordance with his reading of them, that is quite near to the
letter. The employment for the purpose of manifesting universe of the
passage in Rgveda 9,62,1 and of Mahavyahrti-s referred to by the bhasya-
kara?, which founds the role of nityasabda in its Vedic context, is
hardly comprehensible without an intimate association with the divine
figure of Prajapati who furnishes, as it were, a bridge across the gap
between the eternal, but bereft of consciousness, bija of the world and
vyaktinispatti. By itself, nityasabda would not be able to fill in such
a gap. The operation performed by Bhartrhari introducing kalasakti
as a functional substitute for this divine figure, albeit possibly making

19. Cfr. Brahmasiitrabhdsya 14,3: « paramesvaradhind tv iyam asmabhih prdaga-
vasthd jagato 'bhyupagamyate na svatantrd» and again Taittiriyopanisadbhasya 2,6
«na bralma tadatmakam | te tatpratydkhydne na sta eveti tadatmake tcyete ».

20. Cfr. Padmapada’s reading of the theme under discussion, loc. cit. in n. 17
supra: « tatparatantratvit rajjusarpavat ».

21. The first in an untraced passage and the second in Taittiriyabrahmana 2,2,4,2.
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use of an archaic doctrinal background 2, cannot avoid a considerable
alteration of the general picture to be found in Sruti and in succeeding
tradition, as documented in the apparatus of quotations common to
Sankara and Ramanuja 2.

That such tradition has a weight far from neglectable is to be seen
from the fact that Bhartrhari himself chooses to begin his Vakyapadiya
with a mangalasioka that, albeit erasing every reference to the mani-
festator of the world and the economy of nityasabda in his role, expli-
citly recalls the important passage in Mahabhdrata 12,224,55 £. cited by

22, The reference to devatdpaksa in Vakyapadiya 39,62, if we read it along
with Helardja (cfr. GAURINATH SASTRI, op. cit. in n. 15 supra, p. 41 ff.), could be
interpreted as an acknowledgment on the part of Bhartrhari of some debt in regard
of Kalavada (on which argument cfr. PERT SARVESWARA SHARMA, The Kdlasamuddesa
of Bhartrhari’'s Vdkyapadiya (together with Helardja’s commentary translated from
the Sanskrit for the first time), Delhi-Varanasi-Patna, 1972, pp. 29 ff. Cfr. also
S. K. Bervarkar and R. D. Ranapg, History of Indian Philosophy. The Creative Period,
New Delhi?, 1974, p. 448 ff.; LiL1aAN SILBURN, Instant et cause. Le discontinu dans la
pensée philosophique de !'Inde, Paris, 1955, p. 137 fI.; cfr. also V. RAGHAVAN, Riu
in Sanskrit Literature, Delhi, 1972, p. 1 ff. and 131 ff,, for the modus operandi of
Kdla in concrete human life). The multiformity of the presentations of time in
dependence on the various krivd-s outlined by Bhartrhari, leaving untouched its
fundamental and unchanging character, could be read as a confirmation of such
ideal continuity, since it answers a criticism like the one voiced (after Bhartrhari,
it is true) by Silanka, ad Sitrakrtanga 1,12,2: « Ndpi kdlah kartda» etc. (cfr.
A. L. Buasuam, History and Doctrines of the Ajivikas, London, 1951, p. 231). If this
view should correspond to reality, it would make still less confortable Mandana’s
committment to Bhartrhari’s tenets, since Kalavada is put aside with other unsound
doctrines already in Agamasdstra 1,8: « Kalat prasiitim bhiitandm » etc. and does
not find place in Kevalddvaita proper.

23. Such apparatus could well come from some previous bhdsya literature no
more available nowadays: the difference in Sruti-s adduced by the two dcdrya-s
(Sankara’s bhdsya citing the untraced passage and Brhaddranyakopanisad 124
before the Smiyti evidences, then, as an addition apparently introduced on second
thought after the whole discussion, Taittiriyabrdhmana 224,2, while Ramanuja’s
one puts this latter passage with Taittirivaranyaka 2,6 before it as sole instances
of Sruti authorities) and the different order in the presentation on their part of
Smyrti passages (Sankara quoting Mahdbhdarata 12,224,55 [see Poona critical edition,
p. 1257 1.1, Visnupurdna 15,62 [see Calcutta edition, with preface dated Saka 1887;
Sankara gives the readings « karmandm ca pravartanam » for « krtyandm ca pra-
paficanam » and « nirmame ca mahesvaral » for « devidinam cakara sah », following
the edition of Brahmasitrabhdsya in Satyanandagranthamaila, Delhi-Varanasiz, Sam.
2028 Vi., p. 2491 and Manavadharmasastra 1,21 [see Calcutta edition, 1967], whereas
Ramanuja reverses the sequence of the last two strophes [giving for the reading
« pravyrttayah » in MBh. 1222455 « prasiitayah », a variant unknown to Poona cri-
tical edition: see the edition of Sribhdsya in Ubhayavedantagranthamald, Madras,
1963, Part 1st, p. 3601) seems to point at their dependence on two different sets
of textual tradition deriving from a common source. This impression would be
reinforced, if one could hypotesize a dependance of Sankara on a previous com-
mentator for the connection of the discussion of Sphotavida and Varnavdda with
Devatadhikarana: the fact that Raminuja does not include such item in his treat-
ment of it would, in this case, be congruent with the dependance on a different
bhasya. A further element of differentiation could be found in the knowledge of
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both the dcarya-s as the very first Smyrti authority to corroborate Sabda-
prabhavatva in the ancient perspective .

The features we have being pointing out, namely the partial identity
with Brahman — in terms of coexistence with/dependance from it —
of nityasabda, its articulation in terms of all-connecting pranava and
Veda-s, its position in the manifestation of the universe as activity of
the divine figure of Prajapati, all together seem (even in Sankara’s
treatment, along with other traditional elements of the orthodox world-
picture inherited by the great advaitin, according to the special point
of view of Kevalddvaitavada) to constitute the original background of
a doctrine of origination of the world of objectual manifoldness by a
semantic quasi-archetype, which admitted of an ancient form of Spho-
tavada as one of the possible explanations of its ontological status.

Upavarsa on the part of Sankara, which is not to be found in Ramanuja (even
in Sribhdsya 33,51, corresponding to Brahmasiitrabhdsya 3,3,53, he is silent about
this old teacher): as a matter of fact, Upavarsa is quoted as authority on Varnavada,
in the very discussion lacking in Ramanuja. The other quotation of Upavarsa in
Sankara’s bhasya shows that the knowledge about him is connected with the one
about Sabara, who also seems to be ignored by Ramaéanuja. We may, therefore,
establish a nexus relating the advaitin’s commentary upon Brahmasiitra 1,3,8 (with
personal elaboration, given the extent and lucidity of his exposition therein) and the
one upon Brahmasiitra 3,3,53: in both there is the presence of Upavarsa and even
in the first one Sabara could be present, although not mentioned explicitly. In fact
the synthetic formulation in Sankara’s text, «varud eva tu $abdah iti bhagavan
upavarsah » reproduces the final clause of Sabarabhdsya 11,5: « gakaraukaravi-
sarjaniya iti bhagavan upavarsah ». It is well possible that either Sankara, or his
intermediate source, is consciously recalling such text. If this intermediate source
exists, it is responsible for the nexus now remarked: positively its presence is
hinted at by such nexus and negatively by Ramanuja’s silence. Besides, the hypo-
thetic intermediate source would account for Sankara’s referring to Sabara instead
of more recent Mimdamsaka-s, who would not have been existent at the time of
that bhdsya. Even the knowledge exhibited by Padmapada (Sanikara’s direct disciple
according to the tradition, which we have no reason to disregard in this matter)
of Upavarsa’s tenets (cfr. the exposition made by SaNcaM LaL Panpey, Pre-Samkara
Advaita Philosophy, Allahabad, 1974, p. 161 ff.; but his view that « Samkara too
has drawn upon Upavarsa’s Vriti on the Brahmasiitra », if leaving out of conside-
ration an intermediate source, would not reckon weéll enough, at least in our opinion,
with the connection with Sabara in Sri Sankaricirya. If such connection would
be considered Sankara’s own work, we would be left with the problem of a pre-
ference accorded to the ancient teacher of the Mimdmsd not only difficult to explain
in view of latter developments in this doctrine, but extraordinary in the dedrya’s
extant production as a commentator tco), would depend on this lost bhdsya. As
for what concerns the identity of its author, he could be « Sundarapdndya», the
ancient teacher known both by Sankara and Padmapadda on one side and by Ku-
marila on the other, and interested in both the field of Vedanta and of Mimamsa
(on whom cfr Sancam Lar PaNpeY, op. cit., p. 194 ff. and, scantier, M. T. SAHASRABUDHE,
A Survey of the Pre-Sankara Advaita Vedanta, Poona, 1968, p. 148).

24. Cfr. his text: « anddinidhanam brahma S$abdatattvarmn yad aksaram [ vivar-
tate'rthabhavena prakriyd jagato yatah [/» and the one quoted by Sankara (on
which cfr. n. 23 supra too): « anddinidhand nityd vdg utsystd svayambhuvdi // dadau
vedamayi divya yatah sarvah pravritayah [ ».
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Bhartrhari built his highly original linguistics and metaphysics on such
a background, just as Sankara, with a greater fidelity to the heritage
of past ages, systematized it within the boundaries of his own darsana.
Other features of the dcarya’s presentation of Sabdaprabhavatva, like,
for instance, the role played by Prajapati’s mind as locus of the appa-
rition of nityasabda before srsti®, the configuration of this apparition
as remembrance ¥ or atemporal perception?, the apparent qualification
of Brahman on its part 2 and so on, albeit reflecting they too a preceding
work of doctrinal elaboration, are part of internal history of vedanta-
dar§ana more than of the general background we have here briefly
tried to individuate.

25, Cfr. in the text under discussion « manasi pradurbabhiivub »; in Brhadd-
ranyakopanisadbhdsya 12,4 « manasd 'nvdlocayad ».

26. Cfr. the similitude in the text under discussion: «api ca cikirsitam ar-
tham » etc.

27. Following Padmapéada’s reading of the interpretation on the part of Sankara
of Brahmasiitra 1,1,3 as an instance of sasthitatpurusa (on which cfr. n. 17 supra):
« tasyaiva jianasaktivivartatmakatvdt nadmaprapasicasya »; such view is in harmony
with Sankara’s rendering of the omniscence of the jivanmukta in Taittiriyopani-
sadbhasya 2,1: «saha yugapat ekaksanopariidhaneva ekayopalabdhyad savitrprakd-
Savan nityayd brahmasvariipavyatiriktayd » and with his doctrine of the eternal
presentiality of the consciousness (cfr. Brahmasiitrabhasva 2,3,7: « na jhdtur anya-
thdabhavo ’sti sarvadd vartamdnasvabhavatvat ») and could afford a unifying apper-
ceptive ground for the diacronic pattern of the varpa-s, eliminating the necessity
of an atemporal but aconscious sphota to transport, as it were, such peculiarity of
the sdksin into the field of fleeting objects, and obviating to the difficulty emphasized
by K. Kungunnt Raisa, Sphota: the Theory of Linguistic Symbols, in « The Adyar
Library Bulletin », vol. XX, parts 1-2, May 1956, p. 114, according to whom the
Varnavadin-s « do not explain how simultaneity and succession are compatible in
the same act of the mind ». ‘As Suredvara limpidly puts it, « ekayd ’'kramavartinyd
vyapnoti kramavartinah » (Taittiriyopanisadbhdasyavartika 2,122). But even in the
case of remembrance the diacronicality should be superable in Sankara’s original
perspective: the atemporal sdksin is supposed by the process of reminiscence, as
we can see from Sankara’s criticism against Buddhist Ksanikavdda (cfr. Brahma-
siitrabhdsya 2,2,25 and 2,2,31; Brhadaranyakopanisadbhasya 4,3,7: « vartamandtitayor
bhinnakdlatvat [ tatra vartamanapratyaya ekah $riikhalavayavasthaniyo ’titas caparas
tau pratyayau bhinnakalau tadubhayapratyayavisayasprk cec chyriikhaldpratyayas
tatah ksanadvayavyapitvad ekasya vijfianasya punah ksanavidahdanih [/ ». Otherwise
samastapratyavamarsini buddhi would be but a gratuitous assumption.

28. Cfr. for instance Aitareyopanisadbhdsya 3,6: «tad atyantavisuddhaprajfio-
padhisambandhena sarvajfiam iSvaram sarvasddhdrandvyiakrtajagadbijapravartakam
niyantrtvad antaryamisamjfiam bhavati » etc.
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