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Studies on Utpaladeva’s Isvarapratyabhijiia-vivrti
Part II: What is Memory?!

- RAFFAELE TORELLA, Rome

The present paper is the second of a series of papers in which I have been
presenting the critical edition and English translation of the fragmentary
codex unicus of the Isvarapratyabhijia-vivrti, the long commentary that
Utpaladeva composed on his own Isvarapratyabhijiia-karika (IPK) and
svavrtti, a work of outstanding importance for the philosophy of Kasmirian
Saivadvaita, and for Indian philosophy as a whole. I need not repeat here
what I have already said elsewhere on the nature of the Vivr#i and its rela-
tion to the other commentaries.” Suffice it to recall that Utpaladeva is said
to have composed the IPK and the concise V¢ at the same time, and later
on to have devoted an analytic commentary to the complex Karika-Vytti,
i.e. our Vivrti (or Tika), in which he discussed possible alternative views
and rejected them, also making occasionally quite long digressions on par-
ticular subjects. Of this lengthy work — corresponding to the extent of 8000
Slokas (hence the traditional denomination of Astasahasri) — only a com-
paratively small fragment has come down to us, covering the section IPK
1.3.6 through 1.5.3. A detailed exposition of my discovery of the original
manuscript — after a cursory consultation, some 15 years ago, of a transcript
of the same made by PROF. K.CH. PANDEY — can be found in the first study
that I have devoted to this text (TORELLA forthcoming), which also contains
a description of the manuscript (National Archives, Delhi, Skt. Mss. No.
30). ,

The present paper deals with the Vivrti on IPK 1.4.1-2. In the previous
chapter Utpaladeva, referring to an enigmatic statement in the Bhagavad-

!This paper that I have dedicated to PROF. MICHAEL HAHN as a token of appreciation to
the scholar and of affection to the old friend is perhaps a bit far away from his preferred
field of research, but I remember what once he told me during my stay at his house at Oden-
dorf: that the fact that we both liked to work on unpublished sources created a stronger link
between us than the mere sharing the same subject ...

> TORELLA 2002; XL-XLV.
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gita,’ had identified three powers (Sakti) in the Lord: Cognition, Memory
and Exclusion. After making some prelirninary remarks concerning them as
a whole, he starts now a detailed inquiry into each of them. HIS aim is to
show that cognition, memory and exclusion, which constitute the very basis
of the knowledge process in human mind, are indirectly also a proof of the
coinciding of the individual subject with universal Consciousness. None of
these phenomena can be really explained and their complex functioning
accounted for satisfactorily in merely ‘mechanic’ terms, as first of all the
Buddhists do. The individual subject can cognize, remember and exclude
only if it is conceived of as inscribed within an eternal and, at the same
time, dynamic universal I-ness, i.e. Siva.

If Utpaladeva’s investigation starts with memory, by infringing the a-
bove stated order, it is “because in a very clear manner (suspastam) mem-
ory can serve as a logical reason for the establishment of the identity of the
self with the Lord”.* The starting point is the classical definition of memory
given in Yogasitra 1.11: “Memory is the non-extinction of the object
formerly perceived” (anubhiitavisaydsampramosah smrtil). The sustained
analysis of Utpaladeva singles out a few crucial points contained in such an
apparently simple process: How is it possible to attribute temporal differen-
tiation to a cognizer that is permanent in his essential nature? What is the
relationship between the cognitive act of the original perception and the
cognitive act of the subsequent memory? How can the latter bring the
former to light again without objectifying it? On this point, in fact, the
Saiva and his principal opponent, the Buddhist epistemologist, are in full
agreement: a cognition is self-luminous and cannot be the object of another
cognition. The standard Buddhist explanation is far from being satisfactory:
saying that the perception produces a samskdara, which in turn will produce
the phenomenon of memory, only accounts for the fact that memory has a
certain objective content but leaves out the ‘subjective’ component repre-
sented by the fact that the object has been ‘coloured’ by the previous per-
ception, or, to be more precise, by its having been ‘already’ perceived in a
certain past moment. Memory, in fact, is indeed the memory of the past ob-
ject but also of the past perception of it. Instead, as Abhinavagupta says,’
what the samskara is able to convey (or resuirect) is neither the original

* Bhagavadgita XV.15b mattah smytir jiianam apohanam ca “From Me derive memory,
knowledge and exclusion.”

* So we read at the very beginning of the Vivyti on 1.4.1; see below, p. 535.

5 See below, fn. 83.
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perception nor the object insofar as it was cognized by such past percep-
tion. This presupposes a living organism at work, a dynamic and unitary
consciousness able to freely move between different moments of time.$
Having this in mind, Utpaladeva deliberately introduces an apparently little
but in fact quite significant change in the Yogasiitra definition, by reading
asampramosanam in the place of asampramosah.” Due to the very nature
of the phenomenon of memory, consciousness is expected to work at the
level of individual subject, fully within the world of maya. As Utpaladeva
puts it:* “For this function belongs to the Lord alone, identical with con-
sciousness, and takes place due to His freedom, in these terms: it is the
Lord that, having assumed the form of the [limited] knower, identified with
the puryastaka and other planes onto which freedom is superimposed, cog-
nizes, remembers or ascertains.”

But how, analytically, does the process of memory work? Both the act of
ascertainment (niscaya, adhyavasdya) and memory belong to the category
of vikalpa, being the mayic form of vimarsa. The main difference between
adhyavasdya, immediately following the original manifestation (or ‘shin-
ing’) of the object — that is, its perception —, and smyti, which is instead
more or less distant from it, is that in the former case we have the reflective
awareness (paramarsa) ‘this’, while in the latter we have the reflective
awareness ‘that’. However, according to the Pratyabhijfia philosophy, only
a paramarsa of a presently ‘shining’ object is possible. So memory cannot
have as its object something which only ‘shone’ in the past (Vy#ti: prakasi-
tasya paramarso na kytah syat).’ Once the matter has been put in these

¢ The point has been explicitly touched, in a different context, by Utpaladeva in IPK
1.3.2cd [...] samskarajatvam tu tattulyatvam na tadgatih “The fact that [memory] arises
from latent impressions implies its similarity to the former perception, but not its cognition
of that.” The samskara of the former perception is awakened by a present perception — sim-
ilar to the other — which gives rise to the memory. The samskdra, therefore, ensures this
‘similarity’ in the memory, but the memory itself has no direct access to (cannot ‘know’) the
former perception, nor can it, strictly speaking, establish the similarity between the latter
and the present perception which has been reawakened by the samskara (TORELLA 2002:
99f., fn. 4). Vyti thereon: “Since memory arises from the latent impression left by the for-
mer perception, it only bears a similarity to that perception but does not have direct cogni-
tion of the latter; and, moreover, as there is no cognition of the former perception not even
the similarity to it can be maintained.”

" A yudanta word like asampramosanam is more inclined to express a process than the
ghaiianta word asampramosah. See below, fn. 78.

¥ See below, p. 539.

° See below, p. 542.
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terms (the possibility that memory might have as its ‘object’ the former per-
ception had been discarded at the outset), Utpaladeva is able to point to the
centrality of a dynamic I as the only way to get out of the impasse. It is the
I that ensures the possibility of unifying the various cognitions occurring at
different times, thus resolving the apparent inconsistency between a (pres-
ent) vimarsa and a (past) anubhava. The one and same svasamvedana of
both cognitions creates that necessary bridge between them which the Bud-
dhist epistemologist fails to account for.'® A further clarification is provided
by Abhinavagupta in the IPVV (11, p. 32, 1l. 10-13): the prakasa concern-
ing the part-object (arthamse) belongs to the past; but the prakasa as grasp-
ed by the vimarsa, concerning the part-self (svatmamse), is not limited by
time. Thus the vimarsa in the memory can connect itself with the vimarsa
in the perception and, through it, with the former light of the object — in this
way meeting both requirements: taking place in the present and not being
divorced from prakdasa (TORELLA 2002: 1061, fn. 12).

In the course of the exploration of the mechanism of memory, Utpala-
deva has to explain his position with regard to the object of memory. The
object of memory is, in principle, the same as the object of perception: the
unique particular, the svalaksana of the Buddhists, belonging to a specific
time and space and having a specific form. But just as the original percep-
tion had catched with definiteness only some aspects of the svalaksana, so
the memory usually resurrects only some aspects of it, and not necessarily
the same. The starting point of this long digression, which will turn into an
investigation into the nature of the universal, the particular and their rela-
tionship, is the degree of vividness of the remembered object. Vividness
(sphutatva) depends on how many aspects or components of the thing are
manifested in memory. In fact, the apparently unitary svalaksana is com-
posed of a number of ‘manifestations’ (@bhdsa), each of them having the
nature of universal.!! But if it is true that the more numerous samanyas

' Cf IPVVIL p. 17, 1L 22f. anubhavasmytyor ekam svasamvedanariipam ekavisayato-
palambhat.

!! Utpaladeva’s concept of svalaksana seems (and, in a sense, indeed is) just the opposite
of the Buddhist’s (for a detailed discussion see TORELLA 1992: 332-336). For the Buddhist
epistemologist the starting point is the particular; perception grasps-it in its entirety but is
also inexpressible and uncommunicable; many different niscayas may stem from this single
perceptual content, each of them captures a part of it and connects it with a word, which
therefore denotes a certain samanya (or rather the negation of what is other than that feat-
ure). For Utpaladeva, each pramana grasps an individual @bhdsa (which is a samanya), ex-
pressed by a determinate word, depending on a determinate reflective awareness, or grasps
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unite, the more individualized is the object, and the more vivid is its mani-
festation in. memory, it is also true that s@ndnyas are not on the same plane.
Even a single samanya can as well be manifested vividly, when it compris-
es a multiplicity of broader universals (this is the case, Utpaladeva says, of
the universal ‘dhava’ [Grislea tomentosa] with respect, e.g., to the uni-
versal ‘treeness’). In referring to a hierarchy of samanyas, Utpaladeva is
likely to have in mind Bhartrhari’s conception, as expressed in Jatisamud-
desa, v. 33 sambandhibhedat sattaiva bhidyamanda gavadisu | jatir ity ucya-
te [...] (cf. Helaraja’s commentary, p. 41 bhidyamana upacaritabhedd gava-
svadisu sattaiva mahdsamanyam eva jatih gotvasvatviadika, aparasama-
nyam). Bhartrhari, in his turn, seems to derive this conception from the Vai-
sesikasiitra (1.211£.),"> where the term samanyavisesa appears for the first
time. samdanyavisesa can be taken in a double meaning: “specific samanya”
(versus the highest samanya: bhava) and “being at the same time samanya
and visesa”. Prasastapada calls them para and apara samanya: the former
causes the notion of continuity, the latter that of distinction.'®

— in the perception itself and not in a later cognitive act — a group of @bhdsas coordinated by
the Lord’s power of necessity around a dominant @bhdsa, which allows the perception to
remain unitary. The group of dbhdsas taken in its totality ultimately corresponds to the Bud-
dhist svalaksana. The two conceptions are after all not so opposed to each other: Utpala-
deva’s svalaksana clearly derives from the svalaksana of the Buddhists, only with a signifi-
cantly inverted perspective.

2 See in particular 1.2.3 (Candrananda) s@manyam visesa iti buddhyapeksam, 1.2.4 bha-
vah samanyam eva, 1.2.5 dravyatvam gunatvam karmatvam ca samanyani visesas ca, etc.

B Cf., p. 741 samanyam dvividham — param aparam ca; p. 743 tatra sattGsamanyam
param anuvrttikdranam eva; p. 746 aparam [...] anuvrttivyavrttihetutvat samanyam visesas
ca bhavati. See also Bhartrhari, Jatisamuddesa, v.14 anupravyttidharmo va jatis syat sarva-
Jjatisu | vyavyttidharmasamanyam visese jatir isyate.
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Text™

[9v13] Pvivrtau'® smrtyadinam idanim jAanaprakaranenanena svarlipam nirfipa-
yisyann adesakalanugatasvatantravabodhalaksanatmatattvasvabhavesvarasaktirtipa-
tam pratipipadayisuh smrter eva tavat suspastam i$varatmasiddhihetuta[10r]ya
prathamam sambhavam zha Il

sa hi purvanubhutarthopalabdha parato *pisan |

vimrsan sa iti svairi smaratity apadiSyate Il <1.4.1>
[..]7 Il [11r10] vrttih Il pascad api plirvanubhtitarthanubhavitrtvat pirvanubhi-
tarthaprakasasampramosanam tasyaikasya vibhoh kartuh sa ity atra plirvanubhtita-
tvena pratyavamar$ah smrtir nama vyaparah ’
Il vivrtih Il bodhatmano nityatvenaitadavibhaktayah boddhrtayah nityatve ’pi'® tat-
tattathanirmitavibhinnades$akalopasarjanarthoparagena bodhaikarfipasya[11v]rtha-
nubhavasyapi ca bhinnakalatvena ptirvapascadvyavaharah | tad aha “pascad api”
iti | ata eva prakasamanarthadhinatvad asya kalavyavaharasya stitre vrttau cartha-
$abdopadanah’ | visayopalabdhrtapy arthasya prthagbhave nopapannety anta-
rarthanuprave$adarsanartham arthakaro *nubhavitety evamarthatatparyena stitra-

' The words underlined in the text are those literally cited in the IPVV. Punctuation is
mine (that found in the MS is often misleading). In the edition; <...> means ‘addition with
respect to the transmitted text’; [...], means ‘elimination of portions of the transmitted text’
(also the indications ‘folio’ and ‘line” are between square brackets). The sandhi has been
‘normalized’. The establishing of the text has resulted from the delicate balance of some-
times divergent factors: the text as transmitted by the codex unicus, internal coherence,
literal citations in the IPVV, paraphrases in the IPVV, parallel texts. A few literal citations
from the Vivrti can be found in the footnotes of the KSTS ed. of the IPV, which have been
derived from the marginal notes of an important ms. of IPV, that sigled Gh in the edition of
the IPV (the ms. is now at the National Archives, Delhi, where T have consulted it). When
the transmitted text has been modified, this has been pointed out by using three different
expressions: correction, conjectural emendation and tentative restoration. The first is felt as
virtually certain, the second as highly probable, the third as a mere attempt.

'* The MS regularly reads vivrtti- instead of vivyti-.

' The avataranika of the Vivrti is cited in IPV I, pp. 115f,, fn. 17.

' The Karika is followed by the text of the IPV thereon.

'8 Abhinavagupta seems to have a partly different text: IPVV IL, p. 5, IL. 10f. “tena’ iti
bodhena | “te’ iti anubhiiyamandh [...]. But neither fena nor fe fit the context of the trans-
mitted text, which on the other hand is confirmed by the paraphrase found in IPVV imme-
diately after the above passage: p. 5, 1l. 11-14 ‘tatha’ iti svariipad avibhaktd api bodhasva-
tantryaprakdrena nirmitavibhaktatam iva apaditah, ata eva vicitram kytva bhinn@ bodhac
ca anyonyam ca, tata eva desakalavisesand ye arthah, taih prakasamanair yah uparagah,
tena hetunda [...]. The reading °visesana® would seem preferable to “upasarjana®MS, but cf.
p- 8, 1. 24f. kevalam apradhdanatayd tasya prathanam iti visesanatvam upasarjanatvat.

¥ *yupadanah, my conjectural emendation, “upadand: MS (cf. ibid. p. 5,11 21f. ‘ata eva’
Sankitam parvapaksam arthasabdopddane hetutvena upajivati).
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vrttyor arthasabdasasthyas trcapi krtah samasah, sa ca jfiapakat kvacid istah,
trnnantena va sadhanam krteti dvitiyasamasah | panv arthasyanubhavamukhenaiva
kalasamsparso vaksyate viesato ’nubhlitatanubhilyamanatadiripena | satyam etat,
kintv anadinidhanasyaivasya sarvasaktes cittattvasya maya yat? kalakramavabha-
sanavyapard kartr$aktih saiva ca *'tadanim kalasaktisamjfia tattadvividhavabhasa-
niyadikakarmavastusamlagnataya kalakramopasarjanavicitravabhasanadikriyart-
pataya prathate | Zesaiva hi sa ®parame$varasyavabhasanakhya kriyantastattat-
padarthavavibhayisatmakeccha[12r]prarambha bahistadavabhasanaparyanta nanyat
kificid iti vaksyate | smrtikriya*'py *asyaivaisaivantahsthitanubhfitapGirvarthavi-
mar$ecchopakrama bahily sa iti tatplrvakaloparaktanubhiitabhavavamarsanava-
sana | tad aha “anubhiitarthaprakasa” iti | sampramosanam iti lyudantena kartryva-
paratasphutikaranaya nirdesah ghatadivailaksanyena sadhyamanatapradhanyasya

svatantrya®puryastakadipramatrriipo janati smaraty avasyati ¥ va na fu svasamar-
thyena prthagbhtitanam jiianasmrtyadivastinam karyakaranabhaval svatantranam
yena visayabheda$ codyate | ata eva “svairi” ity upattam vivrtam ca “kartur” iti,
anubhavasmaranakalavyapitvam “sa parato ’pi sann” iti stitre nirdistam vivrtam ca
“padcad api purvanubhutarthanubhavitrtvad” iti | tatha “ekasya” iti kartrtaiva ca
ai§varyam uktam “vibhor” iti | kevalam **anubhavo ’rthasya pravrttatadarthava-
bha[12v]sapramatrantaraikibhavanirmanamukhena tadanim tadanubhavitrpratya-
gatmani vaksyamananayenanupraveso nirmanam ivasyabhasanad | avabhaty api
tasminn *atatsamaropapohanatmana nidcayena vina vyavaharo na pravartate, sa ca
ni$cayo *nubhavakala eva va bhavyate ’yam iti, anyada va sa iti, ubhayathapi va |
kalantare tu sa niscayah pratyavamarsatma smrtir ity ucyate | tad uktam “prakasa-
sampramosanam pratyavamarsa” iti | anugatadesakalanavacchinnatattadabhasa-
matrapratyavamarse tu vikalpamatram etac cottaratra vaksyate <l 1.4.1 1>%

® kala®, my correction for akala® MS (cf. p. 8, 1. 9 kartrsakteh kalakramavabhasanam
nama vyapdarah).

! Apparently in the text that Abhinavagupta had before him there was fa#ra in the place
of tadanim (p. 8, 1. 8 ‘tatra’ iti mayavisaye).

2 gsaiva, my correction for esava MS.

B paramesvarasya®, my correction for paramesvara®MS.

* yg added above the line.

B asyaivaisaivantah®, my conjectural emendation for asyaivaisavantah’ MS.

% ogyatantrya® cit. p. 11, 1. 14, incorrectly, as °svatantrye.

% yd na tu, my correction for va ‘nanta®MS (na tu, strictly required by meaning, is cit.
p. 11, 1. 25).

% anubhavo 'rthasya pravrita®, my conjectural emendation for anubhavam arthasya pra-
vrttam MS. In emending the transmitted text, I have taken into account the long and com-
plex explanation of the passage given by Abhinavagupta ibid. p. 14,1. 23 - p. 15,1. 17.

» atat®, my correction for atah MS.

*0MS has: 1125 111 1
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<Vivrti> smrtivikalparipaparamarsasamaye desakaladyavacchedat tathantahsthi-
tasya bahir api tad idam ityadisarvanama®'nirdesyasyarthasya** samarthyad eva
prakaso bhavatity aha Il * [...]
[13r6] bhasayec ca svakale ’rthat ptirvabhasitam amrsan |
svalaksanam ghatabhasamatrenathakhilatmana Il <1.4.2>
[...]** [1418] Vrttih || smrtiaktyd sa iti pUirvanubhiitam svalaksanam paramr$an
*bhasayaty evanyatha prakasitasya paramarso na krtah syat svasattakala eva’ ca |
tena smaranakale nastasyapy abhaso na dusyati | kadacit tv arthitavasad ghata-
kaficanadravyasattadyanyatamaikabhasarfipenaivasyasphuta® vabhasah, anyada ty
sarvatmanarthitvena **sphuta eva, ati$ayanirantaravahitacetasas tu drstarthapratya-
ksikara eva |l .
Vivrtih Il smrtau dedakaladyavacchedena piirvatayanubhtitam pardmrsan niyata-
rlipataya svalaksanatmanam artham paramrsati | tad aha “smrtisaktya” iti “sva-
laksanam” iti ca | prakagasvabha[14v]vas ca paramarso yathasau® tasyavasyam pra-
kasanena tatha bhavyam, anyatha pardimar$anam eva nopapadyeta®, ato ’tra nasti
vivadah | ata gva “bhasayaty eva” ity avadharanam tena ca stitre linartho niyoga-

smrtau ca plirvaprakasitasya paramar§at plirvaprakasita® tvenaivabhasah® | tad aha
“anyatha prakasitasya paramar$o na krtah syad” iti | gsa eva ca anubhiitavisaya-

*! °nirdesyasya, my correction for ‘nirdesasya MS.

*2 Here MS adds syad eva, then deleted.

33 The avataranika of the IPV follows.

3 The text of TPV follows.

** All the mss. of the V7t (and, accordingly, my edition) have @bhdsayati.

361 add ca, omitted in MS (and also in one of the mss. Tused for my edition of the Vy#)
but explicitly cited by Abhinavagupta (p. 12, 11. 19-21 [...] “svasasta@kala eva ca” ity anena
vrttau sphutikrtah | tena smytikdle eva ca abhdsayatiti vrttiyojand).

*" The evidence of the Vivrti induces me to accept the reading asphuta@vabhdsah instead
of sphutavabhdsah, as found in my edition of the Vr## (both readings had been transmitted
by the mss.). I read °avabhasah instead of °abhdsah MS (all the mss. of the Vrtti read °ava-
bhdsah, which is also confirmed p. 25, 1. 19 y@ vrttih “avabhdsa” ity antd.

38 MS reads tathaiva sphuta eva; the same reading can be found in three mss. of the Vriti
(J, T; Ch; in Ch sphuta eva is added in the margin), while the rest of the mss. read tathaiva
only. In my edition of the Vi [ had accepted tathaiva and considered sphuta eva an old
gloss interpolated into the text. Now, if, as I believe after taking into consideration the argu-
ments of the Vivrti, in the previous line we must read asphutavabhdasah, it is instead tathaiva
to be deleted and only sphuta eva to be left.

% See below fn. 42.

“MS has °dyate then corrected to °dyeta.

! °1a° added above the line.

> What may appear p. 22, Il. 12-14 as a quotation is in fact a paraphrase: ‘anubhiitasyd-
vasyam prakdasaly’ iti ‘parvabhdsitatvenaiva prakasah’ iti ca vydakhyatam [...].
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sampramosah | plrvaprakasitatvam ca pUrvatitadesakalapramatrakaravisesavacche-
denaiva prakasanad bhavati | tad aha “svasattakala eva ca” iti | tad evam anyatha
paramarsanabhavaprasangat paurvakalikasyarthabhasasya samarthanat smarana-
kalayoganupayogat plrvavabhasasya smaranakale nasanasavicaro nigphala eva |
tad aha “smaranakale nastasyapi” iti | etavata ca smrtitvam upapadyate ’nyatha
purvarthavabhasanunmese tad abhinavam eva jfianantaram syat purvarthamatra-
visayam yogina iva | yogino hi yasya prathamah kalabhedah sarvatha na vigalito
mayamaye [15r] puryastakadau pramatary avasthanaparityagat tasya smaryamanair
aparair atitaih sahacari kascid artho *bhiyogavasad adrstaptirvo ’pi tavaty amse
labdhasvartiponmesasya saksatkarepavabhati, pirvanubhavasamsparsenaiva va
pramatur vikalpa eva kascid atitavisayah svecchaya kim notpadyate raja mama
pitabhavad ityadih | atratite "py arthe ’titadesadisahacarini jianabhasas tadaninta-
nas tadanintanapramatrsamlagnatvat, smarane tu plrvapramatrmayah® | tasmat
plrvavabhasonmesah smrtav avasyabhyupagamaniyah |* arthitvac ca* abhogava-
$ena smrtav upajatayam ghatadyabhasasyaiva kaficanadyabhasa “’sambhinnasyapi
yathopayogam plrvadesakalabhasadyavacchedoparagat svalaksanariipasya sma-
ranad asphuto ’sav avabhaso bhavati | tad aha “kadacit tu” iti | plrvadesakaladya-
vacchedavirahe tu svatantravikalpesu samanyakarasyaivasyasphutasyavabhasal |
samanyany eva hi prabhiitani sambhiiyanyonyavacchedena vyavasthitani sphuta-
bhasatam asadya de$adisimanyabhasivacchedena svalaksanatam bhajante | “e-
ka[15v]m api ca samanyariipam $akhadimattvamatram vrksatvam dhavakhadiradi-
varnasamsthanasamanyavaicitryabhasasammisram de§akalabhasasamanyasahasra-
sambhedabheditam canekatmatam apadyate | svayam adesakalabhedatve *pi paras-
param bhedah parasparam paryayavacchedas ca samanyanam anekasvalaksanata-
pattihetuh, tesam canugunyenaivanyonyavacchedo bhavati §itasamanyagnisaman-

1 would be tempted to add here something like idanintah making contrast with the pre-
vious tadanintanah; idanintah is in any case to be implicitly understood, if we want to ob-
tain the expected meaning. )

“Fn. 62 of IPV I, p. 124 reads as follows: yathoktam madhyapratyabhijiidydm —arthitd-
vasat smytav upajayamandydn ghatadyabhdsasyaiva kaicandadydbhdasasambhinnasyapi
yathopayogam pirvadesakalabhasadyavacchedopardgat svalaksapariipasya smaranad asav
avabhdso bhavati iti. The quotation shows some significant divergence from the text I have
established, also confirmed by Abhinavagupta’s comments. Some substantial doubt remains
only with regard to upajatayam/upajayamandyam, the latter fitting the context better.

* gbhoga®, my correction for bhoga®MS. The detailed comments of Abhinavagupta refer
to the reading @bhoga® (IPVV 11, p. 25, 1. 20-23 @ samantat bhogah samvedanantarbrudi-
tanantabhavasamskaramadhyanimagnasya cidbhdvasya unmesanatimakapdlanacarvanavya-
paro 'nvesandtmd, abhogas cintdsantatilaksanam pra(read: pralnidhanam).

% With some hesitation I correct “sambhinnasydpi MS to “asambhinnasydpi. The latter is
the reading that Abhinavagupta’s remarks (p. 25, 1. 23 - p. 24, 1. 4) seem to presuppose.

“T ekam api ca, my conjectural emendation for ekam api tat MS (the pratika p. 26, 1. 25
reads evam api ca, but see the objection which immediately precedes it: [...] tatra vyksa iti
ekabuddhil katham). )
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yayos tathatvabhavat | “kimcic ca ssmanyam *anyasamanyanavacchede *pi svata
evanekasamanyamayaikasamanyatmataya svalaksanatam anapannam api sphutam
bhavati yatha vrksatvapeksaya dhavatvadi | svabhavatvena **hy avisesitam api
tadantapravistavrksatvadi samanyatam na tu jahaty eva, desakalabhedavacchede-
naiva hi svalaksanibhavah | yada punar arthitavasenaiva sadghatakaficanalohita-
tvadyabhasasamvedanenaiva plirvadikkalabhasasambhedina evarthasya smaranam
tada sphuta evabhasah | tad aha “anyadd tu” iti | S'kadacit punar atyantaika-
rasa**vadhanodyuktasya niravasesavi$esanavabhasasamanadhikaranyapattivisadi-
krtah®* smaryama[l6rjno ’rthah saksatkaramaya eva sphutam purah sphurati | tad
aha “ati$ayanirantara” iti | nairantaryam avadhanasya® vijatiyacittavyavaharabhavo
nairmalyam | **tada ca pratyaksibhave ’pi purvadrstatayaiva pratyaksibhavad anu-
bhiitavisayasampramosah sutaram iti smrtibhedamadhyagananayam na ksatih |
S8svatantro ’pi vikalpas tattatpramanaparisuddhanekavisesanavisistavabhason-
mukho yada bhavati, tada sphutibhavaty eva so ’rthah | tad uktam brahmadibhasa-
nakarnanaunmukhyad iti | *’tada ca **vikalpata syan nirvikalpata *veti nasmakam
grahah | paramardadtinyata tu na kvacid api vidyate tadatmyat sarvaprakasanam |
sarvatranusmaranadau ca cittattvasyaiva svatantryam, na tu svakaranasamarthyad

* T have accepted the reading kimcic ca, quoted by Abhinavagupta, which better fits the
context; kifica MS.

* anyas@manyanavacchede, my correction for atyasamanyavacchede MS. anyasamdnyd-
navacchede is what the sense requires and is also confirmed by Abhinavagupta’s paraphrase
(p. 28, Il. 5£.): anyena vyatiriktataya paramystena @bhasantarena avisesitatve 'pi.

% The original reading of MS was /i, then corrected to hy a°.

°! The passage kaddcit punar [...] na ksatih is quoted in IPV I, p. 125, fn. 67: yathoktam
astasahasryam — kaddcit punar atyantaikarasddhanodyuktasya niravasesavisesapavabhdsa-
samandadhikaranyapattivisadikytah smaryamdno ‘rthah saksatkaramaya eva sphutam purah
sphurati, tatha ca pratyaksibhdave 'pi piirvadystatayaiva pratyaksibhavad anubhiitavisaya-
sampramosah sutardm iti smytibhedamadhyaganandydm na ksatih. The text is the same as
in MS, apart from fatha instead of tada MS and the omission of the passage tad dha [...]
nairmalyam.

*2 °ayadhana®, my conjectural emendation for °@dhdana®MS. Cf. the following avadha-
nasya. :

53 kptah MS, then corrected to °krtah.

* vijatiyacittavyavahdrabhdvo nairmalyam, my tentative restoration for vijatiyacittaya-
vyavahdarabhavanairmalyam MS, evidently corrupt.

S IPVVIL p. 30, 1. 2 quotes, incorrectly, tada na.

% p. 30, 1. 14f. quotes, incorrectly, svatantre 'pi.

57 tad@ hi MS, for which I substitute the more congruous tadd ca, quoted ibid. 1. 23.

% vikalpata, my correction for vikalpah MS. The expected reading vikalpatd, required by
the following nirvikalpata, is indirectly confirmed ibid. 1. 23 tat katham vikalpat ukteti.

*p. 31, 1. 1, vasabdo ’tra na samsaye, api tu sambhavavikalpe.
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udbhavatiti pratipadayitum “plirvabhasitam” iti “@bhasayati” iti ca nica nirdesah
krtah “prakasitasya” iti ca <L.IV.2>% '

Translation

Vivrti: The author, who, with the present section on knowledge, is going now to
describe the specific nature of memory etc.”’ — with the aim to demonstrate that
memory is formed by the power of the Lord, constituting the very nature of the self
as characterized by a free dynamic awareness running through all times — starts in
fact his proving argument precisely with respect to memory, since in a very clear
manner memory can serve as a logical reason for the establishment of the identity
of the self with the Lord.*

1. The Free One (svairi), the perceiver of the object formerly per-
ceived, continuing also to exist later, has the reflective awareness:
‘that’: this is what is called ‘remembering’.

Vytti: The light-perception of the object formerly perceived is not extinguished
(asampramosanam) [at the moment of memory],* since he [the knowing subject;
the Lord] also continues to exist later as the perceiver of the object formerly per-
ceived. To have here a reflective awareness of an object in terms of ‘that’ — as
formerly perceived — on the part of him who is one, the Lord, the agent: this is the
function called ‘memory’. ‘ :

Vivrti: Although the cognizer is permanent in his essential nature, since permanent
is the consciousness from which his nature is never divided, the notions of ‘before’
and ‘after’ can be applied [to the self and his cognitive activity] in common experi-
ence on account of the temporal differentiation of the object perceptions,” whose
essence is in fact solely consciousness: this [seeming] temporal differentiation is
due to the influence of the objects, which are various (fattat®), created [by the

OMS has: 125 1121

© See fn. 3.

 If Utpaladeva decides to start with memory (out of the three sak#is under consideration:
the above mentioned Knowledge (in general), Memory and Exclusion), it is because the
analysis of the phenomenon of memory makes immediately and easily evident that the latter
presupposes a knowing subject assumed as identical to the Lord (IPVV 11, p. 2, 11. 18-21
tavadgrahapam jianapohandder api anantaram niripayisyate svariipam iti kramam dyota-
yati | nanu kuto ’yam evambhiitah kramah | @ha suspastam kytva isvarasvabhavasya atma-
nah siddhau hetut@ smyter yato 'sti, tato "yam kramah).

8 Utpaladeva has in mind the classical definition of memory in Yogasiitra 1.11: anubhii-
tavisayasampramosah smrtih.

& 1t is the differentiated content of cognition to project a corresponding differentiation
onto the cognizer and the cognition (p. 5, 1l. 191. tatas ca arthoparagad arthagatau desaka-
lau pramdtaram ca anubhavam ca avisantau laksyete).
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Lord’s freedom] in such a modality (°tatha@nirmita®),” separated [from- the con-
sciousness and among themselves] (“vibhinna®) and qualified by time and space
(°desakalopasarjana®).®® This is said [in the Vr#i] with the phrase “also later”,
Precisely because of this — i.e. the fact that the use in common experience of the
notion of time depends on the objects insofar as they are manifested — the Sitrq
and the Vriti have the word “object” (artha®). But also the condition of perceiver
of any content of perception (visaya®) would be inadmissible were the object sepa-
rated [from the perceiver]. Therefore, in order to indicate that there is an inner
interpenetration with the object, [both the Siitra and the Vr#ti intend to state that:]
“the perceiver has the form of the object™. It is having this intention in mind that
both in the Siitra and the Vriti the author compounds ‘artha’, which would have
the genitive ending in the analytic sentence, with ‘anubhavity’ ending with the
agent suffix #c. Such a compound is to be accepted as correct in some particular
cases®® due to a jiiapaka®. Or else, we can take it as composed by the words

% That is, as if they were separated from their essential nature as consciousness.

My translation follows Abhinavagupta’s paraphrase (see fn. 18 to the edition).

7 According to Abhinavagupta (ibid., p. 6, 1. 5£.), this is meant to exclude the alternative
view: the object has the form of the perceiver.

© That is, in some particular cases used by cultivated persons, but it is not to be taken as
generally valid as this would entail the complete non-applicability of explicitly stated
general rules, like, in this case, Panini 11.2.15 trjakabhyam kartari (p. 6, 1. 12 ‘kvacit’ Sista-
prayukte | ‘sarvatrika’ iti jidpake ‘trjakabhyam kartari’ nisedo 'navakasah syat; apparently
‘sarvatrika’ is a citation from the Vivy#i, but it is not found in the MS). The issue whether a
Jilapaka can be applied to the generality of cases has often been debated among the gram-
marians and usually answered in the negative (cf. the well known paribhdsa “jidpaka-
siddham na sarvatra”). See e. g. Purusottamadeva’s explanation in his Laghuparibhdasavytti
(p. 160, 11. 8-10), which is also quite close to the wording of Utpaladeva’s text: jidpakam
hi nd@ma na vicakam kim tarhi ingitena siicakam kvacid eva istasiddhav asrivate na sarva-
tretity yujyate jidpakasiddham na s@rvatrikam iti | [...] kimtu visista[read: Sista®?]prayo-
gadarsandt kvacid eva). In other words, as we can read in a marginal note found in the ms.
sigled Gh in the KSTS ed. of the IPV and included in the fn. 44 of the same edition (p. 120),
this grammatical ‘mistake’ is not to be imputed to the carelessness of the author, disregard-
ing the prohibition for compounding a karty- or karma-sasthi with an agent noun in -#- or
-aka stated in Panini 11.2.15, but to his specific intention (yatnatah in the Vimarsini) to
point out one of the cardinal tenets of the Pratyabhijiia (‘trjakabhydm kartari’ iti sitrena hi
samasah atra pratisiddhaly iti parasya pramddakathitam etat iti vya@moham nivarayitum dha
‘yatnatah’ iti samdsas tv atra vaktavyavastusraddhayd kytah).

% In this case the jiidpaka is to be found in the intention of the sitrakdra himself, then
restated by the vy#tikara, to underline through the model of what happens in nominal com-
position (the ekdrthibhava of its components) the essential non-separateness of the three ele-
ments at issue: artha-anubhava-anubhavity (cf. IPV 1, p. 120, 1. 7 - p. 121, L. 3). In the syn-
thetic expression of nominal composition (vr#i) the meanings of the single words merge
into the overall meaning of the vr##i just as dust mixes with water, so that in the end the
water/vriti does not show any more the ‘troubling’ presence in itself of the dust/single
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‘artha’ and ‘anubhavity’ with the latter interpreted as ending with the agent suffix
trn (trnnantena). In this manner, the compound comes to be a dvitiydsamasa, al-
lowed on the basis of [the varstika] “a factor [can be compounded] with a word
ending with a primary suffix” (sadhanam krta).”

words: ibid. p. 6, 11. 7-9 samdase hi vrttipadartho vrttyarthe pamsur iva udake misribhavan
tatkalusyariisanam tatra avabhdsayati (read: navabhasayati; the correct reading is also
found in the above cited fn. 44 of the KSTS ed. of the IPV I, which is based on the IPVV).
The above remark, which might be also taken, as I did, as referring to the close interconnec-
tion of the terms in a samdsa and their merging into the overall meaning of the synthetic ex-
pression (vrttyarthe) is given a much more specific connotation in Abhinavagupta’s dis-
course in the IPVV: in spite of the fact that such a compound goes against the grammatical
rules, nonetheless it is provided with a sort of ‘correctness’ by the urge of the author to ex-
press what he aims to express (p. 6, 1. 6f. “tredpi’ iti pratisiddho 'pi samdso 'tra vaktavya-
vastusraddhaya kytah). The ‘force’ of the overall intended meaning of the compound has
the capacity to make the imperfection or unfitness of its single components (tatkalusyarii-
sanamn) unnoticeable.

™ The suffix #n produces agent nouns identical to those ending with #¢ except for hav-
ing a verbal regime and shifting the udatta onto the root; see LAZZERONI 1997. The vigraha
form would be: artham anubhavitd. The possibility for the two words to form a dvitiya-
samdsa is, however, not allowed, unless (Bhaskarakantha says in his Vyakhya, vol. 1, p. 149,
11. 2f.) we resort to the yogavibhaga device and divide Panini I1.1.24 dvitiya sritatitapatita-
gatatyastapraptapannaih into two parts. According to Bhaskarakantha, yatnatah in the TPV
refers precisely to the use of the yogavibhdga; this interpretation can also be found in a mar-
ginal note of the ms. Gh of the IPV, then reproduced in fn. 43 of the KSTS ed. of the IPV {,
p. 120). For his part, Utpaladeva refers to varttika 2 under Panini I1.1.33 (Mahabhasya, 1, p.
386, 1. 13) sadhanam kyteti va padaharakadyartham, which, in order to justify compounds
like padaharaka, states that a factor [whatsoever] can be compounded with a kydanta (we
may add: in the absence of a specific Paginian rule to exclude it). Through Katyayana’s
more allowing interpretation of Paninian rules concerning the kydanta compounds, also the
dvitiyasamasa with a trnnanta as uttarapada comes to be accepted. Interpreting anubhavity
as a trnnanta instead of a fjanta, says Abhinavagupta in the IPVV (p. 6, 1. 15), would have
a further implication: a restatement of the fact that the whole discussion on memory pre-
supposes a ‘mayic’ scenario (t@cchilyading hi mayapadam avadyotitataram syat, tacchila,
taddharma and sadhukdri are the three possible meanings of #n according to Panini
II1.2.134f.). In conclusion, either as sasthisamdsa (incorrect, but allowed due to jii@paka) or
dvitiyasamasa (allowed, but only after applying Katyayana’s varttika or an ad hoc yoga-
vibhdga operation), the compounds pitrvanubhiitarthopalabdhy- in the Sitra and parvanu-
bhiitarthanubhavity- in the Vrtti point to a bhedabheda view of the object, its perception and
the perceiving subject. More analytically, Abhinavagupta says (IPV I, p. 120, 1. 6 - p. 121,
1. 3), they show that perception comes to be (apparently) qualified by time through its
object, that is, it ‘rests’ on the object, while both the perception and the object rest on the
knowing subject. Grammatically, pirvanubhiita- insofar as it is a visesana of -artha rests on
it (the past participle suffix kta gives it a temporal qualification); in their turn, they rest on
the perceiver, who is the central element, the pradhdna as the uttarapada in the tatpurusa
compound (Bhaskari, 1, p. 155, 11. 8-10).
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[Objection:] But later on’ the text will put the matter in a different way, i.e. that
it is instead through the perception that the contact of the object with time occurs, -
in the form of “[the object] has been perceived, is being perceived, and so on”,
[Reply:] This is true. However, to this Consciousness-principle, which is indeed in
itself without beginning or end and possesses all powers, belongs mdayd, that is, the
power of the agent subject whose activity is the manifestation of the temporal
succession, and then this very power, with the denomination of ‘power of Time’,
appears in the form of various and multiform activities like ‘making manifest’ and
so on, qualified by temporal succession insofar as they depend on their objects,
that is, the various and multiform things to be manifested, and so on. This is the
action named ‘manifestation’ (@bhdsana®), belonging to Parame$vara; it begins
with the will, consisting in the internal manifestation of the various things, and
ends with their external manifestation. It is this and nothing else, as we shall see’

Also the act of memory ultimately belongs to Him. In fact, memory starts with
the wish to regain the reflective awareness of an object perceived in the past and
currently stored internally (antah)™, and ends externally” with the [present] reflec-
tive awareness [of the object] in terms of ‘that” — i.e. the reflective awareness of
the object as formerly perceived (°anubhiitabhava®)™, ‘coloured’ by [the reflective
awareness belonging to] that former time.” He means this when he says [in the
Vrtti]: “the light of the object perceived”.

" According to Abhinavagupta (p. 6, 1. 19), the reference is to I1.1.4ab kramo bhedasra-
yo bhedo 'py abhasasadasattvatah “ Succession is based on differentiation and this in turn
derives from the existence or non-existence of a certain manifestation” (TORELLA 2002:
154),

™ According to Abhinavagupta (p. 9, 1. 17£), the reference is to 11.4.21 ittham tath@
ghatapatadyabhdasajagadatmand | tisthdsor evam icchaiva hetutd kartrtd kriyd “ Therefore
causality, agency, action are nothing but the will of Him who whishes to appear in the form
of the universe, in the various manifestations of jar, cloth and so on.” (TORELLA 2002: 187).

" In the limited subject (p. 10, 1. 1).

™ That is, in terms of separation from the limited subject (p. 10, 1l. 5. bahir iti tata eva
samkucitasamvidripat vedakat prthagbhavena).

™ 1 take anubhiitabhdva in the sense of [arthasya] anubhiitatva (but the easier interpreta-
tion as anubhiito bhavah is also possible).

" The additions between brackets come from the thorough gloss and elucidation of this
very concise passage furnished by Abhinavagupta (p. 10, ll. 1-9 antar iti pratyagatmariipe
dehapranapuryastakasinyavacchedini samvittattve yah sthitah parvanubhiitah praktana-
prakasaparamarsaripayd idantayd upalaksito 'rthas tasya yo vimarsas tamo pasaranena
sphutikaranam, tatra ya icchd saiva upakramah prarambho yasy@ bahir iti, tata eva sam-
kucitasamvidripat vedakat prthagbhavena sphutavedyatvena yo 'dhund vimarsah, sa yatah
prakkalabhaving vimarsena prakhya[read: pracyd|nubhavasvabhavaprakasajivitena mili-
tah, sa ity evamripena Sabdena avistah ubhayakalasparsitayam api pirvakalasparsapra-
dhanah prakasate [...]).
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By using the lyudanta word [a]sampramosand’ he means to clarify the fact that
memory is a function of the agent subject, since [in such words]™ the aspect of
‘being brought about’ is conventionally deemed as predominant, whereas it not so
with words like ‘jar’ and so on.” For this function belongs to the Lord alone, iden-
tical with consciousness, and takes place due to His freedom, in these terms: it is
the Lord that, having assumed the form of the [limited] knower,* identified with
the puryastaka and other planes to which freedom is superimposed (samaropita-
svatantrya®), cognizes, remembers or ascertains.?! And it is not that by their own
power (svasamarthyena) cognition, memory and so on, conceived of as entities
(°vastinam), separated from [any agent subject], establish among themselves a

" Instead of the ghaiianta word sampramosa, as found in the classical definition of mem-
ory in Yogasiitra 1.11.

" While the nominal stems are generally considered ‘established’ (siddha), namely
frozen items with respect to verbs, whose core is an action in progress (sadhya), instead the
action nouns belong, so-to-speak, to an intermediate sphere (cf. Mahabhdsya ad Panini
V.4.19, vol. 11, p. 432, 1. 18, kpdabhihito bhavo dravyavad bhavati). Utpaladeva, and then
Abhinavagupta, seem to introduce a further distinction of their own (or, at least, I have
failed to find their vaiyakarana source): the verbal action expressed by a krdanta word may
have a higher ‘dose’ of sadhyata when expressed by a lyudanta with respect to a ghaiianta.
To this topic, and more in general to the very interesting siddha-sadhyatd issue in Indian
grammatical thought, I am devoting a separate study.

" Abhinavagupta in IPVV (p. 10, 1l. 19-21) adds that the neuter gender of a lyudanta
word is also significant with respect to the masculine gender of the ghasianta word: the
word in the neuter, though possessing the qualification of being siddha, does not dismiss its
also being sadhya, just like adverbs do.

8 This is an implicit reply to the opponent who might object (p. 11, 1L 11-14) to the attri-
bution to the Lord of an activity which obviously points to a state of spatio-temporal
limitedness: how could the Lord, whose knowledge perpetually embraces everything (sar-
vatah prakasariapam sarvarthalrodikari) perceive a particular thing, then keep it in a sort
of dark deposit, then resurrect it.

8 According to Abhinavagupta, in saying puryastakadi ° Utpaladeva means to totally ex-
clude the siinyapramaty, who is not involved in vyavahdra activities, like memory (p. 11, IL.
16f. Sanyasydpi vyavahardtitasya smartytd@ na bhati); the body, though not mentioned di-
rectly, is not to be excluded, due to its close association with the puryastaka. The latter also
includes prapa from which it cannot be separated. The mention of their autonomy as sama-
ropita means that svatantrya naturally belongs to the Lord only, and only through him it is,
as it were, extended to other levels of subjectivity; the point is clearly stated in IPK IV.2.
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cause-effect relationship independently,® so that this thesis would lend itself to the
criticism that there is a different object (visayabhedah).®®

For this very reason, the Karika says ‘the Free One’ (svairi) glossed by the Vrtn
with ‘[of] the agent’ (kartuh). The capacity of the agent subject to embrace both
the time of perception and the time of memory is stated in the Karika by the phrase
“continuing also to exist later” (sa parato 'pi san), commented on by the Vr##i with
“since he also continues to exist later as the perceiver of the object formerly per-
ceived” (pascad api pirvanubhiitarthanubhavitytvad). Then, ‘of Him who is one’
(ekasya) sovereignty, that is, his being the agent subject is indicated with the word
‘of the Lord’ (vibhoh).®

But there is a difference to specify (kevalam):* the object perceptior consists in
the entrance [of the knower] — through the ‘creation’ of his unification with other
knowing subjects in whom the appearence of a certain object is taking place — into
the dimension of individual subject, namely, of the perceiver of that same object at
that very time (how this can happen we will explain later on); this perception is in
a sense also a creation, since that object is made manifest® Even if that object

%2 In this case, memory as an independent ‘event’ (vastu) would be simply the effect of
the impression left by the former perception, itself also an independent vaszu. This is the
Buddhist position, clearly summarized by Abhinavagupta (p. 11, 1. 23-25 anubhavah
samskdrah smytir iti tu jidnamdlaiva upadanopadeyabhavena bhnvzsyatz)

% According to Abhinavagupta, this unacceptable (to the Saivas) position has been criti-
cized by Utpaladeva in IPK 1.3.2. In this Karika it is strongly underlined that a cognition
cannot be the object of another cognition: this applies also to memory. Also the Buddhists
agree on this, but their alternative explanation of memory is far from being convincing.
What the samskara can cause is the mere fact that memory has a content, but this content
cannot be either the original perception nor the content as having been the object of a former
perception (IPV 1, p. 97, 1. 5-8 samskarat param savisayat@matram smyter siddham, na tu
anubhavavisayatvam, ndpi asya visayasya pirvinubhavavisayikytatvam). See above, fn. 6.

% As Abhinavagupta specifies (IPVV II, p. 13, 1l. 22-24), here vibhu means “the One
who exists in various modalities” (vividham krtva@ bhavati), and is not to be taken in the
usual sense of “pervader” (vydpaka) because, strictly speaking, this would presupposes the
existence of spatial differentiation.

% That is, the difference between fresh perception and memory. Here Utpaladeva is ap-
parently replying to the opponent who might say that, if memory is defined as anubhava-
sampramosana, it is after all itself a perception, or, to be more precise, the ‘coming forth
again of that very perception’ (p. 14, 1. 22 anubhavasyaiva punarunmesah). But, if this is
how things stand, then, when we experience this coming forth again of the perception, why
do we not say in common usage that we are just ‘perceiving’ (1l. 22f. tat punarunmese 'pi
anubhavamity eva na kim vyavaharah)? Having this possible objection in mind, Utpaladeva
proceeds to clarify what is the specific nature of anubhava (I follow Abhinavagupta’s
understanding of the passage).

% The fresh perception is felt by the perceiver as the appearance of something totally
new, as a ‘creation’. But in fact this is not a creation proper (of something that was not be-
fore), since other subjects have already experienced it previously (p. 15, 1. 15f. nirmana-
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shines in perception (avabhdty api), it cannot enter worldy transactions without an
act of ascertainment (niscayena), consisting in the exclusion of different objects
which might be wrongly superimposed on to it. And such ascertainment may occur
at the very moment of perception, thus producing the notion ‘this’, or in a different
moment, thus producing the notion ‘that’, or with a combination of the two times®’

But if this ascertainment takes place subsequently (kalantare), having the [former]
reflective awareness as its very essence, then we call it ‘memory’. ®¥ This has been
said [in the Vre#i, with the phrase]: “the non-extinction of the light [...] the reflec-
tive awareness”. Instead, if there is a reflective awareness of this or that manifes-
tation as not delimited by the space and time that were originally connected with
them, we have a generic vikalpa (vikalpamatram).® This topic will be dealt with
later on.”® - 1 -

tayd cakdsad api na nirmanariipah piarvam pramdtrantararipatay@ bhavat | iha[read:
ivalsabdo ‘nubhavitur abhimano 'yam iti dyotayati).

87 Generally speaking, this act of ascertainment (niscaya) — or, to use a broader term, of
conceptual elaboration (vikalpa) — operates on the content of perception, which would be
destined by its very nature to remain in the reign of nirvikalpa, that is, over and above the
sphere of ordinary reality (vyavahara). To resort to the nice simile of Abhinavagupta, the vi-
kalpa is just like the door keeper of the dancing hall who helps the poor villager in his desire
to come out from this too lofty place where he has incidentally found himself and come
back to the more modest reality, the world of mdya, where he is accostumed to live (p. 15,
1. 21-23 tad ayam gramya iva lasyamandirat nirjigamisan dvarapdlena vikalpena anu-
grhyate mayaprangane niksipata); likewise, the vikalpa helps the human subject leave the
very ‘uncomfortable’ plane of pure perception and come back to ordinary life where he
could make use of the wealth (less shining, of course ...) of nirvikalpa perception. This men-
tal act will result in the awareness ‘this’, when it follows immediately the perception and is
closely linked to it; in the awareness ‘that’, when it is more or less disconnected from per-
ception (see below); or else, in a combined awareness (this-that), which characterizes the act
of recognition.

% Both the general vikalpa and memory take place after some time from perception and
produce the awareness ‘that’. But there is a significant difference between them. While the
former totally disregards the time of any original perception (it can even ignore any definite
perceptual content), the latter is characterized by its connecting itself, through its present
reflective awareness, with the reflective awareness which immediately followed the original
perception: the smary- resurrects in the present the original perception, leaving intact its
having occurred originally in the past. As Abhinavagupta puts it, idanintanavabhdsana-
kalaparamarso ’ pi na nimilati —iti etatparamarsabhittipradhanyena piirvakalaparamarsah
iti viruddhapirvaparaparamarsasvabhava eva ‘sa’ iti paramarsa ucyate (IPV 1, p. 119, 11.
8-12).

¥ Cf. IPVV 11, p. 17, 1. 11-15 yadi tu sa ity etat svikytau pirvau desakalau na asya
paramysati, api tu nilam pitam ity etdvanmdtram tat niscayanasmaranapratyabhijiianadi-
visesavyapadesanibandhandyogad apiirvatanavabhdsac ca suddham eva vikalpanam ity
ucyate.

% IPK 11.3.4, etc.
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Vivyti: When reflective awarenesses in the form of that particular mental construct
that is memory occurs, there is, as a matter of fact (samarthyad eva), the manifes-
tation of the object as being internal, and external as well,”" with the delimitation
by place, time, etc. The object may be indicated through various pronouns, like
‘that’, ‘this’ and so on. The Karika says:

2. As a matter of fact (arthat), [he who remembers] must necessa-
rily, having a reflective awareness (2Zmysan) of the particular enti-
ty (svalaksapam) formerly made manifest, make it manifest at the
actual moment of the memory (svakale), either as a single mani-
festation ‘jar’ or as the totality of its components (akhilatmana).

Vrtti: Thanks to the power of memory the subject, when having a reflective aware-
ness as ‘that’ of the particular entity formerly perceived, does make it manifest [in
the present] (bhasayaty eva). Otherwise, with regard to an object made manifest
[only in the past] no reflective awareness could take place (prakasitasya para-
marso na kytah syat);”® and this manifestation occurs at the very moment of the act
of remembering. Therefore, the manifestation at the time of the memory also of an
object that has disappeared does not create any shortcoming [for the explanation of
the phenomenon of memory].” At certain times, then, the object appears in the
form of a single manifestation, i.e. limited to one of the many manifestations that
constitute it, such as — in the case of a jar — ‘jar [in general]’ ‘golden’ ‘individual
substance’ ‘existence’ etc., depending on the subject’s intentions. In these cases, its
manifestation [in memory] is dim (asphuta®).** At other times, instead, the object
appears in its totality, since this is the subject’s intention: its manifestation is
indeed vivid. And, finally, the subject whose mind is intensely concentrated
without interruption even directly visualizes the object formerly perceived.

Vivrti: In memory, when the subject has a reflective awareness of the object as
formerly perceived, endowed with a spatial, temporal etc. delimitation, he is aware
of the object as a particular entity insofar as it has a well defined nature.”” This is
said [by the Vr#i] with the words ‘thanks to the power of memory’ (smytisaktyd)

°! “Internal’ insofar as the object is no more in the range of sensorial pereception; ‘ex-
ternal’ in the sense that it appears as separated from the I (p. 19, 1. 8-10 antar iti indriya-
bhiimy atikrainya sthito 'pi bahir iti samvidbhagat vyatiriktatvena ahantavibhaktena).

%2 This obvious remark (obvious in the context of the Pratyabhijfia philosophy) is the
explicitation of arthas ‘as a matter of fact’ in the Karika (p. 18, . 14 arthat samarthydt
paramarsanyathanupapattyd).

 See below, fn. 102.

% Having modified the text of the Vi with respect to my edition of it (TORELLA 2002:
15,1. 9), I have modified my translation accordingly. See above fn. 37 and 38 to the text.

® My translation agrees only with the latter part of Abhinavagupta’s explanation (p. 19,
11. 6-8 ‘niyatariipataya’ avasyambhavenety arthah | smytau hi pragdesakélayogo 'vasyam
sphurati | anyathd vikalpamdtram tat bhavet, na tu smytih).
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and ‘the particular entity’ (svalaksanam). Just as the reflective awareness is the
essential nature of the light of manifestation,” so it must necessarily be accom-
panied by the becoming manifest of the object, without which the act of reflective
awareness itself would become impossible,”” Therefore, on this point there is no
possible disagreement. Precisely for this reason there is [in the V7i#i] the emphatic
statement ‘it does make it manifest’ (bhdsayaty eva), by which the meaning of the
optative form (/in) in the Siitra [abhdsayet] is commented on in the sense of being
characterized by ‘obligation’ (niyogakarana®)? But we should introduce a specifi-
cation (kevalam)?* the manifestation of the object depends directly on the modality
of the reflective awareness concerning it, and in memory the object appears as
something made manifest in the past, since the reflective awareness of it is pre-
cisely that of something which has been made manifest in the past.'® This is said

% Cf.p. 19, 1. 24 - p. 20, 1. 1 sa hi paramarsah prakasanasya svabhavabhito dharmal
prakasandbhave niravalambhana eva katham syat.

°7If the entity characterized by a certain essential property is absent, how can its essenti-
al property be present (p. 20, 11. 3f. svabhavino hi abhave asya ayam svabhava iti katham)?

% Utpaladeva is here probably reminiscent of the passage of the Kasikavrtti (vol. 111, p.
128, 1. 6 nimantranam niyogakaranam) on Panini II1.3.161 vidhinimantranamantranadhi-
stasamprasnaprartanesu lin, which lists the possible meanings of /iri. The slightly ambi-
guous niyogakarapam by which the Kasikavrtti explains nimantrapa (vol. III, p. 128) is
glossed by the Padamarjari with niyogato ‘vasyambhdvena yat karanam anusthanam (cf.
Mahabhasya on Panini I11.3.161, vol. IlI, p. 327, yan niyogatal kartavyam tan nimantra-
nam); in sum, nimantrapam means “inciting one to do something that has to be obligatorily
done, like an obligatory ritval” (Padamarjari ibid. avasyakartavye sraddhabhojanaday dau-
hitradel pravartaneti yavat). Abhinavagupta glosses niyogakarana as follows: (IPVV 11, p.
20, 1l. 20f. niyogena niyamena yat karanam sadhyamanatvam, tat laksanam svariipam
yasya). The possibility that the remembering subject might not make the former object
manifest is to be excluded; on the contrary, it ‘does’ make it manifest (‘bhdsayet’ iti vidhi-
rilpena niyogena niyamo laksyate, na bhasayaty etat na, api tu bhasayaty eva iti). The
above explicitation given by Abhinavagupta in the IPVV shows incidentally that Utpala-
deva, in the long debated issue of the meaning of /iri, favours the thesis of the optative ex-
pressing first of all the verbal action denoted by the verbal root, with an accessory qualifi-
cation represented by vidhi, etc. (1. 19 vidhyupdadhikadhatvarthas@dhyamanatodrekacanam
linartha iti). This corresponds to the third of the four theses examined by grammarians (e.g.
Padamarijari, vol. 11, p. 129 ayam vidhyadih prakytyarthah, pratyayarthah, prakyty-
arthavisesanam, pratyayarthavisesanam ceti catvarah paksah), who instead generally fa-
vour the fourth one; cf. SHARMA 1995: 577£.

% The possible objection that Abhinavagupta has in mind is made explicit in IPVV II, p.
21, 1l. 17£.: If you say that the object shines in the memory, it means that there is no differ-
ence between memory and perception (since in both of them the object ‘shines’).

1% Though in the absolute sense prakdsa has no connection with time, nonetheless in the
world of mdya it comes to be associated to the past or the present of the experiencer (in that
he identifies himself with his bodily dimension): the shining of the object in memory is
associated through vimarsa to the shining that occurred in the ‘past’ experiencer.



558 RAFFAELE TORELLA

[in the Vr#ti]: “Otherwise, with regard to an object made manifest [only in the
past] nio reflective awareness could take place”. And it is precisely in this that the
“non-extinction of the object formerly perceived” consists. '* And we can speak
of something ‘made manifest in the past’ in the sense that the manifestation of that
object was delimited by [the association with] a specific previous past place and
time, a specific subject, a specific form. This is said [in the Vz#i]: “and [this mani-
festation occurs] at the very moment of the act of remembering”. This is how the
matter stands, for otherwise any discussion whether the past manifestation of the
object is extinguished or not at the time of memory would turn out to be vain: it
would be so since there would be no point in stating its connection with the time of
memory once it has been established that the manifestation of the object has oc-
curred in the past [only], for in this case the impossibility of the reflective aware-
ness concerning it would necessarily ensue. This is said [in the V7#ti]: “[the mani-
festation], at the.time of the memory, also of the object that has disappeared.”!®
Only the above description, taken en bloc (etdvata), can account correctly for the
phenomenon of memory, for otherwise — i.e., in the case that the previous mani-
festation of the object does not come into play — we would have just yet another
specific cognition, a new one, concerning the previous object in its generic form'®,
as in the case of the yogin. In fact,'™ in the yogin the original full-fledged temporal

' What has been said so far proves to be only an explication and reformulation of Pa-
tafijali’s definition: the ‘non-extinction’ of the object is reached through the ‘conservation’
of its former perception within the present reflective awareness (p. 22, 11. 24 - p. 23, 1. |
anubhavo 'tito hi atra prakasabhavena visayasya uktah, asampramosas ca vartaménikam
tathaparamarsanam). :

12 In other words, if the manifestation of the (past) object does not occur in the present,
also the question about the persistence or the total loss of the object becomes irrelevant, be-
cause the ‘manifestation’ of the object at the actual time of memory is the very pre-con-
dition for the phenomenon of memory to exist. There is no ‘loss’ for the memory from the
disappearance of the object, just as there is no ‘gain’ if the object continues to exist (p. 23,
11. 101, nase arthena smyter na dosah, sadbhave na posah iti tatparyam vrttitikayoh). This
definitely being what Utpaladeva had in mind, as confirmed now by the Vivrti, my previous
translation of the corresponding Vr#ti passage (TORELLA 2002: 105, “Therefore it is not
erroneous to state that there is the manifestation, at the time of the memory, of an object,
which, however, is no longer present at that moment.”) has to be revised accordingly (see
the translation above, p. 542).

1% That is, it would be only a past object, not a past object qualified by a past experience,
actualized at the time of memory (cf. p. 25, 1. 14-16 pirvasya arthavabhdsasya anunmese,
pilrvaprakdasitvena apardmarse, anubhavena atitena avacchinne [read: anavacchinne] 'rtha-
matre yo jidnavisesah, so 'bhinava eva anubhava evety arthah).

1% Abhinavagupta’s comments (p. 23, 1. 16 - p. 24, 1. 19) give us useful clues for clari-
fying this dense passage. A yogin, according to Utpaladeva, can experience an object be-
longing to the past independently from its having actually been the object of a past percep-
tion. This is possible because of the ‘intermediate’ nature of the yogin that has overcome the
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differentiation has not yet totally disappeared, due to his still residing in a con-
dition where the mayic subjectivity is identified with the puryastaka, etc.: to him,
thanks to the power of a most intense application (abhiyogavasat), a certain [past]
object, being associated with other past objects currently being remembered,
though not having been itself perceived previously (apiirvadysto ‘pi), is manifested
through direct perception, since the yogin has experienced a disclosion of his own
essential nature with regard to some definite part [of the content of his cognition]
(tavaty amse).”® Or else, why not speak of a mere conceptual construct whatsoever
concerning some past object, which arises at will in the subject without any contact
with a previous perception, as for example “my father was a king”? In these cases,
the manifestation of the cognition with respect to an object which belongs itself to
the past and is associated with a past place etc. belongs to that [past] time, since it
resides in subjects of that [past] time, while in the case of memory the cognition is
manifested [in the present] as related to previous subjects.!” Therefore, it is neces-
sarily to be admitted that in memory the past manifestation emerges again. And
once the memory has arisen thanks to an intense mental application depending on
the requirements of the subject, we may have the recollection of a single manifes-

stage in which he identified himself with the body but, being still involved with the mayic
world, has not yet reached a full identification with consciousness and still identifies himself
with the stages between the body and pure consciousness, namely, the puryastaka, the
prana, the mind or the void. This enables him still to have a notion of temporal succession:
if the latter is full-fledged (atyantika) only for the deha-pramaty, nonetheless it affects, more
or less dimly, also the puryastaka etc. But, at the same time, the yogin also has a (still
limited and sporadic) access to the identification with the supreme consciousness, “that im-
maculate consciousness which, though different from the presumptive identification with
the thickest veil represented by the body, is however intimately present in all levels of
subjectivity (body, puryastaka, etc.), just like the autumnal sun obscured by clouds” (p. 24,
1. 13-15). This immaculate consciousness, once occasionally freed of the veils dimming it
by virtue of the intense application of the yogin, enables him to have direct access to past
events. The events/objects are perceived as past but not through the intermediation of a past
perception; this can happen because these past but essentially ‘new’ objects are associated
with other past objects which instead are actually remembered (cf. Il. 17-19 tam [read: tam
tam] artham apiirvavabhdsam eva tata eva smarandyogyam api piarvasmaryamanasahitydt
piirvatayd@ anubhdty eva). A similar case is the yogin’s cognition of the past lives.

195 That is, if T understand well, with regard to the object, which, though not having been
previously perceived, is associated with other objects which have instead been perceived in
the past and are now being remembered.

196 1it.: “made of previous subjects” ( piirvapramatymayah). It is not easy to derive the
expected meaning from the very laconic transmitted text (see fn. 43 to the text). Memory is
in fact a combination of a past object shared by past subjects, a past perception experienced
by the (presently) remembering subject and a present memory act concerning the synthesis
of both. This is what also Abhinavagupta’s comments would suggest: p. 25, 11, 11f. smarane
tu plirvapramdatinam yo jianabhdsas tasya smartuh parvanubhavena saha milito "bhiit, sa
eva idanim evonmisatiti visesal.
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tation only, like ‘jar [in general]’ etc., even not combined with other manifestations
like ‘made of gold’ etc., depending on what may serve [on that occasion] the sub-
ject’s need; such single manifestation (‘jar’, etc.) has the form of unique particular
(svalaksanariipasya) due to its being ‘coloured’ by the delimitation by a previous
space and time, etc. As a consequence, the manifestation of the object recollected
will be a dim one (asphutah).'”” This is said [in the Vy#ti] with “at certain times,
then [...]”. Then, in autonomous mental constructs, the manifestation of the object,
taken solely in its universal form, without being ‘coloured” by the delimitation by
a previous space, time, etc., is [also] not vivid. In fact (47)', [a group formed by]
many universals, when combined among themselves and set in a relationship of
mutual delimitation, become vivid, and, in the end, once delimited by the universal
of space etc., they attain the status of particular realities (svalaksanatam bhajante).
Treeness (vrksatvam), which yet is one (ekam api) in its universal form consisting
exclusively of being endowed with branches etc., once it is combined with a full
variety of universals of colour and shape, such as those of the dhava or khadira
trees, and differentiated by myriads of combinations with the universals of the
manifestions of space and time, becomes many (anekdtmatam dpadyate). Even if
in themselves they are exempt from spatio-temporal differentiations, universals
give rise to a multiplicity of particular realities by virtue of their being differ-
entiated from one another and of their mutually delimiting one another now in one
way, now in another.!” This mutual delimitation must comply with a criterion of

197 The content of memory is necessarily a svalaksana insofar as it is ‘localised’ in a cer-
tain time and space. Even if the object of memory is a single abhdsa, i.e. a single universal,
like ‘jar’ (in general), this is seen as a svalaksana in that what would make it a s@manya
proper, namely its embracing a multiplicity of particulars and its permanence, are ‘contract-
ed’ by the very fact that it is ‘remembered’ (p. 29, Il. 3~6 atra adhuneti grhito ya ekaiko 'pi
abhdsah, sa vyapakatvanityatvitmas@manyalaksanativaskardt samkucitah svalaksanam uc-
yate atredam sad iti). This however is not enough to make it sphuta in cases like the one at
issue, where the object is a single @bhdsa; its manifestation lacks ‘vividness’, Abhinava-
gupta says, because, due to its not being combined with other @bhasas, it does not possess a
full efficiency (p. 26, 1. 7f. @bhdsantarasamparkavirahat pirpdrthakriydsampadanavai-
kalyena). This apparently conflicts with what Utpaladeva will say some lines later: even a
single samanya may be sphuta, when it includes a multiplicity of s@manyas of a progres-
sively broader extension. But, if I understand correctly, in memory we have a deliberate act
of ‘isolation’ of the single @bhdsa depending on the subject’s requirements.

1% The novelty of this criterion for establishing the distinction between s@mdnya and sva-
laksana (p. 26, 1. 14 na anyatra prasiddhah) requires an adequate explanation by Utpala-
deva.

1% The individual @bhdsas do not possess a status of avacchedaka or avacchedya of their
own, but they can assume either according to the circumstances. They are not associated —
Abhinavagupta says (p. 26, ll. 15-18) — remaining on the same plane, like the members of
a dvandva compound, but in a relationship of principal/secondary or qualifying/qualified.
The abhdsa ‘cloth’, in a piece of white cloth, may appear predominant to a subject who, at
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compatibility, and, therefore, cannot take place, for instance, in the case of the
universals ‘cold’ and ‘fire’, which do not possess such compatibility. Then there
are certain universals which, even without entering into relations of delimitation
with other universals, are by themselves (svata eva) manifested in a vivid manner
without this entailing their assuming the status of particular realities, but only
thanks to the multiplicity of universals that they, in their unity, encompass. For
example, this is the case of the universal ‘dhava’ with respect to the universal
‘tree’, since the former, though not being particularized as regards its own nature,
contains within itself other universals such as ‘tree’, etc. But this does not mean
that it ceases to be an universal, because to become a particular the universal must
be delimited by spatio-temporal differentiation.

When, however, depending on the subject’s requirement, the object is remem-
bered as associated with the manifestation of a previous space and time along with
the perception of many manifestations such as ‘existent’ ‘golden’ ‘red’ etc., its ap-
pearence [in memory] will be indeed vivid (sphuta eva). This is said [in the Vytti]
with “at other times, instead [...]”. Sometimes, then, when one is intent on remem-
bering something with an especially intense concentration, the object being re-
membered, rendered clear and limpid by referring to it all its attributes — excluding
none — vividly appears before him, amounting in fact to something directly per-
ceived (saksatkaramaya eva). This is said in the Vreti with “intensely [concen-
trated], without interruption”. The absence of interruptions in the concentration is
the absence in it of the flowing of extraneous thoughts, its being pure. And in this
case, although there is an immediate perception [i.e. a direct visualization] of the
object, the object comes to be immediately perceived [not as present but] as having
been experienced in the past. Thus, even more appropriately (sutaram), one is al-
lowed to speak of non-extinction of the object perceived [in the past] (anubhiita-
visayasampramosah)''’: therefore, there is no incongruity in including this type of
experience among the various forms of memory.

Also when the autonomous mental construct'!! turns to the manifestation of
something that has been proved beyond doubt by various means of right know-
ledge and is distinguished by many attributes, then the concerned object becomes
indeed vivid (sphutibhavaty eva). This has been said:''* “Due to the fact of being

that particular moment, is interested in the object as something to cover himself with; on the
contrary, the @bhasa ‘white’ will appear predominant, if he is thinking of the capacity the
colour white has to confer serenity to the soul (cf. Pramanavarttika 1.58 and svavriti).

101t is again the Yogasiitra definition of memory, which had been the starting point of
Utpaladeva’s discussion.

1! The above considerations apply not only to the ‘dependent’ vikalpas, like ascertain-
ment or memory, but also to those called ‘autonomous’ (svatantra), like imagination.

12 The source of this quotation, according to Abhinavagupta (p. 30, 1. 19f.), are two
commentaries on the Sivasiifra, the Madhuvahint and the Tattvarthacint@mani, both ascrib-
ed to Bhatta Kallata and now lost.



562 RAFFAELE TORELLA

intent in listening or speaking to Brahman or other deities”.!”* We are not inter-
ested here in settling whether this experience is to be considered a mental construct
or not. On the other hand, at no moment may we speak of the absence of reflective
awareness, because this is the very essence of all lights [of cognition]. And in
every cognitive experience, such as memory and so on, it is the freedom precisely
of this Consciousness principle to be at work: it is not simply produced thanks to
the power of its specific immediate cause. It is in order to show this that [in the
Sitra and the Vpiti] causative forms are used, like “formerly made manifest”
(parvabhasitam), “makes it manifest” (@bhasayati), “[of an object] made manifest
[only in the past]” (prakasitasya).™
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