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Every Sanskritist is familiar with the difficulties induced by the process of
coalescence (sandhi) through which the final syllable of a Sanskrit worcl is

mingled with the first syllable of the next word. The ambiguities resulting
from this process sometimes have important consequences at a philosophical

Ievel: I would like to show here how the disappearance of a single phoneme

in a sentence rlue to the rules of sanrlh'i 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-

abliijfrâ corpus. The Pratyabhijflâ doctrine was elaborated by the Kashmiri
philosophers Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta;1 its metaphysical background

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

of the léuaraprat'yabhi,jfi,aui,mar§'int (henceforth IPV) in 2005.
lUtpaladeva (fr,. c.925-975) is the author of the Iéuarapratgabhijfrakarifra--s (hence-

forth ïPK) and of two commentaries on thern: a shorl Vrtti, and a rnore detailed Viuy"ti

(of which only a fèw fragments are known so far: see TORpLle 1988 and 2007a, b, c,

and d, and RaTIÉ forthcoming a and b). Abhinavagupta (fl. c. 975-1025) has written
two important commentaries on Utpaladeva's Pratyabhijflâ 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-clualisrn, but its originality2 lies in the fact that its au-

thors do not content themselves with explaining the religious dogmas con-

tained in the Saiva non-clualistic scriptures: they endeavour to transform
these dogmas into a philosophical system by engaging in a constant rational
clialogue with other philosophical schools, be they Buddhist or Brahmani-
cal.3 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§uarapratya-

bhi,jfr,auimaréi,nt, Abhinavagupta encleavours to expouncl the Pratyabhijflâ's
position regarding the ontological status of the separation (ui,cched,ana) that
we usually assume to exist between consciousness ancl its objects, but also

between an object and another object - or between a consciousness and

IÉaarapratyabhijfr,auiuTti,uimarÉinr, (henceforth IPW). which primarily comments on Ut-
paladeva's almost entirely lost Vi,uyti. 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 ploposed ("p.n.P."

mearls "the passage is uot preserved in...").
2which is emphasized by Utpaladeva himself, who calls the Pratyabhijflâ a "new

path" (margo nauah,IPK IV, 16). Abhinavagupta explains (ÏPV, vol. II, p- 271): abhi'-

nauah - saraarahasyaÉastrantargatah sannigùi,hatuad aprasi,dd,hah. "lThis path is] new,

[i.e.], 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 irr la Sorbonne, 3}l0ll2}09) that Abhinavagupta thus seems to moderate a bit
Utpaladeva's bold statement by stipulating that the Pratyabhijfrâ's novelty is not a rup-

ture from the Éaiva tradition, and he suggested that this might constitute a difference

between the point of view of Utpaladeva and that of his commentator (otherwise very

faithlul to Utpaladeva's autocommentaries: see T6RELLA 2002, pp. XLIII-XLN). How-

ever, this interesting hypothesis does not seem to fit with the IPW parallel passage:

Utpaladeva himself seems to have developed this idea in lhe Viurti, ad loc. fragmentar-

ily quoted by Abhinavagupta. See IPW, vol. III, p.401: aspasÿatuad 'iür..., "because

it was not obvious...,,, and the following cornrnentary by Abhinavagupta, e.g. yad, api

rahasyagarnesu nirup'itam tatha uispastatuena noktarp, garbhtkrtya tu nir'up'itarn "' "This
too, that had falready] been expound.ed in the esoteric scripttlres, [i.e.], which had not

been expressed clearly [there] as [it is in the Pratyabhijflâ treatise]. but the explanation

of which was contained in an embryonic way [in these esoteric scriptures]..." In any case,

Alexis Sanderson's important and difficuli question (are there any meaningful differences

between the thought of Utpaladeva and that of Abhinavagupta?) remaitrs to be further

explored.
3On this process of conceptualization and the relative novelty that such a dialogue

represented for Saiva non-dualism, see for instance SINoBRSON 1988, p. 694, TOnelle
2002, p. XIII and RerrÉ 2011, pp. 6-11. This dialogue resulted in various borrowings

from obher philosophical schools, particularly (but not exclusively) that ofDharmakirti
and his followers, and the concepts thus borrowed frorn these various non-Saiva sources

were subtly distorted: see e.g. ToRpr-le 1992, TonolLA2002 (Introduction), Tonella
2007a and c, RarrÉ 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 l-ltpaladeva's
idealism.

The problematic passage begins after Utpaladeva has shown against
his Buddhist opponents that consciousness cannot be a series of momen-
tary cognitions irreclucibly distinct from each other. We must acknowleclge

consciousness's unity in order to account for our experience of the world:
witlrout it, our practical existence (uyauahara) 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.a Utpaladeva
concludes from this that one must assume the existence of a unique con-

sciousness possessing the three powers of knowleclge, memory and exclu-
sion (jfranasmrtyapohanaéakti)5 mentioned in the Bhagauadglta as the at-
tributes of the supreme deity.6 In his commentary on verce I, 3, 7 in the
IPV, Abhinavagupta explains that idealism is the only way to account for
the phenomenon of knowledge (jfr,ana): the relation between the grasped

object and the grasping consciousness (grahyagrahalcabhaua) can take place

only if perceptual consciousness, far from revealing an indepenclent reality
external to it, is consciousness mani,festing i'tself i,n the form of the ob'
ject.7 In fact, consciousness and the various objects that it perceives are

aon this Iong dernonstration, see ToREl,LA 2002, pp.99-103, ReuÉ 2006, Tonelle
2007b and ReuÉ 2011, pp. 35-306.

ssee IPK, 1,3,6-7: euarn angonaabhi'nnanam aparosparaned,inam' f jfr'ananam anusaqn-

d,hanajanma naéyej janasthüih ll na ced, antal.tlertanantaui,éuarùpo maheÉuarah f syad ekaÉ

c,irl,uap1r. jfr,anasmytyapohanaéal;ti,tnan f f "Thts, [if one adrnits the Budd]rist opponent's

thesis], people's practical experience Qanasthiti), which arises from the synthesis (a-

nusamtlhana) of cognitions that are different from each other and do not know each

other, should perish - unless fone 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, mellory and exclusion." (On the meaning of euam

here, see IPV, vol. I, p. 105: euam iti parabhyupagame sati. " 'Thus'- [i.".,] if one accepts

the opponent's thesis.")
6Utpaladeva himself indicates the origin of this triad of powers (see Vrtti, p. 14), i.e.,

BhagauadgTta xv, 15 (mattah smrtir jfianam apohanam ca. "From me arise memory,

knowledge and exclusion"). On the meaning of this borrowing, see RauÉ 2006, pp. 79

tr.
TSee IPV, vol. I, p. 107:, sarytuit tauat prakaÉata iti taaan na lcecid, altahnuuate. sa tu

samuiil yad,i saatmamatraui,érantarthasya sa kathaln praka§ah? sa hy arthad,harma eua

tatha saat; tata§ carthaprakaéas tauaty eua paryauasita iti, galito grahyagrahakabhauah.
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not different entities, but one single entity
when dreamirg, we are a\Mare of objects that
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taking various forurs, j ust as

do not exist independently of

ato 'rthaprakaÉarùpar7t sar.nuidam icchata balad, euartho 'pi, tadrupantargata euangakarta-

uyah. "At least nobody denies this: obviousiy, consciousness is manifest (Ttraka§ate). But
if this consciousness [were the consciousuess] of an object resting on itself o»ly (suatma-

matrauiérantartha), how would it be the manifestation (prakaÉa) [of this object]? For

fif it were] so, this [manifestation] would be nothing but a property (d,harma) of the
object; and as a consequence, since the manifestation of the object would be confined
inside the sole fobject], 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] rnust necessarily adrnit that even the object is entirely internal to [con-
sciousness]'s nature." Here too, the sand,hi 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 lhe sandhi, in conformity with this understanding (sa tu samu'id, yadi suatma-
matrauiéranta arthasya sa lcatham prakaéah); most consuited tnanuscripts (i.e., D, J, L,
52 and SOAS) suspend the sandhi in the same way. Similarly, Bhâskarakaltha under-
starrds s'uatrnamatraui§r'antarthasya as the coalescence of a compound in the nominative
feminine qualifying sarytuit (suatmamatrauiÉranta) with the word artha in the genitive
(see Bhaslcara, vol. I, p. 139: suatmamatrauiéranta suayaynpralca§ani,jasuarupamatrapara
sa sar.nuit. "[But if] consciousness only rested in itself (srtatmamatraui§ranta), [i.e.], if it
were entirely absorbed in its own nature that is a seif-manifestation, fhow 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 itselfas Bhàskarakaltha understands it (i.e., ifit 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 tlierefore assurne that
suatmamatraai,érantarthasga is a compound and that Abhinavagupta means that if the

consciousness of an object were the consciousness of an object "resting only in itseif"
(suatmamatrauiéranta), i.e. eristing independ,ently of conscio'u'sness) or without being
grounded (uiÉranta) 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 rnanifest is so fbr some kind of consciousness. This argurnent (which

implicitly targets the Bhâtta Mïmâmsakas) can be found in a much rnore developed

version in chapter I, 5 of the I-PK, which is entirely devoted to the explanation and justi-
frcation of the Pratyabhijflà's idealism, and in tine TantraloÈa (henceforbh'lA) 10,21-22:

see R,trIÉ 2011, pp. 316-326. Cf. the parallel passage in the Viuyti, fragment ad, I, 3, 7

in ToRpl,l,A 2007a, p. 477: pralea§arupam hi ci,ttattuam kartrtamayam adisiddham' eua

tad,atiriktataam ca nzlasukhad,er ja/,abhimatasga bhauajatasga suo'yan't, aprakaÉarùpatuam

syatl atatlrupatue ca prakaÉamanatanupapatti,h. "For the reality of consciousness (citta-
ttaa), which consists of manilèstation (prakaÉa) fand] is constituted by agency, is always

already established (adisiddha), and fstating] that all objects such as blue, pleasure, etc.,

which are considered to be insentient, are distinct (atiri,kta) frorr this fconsciousness]
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 fthey] might be manifest."
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our consciousness and are mere aspects that consciousness takes on.8 This
all-encompassing and infinitely plastic consciousness is precisely what the
Saiva non-clualistic scriptures clesignate u. Sirru, tlie omnipotent and omni-
scient "Lord" (téuara); and the experience of memory (smrti) shows that it
remains one and the same throughout time.e Abhinavagupta then rernarks
that as a consequence, the separation (ui,cched,ana) between consciousness
an«i its objects, between one consciousness and another consciousness, or
between one object and another object, is in fact a mere appearance (aua-
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 o,pi prauahapati,tam urlkaryam - Aat ki,la rAod

[conj. SaTvDERSoN: lod KSTS, Bhaskarî. J. D, L, 51, S2,

SOAS; p.n.p. P) abhasyate tat samui,do ui,cchi,dyate, samu'ic ca

tatah, samuic ca sar.nuidantarat, samuedyam ca sar.nuedyantarat.

no, c0, ui,cchedanam uastutah sambhauattti, ui,cchedanasyauabha-

samatram ucyate.lo

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. AncI since in reality (uastutas), separation is
not possible, [we] call it a mere appearance (auabhasamatra) 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-
pohana§akti),11 Abhinavagupta adds a somewhat mysterious sentence:

8On this analogy between perception and dreams (and on its limits in the Pratya-
bhijnâ svstem), see ReuÉ 2010a.

esee IPV, vol. I, p. I07: sa carthapraleaéo yad,y anyaÉ canyaé ca, tan na sïnara?arn

upapo,nnarn i,ty ata elca euasau iti. ekatuat saruo uedyaraéis tena krodlkrta itg etad, apA an-

i,cchatangikaryam. " And if this manifestation of objects constantly becomes other [as the
Buddhist opponent contends], memory cannot be explained; therefore fwe must admit]
that this fconsciousness] is one. Because of this unity, all objects of knowledge without
exception are encompassed by this fconsciousness]; this too must be acknowledged [by
the Buddhist], however reluctaltly."

10TPV, vol. I, pp. 109-110.
11IPV, vol. I, p. ll0 eça eua pari'ta§ ched,anat pari,ccheila ucyate, tad,auabhasana-

samaTthyarn apohanaéakt'ifu. anena {aktitrayena uié'ue uyauaharal.t. "h is precisely this
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na ca tad iyataqtaramarthikam, n'irm'tyamanasya saruasyayam
eua paramartho y atah.12

The second part of the sentence is not particularly problematic; Iiter-
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-

clerstancl, 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.t' Why is the great palclit thus em-

barrassed by these few words? He usually relies on Bhâskarakantha's late
commentary, ancl the seventeenth-centuryla writer cloes not seem to find the
sentence particularly problematic. For him, it means something like this:

And (ca) because of this much (i,yata), this [separation] (üad)

is not real (na... paramarthikam); it is precisely the ultimate
reality (paramartha) of whatever is created.

Bhâskarakaltha is thus interpreting the passage as meaning that the

separation between subjects and objects is noü real (na...paramarthi,kam)
for the reason just stated by Abhinavagupta, i.e., because it is only an ap-

pealance; and Bhâskarakaltha explains that of course) appearances cannot

be real - otherwise, when someone sees two moons insteacl of one because

of some eye disease, the two moons should be consiciered as real, which is

absurd.15 As for the rest of the sentence, he unclerstands it not as the justifi-

[appearance ofseparation] that ls called'cuttingoff' (pariccàedo) because it'cuts'(-càe-'d,a: 
cheilana) 'on all sides' (pari- : paritas); the capacity to manifest this fseparation]

is the power of exclusion (apohanaiakür). AII rnundane transactions ('u'ga'uahara) ocatr
thanks to this triad of powers fmentioned in verse I, 3, 7]."

12IPv, Ibid.
l3See Bhaskart, vol. III, 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, ancl 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 (Àbhâsa)."
laSee SaN»pnsoN 2007, p. 422 (against K. C. Pandey's so fâr prevalent opinion that

Bhâskarakaltha lived at the end of the eighteenth century: see PANDEY 1936, pp.264'
265).

rsSee Bhoskarz, vol. I, p. 142-143: paramarthikam - satyabhutam, angatha candrad,ui-

tuasyapi, paramarthi,leatapatter i,ti bhaaah. "[And this separation is not] real (paramarthi-

ka: satlabhuta). One should supply: because otherwise, as a consequence, the moon's

fperceived property of] being double too would be real."
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cation of the first words,l6 but as the speciflcation that all objects, i'nclud'ing

objects of action (and not only objects of knowledge that are perceived or
remembered) - are nothing but an appearance.lT

At first sight, this interpretation seems satisfactory: it apparently fits
rather neatly with the non-dualism of the Pratyabhijnâ, siuce the passage is

then taken to mean that the separation dividing things and consciottsnesses

into a multiplicity of ontologically distinct entities is a mele appearance

devoid of reality, the only ultimate reality (paramartha) being the abso-

lute non-duality (ad,uaita) of the universal consciousness hiding beyond this
illusory clifferentiation.

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 i,yataparamarthi'
tcam (in the senten ce na ca tad i,yataparamarthi'kam) to be the result of
a coalescence between the words i,yata and aparamarthilcam. According to
this second reacling, Abhinavagupta would be saying that the appearance of
separation is not unreal (na... aparamarthi,kam) - in other words' he would
rlean quite the contrary of what Bhâskarakarltha assumes him to mearl.

Thus understood, the sentence could be translated as:

And (ro) for all that (iyata) , this [separation] is not unreal (apa-

ramarth,ika) ; since it is precisely the ultimate reality of whatever

is created.

Several scribes copying manlscripts of the I-PV have understood the pas-

sage in this way, and they have suspended the sandh'i accordingly so as to
make it clear;18 so have the editors of the Kashmir Series of Texts and Stud-

ies. But why should we choose this reading rather than Bhâskarakaltha's?

l6Contrary to the KSTS editors, Bhâskarakaltha considers that yatah belongs to the

rrext senterrce (translated above, fn. 11). See Bhaskart, vol. I, p. 143: yata i,ti. yatah

pand,itair esa eaa uicched,a eua pari,cchedanat - samanantaroktasya chedasya karanat pa-

rtccheda ucyate... "'because' (yatah) - [ttrat 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...."

rTSee Bhaskarz, vol. l, p. 143: nanu ayabhasaarnanasaa stnaraa1nanasya cayutp, n'gayo

bhauatu ni,rmTyamaq,asya tu ka uarta? ity aha nirmtyamaltasyeti. agam euauabhasa eua

saruatra jfi,ege karye aauabhasanarnatrarn eua pararnarthab; tatha ca naduaitaltani'r' iti'
bhauafi. "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 (nirmlyamana)? To this

[Abhinavagupta] replies fwith the following sentence beginning wilh) nirmt'yam,anasya.
;This precisely, - [i.e.,] this very appearance - is the 'ultimate reality' - [i.".,] it is nothing

but an appearance (auabhasanamatra) - in all objects of cognition or action; and thus

non-duality (ad,uaita) is not abandoned."
18See D, J, L and 52, which bear the reading igata aparamarthi'lcam.
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After all, from a narrov/ philological point of view, both interpretations are
possible due to the sandhi's ambiguity.

In this case the context is clecisive. First of all, the worcl'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 lhat although this separation is an appearance, yet it is not unreal.
Secondly, Bhâskarakaltha'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) souncls

rather forced, whereas one could interpret it more natrually as an allusion
to an important point of divergence between the Pratyabhijnâ ancl some

followers of the Advaita Vedânta -1e a point of clivergence 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 Pratyabhijflâ philosophers accuse these Vedântins of misun-
derstanding the nature of reality when assuming that all differences must
be illusory on account of the principle that onl5, 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
Pratyabhijflâ 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 "liglrt", praka§a) and because according to them, the clifferentiatecl
universe is nothing but consciousness manifesting itself in a differentiated
form. This means that whatever is manifest - including all the phenomenal

clifferences - partakes in the ultimate reality (paramartho), the essence of
which is manifestation: Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta refuse to acknowl-

edge the dichotomy clrawn by some Advaitins between the absolute reality
of the unique atman-brahman and the mysterious illusion constituted by

the differentiated world of maya.2o One can therefore interpret the ambigu-

leon this divergence (and the fâct that these Vedântins defend a doctrine very close

to that of MaldanamiÉra), see R,q.uÉ 2010b, pp. 369 fi. (which exarnines in particular
Abhinavagupta's commentaries on I-PK II, 4,20).

20In the Pratyabhijflâ, the term maya does not designate, as in MaldanamiÉra's A-

dvaita Vedânta for instance, some kind of inexplicable illusion to which the brahman

would remain profoundly alien: it is real and explicable (see R.tuÉ 2010b. fn. 68 and 98,

p. 378) because it is nothing but the power (6altti) or fïeedom (suo,tantrya) of conscious-

ness to manilèst itself as if it were fragmented (see below, fn. 27: mayaÉakti "consists
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ous sentence in the commentary on IPK I,3,7 as meaning that separation
is not unreal, because although it is an appearance, appearance or mani-
festation (auabhasa) is precisely the ultimate reality (paramartha), i.e., the
manifesting consciousness (praka§a) that pervades everything and is the
essence of "whatever is createcl" (ni,rmtyamaçtasya saruasya), or, in other
words, of whatever is made manifest by consciousness through its power of
exclusion.2l

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.22 These passages

in the freedom ofmanifesting separation", uicched,anauabhasanasuatantryarupa), and the
Pratyabhijflâ philosophers present this freedom as the very heart of reality. As a con-
sequence, the manifestations produced by maya§akti also partake in reality. See e.g.

Abhinavagupta's parallel cornmentary on IPK I. 3, 7 in IPVV. vol. I. p. 296, which
makes clear that the only reality - which is praka§a, the manifêsting consciousness -
pervades the sphere of rnaya as well: ayum tatparyarthah: iha praka§amatrasuabhauatae-

na pramatrprameyanam uiÉuesam eua tauat tadatmaad ekarùpaue{a eua uastauah. sa c0,

rnayapade 'py an'iuytta euapralca§anaprasangat. "This is the generai meaning fof Utpala-
deva's V'iurti, here]: in this fworld], for sure, only the imtnersion in the unitary nature [of
consciousness] is real (aastaaa), because ofthe identity (tadatmya) ofall knowing subjects
and all objects of knowledge without exception. since their nature consists of nothing
but the manifesting consciousness (praka6a). And this [pervasion] remains intact even in
the realm of maga, because [otherwise] there would follow the absence of manifestation
(prakaÉana) fof whatever would not be immersed in the nature of the single manifesting
consciousness] ."

21The passive present participle nirmtyarnana qualifles what is being made or cre-

ated, but the verb nirm,a- 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.
22See Abhinavagupta's commentary on IPK II, 3, 13, where an objector interrupts

his explanation of error as an incornplete manifestation (apurTtakh'yati) in the following
way (IPV, vol. II, p. 114): nanu satyarupyajfr,anam apg apurnalehyatih. tatas tarhi, kim?

idam atah saruan't, bhrantir i,ty agacchet. d,istya drsti,r unmimilisatg ayusmatah. mayapa-

d,am hi sarlta\n bhrantih; tatrapi tu suapne suapna iua gande sphota iuapareyam bhranti'r
ucgate, anuayttyucitasyap,i ui,maréasyasthai,ryal. "[- An objector:] But the cognition of
real silver as well, fand not only the cognition in which we mistake nacre fbr silver,]

is an 'incomplete manifestation'! [- Abhinavagupta:] So what follows from this? [- The

objector:] This must follow from it: everything is an illusion (bhrant'i)l [- Abhinavagupta:]

O wonder of wonders! Your eyes, o Venerable, deign to open! For the totality of the sphere

of rnaya is an illusion; and within this very [illusion], lwe usually] call 'illusion' the inferior
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seem to constitute evidence in favour of Bhâskarakarltha's interpretation:
the separation dividing reality into a multiplicity of distinct entities is not
real, since ultimately, everything remains a Inere aspect of a single unitary
consciousness.

However, in the Pratyabhijflâ's perspective, paradoxically, the appear-
ance of differentiation that constitutes the phenomenal universe cannot be

reduced to a mere illusion. For illusion is characterized by a contradiction
(uirodha, 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 invaliciity of the first cognition.23 But
in the case of iclentity and difference, no such contradiction occurs, since

to be av/aIe of the phenomenal world is to be awale of both identity ancl

difference:

ihanuurttam uyaurttam ca cakasad *uastu ekatarena lconj.: uastu

katarenaKSTS, J, L, 51, 52, SOAS; p.n.p. P, D] uapu§a na sa-

(apara) [type of illusion occurring when one mistakes nacre for si]ver for instance,] just

as a drearn within a drearn, just as a boil on a tumor - because there is no permanence

of the grasp (uimaréa) [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 fif it were a valid cognition]." cf. ÏPW, vo1. III, p. 153: ptrnaprathabhauad

apùrnakhyati,rupeyam, akhyatir eua bhrantih. Eady ap'i saruaiua sarT'tsaraleathottha bhra-

ntis tathapi saapne suapno gaTtde sphota i,ti nyayena mayapad,e 'pi bhranti,rtgauaharo
,yam tauaty ap,i sam,uci,topa'yogi,pùrnaprakhyaui,r'ahal. "Illusion (bhranti) is nothiug but
an akhyati, that is to say, a manifestation (khyati,) that is not compiete (akhgati: a-

purnakhyati,), because of the lack of a complete manifestation. Even though illusion in

its entirety arises from this taII story (katha) that is the cycle of rebirths (sam,sara),

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

[luti"r "use], 
the complete and efficient manifestation that should occur is lacking." On

ih" d"firritiorrs of bhranti in the Pratyabhijnà tradition, see RASToGI 1986 and NsN4sc

2012.
23See e.g. IPV, vol. II, 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 (abad,hi,ta) is to be considered as valid:

ata eua uibhagaai§eçalakçanaparokçadibhir iha nayasi,to lokah. yad yad, abad'hitasthai,ryam

ata euaprati,hatanuuyttikam uimaréaphalam aidhatte, tat tad, bodharupam bodhyanistharp

pramatrsuarupaui,érantam pramaTtam 'iti. "For this very reason, in this ftreatise, wel have

rrot exhausted people with fuseless digressions] such as the examination of the charac-

teristics [of the various means of knowledge] according to their particular distinctions:

whatevei has a lasting state (sthairya) that is not contradicted (aàadhi,ta),latd that] for

this very reason, has as its result a grasp (ui,maréa) the continuity (anuurtti) of which

is not impeded, is a means of knowledge (pramana) consisting in a cognition (bodha),

regardingan object of cognition (bod,hya) [and] resiing in the nature of the knowing sub-

jeit (pramatr)." on the relation between this position and that of Kumârila's "intrinsic

validity" (suatah pramanya), see RettÉ 201t, p- 654.
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tyam ucyatam ubhayatrap'i badhakabhauat; satyato h'i yadi, ba-

dhaka euaikatarasya syat tat tadudaye sa eua bhagah punarun-
m,aj.janasah'i,snutarahi,to uid,yud,u'ilayam uil:r,yeta. na cai,uam,. ata
eu a bh edabh eday o r uiro dh am duhs amarth am abhi,many amanai,r
ekai,r auidy ata enaniru a cy atu am, aparai,§ cab h as ala g nat ay a s am-
urtatuam abhi,dadhadbhir atma para§ ca uafrci,tah. sar.nuedana-

uiérantam tu duayam api, bhati samuedanasya suatantryat. *sa-

raasya hi,fBhaskarz, J: saruasya KSTS, L, 51, 52, SOAS; p.n.p.
P,Dl ti,ra§co 'py etat suasamuedanasiddham yat samai,dantarui-
§rantam ekat am apa dy aman am j alajualan an't apg aui,rud,d'ham.2a

In this [worlcl], one cannot say about an entity that is mani-
fest both while conforming (anuurtta) [to similar entities] and

while being excluded (uyaurtta) [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
contraclicting the other] arises, this precise aspect [supposedly
contradicted,] being deprived of the capacity to appear again,

should vanish as a flash of lightning vauishes - but it is not the
case. For this very reason, some. who consider that the contra-

diction between clifference and identity is impossible to justify

- [i.".,] that it is inexplicable (ani,ruacya) since it consists of
nescience (aai,d,ya) -, and others, who talk about [its] 'relative
truth' (samurtatua) because it entirely rests on appearances (a-

bhasa), have foolecl themselves as well as the others. Rather,
both of them, fidentity ancl difference], are manifest [insofar as]

they rest on consciousness) by virtue of consciousness's freedom
(suatantrya). 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

(ugaurtta);25 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

24IPV, vol. II, pp. 117-118.
25On this process of exclusion (apoha, apohana) that is described, according to Dha-

rmakTrti's episternology, as the basis of any conceptualization, see in particular cliapter

I, 6 of ihe IPK.
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as being different from anything that is uot 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 inclubitable way tirat in this regarcl,

identity and difference are not contradictory. because v/e are si,multaneously

aware of them. This point is crucial, because it entails that in the Praty-
abhijflâ system, identity does not cancel clifference (contrary to what the

Vedântins contend, since they consider that only identity is real).26 nor cloes

difference cancel identity (so that the Vijflânavâdins, who think that only
clifference 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 ancl 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,
becanse identity is the background (bhitti) on which all manifestations -
including that of difference - can occur.27

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

26see fPV, vol. II, p. 180, quoted and translated in RauÉ 2010b, fn. 69, pp. 367-368.
27Thus in IPK I,8,7, Utpaladeva states that while phenornena can exist as external

(i.e., they sometimes âppear as if they were distinct from consciousness), they always

exist in an internal way (i.e., in a relation of identity with consciousness): cinmaya-

tue 'uabhasanam antar eua sthi,ti,l.t sada f magaya bhasamananam bahyatuad bahir apy

usau ff "Phenornena always have a purely internal existetrce insofar as they consist of
consciousness; this [existence] is also external because of the externality of [entities] rnan-

ifested by rnaya." Abhinavagupta comments while ernphasizing 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 iatter can become manifest. See IPV, vol. I, pp. 331-

332: ihauabhasanam sadaiua bahgatabhasatadabhauayor apy antar eua pramatypraka§a

eua sthi,t'ih, 'yata ete c'inma'yah; an'yatha na'iua praka§erann 'ity uhtam yatah. yada t'u

magaéaktya uicched,anaaabhasanasuatantryarupaya bahyatuam esam abhasyate, tada tad,

aualarnbya'uabhasarnananatn asau sth'itir bahir ap'y antar api. nayam antarabhaso bah'ga-

tuasya ui,rodhl pratguta saruabhasabhittibhùto 'sau. tat kath'am uirod,h'a i'ti guktam uktam:

sad,ai,uantaranam satteti,. "In this [world], it is'always'the case - [1.".,] whether there is a

manifêstation of externality or not - that phenomena have a 'purely internal' existence

- [i."., an existence] in the sole manifesting consciousness of the subject -, since these

fpÀenomena] consist of consciousness; for [we] have [already] said that if it were not the

àase, they could not be manifest at all. However, when their externality is manifested by

the power of maya (mayaÉakti) that consists in the freedon (suatantrya) of manifesting

separation (ui,cchedana), then, with respect to this fexternality rnanifested by the power

of rnayal, the existence of the manifested [entities] is both external and internal. This

internal manifestation is not contradictory (ui,rodht) with externality; on the contrary,

it is the background (bhitti) of all phenomena. So how could there be any contradiction

(ui,rod,ha)7 [We] have therefore rightly said that [tfrings] 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 Iosing its fundamental unity,28 and he in-
sists that just as reflections in a mirror, objects can be uranifest only on
the backgro:und (bhi,tüz) of consciousness.2e 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 ci,tra: as an adjective, it means "colourful" , "var-
iegated" or "varied", and the substantivized acljective (as well as derived
substantives such as uai,ci,trya) 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
(ci,tra) that is the variety (uaici,trya) of the universe",30 and Abhinavagupta
explains the analogy in the following way:

ui§uauaicitryaTn hi tatra parame§uare praka§aikatmand sati bha-

ti yatha citram bhittau. yadi hi nr,lapttadi,kam prthag eua pa-

ramr§yate tada suatmaui,§rantesu tesu *tathai,uanyonyau'isaye

lBhaskar[, J , S 1, SOAS : tatha uanyonyau'isaAe KSTS : yatha ua-

n!)onyauisaye L, 52; p.n.p. P, D] jad,and,habad,h'irakalpan'i jna-
nan'i suau'isaAamatran'isthi,tani,, ui,kalpaé ca tadanusarena bhaua-

ntas tatha'iuet'i c'itram 'id,urn iti kathamkaram prat'ipatt'ih? ekatra
tu n'imn onnat adirahit e bhitti,tal e rekhaui,bhaktan'imno nnata di,ui-

bhagujuy'i gam,bh'tranabh,'i,r' uTt,natastan'tyam 'it'i, c'i,trauabh,aso yu-

kt ah, t a du a d ek ap rak a § ab hittil a g n atu en a u ai c'itry atm ak ab h ed o p a -

patti,h.3r

28See e.g. IPV, vol. II, pp. 177-178 (quoted and translated in RerIÉ 2007, pp. 353-

354, fn. 82) and TÀ 3, the greater part of which is devoted to exarnining the notion of
reflection (pratibi,mba). Cf. LawnpNcB 2005 and RlrtÉ 2011, pp. 280-289.

2esee IPW, vol. II, p.7l: prakaÉamanata tu rnameti caitrasyeti. ca bhittibhutatll pra-

mataram aaalambya nigamena uyaaahriyate. yad id,am tallagnatuena ni,yataqn uyauaha-

raf,o,r.n, tattad,atmyam anayati ghataprati,bi,mbasyeua darpanalagnatuena. "Bttt [we] talk
about and deal with (uyauahrigate) the fact that [something] is manifest (prakaÉam'a-

na) insofar as fthis thing] rests on the knowing subject that is [its] background (bhitti,),

while being restricted [to this particular subject,] in the forrn'[this object is manifest] lo
me',ot ['this object is manifest] to Caitra.'That [our] talking and acting (ugauahara1ta)

[with respect to a given phenomenon] is restricted fto a particular subject to which it is

rnanifest] insofar as [this phenornenon] rests on this fsubject] implies the identity (üad-

atmya) [of the phenomenon] with the fsubject], just as [our way of talking and acting]

as regard.s the reflection (prati,bi,mba) of a pot[, which is considered] as resting on the

mirror, [implies the identity of the reflection with the mirror]."
30IPK II, 3, 15ab: ui§uaaaicitryac'itrasya samabhittitalopame f
31IPV, vol. II, pp. 122-L23.
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For the variety (uaici,trya) of the universe is manifest only if
there is a Supreme Lord who consists of nothing but a manifest-
ing consciousness (praka§a), just as a painting (c'itra) [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 conflnecl 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 fperceptions that precede them,] would be exactly in the
sâme 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-
grouncl that is [itself] devoid of [the properties] "deep", "promi-
nent". etc.. [and yet] bears differentiated aspects (ui,bhaga) *ch
as "deep", "prominent", etc. that are clifferentiated thanks to
the lines [drawn on the background]. In the same way, the clif-
ference (bheda) which is [the universe's] variety is possible [only]
insofar as this [variety] rests on the backgrouncl that is the uni-
tary manifesting consciousness (elcapraka§a).

Apprehending a variety implies the synthetic grasp of diverse elements:

as long as the various colours of a painting are apprehenderi 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 clis-

solving their differences.32 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, ancl yet depth is

32Cf. IPW, vol. III, p. 1.61: uiÉualaksanam hi uai,citryam tatra pramatari citram i-
,ua samabh,ittitale ,uiSrantarn sat praka§ate bh'ittiprakaÉarn antarerya s'inil'ùr'aharitaladipra-
lea§acitrapraka{asambhauaü. "For the variety (uaicitrya) constituted by the universe is

manifest while resting on the knowing subject, just as a painting (citra) ot 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, orpirnent, 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 iclentity -
for paintings, just as the world, do manifest a variety, and the painting's
unity does not contraclict its variety, just as consciousness's unity does not
contraclict the variety of the perceived universe.33 Rather, illusion consists

in perceiving differences as if they were absohite. without apprehending
their fundamental relation to identity - without realizing that they can

onlv spread on the background of identity:

elcarasakaro'nupapadyamano'pi AaAatidurghatakari,nya bheda

upapadyate, seccha maya§akti,srstet'i. yatha hi bhi,tti,r eua uartu'
latuena ni,rbhasamana stano nama tanurekhauaéat, tatha praka-

§a eua prthubudhnadi,taya praka§amano gha.tah. sa tu anadhi,kapi,

p rak a § at o m ay a § aktiu a § a d, a d,hik eu au abh ati.3 4

Although the difference (bheda) that appears as absolute (eka-

rasalÇaro)'S is not [in fact] possible, it is made possible thanks to

[the universal consciousness's] will that accolnplishes t]re Inost

difficult [deeds) (ati,durghatakari,n); [this is why lJtpa]adeva says

that this difference] "is created by the power of maya." F or
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 \Moman] , because of a fine line [and not because of some real

volume,] in the same wâÿ, it is the manifesting consciousness

33Cf. e.g. Malinc§lokauarttika (henceforth trrtSV; t, 76: ekalt prakaéah suatantryac ci'
trarupah prakaéate f uastutai ca na c,itro'sau, n6,ci,tro bhedadusa1tat ll "h is a unique

manifesting consciousness (prakaéa) which is manifest as having various forms by virtue
of its freedom (saatantrya); and in reality, it is not vatied (ci,tra), [but it is not] devoid of

variety (ac,itru) either; for [such an absence of variety] is contradicted by the difference

[of which we are aware].,, Cf. also tf,tSV t, 108: ucyate naduaye 'musmin d,uai,tam nasty

eua saTuatha f uktam hi bhed,aaand,hye 'qti ui,bha'u bhedauabhasanarn lf "[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."
34IPw, vol. III, p. 163.
3sliterallv, it "has the aspect of a unique flavour."
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(praka§a), insofar as it is manifest as fthe property consisting
in] having a large base and other [particularities of the pot],
that is the pot. But altliough 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 cloes 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, v/e do not
reaLize that these objects are part of the painting ancl appear only thanks

to its unitary background. In the same way, in front of a mirror' 'ù/e 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 aIe an illusion of the same kincl, since a clreamer 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 ancl

exist only as manifestations of this background. Only from this point of
view can worlcily existence be consiclered as an illusion aud compared to a
dream: not because the various objects and subjects constitttting the world
woulcl be clevoid of reality, but because whether in clreams or in the waking
state, we are not usually a'ü/ale that these objects and subjects are mere

manifestations of consciousness.36 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.3T
iJ6Thus, in TPV, vol. II, p. 141, Abhinavagupta writes the following about muudane

action: yatha darpanantah kumbhakarani,aartyamanaghatadi,prati'bimbe darpanasya'iua ta-

tha,uabhasanarnah.ima, tatha s'uapnadar'éane samu'idah, tathapi tanrnahitnna'iua'itenedam

bah,ih sphutarupa\n kriyata ity abhi,mana ullasati.. euar.n sar.nuinmahi,mna kumbhakrti, d'a-

rulacakrarl,au ghate 'aasthite tanmahi,mnaiaabhi,mano jayate yatha ma'yed,am krturn, a-

nened,am krtam, mama hyd,aye sphuritam, asya hrdaye sphuritam iti. "J:usL as, when

the reflection of a pot being mad.e by a potter fbr instance [appears] inside a mirror, the

glory of slch a manifestation belongs to the mirror itself, in the same way, fwhen this pot

being made by a potter] is seen in a dream, [the glory of such a manifestation] belongs to

"orr."ior.r.r".s. 
And yet, precisely because olthis glory of fconsciousness,] this ferroneous]

opinion arises: 'this viviaty fperceived] form outside [of me] is made by this [potter].'
Thus, whereas the potter, [his] stict, [his] wheel, etc., and the pot are {all] rnade to exist

by the glory of consciousness, due to this very glory of fconsciousness] there arises such

ur, 1"..À"orrs] opinion as 'I have done this', 'he has done this', 'this fflrst] arose in rny

heait lin the form of a creative desire]', 'this [flrsi] arose in his heart lin the fbrm of a

creative desire', etc.]"
3Twhich is ih" ."u.on why the Pratyabhijflâ philosophers define illusion (bhranti) as
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Thus, when describing the process of exclusion (uyapohana) involved
in any conceptual elaboration,3S Abhinavagupta explains that all objects
exist within consciousness "as a city in a mirror" (d,arpanan,agaranyayen,a):

phenomenal variety is entirely contained in consciousness, and consciousness

manifests its countless diflerences 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.3e 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 porver procluces 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.ao This activity of exclusion,

an incomplete manifestatior' (apùrnakhyati). See e.g. IPV, vol. II, p. 113: apùrnalchyati'-

rùpakhyatir eua bhrantitattuam. "The esserlce of illusion is nothing but an alchyati, t'hat
is, fnot an 'absence of manifèstation', a-khyati, but] a manifestation (-khyati) that is not
complete (a-: apùrna-)." Cf. Bhaskarr.,vol. II, p. 123: isadarthe 'tra nafr n,a tu abh,aue-

"In the [compound akhgati), the [prefix of] negation has the meaning of 'partial' (æal)

and rrot that of an absence (abha'ua)."
n8Ï'his description is an explanation of IPK I, 6,3: tadatatpratibh,abh,aja matrai,uatadug-

apohanat f tanniécaganam ukto hi, uikalpo ghata i,ty ayam ll "For what is called conceptual
elaboration (ui,katpa) is the determination (niÉcayana) of 'this' - [fbr instance,] 'the pot'

- thanks to the exclusion (ugapohana) of'[what is] not this' by the knowing subject
himself, to whom the rnanifestations of 'this' and 'non-this' belong."

3eSee e.g. IPV, vol. I, pp.243-244: iha pram,ata nama pramanad atiriktah pramasu sua-

tantral.t sar.ngojanaui,yojanady*adhanauaéatlBhaskarr', J, L, S1, S2:, -adharaua,(al KSTS,

SOAS; p.n.p. P, Dl karta darÉitah; tasya ca pramatur antahsaraarthauabhasah, cinmatra-

ÉarTro 'pi, tatsamanadhi,karanyaurttir api, darpal,anagaranyagenastr,ty apy uktam. euar.n ca

tatpratibham ghatabhasarn, atatprat,ibharn caghatabhasary, prarnata bhajate seuate ta'
uat, tad auikalpadaÉayar.n citsuabhauo 'sau ghataé cidaad eua u'i§uaéarirah purnal-t. "ht
this [treatise, we] have shown that what is called 'knowing subject', which is sornething

over and above the rneans of knowledge and which is free with respect to knowledges

because it brings about [their] association, [thelr] dlssociation, etc., is the agent (ko-

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 - [1.e.,] which exists while having one and the same srrbstrate with this

fsubject] -, exists in the same way as a city in a mirror (darpananagaranyayena). And

ihus, foi sure, the 'manifestation of thi,s'- [i.".,] the phenomenon of a pot [for instance] -
and the 'rnanifestation of non-thi.s'- [i.".,] 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

consciotrsness, embodies the whole universe (uiéaaÉartra); it is [absolutely] full (purna),

'*1.ît":1i"t'r""Ï:ï;. passase quoted in the previous rn. (Ipv, vot. I, pp. 244-24s): na



398 IseesLLE RerrÉ

iclentified with the power of maya, is repeatedly comparecl to scissors (la-
lesana, tanka) "cutting off" reality,4l as in the benedictory verse with which

Abhinavagupta begins chapter I, 6 in his IPV:

su atm abh ed a gh an an bh au am s t a d ap o h an at ank at ah f
chi,nd,an yah suecchaya ci,trarupakrt tam stumah éiuam f la2

We praise Siva, who, cutting otr (chindan) entities by virtue of
His will - although [these entities remain] undivicied (ghana)

because of their non-difference (abh'ed'a) with the Self - with the
scissors (tunka) oftheir exclusion (apohana), is the author ofthe

funiverse's] various (ci,tra) forms.

Objects and subjects are not really cut off from each other or from the

consciousness that takes their forms, just as the objects of a paintilrg calr

only be manifest insofar as they stand out against their background. And

yet, tlrrough a mysterious effect of trompe-l'æ'il, 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.a3 Cosmic illusion - just as

ca tena lcecid uyauaharah; tan mayaayaparam ullasagan ptrnam api, khand,ayati bhauam,

tenaghalasyatm.an,ah patade§ capohano,ry, krigate nisedhanarupam. tad eua ugapohan,am'

aÉritya tasya ghatasya niÉcayanam ucyate ghata euety euarthasya sambhauyamanaparaua-

stuniser)harùpatuat. "But no worldly activity (uyauahara) is possible with this [pot when

it is thus apprehended on the background of consciousness]; therefore fconsciousness,]
bringirrg forth the activity of rnaya,shatters (khandayati) this beirrg, although it fremaitrs
absolutely] full; this is what produces the exclusion (apohana) - i.e., the negation (nz-

sed,hana) - of the non-pot, that is, [on the one hand,] the Self, and fon the other hand,

objects] such as cloth, etc. It is by relying on this very exclusion that [we] express the

determination (ni,6cayana) of the pot in the form 'it is just a pot' (ghata eua) - for the

meaning [of the particle] er.ra consists in a negation (nisedha) of other things that are

imagined as a hypothesis." As already noted, Abhinavagupta is relying on the Dharma-

krrtian colcept of exclusion (apoha, apohana); thus this explanatiorr of the meaning of

eoaechoes Dharmakrrti's anaiÿsis of this particle (see GeuenI 1999 and GIllor'r 1999).
alSee e.g. the conclusion of the passage quoted in the two previous fn. (IPV, vol. I,

p. 24b): 
"çâ "ro 

paüta§ ched,at taksanahalpat paricched,ah. "This is the separation (pa-

,1,""h"âo) ithut ir-th.,, called] because of the'cutting ofr' (-ched,a)'on all sides' (pari-),

similar to fthe action of] scissors (takçana)."
42IPV, vol. I, p. 237.
43Cf. the way Ksemarâja develops this analogy in Spandakarikani'rnaya ad Spand,a-

kari,ka 2, p. l0: na praseuakad i,ttaksotadi tat tasman nirgatam; api tu sa eoa bhagauan

suasuatantryad, anati,riktam aTty atiriktam iua jagadrùpatam, suabhi,ttau darpananagarauat

prakaéayan sthitah. "The [universe] does not arise from this [manifêsting consciousness]

as walnuts from a bag fbr instance; rather, the Lord himself exists while manifesting

existence in the form of the univer se (jagad,rupafa) out of his own freedom, on the back-

ground that is himself (suabhi,tti,), as a city in a mirror (daTpananagaTauat), as though

[this existence in the foà of the universe] were something over aud above (ati'ri'kta) lfhe
tackground], whereas [in fact,] it is nothi,g over a.d above [it] (anatirilcta)."
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the illusion of clreams or the illusion created by a mirror or a painting - is

not the \Mrong belief in the existence of differences, but the lack of awareness

that these differences are manifestecl 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
(auabhasa) insofar as it never undermines in the least the fundamental non-
difference (abheda) of consciousness. However, once again, it is not unreal
(aparamarthiha), because this power itself is the very heart of reality. that
is, the freedom (suatantrya) 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.aa Thus. at the
encl of a confrontation with some Aclvaita Vedântins who contencl that the
differentiated universe is unreal, Abhinavagupta concludes:

t ena su atmarupam eu a uiéu am s aty arupam prakaé atmataparama-
rth am atruti,tap rakaÉ abh, edam eu a s at pralea é aparamarth en aiu a

bheden a p raka § ay ati mah e éu ara i,ti, ta d eu a sy ati,durghatakaritu a-

laksanarn su atantry am, ai,éuary am ucy ate.as

Therefore the Great Lord (mahe§uara) manifests (praka§ayati)

the universe, which consists of nothing but Himself (suatman),

the form of which is real (satya), which has as its ultimate reality
its identity with the manifesting consciousness (praka§a) [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 (prakaéaparamartha). This is precisely what is called

freerlom (suatantrya) or soverei gnty (ai§uarya) - [a sovereignty]

characterized by the fact of being the agent of the most difficult
deecls.

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 (abhedo) with the manifesting consciousness, it
is perfectly real inthe sense that even this differentiation "has as its ultimate
reality (paramartho) the manifesting consciousness": as Abhinavagupta says

in the ambiguous passage previously mentioned, it is an appealance, "and

for all that it is not unreal, because this is the ultimate reality (paramartha)

aasee RarrÉ 2010a, pp. 33 ff.,
45IPV, vol. II, p. 181.

and RarrÉ 2010b, pp. 17 tr.
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of whatever is created." Appearing or beiug manifest is the very nature of
consciousness, and separation i,s real because i,t is mani'fest - because it is

one of consciousness's ways of manifesting its sovereign freedom.

***

The separation dividing objects and consciousnesses is a mere appear-

ance (auabhasamatra) insofar as according to the Saiva non-dualists. ulti-
mately the only reality is an all-encompassing, omniscient and omnipotent
conscionsness. And yet it is not unreal (na... aparamarthi,ka), because the

essence of consciousness is to manifest, and because whatever is manifest is
an aspect of reality: the createcl (nirmzyamana) is nothing but the creator

(nirmatr) appearing in the form of the created, and the separation through
which this creation is performecl is nothing but the power of consciousness

to appear as what it is not without ceasing to be itself. As a consequence,

neither the separatecl entities nor separation itself can be discarded as mere

illusions, although they both have to be recognized as appearances (aua-

bhasa) taken on by the absolute 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.46 And Bhâskarakaltha'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 biurs the distinction between

reality and appealance - for instance when, as \Me have seen, he presents

worldly illusions such as mistaking nacre for silver as "inferior" illusions

set insicle the cosmic illusion of samsara, ancl when he says that frorn the

point of view of ultimate reality, we aIe 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

clo not apprehend it as a manifestation of the absolute consciousness; and

a6See e.g. Abhinavagupta's formulation of this equation in IPV, vol. II, p- 241: a-

aabhasasaratuad, uastuiam..., "because real things (aastu) have as their essence (sara)

manifestation (aaabhasa)..)' cf. the translation proposed by K. C. Pandey for the com-

pound abhasaiadu (liteially, "doctrine of manifestation") which often designates the

Pratyabhijflâ doctrine: "realistic idealism" (PaNon'v 1936, p' 319)'
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the Pratyabhijnâ's doctrine does not amount to some kinri 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, unclerstood as a pure clynamism that is the source of all manifesta-
tion). The Pratyabhijflâ system thus involves a shift from the distinction
between reality and illusion to that between the manifesting consciousness

(prakaéa) and the manifested entities (prakaéya). And indeed. the former
is the essence of the latter, since prakaéa 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. IJltimately. it is freedom. (suatantrya)

that constitutes the only criterion of reality: only freedom makes the dif-
ference between ultimate reality (paramarth,a) 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 tlie phenomenal universe.aT

From this point of view, Bhâskarakaltha'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 Pratyabhijnâ treatise and that of Advaita Vedânta,a8 his interpretation
of this passage of the IPV clearly involves a form of vedânticization (which

is also perceptible in his commentary on another Kashmiri text expounding

an original kind of non-dualism, the Moksopaya).ae 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-

4TConsciousness thus freely chooses to appear as alienated and passive (fbr passages

in Abhinavagupta's works emphasizing this paradox, see RArtÉ 2010a, pp. 26 ff).
a8See e.g. Bhâskarakarltha's introductory verse to chapter I, 2 (devoted to the expo-

sition of \he Tturuapaksato be refuted by the treatise), in which he distinguishes betweerr

a mere ,,non-duality,, and the Praiyabhijflâ's "ultimate non-duality" (Bhaskart" vol. I,

p. 81): pùruapalæamayaduaitam aduaitan madhyapalcsatah f ni,skrsgante paraduaitapa'

ksauantam éiuar.n stum,ah ll "We praise Siva, who, afTer defeating the duality (duai,ta)

which constitutes the prima facie thesis thanks to the intermediary thesis of non-duality

(ad,uaita), eventually adopts the thesis of ultimate non-duality (paradua'ita)."
aeThus for instance, Bhâskarakallha superimposes on the text oT the Moksopaya t'he

idea that the phenomenal world is, just as Maldanami6ra's nescience (auidya), sad'asad'-

bhya,m aniruacanzgarn: see HANNoonn 2006, pp. 166-167.
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agreement with Advaita Vedànta, and one of the most original features of
the Pratyabhijflâ metaphysics.
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