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Paramarthika or aparamarthika? On
the ontological status of separation
according to Abhinavagupta

[sabelle Ratié*

Every Sanskritist is familiar with the difficulties induced by the process of
coalescence (sandhi) through which the final syllable of a Sanskrit word is
mingled with the first syllable of the next word. The ambiguities resulting
from this process sometimes have important consequences at a philosophical
level: I would like to show here how the disappearance of a single phoneme
in a sentence due to the rules of sandhi can lead to two very different
interpretations and transform our understanding of a whole philosophical
system.

The text examined below as an illustration of this belongs to the Praty-
abhijfia corpus. The Pratyabhijia doctrine was elaborated by the Kashmiri
philosophers Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta;! its metaphysical background

*I wish to thank Alexis Sanderson, with whose generous help I read the greater part

1Utpaladeva (fl. c¢. 925-975) is the author of the ISvarapratyabhijiakarika-s (hence-
forth TPK) and of two commentaries on them: a short Vrtti and a more detailed Vivrti
(of which only a few fragments are known so far: see TORELLA 1988 and 2007a, b, ¢
and d, and RATIE forthcoming a and b). Abhinavagupta (fl. ¢. 975-1025) has written
two important commentaries on Utpaladeva’s Pratyabhijiia works: the IPV, which com-
ments on the IPK while synthesizing Utpaladeva’s autocommentaries, and the very long
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is that of Saiva non-dualism, but its originality? lies in the fact that its au-
thors do not content themselves with explaining the religious dogmas con-
tained in the Saiva non-dualistic scriptures: they endeavour to transform
these dogmas into a philosophical system by engaging in a constant rational
dialogue with other philosophical schools, be they Buddhist or Brahmani-
cal. In particular, they defend a kind of idealism according to which all the
entities that we apprehend as external to us are in fact nothing but internal
aspects of a single, all-encompassing and omnipotent consciousness.

In an intriguing and somewhat ambiguous passage of the I$varapratya-
bhijiiavimarsini, Abhinavagupta endeavours to expound the Pratyabhijna’s
position regarding the ontological status of the separation (vicchedana) that
we usually assume to exist between consciousness and its objects, but also
between an object and another object — or between a consciousness and

paladeva’s almost entirely lost Vivrti. The text of the IPV quoted here is that of the
Kashmir Series of Texts and Studies edition, but several manuscripts (and the Bhaskari
edition) are also quoted within brackets whenever an emendation is proposed (“p.n.p.”
means “the passage is not preserved in..”).

2Which is emphasized by Utpaladeva himself, who calls the Pratyabhijia a “new
path” (margo navah, IPK IV, 16). Abhinavagupta explains (TPV, vol. 11, p. 271): abhi-
navah — sarvarahasyasastrantargatah sannigudhatvad aprasiddhah. “[This path is] new,
i.c.], it was [already] contained in all esoteric treatises, [but] not well known, because
[so far] it was hidden [in them)” Alexis Sanderson has noticed (during the viva of my
thesis in la Sorbonne, 30/01/2009) that Abhinavagupta thus seems to moderate a bit
Utpaladeva’s bold statement by stipulating that the Pratyabhijiia’s novelty is not a rup-
ture from the Saiva tradition, and he suggested that this might constitute a difference
between the point of view of Utpaladeva and that of his commentator (otherwise very
faithful to Utpaladeva’s autocommentaries: see TORELLA 2002, pp. XLIII-XLIV). How-
ever, this interesting hypothesis does not seem to fit with the IPVV parallel passage:
Utpaladeva himself seems to have developed this idea in the Vivrti ad loc. fragmentar-
ily quoted by Abhinavagupta. See IPVV, vol. III, p. 401: aspastatvad iti ..., “because
it was not obvious..”, and the following commentary by Abhinavagupta, e.g. yad api
rahasyagamesu nirapitam tatha vispastatvena noktam garbhikrtya tu nirapitam ... “This
too, that had [already] been expounded in the esoteric scriptures, [i.e.], which had not
been expressed clearly [there] as [it is in the Pratyabhijiia treatise], but the explanation
of which was contained in an embryonic way [in these esoteric scriptures]...” In any case,
Alexis Sanderson’s important and difficult question (are there any meaningful differences
between the thought of Utpaladeva and that of Abhinavagupta?) remains to be further
explored.

30n this process of conceptualization and the relative novelty that such a dialogue
represented for Saiva non-dualism, see for instance SANDERSON 1988, p. 694, TORELLA
2002, p. XIII and RATIE 2011, pp. 6-11. This dialogue resulted in various borrowings
from other philosophical schools, particularly (but not exclusively) that of Dharmakirti
and his followers, and the concepts thus borrowed from these various non-Saiva sources
were subtly distorted: see e.g. TORELLA 1992, TORELLA 2002 (Introduction), TORELLA
2007a and ¢, RATIE 2010a and 2010b.
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another consciousness. The present article is an attempt at clarifying this
position, which constitutes one of the most original features of Utpaladeva’s
idealism.

The problematic passage begins after Utpaladeva has shown against
his Buddhist opponents that consciousness cannot be a series of momen-
tary cognitions irreducibly distinct from each other. We must acknowledge
consciousness’s unity in order to account for our experience of the world:
without it, our practical existence (vyavahara) would remain a perfect mys-
tery, for memory is the basis of our mundane existence, but in the absence
of a unitary consciousness, nothing could explain the synthetic awareness
through which consciousness can grasp remembered objects.* Utpaladeva
concludes from this that one must assume the existence of a unique con-
sciousness possessing the three powers of knowledge, memory and exclu-
sion (jAanasmyrtyapohanasakti)® mentioned in the Bhagavadgita as the at-
tributes of the supreme deity.® In his commentary on verse I, 3, 7 in the
IPV, Abhinavagupta explains that idealism is the only way to account for
the phenomenon of knowledge (jriana): the relation between the grasped
object and the grasping consciousness (grahyagrahakabhava) can take place
only if perceptual consciousness, far from revealing an independent reality
external to it, is consciousness manifesting itself in the form of the ob-
ject.” In fact, consciousness and the various objects that it perceives are

40n this long demonstration, see TORELLA 2002, pp. 99-103, RATIE 2006, TORELLA
2007b and RATIE 2011, pp. 35-306.

5See IPK, 1, 3, 6-7: evam anyonyabhinnanam aparasparavedinam | jiananam anusam-
dhanajanma nasyej janasthitih || na ced antahkrtanantavisvarupo mahesvarah [ syad ekas
cidvapur jrianasmrtyapohanasaktiman || “Thus, [if one admits the Buddhist opponent’s
thesis], people’s practical experience (janasthiti), which arises from the synthesis (a-
nusamdhana) of cognitions that are different from each other and do not know each
other, should perish — unless [one acknowledges| that there must be a unique Great Lord
internally creating the countless forms of the universe, consisting in consciousness, and
possessing the powers of knowledge, memory and exclusion.” (On the meaning of evam
here, see TPV, vol. I, p. 105: evam iti parabhyupagame sati. “ ‘Thus’ — [i.e.,] if one accepts
the opponent’s thesis.”)

SUtpaladeva himself indicates the origin of this triad of powers (see Vrtti, p. 14), i.e.,
Bhagavadgita XV, 15 (mattah smrtir jianam apohanam ca. “From me arise memory,
knowledge and exclusion”). On the meaning of this borrowing, see RATIE 2006, pp. 79
ff.

"See TPV, vol. 1, p. 107: samuvit tavat prakasata iti tavan na kecid apahnuvate. sa tu
samvid yadi svatmamatravisrantarthasyae sa katham prakasah? sa hy arthadharma eva
tatha syat; tata$ carthaprakasas tavaty eva paryavasita iti galito grahyagrahakabhavah.
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not different entities, but one single entity taking various forms, just as
when dreaming, we are aware of objects that do not exist independently of

ato ’rthaprakasarupam samvidam icchata balad evartho ’pi tadrupantargata evangikarta-
vyah. “At least nobody denies this: obviously, consciousness is manifest (prakasate). But
if this consciousness [were the consciousness] of an object resting on itself only (svatma-
matravisrantartha), how would it be the manifestation (prakasa) [of this object]? For
[if it were] so, this [manifestation] would be nothing but a property (dharma) of the
object; and as a consequence, since the manifestation of the object would be confined
inside the sole [object], the relation between the grasped object and the grasping subject
would be lost. Therefore if [we] want consciousness to consist of the manifestation of
the object, [we] must necessarily admit that even the object is entirely internal to [con-
sciousness]’s nature.” Here too, the sandhi results in an ambiguity that a priori allows
for two possible interpretations. Thus the editors of the KSTS edition of the TPV as well
as K. C. Pandey have understood the beginning of the passage otherwise, and they have
suspended the sandhi in conformity with this understanding (sa tu samvid yadi svatma-
matravisranta arthasya sa katham prakasah); most consulted manuscripts (i.e., D, J, L,
S2 and SOAS) suspend the sandhi in the same way. Similarly, Bhaskarakantha under-
stands svatmamatravisrantarthasya as the coalescence of a compound in the nominative
feminine qualifying samuvit (svatmamatravisranta) with the word artha in the genitive
(see Bhaskart, vol. I, p. 139: svatmamatravisranta - svayamprakasanijasvarupamatrapara
sa samuit. “[But if] consciousness only rested in itself (svatmamatravisranta), [i.e.], if it
were entirely absorbed in its own nature that is a self-manifestation, [how would it be
the manifestation of the object]?”). However here, I do not think that this is what Abhi-
navagupta means. Thus, immediately afterwards, he formulates the consequence of the
hypothesis to which he has just alluded: if it were not the case, manifestation would be
a mere property (dharma) of the object. If the hypothesis consisted in postulating that
consciousness merely rests in itself as Bhaskarakantha understands it (i.e., if it consisted
in supposing that consciousness is only conscious of itself as a self-manifestation), one
could not understand why such a consequence should follow. I therefore assume that
svatmamatravisrantarthasya is a compound and that Abhinavagupta means that if the
consciousness of an object were the consciousness of an object “resting only in itself”
(svatmamatravisranta), i.e. existing independently of consciousness, or without being
grounded (visranta) in consciousness, then consciousness could not be the manifestation
of the object, and this manifestation, which would be nothing but a property belonging
to the object itself, independently of consciousness, would remain inexplicable and ab-
surd, since what is manifest is so for some kind of consciousness. This argument (which
implicitly targets the Bhatta Mimamsakas) can be found in a much more developed
version in chapter I, 5 of the IPK, which is entirely devoted to the explanation and justi-
fication of the Pratyabhijfia’s idealism, and in the Tantraloka (henceforth TA) 10, 21-22:
see RATIE 2011, pp. 316-326. Cf. the parallel passage in the Vivrti fragment ad I, 3, 7
in TORELLA 2007a, p. 477: prakasarupam hi cittattvam kartrtamoeyam adisiddham eva
tadatiriktatvam ca nilasukhader jadabhimatasya bhavajatasya svayam aprakasarupatvam
syad atadrupatve ca prakasamanatanupapattih. “For the reality of consciousness (citta-
ttva), which consists of manifestation (prakasa) [and] is constituted by agency, is always
already established (adisiddha), and [stating] that all objects such as blue, pleasure, etc.,
which are considered to be insentient, are distinct (atirikta) from this [consciousness]
would [amount to saying] that by themselves, they do not consist of manifestation; and
if they do not consist of [manifestation], it is impossible that [they] might be manifest.”
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our consciousness and are mere aspects that consciousness takes on.® This
all-encompassing and infinitely plastic consciousness is precisely what the
Saiva non-dualistic scriptures designate as Siva, the omnipotent and omni-
scient “Lord” (#$vara); and the experience of memory (smrti) shows that it
remains one and the same throughout time.® Abhinavagupta then remarks
that as a consequence, the separation (vicchedana) between consciousness
and its objects, between one consciousness and another consciousness, or
between one object and another object, is in fact a mere appearance (ava-
bhasamatra), since all objects and all consciousnesses are ultimately nothing
but one single universal consciousness taking on these countless objective
and subjective forms without losing its fundamental unity and identity:

idam api pravahapatitam urikaryam - yat kila  *yad
[conj. SANDERSON: tad KSTS, Bhaskarz, J, D, L, S1, S2,
SOAS; p.n.p. P] abhasyate tat samvido vicchidyate, samuvic ca
tatah, samvic ca samvidantarat, samvedyam ca samvedyantarat.
na ca vicchedanam vastutah sambhavatiti vicchedanasyavabha-

samatram ucyate.'”

This too must be admitted as a consequence, namely: that which
is manifested is separated from consciousness, and consciousness
[is separated] from it; and one consciousness, from another con-
sciousness; and one object of consciousness, from another object
of consciousness. And since in reality (vastutas), separation is
not possible, [we] call it a mere appearance (avabhasamatra) of
separation.

Before explaining that the capacity to produce this appearance of sep-
aration is mentioned in Utpaladeva’s verse as the “power of exclusion” (a-
pohanasakti),'! Abhinavagupta adds a somewhat mysterious sentence:

80n this analogy between perception and dreams (and on its limits in the Pratya-
bhijiia system), see RATIE 2010a.

9See IPV, vol. I, p. 107: sa carthaprakaso yady anyas canyas ca, tan na smaranam
upapannam ity ata eka evasav iti. ekatvat sarvo vedyarasis tena krodikrta ity etad apy an-
icchatangikaryam. “And if this manifestation of objects constantly becomes other [as the
Buddhist opponent contends], memory cannot be explained; therefore [we must admit]
that this [consciousness] is one. Because of this unity, all objects of knowledge without
exception are encompassed by this [consciousness]; this too must be acknowledged [by
the Buddhist], however reluctantly.”

TPV, vol. I, pp. 109-110.

UTPV, vol. I, p. 110: esa eva paritas chedanat pariccheda ucyate, tadavabhasana-
samarthyam apohanasaktih. anena Saktitrayena visve vyavaharah. “It is precisely this
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na ca tad tyataparamarthikam, nirmiyamanasya sarvasyayam
eva paramartho yatah.*?

The second part of the sentence is not particularly problematic; liter-
ally, it means something like “because this is precisely the ultimate reality
(paramartha) of whatever is created.” The first part is more difficult to un-
derstand, though. Faced with this difficulty, the translator of the IPV, K.
C. Pandey, simply chooses not to translate it — but he omits to warn his
readers that he is skipping a sentence.'® Why is the great pandit thus em-
barrassed by these few words? He usually relies on Bhaskarakantha’s late
commentary, and the seventeenth-century'* writer does not seem to find the
sentence particularly problematic. For him, it means something like this:

And (ca) because of this much (iyata), this [separation] (tad)
is not real (na... paramarthikam); it is precisely the ultimate
reality (paramartha) of whatever is created.

Bhaskarakantha is thus interpreting the passage as meaning that the
separation between subjects and objects is not real (na...paramarthikam)
for the reason just stated by Abhinavagupta, i.e., because it is only an ap-
pearance; and Bhaskarakantha explains that of course, appearances cannot
be real — otherwise, when someone sees two moons instead of one because
of some eye disease, the two moons should be considered as real, which is
absurd.'® As for the rest of the sentence, he understands it not as the justifi-

[appearance of separation] that is called ‘cutting off’ (pariccheda) because it ‘cuts’ (-che-
da = chedana) ‘on all sides’ (pari- = paritas); the capacity to manifest this [separation]
is the power of exclusion (apohanasakti). All mundane transactions (vyavahara) occur
thanks to this triad of powers [mentioned in verse I, 3, 7]

12TPV, Ibid.

13See Bhaskart, vol. 111, p. 38: “And then, as a matter of course this also has to be
admitted that whatever is made manifest, is separate from Samvid, so is one Samvid from
another, and so also is one object of knowledge from another; and that this (separation)
however is not really possible. Hence it is called mere appearance, because all that is
created is mere appearance (Abhasa).”

11G6e SANDERSON 2007, p. 422 (against K. C. Pandey’s so far prevalent opinion that
Bhaskarakantha lived at the end of the eighteenth century: see PANDEY 1936, pp. 264-
265).

158ee Bhaskari, vol. I, p. 142-143: paramarthikam - satyabhutam, anyatha candradvi-
tvasyapi paramarthikatapatter iti bhavah. “[And this separation is not] real (paramarthi-
ka = satyabhita). One should supply: because otherwise, as a consequence, the moon’s
[perceived property of] being double too would be real”
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cation of the first words,'® but as the specification that all objects, including
objects of action (and not only objects of knowledge that are perceived or
remembered) — are nothing but an appearance.’

At first sight, this interpretation seems satisfactory: it apparently fits
rather neatly with the non-dualism of the Pratyabhijia, since the passage is
then taken to mean that the separation dividing things and consciousnesses
into a multiplicity of ontologically distinct entities is a mere appearance
devoid of reality, the only ultimate reality (paramartha) being the abso-
lute non-duality (advaita) of the universal consciousness hiding beyond this
illusory differentiation.

There is, however, another way of understanding the sentence, and this
ambiguity is probably the cause of K. C. Pandey’s embarrassed silence
here; for according to the rules of sandhi, one could take iyataparamarthi-
kam (in the sentence na ca tad iyataparamarthikam) to be the result of
a coalescence between the words iyata and aparamarthikam. According to
this second reading, Abhinavagupta would be saying that the appearance of
separation is not unreal (na... aparamarthikam) — in other words, he would
mean quite the contrary of what Bhaskarakantha assumes him to mean.
Thus understood, the sentence could be translated as:

And (ca) for all that (iyata), this [separation] is not unreal (apa-
ramarthika); since it is precisely the ultimate reality of whatever
is created.

Several scribes copying manuscripts of the IPV have understood the pas-
sage in this way, and they have suspended the sandhi accordingly so as to
make it clear:'® so have the editors of the Kashmir Series of Texts and Stud-
ies. But why should we choose this reading rather than Bhaskarakantha’s?

16 Contrary to the KSTS editors, Bhaskarakantha considers that yatah belongs to the
next sentence (translated above, fu. 11). See Bhaskars, vol. 1, p. 143: yata iti. yatah
panditair esa eva viccheda eva paricchedanat — samanantaroktasya chedasya karanat pa-
riccheda ucyate ... “‘because’ (yatah) — [that is to say,] because ‘it is precisely this’ [i.e.,]
it is precisely this separation that is called ‘cutting off” by the learned, due to the activity
of cutting that has just been mentioned....”

17See Bhaskari, vol. I, p. 143: nanv avabhasyamanasya smaryamanasya cayam nyayo
bhavatu nirmiyamanasye tu ka varta? ity aha nirmiyamanasyeti. ayam evavabhasa eva
sarvatra jieye karye vavabhasanamatram eva paramarthab; tatha ca nadvaitahanir it
bhavah. “But this rule may apply for that which is manifested [in a perception] and that
which is remembered; but what about that which is created (nirmiyamana)? To this
[Abhinavagupta)] replies [with the following sentence beginning with] nirmiyamanasya.
‘This precisely’ — [i.e.,] this very appearance - is the ‘ultimate reality’ — [i.e.,) it is nothing
but an appearance (avabhasanamatra) — in all objects of cognition or action; and thus
non-duality (advaita) is not abandoned.”

18Gee D, J, L and S2, which bear the reading iyata aparamarthikam.
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After all, from a narrow philological point of view, both interpretations are
possible due to the sandhi’s ambiguity.

In this case the context is decisive. First of all, the word iyata (literally,
“because of this much”, that is to say, “for all that”) usually indicates a
restriction, and Abhinavagupta has just stated that this separation is an
appearance: given the presence of this word, the passage is very likely to
mean that although this separation is an appearance, yet it is not unreal.
Secondly, Bhaskarakantha’s interpretation of the rest of the sentence (ac-
cording to which appearance is the ultimate reality of all objects, including
objects of action, and not only perceived or remembered objects) sounds
rather forced, whereas one could interpret it more naturally as an allusion
to an important point of divergence between the Pratyabhijna and some
followers of the Advaita Vedanta —'° a point of divergence that, in Abhi-
navagupta’s eyes, constitutes the justification (hence the yatah. “since”) of
the statement that separation, although a mere appearance, is not unreal.

Thus the Pratyabhijia philosophers accuse these Vedantins of misun-
derstanding the nature of reality when assuming that all differences must
be illusory on account of the principle that only that which is one and
unchanging is real (paramarthika). On the contrary, Utpaladeva and Abhi-
navagupta insist that although reality is a unitary consciousness, it is not
a static absence of differences, but a dynamic unity capable of encompass-
ing all differences without losing its fundamental oneness. Even though the
Pratyabhijna philosophers defend a full-fledged non-dualism, they consider
that differences are not illusory, because they see reality as constituted by
this unique consciousness that is first and foremost a power to manifest (lit-
erally, a “light”, prakasa) and because according to them, the differentiated
universe is nothing but consciousness manifesting itself in a differentiated
form. This means that whatever is manifest — including all the phenomenal
differences — partakes in the ultimate reality (paramartha), the essence of
which is manifestation: Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta refuse to acknowl-
edge the dichotomy drawn by some Advaitins between the absolute reality
of the unique atman-brahman and the mysterious illusion constituted by
the differentiated world of maya.?® One can therefore interpret the ambigu-

190n this divergence (and the fact that these Vedantins defend a doctrine very close
to that of Mandanamiéra), sce RATIE 2010b, pp. 369 ff. (which examines in particular
Abhinavagupta’s commentaries on IPK II, 4, 20).

201y the Pratyabhijiia, the term maya does not designate, as in Mandanamidra’s A-
dvaita Vedanta for instance, some kind of inexplicable illusion to which the brahman
would remain profoundly alien: it is real and explicable (see RATIE 2010b, fn. 68 and 98,
p. 378) because it is nothing but the power (Sakti) or freedom (svatantrya) of conscious-
ness to manifest itself as if it were fragmented (see below, fn. 27: mayasakti “consists
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ous sentence in the commentary on IPK 1, 3, 7 as meaning that separation
s not unreal, because although it is an appearance, appearance or mani-
festation (avabhasa) is precisely the ultimate reality (paramartha), i.e., the
manifesting consciousness (prakasa) that pervades everything and is the
essence of “whatever is created” (nirmiyamanasya sarvasya), or, in other
words, of whatever is made manifest by consciousness through its power of
exclusion.?!

Admittedly, Abhinavagupta sometimes states that the whole differenti-
ated universe — the sphere of maya, understood as the domain of differen-
tiated appearance — is in fact an illusion, or more precisely, an erroneous
perception (bhranti); and he adds that taking a piece of nacre for a piece
of silver, which we ordinarily consider as a kind of illusion (as opposed to
the realization of the reality constituted by the piece of nacre) is actually
comparable to a dream within a dream, in which illusion is not opposed

to reality but to a more complex and inclusive illusion.?? These passages

in the freedom of manifesting separation”, vicchedanavabhasanasvatantryarupa), and the
Pratyabhijia philosophers present this freedom as the very heart of reality. As a con-
sequence, the manifestations produced by mayasakti also partake in reality. See e.g.
Abhinavagupta’s parallel commentary on IPK I, 3, 7 in IPVV, vol. I, p. 296, which
makes clear that the only reality — which is prakasa, the manifesting consciousness —
pervades the sphere of maya as well: ayam tatparyarthah: iha prakasamatrasvabhavatve-
na pramatrprameyanam visvesam eva tavat tadatmyad ekarupavesa eva vastaveh. sa ca
mayapade ‘py anivrtta evaprakasanaprasangat. “This is the general meaning [of Utpala-
deva’s Vivrti here: in this [world], for sure, only the immersion in the unitary nature [of
consciousness]| is real (vastava), because of the identity (tadatmya) of all knowing subjects
and all objects of knowledge without exception, since their nature consists of nothing
but the manifesting consciousness (prakasa). And this [pervasion] remains intact even in
the realm of maya, because [otherwise] there would follow the absence of manifestation
(prakasana) [of whatever would not be immersed in the nature of the single manifesting
consciousness|.”

21The passive present participle nirmiyamana qualifies what is being made or cre-
ated, but the verb nirma- also implies some kind of measuring activity or delimitation:
consciousness creates the phenomenal universe precisely through its power of exclusion
that separates objects and conscious individuals.

223ee Abhinavagupta’s commentary on IPK II, 3, 13, where an objector interrupts
his explanation of error as an incomplete manifestation (apurnakhyati) in the following
way (IPV, vol. 11, p. 114): nanu satyarupyajianam apy apurnakhyatih. tatas tarhi kim?
idam atah sarvam bhrantir ity agacchet. distya drstir unmimalisaty ayusmatah. mayapa-
dam hi sarvam bhrantih; tatrapi tu svapne svapna wa gande sphota ivapareyam bhrantir
ucyate, anuvrttyucitasyapi vimarsasyasthairyat. “[- An objector:] But the cognition of
real silver as well, [and not only the cognition in which we mistake nacre for silver,]
is an ‘incomplete manifestation’! [~ Abhinavagupta:] So what follows from this? [~ The
objector:] This must follow from it: everything is an illusion (bhranti)! [- Abhinavagupta:]
O wonder of wonders! Your eyes, o Venerable, deign to open! For the totality of the sphere
of maya is an illusion; and within this very [illusion], [we usually] call ‘illusion’ the inferior
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seem to constitute evidence in favour of Bhaskarakantha’s interpretation:
the separation dividing reality into a multiplicity of distinct entities is not
real, since ultimately, everything remains a mere aspect of a single unitary
consciousness.

ance of differentiation that constitutes the phenomenal universe cannot be
reduced to a mere illusion. For illusion is characterized by a contradiction
(virodha, badha) occurring at some point between a former cognition (for
instance: “this is silver”) and a present cognition (for instance: “this is
nacre”) that reveals a posteriori the invalidity of the first cognition.?® But
in the case of identity and difference, no such contradiction occurs, since
to be aware of the phenomenal world is to be aware of both identity and
difference:

ihanuvrttam vyavrttam ca cakasad *vastv ekatarena [conj.: vastu
katarena KSTS, J, L, S1, S2, SOAS; p.n.p. P, D] vapusa na sa-

(apara) [type of illusion occurring when one mistakes nacre for silver for instance,] just
as a dream within a dream, just as a boil on a tumor — because there is no permanence
of the grasp (vimarsa) [through which we realize for instance that ‘this is silver’, since
it is contradicted by the subsequent cognition ‘this is nacre’], whereas it should have a
continuity [if it were a valid cognition].” Cf. IPVV, vol. III, p. 153: purnaprathabhavad
apurnakhyatirupeyam akhyatir eva bhrantih. yady api sarvaiva samsarakathottha bhra-
ntis tathapi svapne svapno gande sphota iti nyayena mayapade ’'pi bhrantivyavaharo
yam tavaty api samucitopayogipurnaprakhyavirahat. “Illusion (bhranti) is nothing but
an akhydti, that is to say, a manifestation (khyati) that is not complete (akhyati = a-
purnakhyati), because of the lack of a complete manifestation. Even though illusion in
its entirety arises from this tall story (katha) that is the cycle of rebirths (samsara),
nonetheless, following the model of a dream within a dream, [or] of a boil on a tumor,
[we] ordinarily talk about ‘illusion’ even inside the sphere of maya, because even in this
[latter case], the complete and efficient manifestation that should occur is lacking.” On
the definitions of bhranti in the Pratyabhijiia tradition, see RASTOGI 1986 and NEMEC
2012.

23Gee e.g. IPV, vol. I1, pp. 77-78, where Abhinavagupta sums up Utpaladeva’s position
regarding the definition of the valid means of knowledge (pramana) while emphasizing
that any cognition which remains uncontradicted (abadhita) is to be considered as valid:
ata eva vibhagavisesalaksanapariksadibhir iha nayasito lokah. yad yad abadhitasthairyam
ata evapratihatanuvrttikam vimarsaphalam vidhatte, tat tad bodharupam bodhyanistham
pramatrsvarupavisrantam pramanam iti. “For this very reason, in this [treatise, we] have
not exhausted people with [uscless digressions] such as the examination of the charac-
teristics [of the various means of knowledge] according to their particular distinctions:
whatever has a lasting state (sthairya) that is not contradicted (abadhita), [and that] for
this very reason, has as its result a grasp (vimarsa) the continuity (anuurtts) of which
is not impeded, is a means of knowledge (pramana) consisting in a cognition (bodha),
regarding an object of cognition (bodhya) [and] resting in the nature of the knowing sub-
ject (pramatr).” On the relation between this position and that of Kumarila’s “intrinsic
validity” (svatah pramanya), sece RATIE 2011, p. 654.
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tyam ucyatam ubhayatrapi badhakabhavat; satyato hi yadi ba-
dhaka evaikatarasya syat tat tadudaye sa eva bhagah punarun-
majjanasahisputarahito vidyudvilayam viliyeta, na caivam. ata
eva bhedabhedayor virodham duhsamartham abhimanyamanair
ekair avidyatvenanirvacyatvam, aparai$ cabhasalagnataya sam-
vrtatvam abhidadhadbhir atma paras ca varncitah. samvedana-
visrantam tu dvayam api bhati samvedanasya svatantryat. *sa-
rvasya hi [Bhaskari, J: sarvasya KSTS, L, S1, S2, SOAS; p.n.p.
P, D] tirasco 'py etat svasamvedanasiddham yat samvidantarvi-
$rantam ekatam apadyamanam jalajvalanam apy aviruddham.**

In this [world], one cannot say about an entity that is mani-
fest both while conforming (anuvrtta) [to similar entities] and
while being excluded (vyavrtta) [from entities that are different
from it] that it is real (satya) in one of these forms only; because
nothing contradicts any of these two [forms]. For if [one of them)]
really contradicted the other, then, when the one [supposedly
contradicting the other] arises, this precise aspect [supposedly
contradicted,] being deprived of the capacity to appear again,
should vanish as a flash of lightning vanishes — but it is not the
case. For this very reason, some, who consider that the contra-
diction between difference and identity is impossible to justify
— [i.e.,] that it is inexplicable (anirvacya) since it consists of
nescience (avidya) —, and others, who talk about [its| ‘relative
truth’ (samurtatva) because it entirely rests on appearances (a-
bhasa), have fooled themselves as well as the others. Rather,
both of them, [identity and difference], are manifest [insofar as]
they rest on consciousness, by virtue of consciousness’s freedom
(svatantrya). For even water and fire, since they receive unity
[insofar as] they rest inside consciousness, are not contradictory:
this is established by [mere] self-consciousness for all — even for
an animal.

Any empirical object is pervaded both by difference and identity: it is
distinct from whatever it is not, and we apprehend it as being thus excluded
(vyavrtta);?® but we also grasp it as an object insofar as it is identical with
other entities (for instance, this pot perceived here and now is grasped both

241PV, vol. 11, pp. 117-118.

250n this process of exclusion (apoha, apohana) that is described, according to Dha-
rmakirti’s epistemology, as the basis of any conceptualization, see in particular chapter
I, 6 of the IPK.
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as being different from anything that is not a “pot” and as being similar
to any other object that may be called “pot”). And any conscious entity
experiences in the most immediate and indubitable way that in this regard,
identity and difference are not contradictory, because we are simultaneously
aware of them. This point is crucial, because it entails that in the Praty-
abhijiia system, identity does not cancel difference (contrary to what the
Vedantins contend, since they consider that only identity is real),? nor does
difference cancel identity (so that the Vijnanavadins, who think that only
difference is real, are equally wrong): neither of them is more real than the
other. As a consequence, according to Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta, the
awareness of the differences separating consciousnesses and objects is not
a pure and simple illusion that the consciousness of non-duality may abol-
ish. Contrary to illusion and reality, difference and identity are not incom-
patible; rather, as Abhinavagupta often points out, they appear together,
because identity is the background (bhitti) on which all manifestations —
including that of difference — can occur.?”

This notion of background keeps recurring in Pratyabhijia texts: Abhi-

26Gee TPV, vol. T1, p. 180, quoted and translated in RATIE 2010b, fn. 69, pp. 367-368.

27Thus in IPK I, 8, 7, Utpaladeva states that while phenomena can exist as external
(i.e., they sometimes appear as if they were distinct from consciousness), they always
exist in an internal way (i.c., in a relation of identity with consciousness): cinmaya-
tve 'vabhasanam antar eva sthitih sada | mayaya bhasamananam bahyatvad bahir apy
asau [/ “Phenomena always have a purely internal existence insofar as they consist of
consciousness; this [existence] is also external because of the externality of [entities] man-
ifested by maya” Abhinavagupta comments while emphasizing once again that identity
with consciousness (i.e., being internal to consciousness) and difference from conscious-
ness (i.e., being external to it) are not contradictory, and he explains that the former
is the background on which the latter can become manifest. See TPV, vol. I, pp. 331-
332: ihavabhasanam sadaiva bahyatabhasatadabhavayor apy antar eva pramatrprakasa
cva sthitih, yata ete cinmayah; anyatha naiva prakaserann ity uktam yatah. yada tu
mayasaktya vicchedanavabhasanasvatantryaripaya bahyatvam esam abhasyate, tada tad
avalambyavabhasamananam asau sthitir bahir apy antar api. nayam antarabhaso bahya-
tvasya virodhi pratyuta sarvabhasabhittibhito sau, tat katham virodha iti yuktam uktam:
sadaivantaranam satteti. “In this [world], it is ‘always’ the case — [i.e.,] whether there is a
manifestation of externality or not — that phenomena have a ‘purely internal’ existence
- [i.e., an existence| in the sole manifesting consciousness of the subject —, since these
[phenomena] consist of consciousness; for [we] have [already] said that if it were not the
case, they could not be manifest at all. However, when their externality is manifested by
the power of maya (mayasakti) that consists in the freedom (svatantrya) of manifesting
separation (vicchedana), then, with respect to this [externality manifested by the power
of maya), the existence of the manifested [entities] is both external and internal. This
internal manifestation is not contradictory (virodhz) with externality; on the contrary,
it is the background (bhitti) of all phenomena. So how could there be any contradiction
(virodha)? [We] have therefore rightly said that [things] absolutely always exist as being
internal.”
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navagupta thus compares consciousness to a mirror capable of manifesting
a multiplicity of forms without losing its fundamental unity,?® and he in-
sists that just as reflections in a mirror, objects can be manifest only on
the background (bhitti) of consciousness.?® But Utpaladeva and Abhinava-
gupta also have recourse to the analogy of a painting and its background to
describe the relation between difference and identity. This is partly due to
the polysemy of the term citra: as an adjective, it means “colourful”, “var-
iegated” or “varied”, and the substantivized adjective (as well as derived
substantives such as vaicitrya) means “variety” in general, but the term also
designates a painting or a fresco, for a painting is a whole made of various
colours. Utpaladeva plays on these meanings by stating that consciousness
is “comparable to the surface of the even background (bhitti) of the painting
(citra) that is the variety (vaicitrya) of the universe” *® and Abhinavagupta
explains the analogy in the following way:

visvavaicitryam hi tatra paramesvare prakasaikatmani sati bha-
ti yatha citram bhittau. yadi hi nilapitadikam prthag eva pa-
ramrsyate tada svatmavisrantesu tesu *tathaivanyonyavisaye
[Bhaskart, J, S1, SOAS: tatha vanyonyavisaye KSTS: yatha va-
nyonyavisaye L, S2; pn.p. P, D] jadandhabadhirakalpani jna-
nani svavisayamatranisthitani, vikalpa$ ca tadanusarena bhava-
ntas tathaiveti citram idam iti kathamkaram pratipattih? ekatra
tu nimnonnatadirahite bhittitale rekhavibhaktanimnonnatadivi-
bhagajusi gambhiranabhir unnatastaniyam iti citravabhaso yu-
ktah, tadvad ekaprakasabhittilagnatvena vaicitryatmakabhedopa-
pattih.”’

28Gee e.g. IPV, vol. II, pp. 177-178 (quoted and translated in RATIE 2007, pp. 353-
354, fn. 82) and TA 3, the greater part of which is devoted to examining the notion of
reflection (pratibimba). Cf. LAWRENCE 2005 and RATIE 2011, pp. 280-289.

29Gee TPVV, vol. I1, p. 71: prakasamanata tu mameti caitrasyeti ca bhittibhiatam pra-
mataram avalambya niyamena vyavahriyate. yad idam tallagnatvena niyatam vyavaha-
ranam, tattadatmyam anayati ghatapratibimbasyeva darpanalagnatvena. “But [we] talk
about and deal with (vyavahriyate) the fact that [something] is manifest (prakasama-
na) insofar as [this thing] rests on the knowing subject that is [its] background (bhitti),
while being restricted [to this particular subject,] in the form ‘[this object is manifest] to
me’, or [‘this object is manifest] to Caitra’ That [our] talking and acting (vyavaharana)
[with respect to a given phenomenon] is restricted [to a particular subject to which it is
manifest] insofar as [this phenomenon] rests on this [subject] implies the identity (tad-
atmya) [of the phenomenon] with the [subject], just as [our way of talking and acting]
as regards the reflection (pratibimba) of a pot[, which is considered] as resting on the
mirror, [implies the identity of the reflection with the mirror].”

30TPK 11, 3, 15ab: visvavaicitryacitrasya samabhitiitalopame |

TPV, vol. 11, pp. 122-123.
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For the variety (vaicitrya) of the universe is manifest only if
there is a Supreme Lord who consists of nothing but a manifest-
ing consciousness (prakasa), just as a painting (citra) [is man-
ifest only if there is] a background (bhitti). For if one grasped
[various objects] such as blue or yellow only separately (prthak)
[from each other], then, since these [various objects] would rest
[only] in themselves, in the same way, [perceptual] cognitions,
being confined to their own respective object, would be as it
were insentient, blind and deaf with respect to their mutual ob-
jects; and conceptual cognitions, which exist while conforming
to the [perceptions that precede them,] would be exactly in the
same case; so how could the understanding “this is a painting”
(citram idam) [ever occur]? On the contrary, the manifestation
of a painting in the form “this [woman] has a deep navel and
prominent breasts” is possible on the unitary surface of a back-
ground that is [itself] devoid of [the properties] “deep”, “promi-
nent”, etc., [and yet] bears differentiated aspects (vibhaga) such
as “deep”, “prominent”, etc. that are differentiated thanks to
the lines [drawn on the background]. In the same way, the dif-
ference (bheda) which is [the universe’s|] variety is possible [only]
insofar as this [variety] rests on the background that is the uni-
tary manifesting consciousness (ekaprakasa).

Apprehending a variety implies the synthetic grasp of diverse elements:
as long as the various colours of a painting are apprehended separately from
each other, they are only “yellow”, “blue” or “red”, and their respective dif-
ferences, which constitute the painting, cannot be manifest. The awareness
of the painting only arises when the various colours are grasped together,
and they can be thus grasped only if a background unites them without dis-
solving their differences.®? Besides, a painting is capable of suggesting the
very depth that it lacks: someone observing a painting apprehends proper-
ties such as “deep” or “prominent” that do not really affect the painting’s
background, since they are only suggested by lines drawn on a surface that
remains even (sama). The background remains depthless, and yet depth is

32¢Cf. TPVV, vol. 111, p. 161: visvalaksanam hi vaicitryam tatra pramatari citram i-
va samabhittitale visrantam sat prakasate bhittiprakasam antarena sinduraharitaladipra-
kasacitraprakasasambhavat. “For the variety (vaicitrya) constituted by the universe is
manifest while resting on the knowing subject, just as a painting (citra) on the surface
of an even background (bhitti); for without the manifestation of the background, the
manifestation of the painting — which is the manifestation of vermilion, orpiment, etc. —
would be impossible.”
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nothing but the background, because the background is what manifests it-
self as deep. In the same way, the unitary consciousness remains unaffected
by the differences of the phenomenal universe, just as the background of
a painting is not really divided by the lines drawn on it; and yet, these
differences exist insofar as they are the unitary consciousness manifesting
itself as differentiated.

So whether one contemplates a painting or the world, illusion does not
consist in seeing differences where in fact there should only be identity —
for paintings, just as the world, do manifest a variety, and the painting’s
unity does not contradict its variety, just as consciousness’s unity does not
contradict the variety of the perceived universe.*® Rather, illusion consists
in perceiving differences as if they were absolute. without apprehending
their fundamental relation to identity — without realizing that they can
only spread on the background of identity:

ekarasakaro ‘nupapadyamano ’pi yayatidurghatakarinya bheda
upapadyate, seccha mayasaktisrsteti. yatha hi bhittir eva vartu-
latvena nirbhasamana stano nama tanurekhavasat, tatha praka-
$a eva prthubudhnaditaya prakasamano ghatah. sa tv anadhikapi
prakasato mayasoktivasad adhikevavabhati**

Although the difference (bheda) that appears as absolute (eka-
rasakara)®® is not [in fact] possible, it is made possible thanks to
[the universal consciousness’s| will that accomplishes the most
difficult [deeds] (atidurghatakarin); [this is why Utpaladeva says
that this difference] “is created by the power of maya” For
just as it is the background (bhitti), insofar as it is manifest
as a sphere, that is called a breast [in a painting representing
a woman), because of a fine line [and not because of some real
volume,] in the same way, it is the manifesting consciousness

330K, e.g. Maliniglokavarttika (henceforth MSV) 1, 76: ekah prakasah svatantryac ci-
trarupah prakasate | vastuta$ ca ma citro ’sau, nacitro bhedadusanat /| “It is a unique
manifesting consciousness (prakasa) which is manifest as having various forms by virtue
of its freedom (svatantrya); and in reality, it is not varied (citra), [but it is not] devoid of
variety (acitra) cither; for [such an absence of variety] is contradicted by the difference
[of which we are aware].” Cf. also MSV 1, 108: ucyate nadvaye ‘musmin dvaitamn nasty
eva sarvatha | uktam hi bhedavandhye ’pi vibhau bhedavabhasanam [| “[We] answer that
in this non-duality [described by us], duality is certainly not completely non-existent; for
[we] have said that in the Omnipresent Lord, although He is devoid of differences, there
is a manifestation of differences.”

34IPVV, vol. 111, p. 163.

35 iterally, it “has the aspect of a unique flavour.”
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(prakasa), insofar as it is manifest as [the property consisting
in] having a large base and other [particularities of the pot],
that is the pot. But although this [property consisting in having
a large base, etc.], is not something over and above (anadhi-
ka) the manifesting consciousness, it is manifest as if it were
something over and above [it], because of the power of maya.

Illusion does not consist in seeing variety where there is only unity, but
in the fact that we do not apprehend this variety as a manifestation of
unity, just as, when seeing objects represented in a painting, we do not
realize that these objects are part of the painting and appear only thanks
to its unitary background. In the same way, in front of a mirror, we some-
times mistake reflections for the objects that the mirror reflects, because
we are not aware of the background on which these objects are reflected.
Dreams are an illusion of the same kind, since a dreamer believes that he
is dealing with objects external to his consciousness without realizing that
these objects are only manifest on the background of his consciousness and
exist only as manifestations of this background. Only from this point of
view can worldly existence be considered as an illusion and compared to a
dream: not because the various objects and subjects constituting the world
would be devoid of reality, but because whether in dreams or in the waking
state, we are not usually aware that these objects and subjects are mere
manifestations of consciousness.?® The transmigrating subject is therefore
deluded not because he would be aware of illusory differences, but because
his awareness of these differences (which are real) is incomplete — i.e., he
grasps them without being fully aware of the background of non-duality
that enables this manifestation.®”

86Thus, in IPV, vol. II, p. 141, Abhinavagupta writes the following about mundane
action: yatha darpanantah kumbhakaranivartyamanaghatadipratibimbe darpanasyaiva ta-
thavabhasanamahima, tatha svapnadarsane samvidah, tathapi tanmaehimnaivaitenedam
bahih sphutariupam kriyata ity abhimana ullasati. evam samvinmahimna kumbhakrti da-
ndacakradau ghate ‘vasthite tanmahimnaivabhimano jayate yatha mayedam krtam, a-
nenedam krtam, mama hrdaye sphuritam, asya hrdaye sphuritam iti. “Just as, when
the reflection of a pot being made by a potter for instance [appears] inside a mirror, the
glory of such a manifestation belongs to the mirror itself, in the same way, [when this pot
being made by a potter] is seen in a dream, [the glory of such a manifestation] belongs to
consciousness. And yet, precisely because of this glory of [consciousness,] this [erroneous]
opinion arises: ‘this vividly [perceived] form outside [of me] is made by this [potter].
Thus, whereas the potter, [his] stick, [his] wheel, etc., and the pot are (all] made to exist
by the glory of consciousness, due to this very glory of [consciousness| there arises such
an [erroneous] opinion as ‘I have done this’, ‘he has done this’, ‘this [first] arose in my
heart [in the form of a creative desire]’, ‘this [first] arose in his heart [in the form of a
creative desire’, etc.]”

37Which is the reason why the Pratyabhijiia philosophers define illusion (bhranti) as
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Thus, when describing the process of exclusion (vyapohana) involved
in any conceptual elaboration,*® Abhinavagupta explains that all objects
exist within consciousness “as a city in a mirror” (darpananagaranyayena):
phenomenal variety is entirely contained in consciousness, and consciousness
manifests its countless differences by taking an infinite number of forms
without ceasing to be a single unitary consciousness, just as a single mirror
manifests all the details of a complex urban landscape without loosing its
unity.?® However, usually, we do not apprehend phenomenal variety as a
way for consciousness of manifesting itself, but rather as a series of entities
external to and independent of our consciousness; and we thus apprehend
objects and subjects as separated from each other precisely because of the
power of exclusion. This power produces the appearance of a shattered
universe by excluding each different entity from it whatever it is not, thus
radically separating it not only from other objects and subjects, but also
from the very background that manifests it.%® This activity of exclusion,

an incomplete manifestation (apurnakhyati). See e.g. IPV, vol. II, p. 113: apurnakhyati-
rupakhyatir eva bhrantitattvam. “The essence of illusion is nothing but an ekhyati, that
is, [not an ‘absence of manifestation’, a-khyati, but] a manifestation (-khyati) that is not
complete (a- = apurna-).” Cf. Bhaskari, vol. II, p. 123: isadarthe ‘tra nan na tv abhave.
“In the [compound akhyati), the [prefix of] negation has the meaning of ‘partial’ (isat)
and not that of an absence (abhava).”

38This description is an explanation of IPK 1, 6, 3: tadatatpratibhabhaja matraivatadvy-
apohanat | tanniscayanam ukto hi vikalpo ghata ity ayam /| “For what is called conceptual
elaboration (vikalpa) is the determination (nigcayana) of ‘this’ — [for instance,] ‘the pot’
— thanks to the exclusion (vyapohana) of ‘[what is] not this’ by the knowing subject
himself, to whom the manifestations of ‘this’ and ‘non-this’ belong.”

39See e.g. IPV, vol. 1, pp. 243-244: iha pramata nama pramanad atiriktah pramasu sva-
tantrah samyojanaviyojanady*adhanavasat [Bhaskari, J, L, S1, 82: -adharavasat KSTS,
SOAS; p.n.p. P, D] karta daréitah; tasya ca pramatur antahsarvarthavabhasah, cinmatra-
Sariro ’pi tatsamanadhikaranyavrttir api darpananagaranyayenastity apy uktam. evam ca
tatpratibham ghatabhasam, atatpratibham caghatabhasam pramata bhajate - sevate ta-
vat, tad avikalpadasayam citsvabhavo ’sau ghata$ cidvad eva visvasarirah purpah. “In
this [treatise, we] have shown that what is called ‘knowing subject’, which is something
over and above the means of knowledge and which is free with respect to knowledges
because it brings about [their] association, [their] dissociation, etc., is the agent (ka-
rtr); and [we] have also shown that this knowing subject possesses the manifestation
of all objects internally, and that [this manifestation] in turn, which is nothing but
consciousness — [i.c.,] which exists while having one and the same substrate with this
[subject] —, exists in the same way as a city in a mirror (darpananagaranyayena). And
thus, for sure, the ‘manifestation of this’ — [i.e.,] the phenomenon of a pot [for instance] -
and the ‘manifestation of non-this’ — [i.e.,] the manifestation of a non-pot — belong to the
subject; as a consequence, in this non-conceptual state, the pot, which has as its nature
consciousness, embodies the whole universe (visvagarira); it is [absolutely] full (parna),
just as consciousness.”

40Gee the rest of the passage quoted in the previous fn. (IPV, vol. I, pp. 244-245): na
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identified with the power of maya, is repeatedly compared to scissors (ta-
ksana, tarka) “cutting off” reality,! as in the benedictory verse with which
Abhinavagupta begins chapter I, 6 in his IPV:

svatmabhedaghanan bhavams tadapohanatankatah |
chindan yah svecchaya citraripakrt tam stumah Sivam | 42

We praise Siva, who, cutting off (chindan) entities by virtue of
His will — although [these entities remain] undivided (ghana)
because of their non-difference (abheda) with the Self — with the
scissors (tarka) of their exclusion (apohana), is the author of the
[universe’s] various (citra) forms.

Objects and subjects are not really cut off from each other or from the
consciousness that takes their forms, just as the ohjects of a painting can
only be manifest insofar as they stand out against their background. And
yet, through a mysterious effect of trompe-l’eeil, in wordly existence they
seem to exist independently of their background, just as a city reflected in
a mirror can sometimes seem to exist by itself.** Cosmic illusion — just as

ca tena kecid vyavaharah; tan mayavyaparam ullasayan purnam api khandayati bhavam,
tenaghatasyatmanah patades capohanam kriyate nisedhanarupam. tad eva vyapohanam
asritya tasya ghatasya niscayanam ucyate ghata evety evarthasya sambhavyamanaparava-
stunisedharupatvat. “But no worldly activity (vyevehara) is possible with this [pot when
it is thus apprehended on the background of consciousness|; therefore [consciousness,]
bringing forth the activity of maya, shatters (khandayati) this being, although it [remains
absolutely] full; this is what produces the exclusion (apohana) - i.e., the negation (ni-
sedhana) — of the non-pot, that is, [on the one hand,] the Self, and [on the other hand,
objects] such as cloth, etc. It is by relying on this very exclusion that [we] express the
determination (niscayana) of the pot in the form ‘it is just a pot’ (ghata eva) — for the
meaning [of the particle] eva consists in a negation (nisedha) of other things that are
imagined as a hypothesis.” As already noted, Abhinavagupta is relying on the Dharma-
Kirtian concept of exclusion (apoha, apohana); thus this explanation of the meaning of
eva echoes Dharmakirti’s analysis of this particle (see GANERI 1999 and GILLON 1999).

41Gee e.g. the conclusion of the passage quoted in the two previous . (IPV, vol. 1,
p. 245): esa eva paritas chedat taksanakalpat paricchedah. “This is the separation (pa-
riccheda) [that is thus called] because of the ‘cutting off’ (-cheda) ‘on all sides’ (pari-),
similar to [the action of] scissors (taksana).”

42TpV, vol. I, p. 237.

43Cf. the way Ksemaraja develops this analogy in Spandakarikanirnaya ad Spanda-
karika 2, p. 10: na prasevakad ivaksotadi tat tasman nirgatam; api tu sa eva bhagavan
svasvatantryad anatiriktam apy atiriktam iva jogadrupatam svabhittau darpananagaravat
prakasayan sthitah. “The [universe] does not arise from this [manifesting consciousness|
as walnuts from a bag for instance; rather, the Lord himself exists while manifesting
existence in the form of the universe (jagadripata) out of his own freedom, on the back-
ground that is himself (svabhitti), as a city in a mirror (darpananagaravat), as though
[this existence in the form of the universe] were something over and above (atirikta) [the
background], whereas [in fact,) it is nothing over and above [it] (anatirikta).”
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the illusion of dreams or the illusion created by a mirror or a painting — is
not the wrong belief in the existence of differences, but the lack of awareness
that these differences are manifested by a unique consciousness that is the
essence of whatever is manifested.

From this point of view, the power of exclusion is indeed responsible
for our mistaken apprehension of reality, and it remains a mere appearance
(avabhasa) insofar as it never undermines in the least the fundamental non-
difference (abheda) of consciousness. However, once again, it is not unreal
(aparamarthika), because this power itself is the very heart of reality, that
is, the freedom (svatantrya) of consciousness, a freedom so absolute that it
enables consciousness to appear as fragmented without ceasing to be one,
or to appear as what it is not without ceasing to be itself.** Thus, at the
end of a confrontation with some Advaita Vedantins who contend that the
differentiated universe is unreal, Abhinavagupta concludes:

tena svatmarupam eva visvam satyarupam prakasatmataparama-
rtham atrutitaprakasabhedam eva sat prakasaparamarthenaiva
bhedena prakasayati mahesvara iti tad evasyatidurghatakaritva-
laksanam svatantryam aisvaryam ucyate.*®

Therefore the Great Lord (mahesvara) manifests (prokasayati)
the universe, which consists of nothing but Himself (svatman),
the form of which is real (satya), which has as its ultimate reality
its identity with the manifesting consciousness (prakasa) [and]
which never ceases to be identical with the manifesting con-
sciousness. [He manifests this universe] through a differentiation
(bheda) that itself has as its ultimate reality the manifesting con-
sciousness (prakasaparamartha). This is precisely what is called
freedom (svatantrya) or sovereignty (aisvarya) — [a sovereignty]
characterized by the fact of being the agent of the most difficult
deeds.

Although the differentiation (bheda) through which things and people
appear as distinct from each other is a mere appearance insofar as nothing
ever loses its non-difference (abheda) with the manifesting consciousness, it
is perfectly real in the sense that even this differentiation “has as its ultimate
reality (paramartha) the manifesting consciousness”: as Abhinavagupta says
in the ambiguous passage previously mentioned, it is an appearance, “and
for all that it is not unreal, because this is the ultimate reality (paramartha)

44Gee RATIE 2010a, pp. 33 ff., and RATIE 2010b, pp. 17 ff.
45TPV, vol. 11, p. 181.
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of whatever is created.” Appearing or being manifest is the very nature of
consciousness, and separation is real because it is manifest — because it is
one of consciousness’s ways of manifesting its sovereign freedom.

The separation dividing objects and consciousnesses is a mere appear-
ance (avabhasamatra) insofar as according to the Saiva non-dualists, ulti-
mately the only reality is an all-encompassing, omniscient and omnipotent
consciousness. And yet it is not unreal (na... aparamarthika), because the
essence of consciousness is to manifest, and because whatever is manifest is
an aspect of reality: the created (nirmiyamana) is nothing but the creator
(nirmatr) appearing in the form of the created, and the separation through
which this creation is performed is nothing but the power of consciousness
to appear as what it is not without ceasing to be itself. As a consequence,
neither the separated entities nor separation itself can be discarded as mere
illusions, although they both have to be recognized as appearances (ava-
bhasa) taken on by the ahsolute consciousness.

There is something paradoxical about this view, since far from opposing
reality to appearance, it equates the two of them: to be is to appear or to
be manifest.*® And Bhaskarakantha’s (mis-)interpretation is very telling in
this regard: he cannot believe that Abhinavagupta might be defending the
view that the appearance of separation is not unreal, because otherwise,
the very distinction between reality and appearance would be lost, and one
would have to admit that optical illusions such as seeing two moons instead
of one are real as well.

Admittedly, Abhinavagupta often playfully blurs the distinction between
reality and appearance — for instance when, as we have seen, he presents
worldly illusions such as mistaking nacre for silver as “inferior” illusions
set inside the cosmic illusion of samsara, and when he says that from the
point of view of ultimate reality, we are no less deluded when we realize
that there is nacre in front of us than when we mistake nacre for silver.
However, he insists that it is not the apprehension of the differentiated uni-
verse that is illusory, but only the incomplete perception of it whereby we
do not apprehend it as a manifestation of the absolute consciousness; and

46Gee e.g. Abhinavagupta’s formulation of this equation in TPV, vol. 11, p. 241: a-
vabhasasaratvad vastunam..., “because real things (vastu) have as their essence (sara)
manifestation (avabhasa)..” Cf. the translation proposed by K. C. Pandey for the com-
pound abhasavada (literally, “doctrine of manifestation”) which often designates the
Pratyabhijiia doctrine: “realistic idealism” (PANDEY 1936, p. 319).
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the Pratyabhijnia’s doctrine does not amount to some kind of universal rel-
ativism in which all distinctions between reality and illusion would be lost,
because it still entails a fundamental distinction between what is passively
manifested (that is, the various objective aspects or appearances taken on
by consciousness) and what actively manifests itself (that is, consciousness
itself, understood as a pure dynamism that is the source of all manifesta-
tion). The Pratyabhijia system thus involves a shift from the distinction
between reality and illusion to that between the manifesting consciousness
(prakasa) and the manifested entities (prakasya). And indeed, the former
is the essence of the latter, since prakasa is the ultimate reality of every-
thing; nonetheless, the latter differs from the former insofar as it is only
a very limited aspect of the former. Ultimately, it is freedom (svatantrya)
that constitutes the only criterion of reality: only freedom makes the dif-
ference between ultimate reality (paramartha) and a mere appearance that
partakes in that ultimate reality but is only an incomplete aspect of it, since
the difference between worldly appearances and the ultimate reality that
constitutes their essence is the mere fact that consciousness freely chooses
to manifest itself in the form of the phenomenal universe.*’

From this point of view, Bhaskarakantha’s understanding of the pas-
sage examined here reveals how much of Saiva metaphysics had been lost
by the time he wrote his commentary: although he is obviously aware that
there is an important difference between the non-dualism propounded in
the Pratyabhijiia treatise and that of Advaita Vedanta,*® his interpretation
of this passage of the IPV clearly involves a form of vedanticization (which
is also perceptible in his commentary on another Kashmiri text expounding
an original kind of non-dualism, the Moksopaya).*® Admittedly, the point
that he misses is subtle (and the mistake easy to make, precisely because
of the ambiguity created by the application of the sandhi rule), but it is
also crucial: it is the core of Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta’s explicit dis-

47Consciousness thus freely chooses to appear as alienated and passive (for passages
in Abhinavagupta’s works emphasizing this paradox, sce RATIE 2010a, pp. 26 ff).

48Gee e.g. Bhaskarakantha’s introductory verse to chapter I, 2 (devoted to the expo-
sition of the parvapaksa to be refuted by the treatise), in which he distinguishes between
a mere “non-duality” and the Pratyabhijiia’s “ultimate non-duality” (Bhaskari, vol. 1,
p. 81): purvapaksamayadvaitam advaitan madhyapaksatah | niskrsyante paradvaitapa-
ksavantam Sivam stumah || “We praise Siva, who, after defeating the duality (dvaita)
which constitutes the prima facie thesis thanks to the intermediary thesis of non-duality
(advaita), eventually adopts the thesis of ultimate non-duality (paradvaita).”

49T hus for instance, Bhaskarakantha superimposes on the text of the Moksopaya the
idea that the phenomenal world is, just as Mandanamidra’s nescience (avidya), sadasad-
bhyam anirvacaniyam: see HANNEDER 2006, pp. 166-167.
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agreement with Advaita Vedanta, and one of the most original features of
the Pratyabhijia metaphysics.
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