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{ PART I }

Introduction to the Translation

1. Introduction

By the end of the eighth century, and possibly as early as the late seventh
century,1 the beginnings of a rich and diverse post-scriptural tradition of
philosophical, yogic, and ritual exegesis that was based in, but reached
beyond, the confines of the myriad scriptural sources of the esoteric Śaiva
tantras had emerged in the Indian sub-continent.2 The Brahmins who
authored these works sought to interpret and explain the vast canon of
tantric scripture through the production of a wide array of reflections on
those esoteric scriptures. These post-scriptural works served a variety of
ends. Some sought primarily to engage mainstream Hindu and Buddhist
philosophical schools; others sought to codify and explain yogic practice;
still others constructed philosophical expressions of the religious prin-
ciples of scripture; and, finally, some sought to explain tantric ritual by
mapping the propermanner of its performance and by offering theoretical
explanations to account for its efficacy, meaning, and significance. Along
the way, the post-scriptural authors regularly departed significantly from
the focus of their sources by marginalizing the culture of visionary expe-
rience found in the tantric scriptures in preference of teachings more

1The earlier date points to the writings of Sadyojyotis and Bṛhaspati, the earliest of the known
post-scriptural authors of the Śaiva Siddhānta. There is no evidence that these authors were Kashmiri,
however.

2The reader should note that I use the term “post-scriptural” only to describe works that define
themselves as having been composed subsequent to scripture. The term should not be understood to
suggest that post-scriptural works postdate the entire corpus of Śaiva tantric scripture, asmany scriptural
sources postdate one or another of the “post-scriptural” works (though of course a given post-scriptural
work can only refer, directly or implicitly, to historically antecedent scriptural sources).
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closely associated with liberating gnosis (jñāna), which could reasonably
be expected to find greater support in mainstream social circles.3

A landmark in the development of the post-scriptural writings may
by identified with the composition of the Śivadṛṣṭi (ŚD) by one Somā-
nanda (fl. c. 900–950), the Brahmin and Śākta Śaiva tāntrika who is
the subject of the present book. Living and writing in Kashmir, then a
major center of tantrism,4 Somānanda not only founded the highly influ-
ential Pratyabhijñā school, the philosophical tradition most commonly
associated with “Kashmiri Shaivism,”5 but he was also a pioneer of the
post-scriptural Trika, a tradition of exegesis that is closely tied to the
writings of the great polymath Abhinavagupta (fl. c. 975–1025),6 Somā-
nanda’s great-grand-disciple through a preceptorial lineage passing from
Somānanda through Utpaladeva (fl. c. 925–975) and Lakṣmaṇagupta (fl.
c. 950–1000) to Abhinavagupta himself.

With the production of his ŚD was born a dramatic, and new, inter-
pretation of the nature of the divine, and the relationship of the divine
to the manifested universe in which humans struggle to navigate their
way through saṃsāra, the world of transmigration. Not only was Somā-
nanda’s vision among the very first tantric post-scriptural expressions of
a philosophical non-dualism, but it was a radical form of non-dualism
that imagined and articulated, in vivid terms, the presence of an active,
engaged God—Śiva—who personally and directly enacted the activities of
the universe. Śivawas said both to embody the very nature of all the various
agents found in the universe and to perform through them the innumer-
able human and other acts occurring in the world as we know it. The work,
then, as we shall see, was strictly and thoroughly pantheistic. It denied the
existence of any difference whatsoever in the nature of Śiva, the universe,
and the agents acting within it. This view was developed, moreover, via the
innovation of a theory that conceptualized, in a novelmanner, the universe
as a flow of power (śakti) that was controlled by Śiva himself. And while

3See Sanderson 20071: 241.
4The Kashmir Valley was host to a great tantric tradition with significant social standing and influ-

ence from as early as the ninth century, and both of the two main subgroups of post-scriptural, tantric
Śaiva authors—the dualist Śaiva Siddhānta, on the one hand, and the various branches of the non-dual,
rather more goddess-centered “Śākta Śaiva” traditions, on the other—were active by the beginning of the
tenth century. Indeed, both the scriptures of the Śaiva Siddhānta and the non-dual Trika must have been
known in the court of Cippaṭa-Jayāpīḍa as early as the beginning of the ninth century. See Sanderson
20071: 425.

5This term is a misnomer, being both overly specific geographically and overly general doctrinally.
See Dyczkowski 1987: 222–223, fn. 12.

6Sanderson goes so far as to identify Abhinavagupta’s Trika-influenced exegesis with the Trika post-
scriptural school, for which see Sanderson 20071: 371. This formulation leaves out, however, the Trika
exegesis of Somānanda, in particular his lost Parātriṃśikāvivṛti (PTVi), which is a Trika post-scriptural
work that predates Abhinavagupta, although in Sanderson’s defense the work is only known through the
surviving quotations of it that are preserved in Abhinavagupta’s Parātriṃśikāvivaraṇa (PTV).
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many of the unique philosophical and theological contributions of the ŚD
did not find their way into the long tradition of Kashmiri tantric philoso-
phy subsequent to and based on Somānanda’s work, the text and its author
indisputably served to inspire a long tradition of tantric non-dualism, one
that proved to have a pan-Indian appeal and influence that extends from
the Kashmir Valley of the tenth century to contemporary times.

2. About This Book

Despite the significance of the ŚD in the history of Śaiva post-scriptural
writing, the text, as well as its author, remains something of an enigma, as
the ŚD has in the main found itself neglected by detailed study. In partic-
ular, no complete and unbroken translation of the work exists, despite the
publication of an edition of the work in the Kashmir Series of Texts and
Studies (KSTS) some three-quarters of a century ago, in 1934. One sus-
pects that the reasons for this neglect are various, and stem in part from
the fact that the Pratyabhijñā captured the attention of modern scholar-
ship first in the form of the study of Abhinavagupta, whose exegetical
and philosophical writings gained notoriety both for their synthetic and
encyclopedic brilliance, but also because the author was well known for
his writings on aesthetics, through which not just a few scholars gained
awareness of the tantric philosophical and yogic writings in question.7

It may also be traced to the fact that the Īśvarapratyabhijñākārikās
(ĪPK), a work of Somānanda’s immediate disciple Utpaladeva, coupled
with that author’s pair of auto-commentaries, the Īśvarapratyabhijñākāri-
kāvṛtti (ĪPVṛ) and the Īśvarapratyabhijñā-ṭīkā or -vivṛti (ĪPṬ), essentially
supplanted the philosophy of the ŚD and gained acceptance as the norma-
tive expression of Pratyabhijñā philosophy from a relatively early date.8

Finally, the scholarly accounts of the Pratyabhijñā available in the sec-
ondary literature—and the paucity of writing dedicated to the study of
the ŚD—mirror a practice found in the writings of the historical authors
of the Pratyabhijñā: the references to Somānanda in the literature are
severely limited and conceptually circumscribed, for the ŚD is quoted in
a relatively sparing, decidedly selective and, when it comes to making

7An example may be found in the writings of K. C. Pandey and K. A. S. Iyer, who focused on
Abhinavagupta rather than the authors who preceded him in the lineage of the Pratyabhijñā. See, e.g.,
Pandey [1963] 2000; Iyer and Pandey 1986. Alexis Sanderson also came to knowAbhinavagupta’s tantric
self through that author’s writings on aesthetics, to offer a second example. See Sanderson 20072: 93.

8Chatterji was the first to notice the eclipse of the ŚD by the writings of Utpaladeva, a point that
Gnoli reiterated. See Chatterji [1914] 1986: 146–147; and Gnoli 1957: 16. Even reference to the school as
the Pratyabhijñā stems from Utpaladeva’s use of this term in his ĪPK, about which see ĪPK, ed. Torella
1994: xx. Cited hereafter as Torella 1994.
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philosophical arguments, superficial manner.9 Somānanda’s magnum
opus, then, holds a curious place in the history of post-scriptural thought.
As the first work of the Pratyabhijñā, the ŚD may be identified as the root
text of an influential and important philosophical tradition. Yet the work is
poorly understood and rarely read by contemporary scholars or students
of Hindu tantrism, just as it was quickly passed over in preference to the
ĪPK in the history of the tradition itself.

More than the mere privilege of chronological primacy distinguishes
the ŚD for sustained analysis, however, as its mere status as the original
work of the Pratyabhijñā hardly suffices fully to justify its study. And the
present volume is neither directed nor justified by any wish to discover the
“original” or “true” form of Pratyabhijñā philosophy.10 Rather, the present
book is shaped by the following pair of principles. First, a close study of
the ŚD can shed light on a single moment in the intellectual history of
Kashmir. Written at the turn of the tenth century, the ŚD was a pioneer-
ing work of non-dual tantric philosophy. It offered a novel philosophical
vision, one that differed in important ways from the relatively few post-
scriptural tantric works that existed in Somānanda’s time. A study of the
ŚD therefore helps to illuminate a formative moment in the development
of tantric thought in Kashmir.

Second, a thoroughgoing study of the ŚD, when read next to the
other, subsequent writings in the history of the Pratyabhijñā, will aid our
understanding of how the tradition developed and changed over time.
A comparison of the writings of the various authors of the Pratyabhijñā
reveals the fact that these authors each made unique philosophical contri-
butions, even if all the authors of the Pratyabhijñā subscribed to a common
set of essential tenets and a shared spirit of the tradition. Attention to
such diachronic developments in Pratyabhijñā thought will therefore help
us to understand how this school of thought incorporated the indivi-
dual perspectives of the particular authors who represented it. In other
words, a close reading of the ŚD gives important insight into the develop-
ment of a tradition that self-consciously understood its authors to furnish

9The quotations of the work may be said to be superficial because they almost exclusively quote
Somānanda’s expression of commonly held principles of the Pratyabhijñā. The ideas that may be iden-
tified as particular to the ŚD are rarely invoked in the various quotations of the text. These quotations
are found, for the most part, in selections from the first chapter of the work, though the seventh chap-
ter is also quoted with some frequency. I say this on the basis of a survey of the quotations found in
the Spanda literature and in Abhinavagupta’s works, in particular the Parātriṃśikāvivaraṇa (PTV), the
Īśvarapratyabhijñāvimarśinī (ĪPV) and Īśvarapratyabhijñāvivṛtivimarśinī (ĪPVV).

10Being first confers on a given work or author neither an intrinsic significance nor an innate
authority that, a priori, supersedes the authors and works that follow in the tradition or traditions in
question. One therefore must look to other reasons to justify the study of materials situated, as is the
ŚD, at the beginning of a long and important intellectual tradition.
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historically situated treatises on the nature of the world of transmigration
and the path to spiritual liberation.

Based on this pair of guiding principles, the present work looks in
two directions. It looks, first, to the contemporaneous traditions of tantric
post-scriptural writings in order to understand the intellectual context in
which Somānanda wrote, thereby allowing one to identify the particu-
lar contributions the author made to the history of tantric post-scriptural
writing. And, second, it looks to the writings of Somānanda’s disciple,
Utpaladeva—not only to his commentary on the ŚD, the Śivadṛṣṭivṛtti
(ŚDVṛ), a.k.a. the Padasaṅgati,11 but also to his ĪPK and ĪPVṛ—to begin
to chart the ways in which the ideas presented in the ŚD were taken up by
the later Pratyabhijñā authors.

The particular challenges associated with such a study are various,
though they are not unique to the study of Śaiva post-scriptural materi-
als. First, the usual problems associated with textual transmission occur,
and these must be solved by an examination of manuscript sources.
Although the published KSTS edition of the ŚD offers a solid founda-
tion on which to build one’s understanding of Somānanda’s masterwork,
we have examined six additional manuscripts that were not consulted for
that edition. In doing so, numerous divergences between the readings of
these manuscripts and the KSTS edition became readily evident. More
important, some of these variants have helped to solve textual riddles
in the published edition, where occasional passages appear in a nearly
incomprehensible form, in unidiomatic Sanskrit, or merely in awkward
grammatical constructions. For the readings of the six manuscripts may
sometimes be shown to be more complete or more accurate than the ones
found in the KSTS edition. (We regularly note all the readings of all the
manuscripts and of the KSTS edition, however, so that those who read
Sanskrit can come to their own conclusions regarding what Somānanda
might have written.) This is to say that to access Somānanda’s thought
requires us to pay attention to the manuscripts that have transmitted his
ŚD to us over time.

11Utpaladeva refers to the text by this name in the opening verses of his commentary:
vibhramākarasaṃjñena svaputreṇāsmi coditaḥ / padmānandābhidhānena tathā sabrahmacāriṇā. īśvara-
pratyabhijñoktavistare gurunirmite / śivadṛṣṭiprakaraṇe karomi padasaṅgatim. That this is probably the
title of the commentary as Utpaladeva labeled it is further corroborated by Maheśvarānanda’s ref-
erence to it by the same name in his auto-commentary (the Parimala) on his own Mahārthamañ-
jarī, on, e.g., his commentary on verse 32. See Mukunda Rāma Śāstrī, ed., The Mahārthamañjarī of
Maheśvarānanda with Commentary of the Author, KSTS 11 (Pune: Aryabhushan Press, 1918): 75. (I am
grateful to Professor Harunaga Isaacson for referring me to this source in a personal communica-
tion of December 2004.) I nevertheless refer to the text, for the sake of convenience, as the ŚDVṛ
in the present volume, this being the commonly accepted name of the work both in scholarly circles
and in the colophons of the extant manuscript tradition.
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A second challenge relates to the manner in which Somānanda’s
thought has been understood and interpreted in the secondary litera-
ture. Simply, the ŚD has regularly been read through the lens of the ĪPK
and its commentaries, because of which a nearly perfectly synchronic
presentation of Pratyabhijñā thought has dominated our understanding
of the school’s philosophy to date. Thus, for example, Gnoli suggested
that “the doctrine set out in the Śivadṛṣṭi does not differ from the the-
ories established by Utpaladeva in his [Īśvarapratyabhijñā-]kārikās,” a
statement that has essentially remained unchallenged in the more than
five decades since it was made. This is so despite the fact that it is true
only with regard to the spirit of the authors’ works and not with regard to
Somānanda’s and Utpaladeva’s individual formulations of Pratyabhijñā
philosophy.12

In an effort judiciously to disaggregate our understanding of Somā-
nanda’s Pratyabhijñā from that of hismore renowned disciple, the present
work therefore includes an unbroken translation of the accompanying
passages of Utpaladeva’s ŚDVṛ, none of which have been translated into
any European or Indian language prior to the present rendering. It also
includes a critical analysis of the similarities and differences between the
writings of the two authors, the latter spoken of primarily in terms of
Somānanda’s unique contributions. The full history of the development
of the Pratyabhijñā remains to be written, however, for although exten-
sive reference is made to the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ in the present analysis of the
differences between the writings of Utpaladeva and Somānanda, the ways
in which and degree to which Abhinavagupta and those who follow him
in the lineage of the Pratyabhijñā adopt the ideas of one or the other of the

12See Gnoli 1957: 17. Torella 1994: xx notably recognizes that the ĪPK contains “important nov-
elties, not so much in the basic doctrine as in the far more aware and acute determination of the aims
proposed, the ways of attaining them and the ambit addressed.” Though he acknowledges innovations in
the writings of Utpaladeva, he neither identifies the ideas of Somānanda that are essentially dropped by
Utpaladeva nor recognizes those that are reinstated, in some degree, in Abhinavagupta’s œuvre. Torella
should not be faulted on this point, however, for his excellent introduction is meant to contextualize his
translation of Utpaladeva’s ĪPK and ĪPVṛ, and thus neither the writings of Somānanda nor of Abhinav-
agupta were his primary concern.

Dyczkowski, before him, identified a novel concept in Utpaladeva’s writings, namely, that of the
notion of an absolute ego that grounds the individual, limited ego of the bound individual. In doing so,
he recognized that Somānanda, contra Utpaladeva, wished not to establish any internal subject-object
dichotomy, but instead posited the existence of a single active agent, Śiva. This idea is linked to the
notion of reflective awareness (vimarśa) and the absence of a fully formed conception of such reflective
awareness in the ŚD (see sections 5 and 6, below). As such, Dyczkowski recognized an important ele-
ment of innovation in the writings of Utpaladeva. See Dyczkowski [1990] 2004: 29–49, esp. 40, and
Dyczkowski 19921: 42. Despite the contributions of this pair of scholars, however, no comprehensive
diachronic treatment of the Pratyabhijñā yet exists, and Somānanda’s unique contributions have not
been thoroughly examined prior to the present study.
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two authors remains something of an open question, one that demands a
full-length study.13

Finally, a third challenge to understanding the ŚD and its place in
Indian intellectual history arises from the very nature of the work itself.
A famously difficult text,14 the ŚD taxes the knowledge of its readers by
addressing a wide range of topics and opposing schools of thought. The
lack, moreover, of any extant commentary after the middle of the fourth
chapter (of seven) of the work renders the task of interpreting these pas-
sages rather more challenging than it might have been.15 To address every
issue of concern to Somānanda, then, would require one to treat a range
of issues associated with the gamut of philosophical and tantric schools
extant in Somānanda’s day, all through the medium of that author’s
complex, terse, and relatively inaccessible verse.

Given the diversity of themes and opposing schools with which
Somānanda deals, I have chosen to treat thematters at hand serially rather
than simultaneously. The editorial decision here employed is one of iden-
tifying and selecting the peculiarly tantric expressions of the ŚD, and
in so doing treating the particular arguments that Somānanda directed
toward his tantric interlocutors. These are found primarily in the first
three chapters of the work, all of which are offered herein in an unbroken,
annotated translation, along with (as already mentioned) an unbroken
translation of the corresponding portions of the ŚDVṛ. Now, although
the materials found in the subsequent three chapters of the text are in
many ways related to those of the first three—they answer a series of con-
cerns mentioned or implied in the first part of the text—they also address
a set of issues that bring Somānanda into substantial contact with the
philosophical writings of variousmainstream, as opposed to tantric, philo-
sophical schools, notably the philosophy of the Buddhist Vijñānavādins

13This, indeed, is a subject I intend to take up in a future research project, one that will both examine
the Pratyabhijñā diachronically and in relation to contemporaneous schools of thought in the Kashmir
Valley. Suffice it to say here, for the moment, that Abhinavagupta adroitly synchronizes and synthesizes
the writings of Somānanda and Utpaladeva in a brilliant grand narrative of Pratyabhijñā philosophy that
sweeps up—or so it feels—elements of any and every contemporaneous tantric and philosophical tradi-
tion known in the Kashmir Valley in the late tenth and early eleventh centuries. The reader should note
that no writings of Utpaladeva’s disciple Lakṣmaṇagupta are here mentioned, simply because nothing
from him has come down to us.

14See, e.g., Torella 1994: xiv, who describes the ŚD as a “difficult, discordant but fascinating work;”
and Muller-Ortega 1989: 44, who suggests that it is “a very difficult text in seven chapters that has yet to
be translated satisfactorily.”

15Gnoli 1957: 16, for example, suggests that “without the help of a commentary, the reading of the
other three chapters [of the ŚD, for which no commentary survives] is an extremely difficult, not to say
hopeless, undertaking.”
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and the Buddhist epistemologist Dharmakīrti in particular.16 The seventh
and last chapter, in turn, deals with tantric religious practices, and it will
be discussed in some detail in what follows. The reader should there-
fore understand the present volume to constitute the first installment of
a larger project—namely, the production of a complete edition and anno-
tated translation of the ŚD in seven chapters, along with all of the extant
passages of the ŚDVṛ.

In the course of examining Somānanda’s interaction with his tantric
interlocutors, I address three issues in the remainder of the present Intro-
duction. First, I examine the substance of the arguments of the ŚD, and in
doing so I demonstrate theways inwhich the ŚD articulates amonism that
is strictly pantheistic. Somānanda repeatedly shows himself to be emphat-
ically opposed to the conception of any differencewhatsoever between Śiva
and the universe he creates, so much so that he repeatedly argues that any
and every entity found in the world is fully equal to Śiva himself. Central
to this notion is Somānanda’s striking and sweeping theory that Śiva’s
power of will (icchā) precedes and shapes all cognitions and actions, be
they those of humans or other beings who are subjected to the rounds of
transmigration and rebirth, of the various apparently inanimate objects
and entities that populate the universe, down to the mundane pot, or even
of Śiva himself.

Second, I detail Somānanda’s interaction with the various tantric
schools, texts, and authors of his day, including the dualist Śaiva Siddhān-
tins, the Spanda School, the Krama, and the Trika. (I also discuss in pass-
ing the two mainstream philosophical schools with which one must be
familiar in order fully to understand the selections of the ŚD and ŚDVṛ

16Thus, ŚD 4 explains how “everything is of the nature of Śiva” (see ŚD 4.1ab: athedānīṃ pravak-
tavyaṃ yathā sarvaṃ śivātmakam), the treatment of a matter the author promised to address in ŚD
1.45cd-46ab, but it does so in a manner that shows cognizance of and draws heavily from the Vijñā-
navādins, as it addresses a number of issues presented by Dharmakīrti. ŚD 5 explains how a unitary
Śiva may be divided, again with an eye primarily on the same Buddhist schools and authors. Finally, ŚD
6 explains how the same Śiva-nature is omnipresent, this on the basis of the identification of agent of
action and power, but the arguments found herein contrast the author’s position with those of various
strains of the Vedānta, the Pāñcarātrikas, the philosophy of the Bhagavadgītā, the Jains, the Sāṅkhya,
Nyāya, and Vaiśeṣika schools, again the Vijñānavādins, as well as the realist Buddhists, and even the
materialist Cārvākas.

The degree to which Somānanda responds to Dharmakīrti and the Buddhist epistemologists in par-
ticular, as opposed to the Buddhist Vijñānavādins, remains,moreover, a subject for further consideration.
Torella (1994: xxii, fn. 28; cf. Torella 1992) has already noted some points of contact with the philoso-
phy of the Buddhist epistemologists in the ŚD, including the famous quotation of Pramāṇavārttika (PV)
3.282 in ŚD 1.45cd-46ab, as well as reference to PV 3.354 in ŚD 6.39. He further notes reference to
the ideas of the Buddhist epistemologists in ŚD 4.81a (reference to svalakṣaṇas), 6.76c (apoha), 5.55a
(svārthānumāna), and 5.61c (parānumāna). My hypothesis, to be examined in greater detail in a future
study, is that contact with the philosophy of the Buddhist epistemologists is demonstrably more exten-
sive than even this in the ŚD, with the fourth and sixth chapters showing the pervasive influence thereof,
this over and above the more general influence of the Buddhist Vijñānavādins on the ŚD.
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here offered, those of the Buddhist Vijñānavādins and the Buddhist epis-
temologist Dharmakīrti in particular, and the Hindu grammarians as
represented by the writings of Bhartṛhari.) Such a study is indispensable
to understanding Somānanda’s text, for while it has been known for some
time that the ŚD shows itself to be close, in particular, to the Trika, as
well as the Krama, the full contours of these interactions have yet to be
mapped. This lacuna in the scholarly literature may be seen most notably
with the influence of the Trika Vijñānabhairava (VBh) on the ŚD, an influ-
ence felt most palpably in the seventh chapter, but also throughout the
text, which often echoes the VBh in articulating its pantheism. I also
include a summary examination of the Trika and other technical termi-
nology found in the ŚD, this as an accompaniment to an analysis of the
differences between the ŚD, on the one hand, and the ĪPK, ĪPVṛ, and ŚDVṛ
of Somānanda’s disciple and commentator, Utpaladeva, on the other.

The latter’s monism differs in significant ways from that of his teacher.
In particular, I argue that the monism of the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ involves a
panentheism that recognizes the identity of Śiva with the universe he cre-
ates, but at the same time reserves a transcendent place for the creator god.
For, contra Somānanda’s pantheistic ŚD, Utpaladeva allows for a form of
Śiva that in some sense stands simultaneously apart from the universe he
creates. Along the way Utpaladeva also marginalizes Somānanda’s con-
cept of divine will, a philosophical tenet that, although it is a hallmark of
the ŚD, is essentially erased from the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ.

Third, I will argue that the ŚD was directed toward an audience of
insiders, as opposed to the wider learned community to which the ĪPK
and ĪPVṛ are directed, just as Somānanda’s interlocutors are themselves
primarily, though not exclusively, his fellow tāntrikas and the tantric scrip-
tures with which they engage. Most important, in this regard, are the
extended and vociferous arguments Somānanda puts forward to oppose
the philosophy of the grammarians in the second chapter of the ŚD. These
famous arguments have perplexedmodern scholars, who could not under-
stand why Somānanda would attack a school and an author so readily
embraced by his immediate disciple, Utpaladeva. I will show that Somā-
nanda’s arguments against Bhartṛhari’s Vākyapadīya (VP) and the com-
mentary on the first chapter (kāṇḍa) of that work, the Vākyapadīyavṛtti
(VPVṛ), are linked to his repudiation of a Śākta tantric school that invoked
the grammarians to justify the view that the goddess, and not Śiva, is
supreme.

The remainder of the Introduction to the Translation is divided into
four parts. In the first part (sections 3 and 4), I survey Somānanda’s
writings and discuss his biography. Following this is a detailed study of
Somānanda’s philosophical vision and a comparison of it with Utpala-
deva’s Pratyabhijñā (sections 5, 6, 7, and 8). Included in this part is an
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examination of the differences between the writings of Somānanda and
Utpaladeva, which is divided into two subsections. The first subsection
maps the ways in which Utpaladeva’s ĪPK and ĪPVṛ diverge from the ŚD.
The second subsection examines the divergences between the ŚD and the
ŚDVṛ, which are characterized primarily by a difference in terminology:
Utpaladeva borrows substantially in his ŚDVṛ not only from the nomen-
clature of the Hindu grammarians but also from that of the Buddhist
idealists and the Buddhist epistemologist Dharmakīrti in particular, while
Somānanda’s ŚD does not. Also included is the aforementioned study
of the use of Trika and other technical terminology by Somānanda and
Utpaladeva, followed by a detailed examination of the influence of the VBh
on Somānanda’s work.

Next, I examine Somānanda’s interaction with contemporaneous
tantric schools in sections 9–14. In section 9, I identify the various tantric
post-scriptural schools that existed in Kashmir in Somānanda’s day and
consider the degree to which these traditions were developed at this early
moment in the history of the production of tantric post-scriptural works.
This is followed by five sections, each dealing with one of the various
tantric or philosophical schools with which Somānanda engaged: the
Spanda, the Krama, the Śaiva Siddhānta, the Grammarians, and the
goddess-centered Śākta school. After a concluding section (section 15), a
fourth and final part of the Introduction describes the manuscripts con-
sulted for the critical edition of the ŚD and ŚDVṛ (section 16); explains the
relationship of the manuscripts and the editorial process I used in devel-
oping the critical edition (section 17); and describes the various problems
encountered and strategies used in crafting the translation (section 18).

Finally, a word should here be said about the various ways in which
the reader may wish to engage the present volume. If it is true that this
book addresses a number of issues in the study of tantric post-scriptural
writing and employs a number of methods to access thematerials in ques-
tion—including the production of a critical edition of the relevant passages
of the ŚD and ŚDVṛ, an annotated translation of the same, and a critical
study of the ideas represented in the text and commentary—it is similarly
true that each reader will approach the work with his or her peculiar inter-
ests and concerns. The nonspecialist reader should know that this volume
is constructed in amanner that ismeant tomeet his or her needs and inter-
ests. The translation, as will be discussed inmore detail below (section 18),
is written so as to appeal to the general reader, and many of the notes to
the text are included further to explain the ideas espoused by Somānanda
and his commentator.

The scholar of Sanskrit may wish frequently to consult the critical edi-
tion of the work while reading the translation, as he or she will likely wish
to take in the textual and historical arguments and references made in
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the present Introduction and in the various notes to the translation. The
nonspecialist reader may wish instead merely to glance at the portions of
the Introduction relevant to his or her interests—such as those that deal
with Somānanda’s philosophical ideas, for instance—and, perhaps, focus
attention on the translations included herein. It is therefore my hope and
intention that the nonspecialist reader will be able tomake use of the trans-
lations without being distracted by the rather more technical textual and
historical arguments and notes found in this volume, while, simultane-
ously, the Sanskritist and the scholar of premodern South Asian religions
alike will find all the relevant historical and textual detail herein suffi-
ciently and properly to locate the ŚD and its author in the history of tantric
Śaivism and in the wider history of premodern Indian religions.



Somānanda’s Works and His Biography

3. The Author and His Works

Although the lineage of Pratyabhijñā authors who concern us17 has been known
since the publication of Pandey’s landmark and eponymous study of the great
Kashmiri polymath, Abhinavagupta,18 and although the historical dates of the
authors in question have since been established beyond any reasonable dis-
pute,19 the motivations that inspired the works of Somānananda and his succes-
sor, Utpaladeva, remain a subject worthy of further consideration and analysis.
In particular, questions arise as to what purpose or purposes the authors of the
Śaiva post-scriptural literature meant their texts to serve, and in particular what
Somānanda might have intended for his ŚD.

Two leading tantric studies scholars have already articulated, in broad terms,
their respective views of the general purpose of the mass of Śaiva post-scriptural

17As noted above, we here propose only to study the philosophy of Somānanda as seen in the ŚD,
comparing and contrasting with the works of his disciple, Utpaladeva, principally his ŚDVṛ and ĪPK and
ĪPVṛ. Reference to Abhinavagupta’s work will be made en passant, while the writings of Pratyabhijñā
authors who follow Abhinavagupta, such as Kṣemarāja, will not enter into the present discussion. As
such, reference to the “Pratyabhijñā” in the present work should be taken to refer to the philosophical
writings of Somānanda, Utpaladeva, and Abhinavagupta, which are found in the ŚD and ŚDVṛ, the ĪPK,
and the four commentaries thereon, the two auto-commentaries of Utpaladeva (namely, the ĪPVṛ and
ĪPṬ, the latter of which is lost excepting in fragments published in recent years by Torella), and the ĪPV
and ĪPVV of Abhinavagupta.

18See Pandey [1963] 2000: 160; Kupetz 1972: 24; and Sanderson 1990: 163.
19There exists more or less a consensus on the dates of Somānanda’s textual production. Pandey

writes that Somānanda wrote “in the 9th century A.D.” (Pandey [1963] 2000: 20); Bhattacharyya places
Somānanda “at end of the ninth century” (Bhattacharyya 1999: 64), as does Rastogi (Rastogi 1979: 92);
Torella places Somānanda between 875/900 and 925/950 (Torella 1994: xii). Finally, Sanderson’s date,
accepted in the present study (along with his dating of the other authors of the Pratyabhijñā), is slightly
later than the others, as he places Somānanda in the early tenth century, flourishing from circa 900–950
(Sanderson 1990: 158). The explanation for these dates is offered in Sanderson 20071: 411ff.
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literature. Torella, for one, has suggested that the emergence of a work of exe-
gesis—exegesis being defined as “the reformulation of [the] teaching [of the
scriptures] and the organizing and hierarchizing of their contents ”—requires by
the very nature of such a work that the author took “the decision to emerge in the
open, to escape from the dimension of a restricted circle of adepts.” For Torella,
this is a decision that the Śākta Śaiva authorsmade in order “to offer [Śākta Śaiva
works and the traditions they represent] implicitly as an alternative to the dom-
inant Śaiva Siddhānta, or at least to establish [themselves] as a non-extraneous
element (or rather as an element which, though not intended to constitute the
whole, was able to give it its ultimate significance).”20 Sanderson similarly pos-
tulates the existence of a single telos for all of the post-scriptural writings. He
argues that the Brahmins who wrote the works in question emphasized liber-
ating knowledge over visionary experience in their writings, and he claims that
the choice of this emphasis stemmed directly “from the nature of the commen-
tators’ social milieu, which is one of Śaiva brahmins eager to consolidate their
religion on the level of high culture.”21 Thus, for Sanderson it is the authors’
social context that explains their interest in philosophical discourse.

Together this pair of theses identifies the general parameters in which and by
which the post-scriptural authors operated, as it is indisputable that the various
Śaiva post-scriptural writings allowed their authors to “emerge in the open,” as
Torella argues, and “to consolidate their religion on the level of high culture,” as
Sanderson argues. In comparing the ŚD to the ĪPK, however, one identifiesmore
specifically the individual authors’ intended audiences, as well as the particular
strategies each author employs in conceptualizing their tradition in terms that
were chosen to reach a wider audience in a language that touched the register of
high culture. This is to say that, in the case of Somānanda’s ŚD andUtpaladeva’s
ĪPK, one discerns distinct authorial strategies, ends, and intended audiences for
each of the two authors’ works.

With regard to the ŚD, the work was written primarily for an audience of
initiates. A number of Somānanda’s editorial choices in the composition of the
work, particularly when compared with the decisions taken by Utpaladeva in
composing his ĪPK, clearly show that Somānanda was not interested in making
the work accessible to any but those who were already familiar with the contents,
or at least the spirit, of the scriptural sources on which the ŚD unarguably draws.
A brief consideration of the larger œuvre of works he is said to have composed
further points to the idea that Somānanda was not overly concerned with reach-
ing the noninitiate, even if he wished to establish his particular interpretation
of the scriptures as an alternative to those of competing tantric schools, such as
the Śaiva Siddhānta.

20See Torella 1994: xiii
21See Sanderson 20071: 241.
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It is notable that all of the works, other than the ŚD, that were written by or
have been attributed to Somānanda invariably either gloss tantric scripture or
address matters of concern primarily to the initiate and practitioner. Thus, what
survives of Somānanda’s commentary on the Parātriṃśikātantra, the Parātri-
ṃśikāvivṛti (PTVi), which comes to us only in the form of quotations found
in Abhinavagupta’s Parātriṃśikāvivaraṇa (PTV), largely addresses matters con-
cerning yoga practice and in particular the alphabetical mysticism that the
scripture invokes. This suggests that the text was written for an audience of
practitioners more than, say, a general court audience of noninitiates, unless, of
course, the Trika Śaiva scripture he glossed was put into general circulation.22

Similarly, whether or not one accepts that the Somānanda who authored the
ŚD also wrote the work entitled the Śāktavijñāna (ŚāVi)—I, like most schol-
ars, strongly doubt this identification23—the contents of that work exclusively
address matters of concern primarily to the practitioner of esoteric forms of
yoga. This is so because all that is contained in this short work (it being of
only thirty verses) is a description of thirteen stages of yogic ascent, beginning
at the sthāna (i.e., the navel), that the author says may be found in “all the
Trika learned works.”24 Finally, some have suggested that Somānanda wrote an
auto-commentary on his own ŚD, but such a work probably never existed.25

22Although we do not know the full contents of the PTVi, as a work of exegesis that directly
glosses a scriptural source unlikely to have seen wide circulation, it was likely meant primarily for
an audience of initiates. This text has been translated and published by Jaideva Singh (1988). Cita-
tions of Somānanda’s Vivṛti may be found at PTV ad PT 1 (pañcavidhakṛtyatatparabhagavadbhairava-
bhaṭṭārakasya prathamaśāktaspandasamanantaram; bhagavatyā ratasthāyāḥ praśna iti paraikamayatve ’pi
tanmayamahadantarālābhiprāyeṇa; and abījaṃ śuddhaśivarūpam); PTV ad PT 2 (hṛdy ayo gamanaṃ jñā-
nam); and, presumably, PTV ad PT 5–9ab: akāraḥ śiva ityuktas thakāraḥ śaktir ucyate. The source of this
last verse is less clear, for while Abhinavagupta attributes it to Somānanda, he does so without making
any reference to the latter’s Vivṛti. In all other quotations, by contrast, Abhinavagupta regularly refers
to one “Somānandapāda” and his “Vivṛti” (this either by reference to Somānanda’s nijavivṛti or, in one
place, svavivṛti), but he does not refer to the title of any text in this last instance.

23The reasons for doubting the identity of the author of the ŚāVi with that of the ŚD are as follows.
First, the ŚāVi speaks of “all the Trika learned works” (ŚāVi 3: iti trayodaśavidhaṃ śāktaṃ vijñānam utta-
mam / sarveṣu trikaśāstreṣu sūcitaṃ śambhunā svayam), a term that seems to presuppose the existence of
a post-scriptural tradition that, aside from Somānanda’s contributions, does not emerge before writings
of Abhinavagupta, some half a century after Somānanda lived. Second, I find it difficult to countenance
the identity of the two authors given the degree to which the ŚD engages in tantric ideas, for if the
thirteen stages of ascent of the Śākta knowledges outlined in the ŚāVi (see note 24, below) were truly
Somānanda’s, one would think he would have described them or at least hinted at their presence in the
ŚD, which engages tantric ideas and terminology, but nothing vaguely of the sort appears explicitly or
implicitly anywhere in the ŚD. Cf. Torella (1994: xiv); Pandey [1963] 2000: 160–162; and Pandit 1997:
178–179.

24See note 23, above. The thirteen stages, which appear in no other scriptural or post-scriptural
source, to my knowledge, are as follows: (1) sthāna, (2) praveśa, (3) rūpa, (4) lakṣa, (5) lakṣaṇa, (6) utthā-
pana, (7) bodha, (8) cakraviśrāma, (9) bhūmikāgamana, (10) antāvasthā, (11) viśrāma, (12) pariṇāma, and
(13) āgamana.

25On the purported existence of this auto-commentary, see Chatterji [1914] 1986: 145. Cf. Pandey
[1963] 2000: 162. (Chatterji, contra Pandey’s reference to a Śivadṛṣṭivivṛti, reports the title of the text as
the Śivadṛṣṭivṛtti.) There is little evidence of the existence of the work, however. No mention or quotation
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Even if it did, any consideration of the intended audience of such an auto-
commentary could only lead one back to a consideration of the text it is said
to have glossed, as the two surely would not have been meant to have been read
in mutual isolation. In sum, this is not the body of literature one would expect
to come from the hand of an author who wished to reach a wider audience of
noninitiates.26

To turn to the contents of the ŚD itself, it first goes without saying that the
founder of the Pratyabhijñā is by definition the author of that text, the only work
attributed to Somānanda (aside from the ŚāVi) that survives in full. It may be
reiterated that the work engages its subject matter through the liberal use of
tantric terminology, principally that of the Trika but also occasionally the Spanda,
as will be discussed below. One also senses the influence of the Krama in the
work, even if no distinctly Krama formulations can be identified therein.27 The
clear and pervasive presence of such tantric influences stands in direct contrast
to the structure and content of Utpaladeva’s ĪPK, which I argue has a larger,
court audience in view.

Torella has already noted that Utpaladeva uses only logic in the first two sec-
tions of the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ (which make up three-quarters of the entire work),
where the commonly accepted language of public debate dominates the author’s
style, only then to yield to scripture in the third section (of four).28 It is important

of it is found in the primary literature, whether by Utpaladeva, Abhinavagupta, Kṣemarāja, Jayaratha, or
Somānanda himself. Indeed, those who thought Somānanda wrote such a commentary refer only to one
source that makes reference to what could be construed as an auto-commentary called the Vṛtti or Vivṛti.
This reference to the auto-commentary, if it exists, is found in the manuscript sources in the colophon
to the autobiographical portion appended to the end of the ŚD, wherein it is said that the passage in
question may be found in the “Vṛtti.” (It is Chatterji who reports having seen this reference in several
unnamed manuscript sources; see Chatterji [1914] 1986: 151, fn. 1. I myself have one manuscript that
includes in it the text of the autobiography and nothing more, attributing the passage in question to
the “Śivadṛṣṭivivṛti,” for which see note 45, below.) What is lacking, however, is any definite reference
to Somānanda as the author of a [Śivadṛṣti-]vṛtti (or vivṛti). All that we have is a passage that uses the
first-person voice in describing Somānanda’s life, a passage that some manuscripts tell us is contained
in a commentary called the vṛtti or vivṛti. Indeed, the rumors of the very existence of this work seem
to have arisen with Chatterji’s report of the existence of the work, this, I believe, solely on the basis of
the manuscript colophons to this autobiography. In a word, I am as skeptical as Stein 1894: xliii was
uncertain that the autobiography is a part of an auto-commentary written by Somānanda.

26This may be illustrated by way of contrast, with a decidedly brief mention of a pair of Utpaladeva’s
writings other than the ĪPK and related commentaries, which clearly were composed in a manner that
allowed them to serve precisely this end: first, the devotional hymns of the Śivastotrāvalī, still sung by
Kashmiri pandits today, speak in the language of the scriptures but in a manner that is generally accessi-
ble, and popular; second, the Īśvarasiddhi, which convincingly speaks in the language of the mainstream
Naiyāyikas, offers a treatment of philosophical concerns that is utterly accessible to the learned scholar
of that orthodox philosophical school. See Torella 1994: xxi.

27Thus, I agree with Torella (1994: xiv) that the ŚD is close to the Trika and the Krama, though
rather more significantly the former than the latter, about which I will say more, below. (See sections 7,
8, and 11.)

28See Torella 1994: xx and xxx.
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further to note that this approach is precisely the opposite of Somānanda’s: the
ŚD opens with an invocatory verse praising Śiva as one who has penetrated
Somānanda’s very form (asmadrūpasamāviṣṭa)—the language of possession is
here used!—and immediately following is a description of Śiva’s process ofman-
ifestation that is thoroughly steeped in Trika tantric terminology and expressed
in the language of theology rather than philosophy. The ŚD does give way to a
more philosophical style of analysis in the second and subsequent chapters of
the work, excepting the seventh chapter and, to some extent, the third; but Somā-
nanda is steadily willing, even in these subsequent chapters, to evoke a rather
more scriptural flavor in his writing than is Utpaladeva. Indeed, he is famous for
his use of “mixed registers,” i.e., the alternate use of philosophical and tantric
terminology, juxtaposed with the occasional burst of emotion or humor.29 Also
noteworthy is the fact that Somānanda addresses a range of concerns that are
peculiar to Śākta Śaiva scripture and exegesis—and to his own scripturally
based ideas in particular. This practice stands in direct contrast to that of
Utpaladeva in his ĪPK, where he arguably only addresses scriptural matters that
are already readily comprehensible to those who are familiar with the teach-
ings of the Śaiva Siddhānta. And in many instances Utpaladeva uses language
that is even more generally shared by the full range of Indian philosophical
schools.30

The third chapter of the ŚD is also telling in this regard, for it contains a sus-
tained argument against the position of Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna, a Śākta opponent.
This surely cannot be the tactic of an author who wished to reach the non-
initiate: to quibble with an opponent who subscribes to a closely related,
esoteric tantric point of view is not a likely path for reaching a wider audi-
ence. Moreover, this approach again stands in contrast to that of Utpaladeva,
who withheld any criticism of his tantric counterparts, Bhartṛhari and the
Hindu grammarians, and even, for the most part, the realist and dualist
HinduNaiyāyikas. Instead, Utpaladeva chose to prosecute a sustained argument
against the Buddhist epistemologists.31 Finally, even the second chapter of the
ŚD, being the most philosophical chapter of the ŚD given its thoroughly logical

29The expression here quoted is Torella’s, for which see Torella 1994: xx.
30Consider the various issues Utpaladeva addresses in the third adhikāra of the ĪPK, the chapter

dedicated to scriptural matters. These include: a thoroughgoing treatment of the thirty-six tattvas (ĪPK
3.1); the relationship of the adept and the Lord, spoken of in terms of the Trimūrti (ĪPK 3.2.1); māyā (ĪPK
3.2.2); paśu and pati (ĪPK 3.2.3); the malas (ĪPK 3.2.4–5 and 3.2.10–11); reference to the puruṣa in the state
of kaivalya (ĪPK 3.2.6; cf. Torella 1994: 199, fn. 10); the various categories of subjects (Vijñānakevalas,
etc.) (ĪPK 3.2.7–9); the three states of wakefulness (ĪPK 3.2.15–18); and the vital breaths (ĪPK 3.2.19–20).
“Possession” or penetration by the divine is mentioned in one place (ĪPK 3.2.12 and the Vṛtti thereon). In
fact, little more than Utpaladeva’s understanding of the existence of four levels of subjective awareness
(for which see ĪPK 3.2.11–14; cf. ĪPK 4.1–3) appears in the third adhikāra that would not already be known
to one who had not gained initiation into more than the practices of the Śaiva Siddhānta, and in many
instances even less than this initiation would be needed to acquire full cognizance of the ideas and issues
presented in the section in question.

31See Torella 1994: xxi–xxvii.
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analysis of Bhartṛhari’s grammatical philosophy, makes a number of refer-
ences to Śaiva Siddhānta scriptural sources and, more important, to a peculiarly
tantric interpretation of Bhartṛhari’s Vākyapadīya (VP). As such, it could not
have been directed primarily at an audience that was not familiar with these
traditions.

Now, the ŚD is unlike a great number of the tantric post-scriptural works that
have come down to us. Many of these texts appear in the form of direct exe-
gesis—commentaries that gloss scriptural sources—and many of the Kashmiri
post-scriptural works, even when appearing in the form of hymns or other sorts
of freestanding compositions, regularly cleave closely to the particular scriptural
sources that they aim to elucidate. At the other extreme is the ĪPK, which is
constructed essentially as a work of pure philosophy, even if it accounts for sote-
riology (as do somany Indian philosophical works)32 and is admittedly “based on
a scriptural back-ground.”33 The ŚD, by contrast, appears as a work that carries
the flavor of the tantras more or less throughout, but does so for the most part
without tying itself too closely to any particular scriptural source. This approach,
then, is more or less in line with the apparent strategy of the two root texts of the
Spanda School, the Spandakārikās (SpKā) and the Śivasūtras (ŚSū). The concern
here, then, is to distingish Somānanda’s ŚD from the sort of works that closely
follow and meticulously gloss scripture, on the one hand, and from the rather
more intentionally philosophical ĪPK, on the other, while simultaneously recog-
nizing the differences between the ŚD and the root texts of the Spanda School
that we have just mentioned. In doing so, we will be able more clearly to identify
Somānanda’s strategy in writing the text.

To that end, if Abhinavagupta may be said to exhibit virtually all the tenden-
cies of a scholastic commentator, in his ĪPV and ĪPVV, at least,34 Somānanda
does not show the inclination (or, perhaps, the capacity) to aspire to the encyclo-
pedic heights of Abhinavagupta’s works, even if there are flashes in the ŚD of
the sort of synthesis found in the ĪPV and ĪPVV. On the other hand, the ŚD is

32On this notion, see, e.g., Dyczkowski 1987: 33.
33This is Torella’s expression, for which see Torella 1994: xx.
34I would indeed suggest that Abhinavagupta holds a unique place in the Pratyabhijñā

lineage, for unlike the writings of Somānanda or Utpaladeva, his ĪPV and ĪPVV closely fit with José
Cabezón’s definition of “scholasticism,” described as follows. Such works reflect: (1) a strong sense of
tradition; (2) a concern with language, meaning a concern with both scripture and the mode of expres-
sion; (3) “proliferativity,” or “the tendency to textual and analytical inclusivity”; (4) “completeness and
compactness: the belief that the tradition overlooks nothing and contains nothing that is unessential”;
(5) “epistemological accessibility of the world: the belief that the universe is basically intelligible”; (6)
“systematicity,” or order in exposition; (7) rationalism, defined as “the commitment to reasoned argu-
ment and non-contradiction”; and, finally, (8) “self-reflexivity: the tendency to objectify and to critically
analyze first-order practices.” Abhinavagupta exhibits all these tendencies, with a pair of caveats regard-
ing the last two: regarding “rationalism,” Abhinavagupta follows the principle to the point, but he also
tends toward mystical expressions and interpretations; and, regarding the last, he is not always entirely
explicit in his analysis of the “rules, principles, and problems related to the act of exegesis,” though he
exhibits an implicit understanding of these issues. See Cabezón 1998: 1–19, esp. 4–6.
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rather more philosophically oriented than the more yogically and/or mystically
inclined SpKā and ŚSū, while being simultaneously more theologically oriented
and colored by scripture than the ĪPK. Yet one would be hard-pressed to describe
the ŚD as a work of systematic theology, as the text is synthetic in nature, draw-
ing from numerous streams of thought. More important, it does not articulate
a philosophy that corresponds, even loosely, to a single scriptural vision, as one
would expect of a systematic theology. It rather constructs a unique philosoph-
ical vision, if not de novo then with a largely indirect and thus circumscribed
contact with the scriptural sources (though itmust hastily be added that the work
owes a great deal to the Trika VBh, as indicated above and as will be discussed
below).

Defined as it is here in relation to the various other post-scriptural writings,
and in relation to the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ in particular, it is therefore most appro-
priate to describe the ŚD as a sort of philosophical theology that is based on
what is, overall, an admittedly indeterminate body of scriptural sources.35 The
ŚD addresses philosophical issues, as the very title of the work suggests,36 yet it
does not shy away from the theological register. And Somānanda is concerned
at least occasionally to show that his philosophy accords with the declarations
of scripture.37 At the same time, it is clearly not what we might call a work
of yoga philosophy, as both the SpKā and the ŚSū might be labeled, because
it is rather more inclined to engage epistemological and ontological questions
than to address matters associated with mystical or other cultivated forms of
experience.

Although this, or any, label is of limited analytical value, it is important to
recognize the rather wide range of qualities, preferences, and apparent autho-
rial strategies that may be identified in the diverse body of Śaiva post-scriptural
literature. In doing so, what becomes apparent is that the ŚD was probably
intended for a philosophically oriented audience, but one that was primarily
made up tantric initiates, or for potential initiates who would be predisposed to
the scriptural tone and high, if mixed, register of the work. This supposition is
confirmed by Utpaladeva, who tells the reader in the opening verses to his ŚDVṛ

35This lack of defined contact with scripture precludes any classification of the work as one of exe-
gesis, in my view, as it is difficult to determine the body of literature on which Somānanda would be said
to have based his ideas. The one clear exception to the otherwise vague appearance of scripture in the
ŚD is the extensive contact with the VBh that is exhibited in the text, as will be discussed below. If one
were to choose to define the ŚD as a work of eisegesis, it is likely one would have to do so with respect
to this text.

36Chatterji [1914] 1986: 144–145 has suggested that one should understand the title of the work,
Śivadṛṣṭi, to refer to a Śaiva darśana or philosophy. It is also possible that the title should be understood
(as a genitive tatpuruṣa compound) to refer to the “seeing” or even the “mind’s eye” of Śiva, referring
to the process of cognition that is described in the text as belonging equally to Śiva, the creator of the
universe, and to the apparently individual and limited agents who populate that universe asmicrocosmic
forms of Śiva himself. See “Somānanda’s ‘Settled Opinion’ (siddhānta),” below (section 5), for a further
discussion of the philosophy of the ŚD.

37See, e.g., ŚD 3.63–68ab and ŚD 3.95cd–96ab.
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that he wrote the work at the behest of his son and his fellow student, though the
details discussed thereinwere already explained in his ĪPK and ĪPVṛ, a statement
that stands in direct contrast to the opening verse of the ĪPK, where Utpaladeva
suggests he wrote the work in order to help “all people” achieve the same state
of elevated awareness as he did.38

Finally, a last piece of evidence supporting the notion that the ŚD was
intended for an audience of initiates is found in the way the text deals with the
various orthodox Brahminical schools of thought. The arguments against these
schools are often given in a telegraphic and doxographical form, and as such the
ŚD treats most of the orthodox schools serially and only briefly. It wishes only to
show that none of the orthodox schools sufficiently account for the unity of all
existence. The tone and style of these passages, then, read something like notes
for the insider, rather than the sustained and rather more nuanced analysis one
would expect for a work that in any way was intended to convert the outsider to
the author’s point of view.39

One may therefore speculate that Somānanda wished to communicate his
particular philosophical insights to those who wished to interrogate and synthe-
size the ideas that their own scriptural sources evoked. The ŚD simultaneously
helped the same audience to develop a greater appreciation of the potential
objections that other tantric (and, perhaps, nontantric) practitioners might raise
against their own view, as it helped to equip them to respond to such challenges.
(One must note, however, that no tantric or nontantric critiques of the ŚD may
be found in the extant primary literature.) It further seems unlikely that those
who would have studied the ŚD would have readily offered Somānanda’s text
to the wider community of learned Brahmins, be they members of the court’s
inner circle or otherwise, initiates in the dualist Śaiva Siddhānta ormerely adher-
ents of the more orthodox schools of Brahminical thought, either in an attempt
to curry favor among the Kashmiri elite or to cultivate respectability for their
particular brand of tantrism.

4. Somānanda’s Biography and Autobiography

If Somānanda was not particularly interested in reaching the noninitiate, this
should not be taken to suggest that he was not a person of standing in the
elite and learned social circles often associated with the royal court. Indeed,
Somānanda seems to have been recognized as a person of significance by the
king, as he is referred to by the royally conferred title Bhaṭṭaśrī in Utpaladeva’s

38See ĪPK 1.1.1 and the commentary thereon. Utpaladeva refers to his desire to help all people with
janasyāpy upakāram icchan, the particle (api) serving to emphasize the inclusiveness of the collective
singular noun jana, as the commentary indicates by glossing with imam akhilaṃ.

39This is an approach that stands in direct contrast to the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ, which were clearly written
with the intent of winning over a wider audience.
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auto-commentary on the ĪPK.40 Some concern for, or perhaps even intimacy
with, the goings on of the royal court also appears within the verses of the ŚD
itself, where Somānanda invokes the king as an example of a sovereign pos-
sessed of an unrestrained will. It must be cautioned, however, that the king
is not always presented in an entirely positive light in the ŚD, as he is in one
place held responsible for surreptitiously alloying gold coins that are then circu-
lated at an overpriced value, a practice that, intriguingly, very likely took place
in Kashmir in Somānanda’s day.41 On the basis of this admittedly sparse evi-
dence, then, one may surmise that Somānanda was close to the court but was
not particularly enamored by it. And if this is so, it would be for good reason,
for if the Rājataraṅginī (RT) is any guide to historical realities, the Kashmir
Valley of the period in question was one of extreme political turmoil, as “the
kings at that time could nohow secure a long reign, and resembled the bub-
bles produced [in the water] by a downpour of rain on a dull day,” as Kalhaṇa
described it.42

Another noteworthy resource for contextualizing the author’s work is an auto-
biographical passage, supposedly written by Somānanda himself and appended
to the ŚD.While it is both rather short and somewhat lacking of historical detail,
the passage nevertheless reveals at least something of the author’s place in the
world. It is suggested there that Somānanda was a Brahmin whose great-great-
grandfather, Saṃgamāditya, was the first in his family line to settle in Kashmir.
The passage also reflects the Śaiva orientation of the author, for the Tryam-
baka mentioned in the text as the founder of Somānanda’s familial lineage is

40See ĪPVṛ ad ĪPK 4.16. One may know that the title is royally conferred by the fact that Jayanta
Bhaṭṭa’s contemporaneously set play, the Āgamaḍambara, illustrates it as such. See Sanderson 20071:
241, fn. 33.

41Reference to the king who alloys gold coins is made on ŚD 4.10-11ab. It is noteworthy that this sort
of behavior was shunned in the RT (5.171–176), though reference there is to the skewing of the weights
of scales by Śaṅkaravarman (r. 883–902), not to the alloying of coins. Cunningham (1967: 29; cf. pp.
36–37), however, notes the existence of gold coins of the Kārkoṭa dynasty (from c. 760–780 C.E.) that
were so heavily alloyed with silver “as to make it difficult to say whether the pieces contain any gold at
all,” and it is likely that such coins remained in circulation even to Somānanda’s day, about which see,
again, Cunningham (ibid.). Other passages in the ŚD that mention the king are as follows: ŚD 4.4–5
suggests that the king, in a manner analogous to Śiva, exemplifies the master who controls subordi-
nated, yet nevertheless semi-autonomous, agents. ŚD 1.37cd–38, suggests that the king who chooses the
difficult life of the foot-soldier for his own amusement may serve as an analogy for Śiva, who for his own
amusement assumes the form even of those sinners who suffer their punishment in hell.

42See RT 5.279: prāpuś ciram avasthānaṃ pārthivā na tadā kvacit / dhārāsaṃpātasaṃbhūtā budbudā
iva durdine. The translation here is Stein’s. Though Kashmir was witness to real stability under the well-
regarded king Avantivarman (855/6-883) in a period that likely predates Somānanda by a few decades,
the Valley was subsequently ruled by Śaṅkaravarman (883–902), described by the RT as a corrupt and
powerful king. (Jayanta Bhaṭṭa, however, had some kinder words for his patron, about which see Dezső
2005: 15–19, 145, and 151.) This was followed by the period of severe political turmoil and wrangling for
the throne just mentioned (902–939), when the royal throne changed hands no fewer than twelve times,
though this was followed by a short period of the “mild rule” (939–948), as Stein [1892] 1989 (vol. 1): 103
described it, of King Yaśaskara. See RT 5.219ff. I am thankful to an anonymous reviewer of the present
volume for the reference to Dezső’s Much Ado About Religion.
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the same as the one who is mentioned in Jayaratha’s commentary on Abhi-
navagupta’s Tantrāloka (TĀ), the Tantrālokaviveka (TĀV), as the keeper of the
teachings of the Trika.43 That the text also links Somānanda’s family to the
irascible and imprecating sage Durvāsas further suggests a thoroughly Śaiva
context.44

One may note that, if this autobiographical passage may indeed be attributed
to Somānanda and identified as the last part of the ŚD,45 then it would be a rather
early example of the autobiographical genre in Indian literary history, for while
we have autobiographical passages from the authors of various prose poems
who wrote prior to Somānanda,46 we have to my knowledge none, prior to the
present one, from any author purported to be an enlightened being, whether
a renunciant or a householder. (The author’s name, Somānanda, must be an
initiation name or dīkṣānāma, not a given name.) Of course, to include such

43Note that Dyczkowski 1987: 18 and Torella 1994: xiv have made similar observations regarding
the Śaiva nature of the passage in question. That a Tryambaka is also mentioned in a number of Trika
sources, such as the Tantrasadbhāvatantra (TST) (10.302c and 25.62b), for example, adds further support
to the notion that this reference points to Somānanda’s links with the Trika tantras. Cf. TĀV vol 1., p. 28,
and TĀ 36.12, both also quoted in Torella (1994: xiv, fn. 11).

44See Dyczkowski 1987: 228–229, fn. 68.
45The passage is found in verses 7.107–123ab of the KSTS edition of the ŚD, but the following four

reasons lead one at least to suspect that the material should be counted as an addendum to, rather than
the culmination of, that text. (1) First of all, that the passage appears in the published edition following
what appears to be a culminating verse of the text, written in Mālinī meter and counted as ŚD 7.106
in the published edition, gives prima facie evidence that the autobiographical passage is an addendum
to the ŚD. (2) Second, the only manuscript source I have of the text of the autobiography, the Berlin
Manuscript from the Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin, manuscript number Ms/fol 910a, suggests that the
autobiographical passage in question, the only passage found in the manuscript in question, is part of
a certain Śivadṛṣṭivivṛti and not the ŚD itself. (3) Third, the only complete manuscript in my possession
of the ŚD, the manuscript of Calcutta Sanskrit College (C in the critical edition of ŚD 1–3 included in
the present volume), does not record the autobiographical passage. C ends with what is counted as ŚD
7.106ab, followed by the colophon. (4) Finally, in referring to a vernacular form of the title of Somā-
nanda’s lineage (ŚD 7.121c), the text invokes a practice—precisely this reference to the vernacular—that
is not seen elsewhere in Pratyabhijñā writings before the time of Abhinavagupta.

It is possible that the identification of the present passage with a portion of the text of a “Śivadṛṣṭi-
vivṛti” refers to an auto-commentary on the ŚD composed (of course) by Somānanda himself. This is
precisely the conclusion that Chatterji apparently reached some time ago. Pandey, too, suggests that
such a work was composed by our Somānanda. Evidence for the existence of this auto-commentary,
however, is to my knowledge limited to the references in the manuscript sources to the present autobi-
ography as belonging to what is called the Vṛtti or Vivṛti. It is my opinion that the present text is not only
an addition to Somānanda’s text, but one that is rather more likely to have come from the pen of one
of Somānanda’s disciples than from the author of the ŚD himself. On the other hand, it seems unlikely
that the (rather general and limited) historical data offered in this text—that Somānanda was a Brahmin
whose great-great-grandfather immigrated to Kashmir, etc.—were invented, but only were likely to have
been reported by another than Somānanda himself. See note 25, above, for the relevant references and
for a discussion of the existence of this auto-commentary.

46This includes both the “true” stories (the Ākhyāyikās) and the “fictive” stories (the Kathās) writ-
ten in prose. See Lienhard 1984: 228–264, esp. 250 and 260. The earliest known autobiography is
that of Bāṇa, court poet of King Harṣa (606–647 C.E.), found in the opening chapter (ucchvāsa) of his
Harṣacarita.
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autobiographical information, however scant, squares perfectly well with the
idea of the author as a Siddha descended to earth in order to propagate the secrets
of the enlightened ones among those ready to hear them. As the autobiography,
often mentioned in the secondary literature,47 has yet to appear in translation, I
include it here, as follows.48

47See: Chatterji [1914] 1986: 150–153; Pandey [1963] 2000: 135–137; Dyczkowski 1987: 18;
Dyczkowski 19921: 42; Torella 1994: xiv.

48As mentioned (see note 45, above), the present text is counted as ŚD 7.107–123b in the KSTS edi-
tion (a numbering of verses preserved, for convenience’s sake, in the edition here included). Other than
the Srinagar manuscript used for the KSTS edition, only one other manuscript exists, to my knowledge,
of the passage in question, one that is held in the Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin. Thus, I have collated the
readings of this manuscript, along with both those of the KSTS edition of the ŚD and those appearing
in the KSTS edition of Jayaratha’s TĀV, as follows:

B = Berlin Manuscript. Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin, manuscript number Ms/fol 910a. This is a paper
manuscript written in śāradā script. I am unsure of its measurements as I have only seen a photo-
copy of reduced size. It records 17 lines per page, 17–19 characters per line. Numbering two folios in
length, it includes ŚD 7.107–123ab. The maṅgala and opening passage of the MS read: oṃ. mayā guru-
caraṇasamārādhanenaivaṃ kila śrūyate. yad uktaṃ śivadṛṣṭivivṛtau. The manuscript appears to be in very
good condition, and its readings are generally correct. Ked. = KSTS edition of ŚD. See Madhusudan Kaul,
ed., Śivadṛṣṭi (KSTS no. 54), Pune: Aryabhushan Press, 1934. T = KSTS edition of Jayaratha’s TĀV ad TĀ
1.8. See R. C. Dwivedi and Navajivan Rastogi, eds., The Tantrāloka of Abhinavagupta, with the Commentary
of Jayaratha, 2nd ed., vol. 2 (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1987), 27–28.

7.107. śaivādīni rahasyāni pūrvam āsan mahātmanām(BKed.; mahātmanā T) / ṛṣīṇāṃ vaktrakuhare
teṣv evānugrahakriyā. 7.108. kalau pravṛtte yāteṣu teṣu durgamagocaram(BT; durgamagocare Ked.)
/ kalāpigrāmapramukham(BT; kalāpigrāmapramukhe Ked.) ucchinne śivaśāsane(BT; samucchinne
ca śāsane Ked.). 7.109. kailāsādau bhraman devo mūrtyā śrīkaṇṭharūpayā / anugrahāyāvatīrṇaś
codayām āsa bhūtale. 7.110. muniṃ durvāsasaṃ nāma bhagavān ūrdhvaretasam(Ked.T; uvvare-
tasaṃ B) / nocchidyate(em.; na cchidyate B, nocchidyeta Ked., ucchidyate T) yathā śāstraṃ rahasyaṃ
kuru tādṛśam. 7.111. tataḥ sa bhagavān devād ādeśaṃ prāpya yatnataḥ(BT; yatnavān Ked.) /
sasarja mānasaṃ putraṃ tryambakādityanāmakam. 7.112. tasmin(Ked.T; tasmiṃn B) saṃkra-
mayām āsa rahasyāni samantataḥ / so ’pi gatvā guhāṃ samyak tryambakākhyāṃ(Ked.T;
tryambakākhyaṃ B) tataḥ param. 7.113. (B includes the following half-verse prior to
7.113ab: jñānam adyāsakāṣṭhāṃ tannītavāṃs tadguhāntare.) tannāmnā(Ked.T; tatrāmrā B) cih-
nitaṃ(Ked.T; cihnitām B) tatra sasarja manasā sutam(Ked.T; āpi guhākhyā tatra bhūtale B) /
(B includes the following half-verse prior to 7.113cd: sa tatra jñānasaṃsiddhā sasarja man-
asā sutam.) kham utpapāta saṃsiddhas tatputro ’pi tathā(Ked.T; yathā B) tathā. 7.114. sid-
dhas(Ked.T; siddhās B) tadvat sutotpattyā siddhā evaṃ(Ked.T; eva B) caturdaśa / yāvat pañcadaśaḥ
putraḥ sarvaśāstraviśāradaḥ. (7.115–117 are omitted from B, which includes the following prior
to its reading of verse 7.118: sa kadācid rāgavaśāt kutaścid brahmaṇā svayam) 7.115. sa kadācil
lokayātrām āsīnaḥ prekṣate tataḥ / bahir mukhasya tasyātha brāhmaṇī kācid eva hi. 7.116. rūpayau-
vanasaubhāgyabandhurā sā gatā dṛśam / dṛṣṭvā tāṃ lakṣaṇair yuktāṃ yogyāṃ kanyām athātmanaḥ.
7.117. sadharmacāriṇīṃ samyag gatvā tatpitaraṃ svayam / arthayitvā brāhmaṇīṃ tām ānayām āsa
yatnataḥ. 7.118. brāhmaṇena vivāhena(Ked.T; brahmaṇīm ānayāmāsa B) tato jātas(Ked.T; jñātam
B) tathāvidhaḥ / tena(Ked.T; tana B) yaḥ sa ca kālena kaśmīreṣv āgato bhraman. 7.119. nāmnā sa
saṃgamādityo(Ked.T; samaṇgamādityo Bp.c., samaṇgamādyityo Ba.c.) varṣādityo ’pi tatsutaḥ(Ked.T;
tatatsutaḥ B) / tasyāpy(Bp.c.Ked.T; tasyāpyi Ba.c.) abhūt sa bhagavān aruṇādityasaṃjñakaḥ(Ked.T;
◦saṃkakaḥ B). 7.120. ānandasaṃjñakas tasmād udbabhūva(Ked.T; sa babhūva B) tathāvidhaḥ /
tasmād asmi samudbhūtaḥ somānandākhya īdṛśaḥ. (7.121–123 are omitted from B, which instead
reads: ādau manaso jñāto durvāsatryambakādityaḥ / kramaśas tatkulajñātās sadgāmavarṣāruṇānan-
daḥ. tasmāt somānandana gurur iti kuśalaḥ prabodhavān jñataḥ.) 7.121. karomi sma prakaraṇaṃ
śivadṛṣṭyabhidhānakam / evam eṣā(em. [Chaturvedi]; eṣāṃ TKed.) tryambakākhyā terambā deśab-
hāṣayā. 7.122. sthitā śiṣyapraśiṣyādair vistīrṇā maṭhikoditā / tad evam etad vihitaṃ mayā prakaraṇaṃ
manāk. 7.123. prārthyante ’smin prayukte ’pi guravo grahaṇaṃ prati.
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In the past there were secrets, of which the Śaiva ones were chief, (held) in
the mouth(s) of great-souled sages; they alone were able to give initiation.

When the Kali(-age) began, they went to an inaccessible region and
to Kalāpi village in particular. This being so, (and) the teachings (there-
fore) being lost, God, wandering on Mount Kailāsa, crossed down to earth
in the image of Śrīkaṇṭha in order to grace49 (humanity). The Lord com-
manded a sage named Durvāsas, whose semen was turned upwards: “act
in a manner such that the śāstra is not lost.”

Following that the lord [Durvāsas], having received the command from
God, made a great effort and created a mind-born son named Tryambakā-
ditya, to whom he transferred the secrets completely.

Following that, he, for his part, went to a cave,50 appropriately called
Tryambaka, and there created with his mind a sonmarked by that name.51

The Siddha, fully accomplished, flew to the sky, as did his son, and so on
and so forth.52

In this way, through the birth of sons, there were fourteen accom-
plished ones, until the fifteenth son, who was learned in all the scriptures.
Sitting (in that inaccessible region), he at some point in time observed
from there the activity of the world. Thereupon, a certain female Brah-
min, who was young and beautiful, fell into the gaze of that outward-
looking one. Then, having seen that young woman endowed with good
characteristics and suitable to be his wife, he went, as is appropriate, to
her father himself, supplicated him and took that Brahmin woman with
great effort (as his wife).

Following that there was engendered by the brahminical marriage one
[i.e., a son] of the same qualities (as the others in his family line), and
wandering about he53 went, after some time, to Kashmir. He was Saṃ-
gamāditya by name, and Varṣāditya was his son. He [i.e., Varṣāditya] also
had (a son,) the lord named Aruṇāditya. From him was born one named
Ānanda of the same qualities (as the others in his family line).

I, Somānanda by name, am his son, endowed with such qualities
(as those preceding me in my family line). I wrote the treatise called
the Śivadṛṣṭi. In this way is established this [lineage], called the

49The term in question, anugraha, also suggests that he came to earth to offer initiation. See ŚD
7.107d, above, where anugrahakriyā refers to the rite of initiation.

50The word in question, guhā, can also refer to the heart.
51That is to say that the son’s name was also Tryambaka.
52In other words, each producedmind-born sons inwhom they bestowed the secrets of the tradition.

These acts of creation, the text implies, constituted the fulfillment of each sage’s duty, after which they
left the world in a dramatic fashion. Note that I construe siddha of ŚD 7.114a with the preceding line
and translate it as a proper noun. An emendation might be in order, however, given that the Berlin
manuscript records the term in the nominative plural.

53This refers to the son produced by the marriage.
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Tryambaka—Teramba in the local language—, which has been widely dif-
fused by generations of students (prior to me) and is spoken of as a school
of thought. Now, I have therefore merely provided this treatise; (but) even
though I have undertaken it, one should resort to the gurus in order to
understand (it).



The Author’s Thought and the Intellectual
History of the Pratyabhijñā

5. Somānanda’s “Settled Opinion” (siddhānta)

The foundation of Somānanda’s philosophical theology rests with the idea that
Śiva is not a passive, transcendent, and inaccessible deity, but rather is fully
engaged inmanifesting all the appearances and activities that constitute the very
existence of the universe. Śiva acts by initiating a cycle of his powers, will (icchā),
cognition (jñāna), and action (kriyā), one that spins out all action and all reality.
At the same time, the powers exist in a unified or nonsequential state when Śiva
is in his apparently quiescent mode (ŚD 1.3–4).

The basis of this idea rests on the notion that all action necessarily involves
agency: nothing is accomplished and nothing appears in the absence of the agent
who chooses to engage in some activity; and action begins with the very will or
desire (icchā) to accomplish the act in question. Śiva, then, is the embodiment of
the power of will,54 which leads to any and every cognition or action.55 It is will
(icchā) that directs both the creation (ŚD 3.33cd–34) and the appearance of the
form of the universe (ŚD 3.42cd–47). The power of will creates the distinction
between unity and multiplicity (ŚD 3.35–36ab), just as it causes beings to be
cognizant or ignorant of their inherent freedom (ŚD 3.72); and by Śiva willing
it even the teacher, the teachings, and the student who benefits from both come
into existence (ŚD 3.73–76ab).

54He is described as icchāśaktimaya by Utpaladeva on ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.1.
55Thus, Utpaladeva explains the meaning of ŚD 1.19ab—“since he desires to know or to act, the

activity is by means of will” (yata icchati taj jñātuṃ kartuṃ vā secchayā kriyā)—as follows: “since it is said
that the Lord desires either to know or to act, [Somānanda] expresses the verbal form of it as ‘activity
by means of will,’ i.e., activity in the form of will” (yasmād icchatīśvaro jñātuṃ vā kartuṃ veti yad ucyate,
tadākhyātapadam icchayecchālakṣaṇāṃ kriyām āha). In other words, since it is said that Śiva wishes to
know or act, to do either implies a preceding action of desire.
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What ismore, Somānanda understands all agents ultimately to be none other
than Śiva himself, whether he exists in his apparently quiescent form, as a being
consisting of pure power, as one of the many agents appearing in the world,
or even as those beings who are condemned to suffer in hell (ŚD 1.39–43; cf.
1.29cd–33, 1.34, and 1.35). Just as a king engages in the duties of a foot-soldier as
a game, he says, so also does Śiva engage the activities of the limited agents of the
world (ŚD 1.37cd–38); and the cognitive understanding that any agent acquires
is similarly linked to Śiva’s nature as pure consciousness (ŚD 1.26–29ab; cf.
the Vṛtti on the same). The same Śiva who creates the universe, then, may be
identified with the individual, apparently limited agents who populate it (ŚD 1.1,
1.2, 1.34), because the same powers that Śiva employs to manifest all of creation
(ŚD 1.20cd–21) also operate in the same sequence in any individual action or
cognition (ŚD 1.22; cf. ŚD 1.6cd–7ab). And just as Śiva knows a sort of quiescent
condition, so too do the powers come to rest (viśrānti) in the moments prior to
and following themundane cognitions of any and every of the apparently limited
agents found in the universe (ŚD 1.5–6ab). Simply, all action stems from the
divine impulse to perform an action or cognition, and this impulse, like the
other powers, belongs to none other than the one Śiva. Indeed, all entities exist
in all other entities, this insofar as everything is equally possessed of the same
Śiva-nature (ŚD 5.105–110).

Activity, then, is in Somānanda’s view always of a single kind, namely, that of
the yogin in concentration. All that is manifested, and all cognition and action,
is the product of the will of Śiva the yogin, who effects the changes seen in the
world instantaneously, merely by imagining things to be thus (ŚD 1.44–45ab;
3.36c–37c; cf. ŚD 5.91–93). Simply, Śiva is consciousness itself (ŚD 1.39a), which
is all-pervasive,56 and Śiva and the universe are one and the same entity (ŚD
1.48ab, 1.49). The one can no more be separated from the other than a power
can be separated from the agent who possesses it,57 just as an object cannot be
separated from the action it performs (ŚD 6.1). As such, Śiva, the individual,
and the entities found in the world are all equally Śiva himself.58 To put it in the
language of the Trika, the tantric scriptural tradition that most influenced Somā-
nanda, Śiva, his powers, and the individualized forms of consciousness are all
one.59 The universe as it is known through one’s everyday, sensory experience
is therefore absolutely real (ŚD 4.6cd–7ab; cf. ŚD 4.29), this insofar as it is the
very form of Śiva’s consciousness (see ŚD 5.3cd and 5.12; cf., e.g., ŚD 3.63–68ab).

56The proof of this is provided in the fourth chapter of the ŚD. See ŚD 4.1ab: athedānīṃ
pravaktavyaṃ yathā sarvaṃ śivātmakam. See also ŚD 3.17: tasmāt samagrākāreṣu sarvāsu pratipattiṣu /
vijñeyaṃ śivarūpatvaṃ svaśaktyāveśanātmakam. Cf. ŚD 1.46cd–47.

57See also ŚD 3.18ab: svātmaniṣṭhe śivatā deve pṛthivyādāv apīḍrśam.
58I put the view in these terms, even if Somānanda does not quite say as much, to indicate the

diametric opposition of this view to that of the dualist Śaiva Siddhānta, whose dualism is defined by
the very distinction here denied, namely the mutual distinction of God, the individual, and the various
material entities found in the world.

59See Sanderson 1990: 56.
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And the change in the condition of Śiva’s consciousness in the moment of man-
ifestation does nothing to change its fundamental nature, just as the condition
of milk changes as it falls from the cow’s udder without becoming something
other than itself (ŚD 1.18). Everything is created instantaneously and in a man-
ner that is indistinguishable from Śiva’s very consciousness, and therefore all
action is nothing but consciousness performing as Śiva wills it.

The degree to which the ŚD presents a philosophy of radical agency there-
fore cannot be overstated. Indeed, Somānanda’s understanding of the agent’s
will—and its nature as the root cause of all action—ismore developed, nuanced,
and emphasized in the ŚD than it is by Utpaladeva in the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ (or else-
where, for that matter). This is so because Somānanda is unique in identifying
an initial moment of will, aunmukhya or “eagerness,” that stirs themoment Śiva
begins to desire to create experience in the form of phenomena appearing in his
consciousness (ŚD 1.7cd–8). This first stirring of will, this eagerness, is a sort of
sudden excitement that occurs in an instant (tuṭi), and it initiates the process of
creation. As such, it may be experienced in the first moment of an action, as one
can see it in the moment of tension in the hand about to close into a fist, in still
water just prior to its stirring into waves, and so on (ŚD 1.13cd–17). It may also
be perceived, for example, upon hearing good news, in the moment one senses
danger, and the like—in other words in heightened moments of experience
(ŚD 1.9–11ab).

Insofar as will (icchā) has two parts, the initial moment in the form of eager-
ness (aunmukhya), and a subsequent, fully formed manifestation of will (icchā),
it is considered to be an action (ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.19–20ab), one that Somānanda
suggests is performed entirely within the movement of consciousness (ŚD
1.25d). This is to say that Somānanda defines will as an action on the basis of
the grammarians’ famous definition thereof, which suggests that action must
involve the occurrence of a sequence of related activities that are conceived of
as being ordered toward a single end.60 Behind will, in turn, lies another power,
according to Somānanda, that of “delight” (nirvṛti), the very nature of Śiva’s con-
sciousness (ŚD 1.2). Śiva, one must recall, acts only out of his own desire to
enjoy, to play (ŚD 1.36a), and not for any particular purpose. He acts as he does
only because it is his nature to do so (ŚD 1.11cd–13ab), and the only telos Śiva
pursues in engaging action is his own delight. (Indeed, Utpaladeva goes so far as
to define play as the vibration of Śiva’s consciousness in pursuit of joy).61 Thus,
to engage in the world—that which is “reviled,” says Somānanda, referring to

60Kaul 1934, quoting Bhartṛhari’s famous definition of action found at VP 3.8.4, suggests that Somā-
nanda borrows this concept from that author. While this is possible, it is not necessarily so, as awareness
of Patañjali’s definition of action would suffice to inform Somānanda’s position. See note 164 to chapter
1 of the translation, below.

61See ŚD 1.36–38 and in particular the ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.37cd–38, wherein Utpaladeva offers the
following: harṣānusārī spandaḥ krīḍā.
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the erroneous perception of the world as being full of impurity (ŚD 1.25a–c)—is
simply to indulge one’s desires. For, there can be no other reason for action
when one understands the agent to be utterly free.62

Will, then, is cognition imbued with the agent’s intentions (ŚDVṛ ad ŚD
1.24–25). And it is a power that arises from and is integrated with the power of
delight (nirvṛti): the first moment of will, aunmukhya, is a form of nirvṛti that is
circumscribed by a particular action, one that is preceded by and arises from the
unlimited form of nirvṛti, which remains unassociated with particular objects
and thus is the very nature of Śiva himself. This, at least is how Utpaladeva
explains it on ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.22.

This paired interaction of the two moments of delight and will in turn points
to a larger theory regarding the functioning of Śiva’s powers. The unlimited
form of delight, which Utpaladeva tells us exists in the form of bliss (ānanda),63

both precedes and develops into a limited form of delight, one that is delimited
by the particular object to which the agent directs his attention. Similarly, that
limited form of delight, in turn, is identified with eagerness (aunmukhya), the
initial moment of will.64 It effects a fully manifested form of will.65 The fully
manifested form of will, in turn, holds within itself the potential to manifest
the power of cognition (jñāna), which itself holds within itself the potential, pre-
manifested form of the power of action (kriyā). All of this is so in a manner
that reflects the principle that the power (śakti) and the agent who possesses the
power in question are identical. Just as a given power is inherent in the agent
who exercises it, so too the subsequent power in the sequence of śaktis exists
in a potential form at the level preceding its full manifestation, a level at which
the preceding power in the sequence is fully manifested.66 In this way, every
power, being involved in the sequence here outlined, is itself an action, just
as much as will may be considered an action for having an earlier and a later
phase. The entire cycle of powers is therefore constructed as a chain of overlap-
ping pairs, with each fully manifested power holding within it the seminal form
of the subsequent power in the cycle.

In this way, Somānanda’s sequence of powers holds inherent within it a pair
of conceptual principles. The first, as already outlined, is the radical notion of
agency for which the ŚD uncompromisingly argues, a position the logical conse-
quence of which is what Torella has called an “extreme formulation,”67 namely
that volition and therefore agency exists in even the apparently inanimate

62One therefore suspects that Somānanda’s understanding of and emphasis on divine will is the
product of his reading of the scriptural sources that emphasize Śiva’s independence and playfulness.

63The text reads anavacchinnānandarūpā nirvṛtiḥ at ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.22.
64See ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.13cd–17: icchāpūrvabhāgo ’sti karmāvacchinnaviśiṣṭanirvṛtirūpaḥ.
65See ibid.: tasyaunmukhyasyecchā kāryā.
66See ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.1, where Utpaladeva articulates this principle with reference to the power

of action (kriyā) in relation to the power of cognition (jñāna): śaktiśaktimator abhedāj jñānaśaktimān
sadāśivaḥ, udriktakriyāśaktir īśvara iti.

67See Torella 1994: xxviii.
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entities found in the universe, as in, for example, a pot. “Cognizing itself as the
agent, the pot performs its own action. If it were not aware of its own agency,
the pot would not be present.”68 All powers are linked in a cycle of activity, one
that inexorably leads back to the agent who sets these powers inmotion. Indeed,
the prerogative of the agent is enshrined in the system as the first in the cycle of
these powers, as will.

Related to this is the second principle, the notion that the various powers
are modes or conditions of the same entity. This is to say that the powers,
though multiple, share a common nature: they all are elements of Śiva’s form
as consciousness. As such, Somānanda implicitly identifies the powers with one
another. Action is a form of cognition, for Somānanda identifies action with the
cognition that leads to it, just as cognition is an extension of the agent’s desire to
know, to experience, some object. To act, then, is to know; to know is to desire;
and to choose to engage in some cognition or action as one wishes is the very
nature of agency itself. All entities, being equally Śiva, are omnipotent, animate,
and self-aware (ŚD 5.98–110). Consciousness is located equally in everything
(6.102ab). It is one, but appears to bemultiple, and it is many things in one form
(6.119cd). As such, absolutely everything is Śiva, endowedwith omniscience and
his other attributes, just as everything is all-pervasive (6.120).

One may therefore add that, because these powers are always present, inso-
far as the power and the one possessing it are identical (ŚD 3.2cd–3), whatever
is found in esse is possessed of the same nature as that which exists in posse in
the divine agent, this just as the nature of fire may be said to exist equally in the
unlit charcoal and in the flames rising from it when it is ignited (ŚD 3.57–59).
Pushed to the extremes as they are in Somānanda’s system, the philosophical
consequences of this idea are dramatic, for to identify potential with activity is in
this case essentially to identify the existential with the predicative forms of being,
to identify being-as-such with being-in-the-world, to use Heiddeger’s terminol-
ogy. This is to say that, insofar as Somānanda suggests that all of existence is
constituted by the presence of a single agent who wishes to know or act in some
manner or another, by an agent who is always fully possessed of his powers (ŚD
3.86cd–88ab, 3.90ab), he identifies the ontic with the ontological forms of exis-
tence. For Somānanda, then, Śiva’s existence even in his peaceful or quiescent
condition is itself a form of activity (ŚD 3.37d–39; ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 3.57–59), simply
insofar as all activity is a form of awareness or knowledge, even if that aware-
ness is solely of one’s own existence (see ŚD 5.13cd–14). It is for this reason that
all of creation is just Śiva’s play: existence is, philosophically speaking, nothing
but activity, Śiva’s activity as consciousness itself, an activity that by definition
suggests that to exist is to act, but the action is in the form of an act of cognition,
and the cognition is directed entirely by the agent’s desire to know.

68See ŚD 5.16: jānan kartāram ātmānaṃ ghaṭaḥ kuryāt svakāṃ kriyām / ajñāte svātmakartṛtve na
ghaṭaḥ sampravartate. Cf. ŚD 1.23 and the Vṛtti on the same; cf. also ŚD 3.62.
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Shifting attention now to a pragmatic concern, it may be asked why, if the
entire universe and all activity found within it is merely the appearance of the
divine agent in his capacity to desire, to know, or to act, the world is not witness
to, for example, an apparently inanimate pot ruling a kingdom in all its self-
awarness, or the same pot performing some other elevated action. To formulate
the problem in a more sociologically relevant manner, why is it that Brahmins
and Kṣatriyas occupy both distinct and privileged positions in society, while, say,
the street-sweeper or foot-soldier finds himself in a less privileged position? If
all entities are equally identified with the willful agent, Śiva, then why are all
entities not equally free to act as they choose in the world? Somānanda’s answer
to this concern is offered first by way of analogy. All entities in the universe,
down to mundane objects such as a water pot, are fully empowered entities, and
yet it is not the case that their powers are unconstrained. It is rather that the
superior power circumscribes the domain of activity of the subordinate power
(ŚD 4.1–3), just as a king authorizes his subordinates to act in a limited domain.
The king’s men can exercise their discretion, but only with respect to a limited
portfolio of concerns as authorized by the king himself (ŚD 4.4–5). Similarly, the
pot is fully empowered to perform the action it so chooses—in particular, hold-
ing water—but it is not authorized to act in another domain, such as ruling the
kingdom. To extend the analogy, onemight say that the pot has the desire to con-
tain the water within it until the moment it chooses otherwise. Thus, “the bank
(of the river) wishes to collapse” (ŚD 5.17c), suggests Somānanda, for nothing is
devoid of will.

This notion of power within a limited domain is again reflected in the very
process of manifestation that Somānanda describes with the cycle of powers,
as one should recall that the very will that initiates any given action, accord-
ing to Somānanda, is itself a form of delight or nirvṛti that is delimited by an
object. In other words, Śiva’s very process of manifestation involves the engage-
ment of his powers in a limitedmanner or domain, just as apparently individual
agents or entities in the universe are empowered in limited spheres of action.
Śiva’s power of will, insofar as the entire sequence of powers derives from it and
therefore is thoroughly imbued with it, never disappears in the particulars of
manifestation, though these particulars circumscribe its efficacy in accordance
with the conditions they present. Ontogeny recapitulates phylogeny, in this view,
for while it is true that the apparently limited and individual agents and entities
that are found in the world know only a limited domain in which they are autho-
rized to act, so too does Śiva circumscribe his power of delight (nirvṛti), in the
form of the first movement of will (aunmukhya), in beginning the process of
manifestation.

Somānanda also suggests that all of the various theological formulations
found in scripture that describe various existential hierarchies are mere con-
vention. Ultimately, scriptural references to such hierarchies as the one that
identifies three different conditions of Śiva, the mundane (aparāvasthā), the
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supreme (parāvasthā), and the one between them (the parāparāvasthā), point
to distinctions that ultimately do not exist. They are simply useful concepts for
analyzing Śiva’s nature and his mode of operation. In a word, Somānanda says
(in ŚD 1.48) that these distinctions exist only insofar as people have faith in
them, for in reality there is only one Śiva-nature for everything. So thorough
and consistent is Somānanda in this formulation, moreover, that he goes so
far as to suggest that even the important sociological distinctions related to
caste identity are mere convention. For, when asked about the nature of fire
(and thus, by analogy, about Śiva’s nature as consciousness, fire being a com-
mon metaphor in Indian literature for consciousness), he emphatically denies
that fire can be anything but fire, just as Śiva-nature is always the same. And
the rites one performs on the fires to “purify” them are performed merely as
a matter of convention: they have their own performance and nothing else as
their end. Therefore, nothing but one’s attitude distinguishes the sacred fire
installed in the Brahmin’s house from the one burning in the house of the
outcaste (3.45–47): nothing inherently pure or impure exists in these suppos-
edly different forms of fire, and only convention justifies any recognition of
caste differences.69

6. Divergences Between the Writings of Somānanda and Utpaladeva

DIVERGENCES BETWEEN THE ŚIVADṚṢṬI AND THE

ĪŚVARAPRATYABHIJÑĀ-KĀRIKĀS AND -VṚTTI

Torella has already communicated the presence of a thoroughgoing Vijñānavāda
background to the concept of intentional consciousness that is articulated in the
ŚD.70 In particular, he argued that the influence of the Vijñānavāda supplied
Somānanda with the notion that all entities must share a common feature—the
fact of appearing in consciousness (ŚD 5.12)—in order to stand in relation to
one another (ŚD 5.1), and as such there can be no essential difference between
consciousness and the things it perceives. For, if the things found in the uni-
verse were truly different from consciousness, there would be no way for them
to be known in consciousness (ŚD 4.30). Thus, being is the state of being
manifested in consciousness (ŚD 4.29, 4.6–7ab). Somānanda also adds to the
Vijñānavādins’s view in claiming that this formulation demands that one under-
stand all things to be pervaded by will, like consciousness itself (ŚD 5.4), and that
all action is accomplished by the very wish or desire of the entity in question,
as for example when the pot cracks with age or the aforementioned bank of the

69It is with Somānanda, then, that the theory of tantric ritual espoused by non-dualist tāntrikas and
explained in detail by Sanderson was first proposed, this being the idea that ritual is to be performed for
its own sake and not to effect any material change in the agent who performs them. See Sanderson 1995:
43–47 and passim.

70See Torella 1994: xv–xvi.
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river “wishes” to collapse. In other words, the Vijñānavādins also expressed the
idea that is central to Somānanda’s system, namely, that all things are conscious,
aware of themselves (cf. ŚD 5.36–37).

It is important to note, however, that Somānanda’s conception of will has
not found its way into the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ. In particular, Utpaladeva thoroughly
downplays the presence of the power of will in the activity of the universe, for
while he repeatedly refers to Śiva’s will as the cause of an apparently external cre-
ation, he essentially abstains fromdoing sowith respect to the apparently limited
agents found in the world.71 To put matters differently, Utpaladeva emphasizes
the power of will in its role in creating the universe, but not in the quotidian
activity found therein. Thus, he repeatedly identifies will with the power of illu-
sion (māyā) that makes the entire world and all that is within it appear to be
external to Śiva.72 One passage (ĪPK 2.3.12) even suggests, contra the Buddhist
epistemologists and in a manner that simultaneously mutes Somānanda’s for-
mulation of the question, that the individual entities that appear in the world
perform their respective functions on the basis exclusively of the Lord’s will, and
not of a volition that can be located in them.73 Clearly, then, Utpaladeva’s presen-
tation of will is far removed from Somānanda’s suggestion that even apparently
inanimate entities are fully conscious and cannot be proven otherwise (see, in
particular, ŚD 5.18).

If will (icchā) has a limited role in Utpaladeva’s magnum opus, the two pow-
ers so thoroughly discussed in the ŚD, nirvṛti and aunmukhya, are essentially
erased from the ĪPK, as well as the ĪPVṛ. The former term does not appear
in the text at all, and the latter appears only once, and even there the context
is entirely different from that of the sequence of powers enumerated in the
ŚD.74 In removing nirvṛti and aunmukhya from the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ, moreover,
Utpaladeva also essentially discards Somānanada’s understanding of the cycle

71Among all the nineteen occurrences of the terms icchā or icchāśakti in the ĪPK and/or ĪPVṛ (the lat-
ter of which appears only once, on ĪPK 2.4.1), will is associated with the Lord, Śiva, in thirteen instances.
(These are: ĪPK 1.5.10 and ĪPVṛ on the same; ĪPK 1.6.7; ĪPK 1.8.9; ĪPK 2.3.12; ĪPVṛ ad ĪPK 2.3.15–16; ĪPK
2.4.1 and the Vṛtti on the same; ĪPK 2.4.21 and the Vṛtti on the same; ĪPVṛ ad ĪPK 3.2.4; ĪPVṛ ad ĪPK 3.2.5;
and ĪPK 3.2.7.) Nowhere is there an association of the power of will with individual, apparently inanimate,
entities in the world. The remaining occasions for the use of these terms point either to the power of the
yogin to create entities at will (ĪPK 1.5.7 and the ĪPVṛ on the same; ĪPK 2.4.10 and the ĪPVṛ on the same),
as does Śiva, these being parallel passages to ŚD 1.44–45ab; or to the nature of the individual agent’s
inclinations or desires in forming his or her perception of a particular object, this in line with Dhar-
makīrti’s understanding of the way an individual’s judgement shapes perception, for which see ĪPVṛ ad
ĪPK 2.3.3.

72See ĪPK 1.6.7; ĪPVṛ ad ĪPK 2.3.15–16; and ĪPVṛ ad ĪPK 3.2.5.
73The matter, of course, is one of emphasis, as the two forms of will are ultimately identifiable in

Somānanda’s view.
74The term aunmukhya is used in the ĪPK to suggest that Śiva could not be inclined toward an object

of cognition that is separated from his consciousness, for to do so would compromise his independence.
No mention of “eagerness” as an initial moment in the order of the cognitive process is mentioned
anywhere in the text or auto-commentary. See ĪPK 1.5.15.
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of powers, as there are no overlapping pairs of powers in those works as there
are in the ŚD.75

The difference in question is further underscored by the fact that Utpaladeva
suggests in his ŚDVṛ, as well as in his ĪPK and ĪPVṛ, that there are two phases
in the act of manifestation, the first involving the development of subject-object
distinctions, the second involving the infusion of agency, albeit limited in scope,
into only selected parts of the objective sphere. In this schema, which is not
found in the ŚD, all entities existing in the world are initially created by theman-
ifestation of a distinction between all of them, on the one hand, and the divine
agent, Śiva, on the other. Only some among them are subsequently imbued
with the sort of circumscribed agency that Somānanda confers equally on all
apparently distinct entities in the universe.76

The basis of this formulation, which relies in some degree on a distinction
between the objective world and its source, may be found in Utpaladeva’s well-
known, open embrace of the philosophy of the VP and and VPVṛ, which stands
in contrast to Somānanda’s famously hostile reception of the same (about which
more will be said, below). For, in adopting much of the language and con-
cepts of Bhartṛhari’s VP, in particular his repeated reference to prakāśa and
vimarśa, the paired opposites of self-luminous light and the concomitant power
of reflective awareness, Utpaladeva also adopted the notion that entities exist
internally within Śiva or, contrariwise, externally.77 Indeed, Utpaladeva in one
place goes so far as to suggest that the three qualities (guṇas) found in the lim-
ited subject, purity (sattva), passion (rajas), and inertia (tamas), which at the level
of the supreme lord correspond, respectively, with cognition, action, and the
power of māyā, cannot be considered to be powers in the limited agent who
possesses them.78

75That Utpaladeva does describe this sequence of overlapping pairs in his ŚDVṛ does not
contradict the fact that it is absent from his ĪPK and ĪPVṛ, for the purpose of his ŚDVṛ,
as is the case in any student’s commentary on a teacher’s work, is to explain his guru’s vision of the
Pratyabhijñā, while the purpose of the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ is to articulate his own formulation of the same. It
may here be reiterated that the philosophical differences between the systems exist at the level of strat-
egy and nuance without there existing in Utpaladeva’s writings anything like a thorough repudiation
of the general spirit of the system as presented by Somānanda. This issue is taken up, again, in what
follows, for which see the sub-section entitled “Continuities and Divergences between the Śivadṛṣṭi and
the Śivadṛṣṭivṛtti,” below.

76Utpaladeva’s articulation of this two-step process of manifestation may be found at ŚDVṛ ad ŚD
1.1. See the text and translations, below, as well as note 11 of chapter 1 of the translation. Cf. ĪPK 4.2 and
the ĪPVṛ on the same. See also ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.20cd–21, where Utpaladeva similarly argues that two stages
exist in the creation of the universe, one occurring in the stage when Śiva alone “sees” the universe with
his power of cognition, this at a sort of “mental level,” followed by a second stage in which all agents in
the universe, and not just Śiva, may see it, it being a coarse (sthūla) object.

77For a thorough treatment of these concepts, see Dyczkowski 1987: 59–75. See also Muller–Ortega
1989: 95–99. On Utpaladeva’s adoption of Bhartṛhari’s ideas, see Torella 1994: xxiii–xxvii and Torella
2008.

78See ĪPK 4.4–5 and the passages of the ĪPVṛ thereon.
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Even if Utpaladeva understood this to be a distinction ultimately without
difference, this formulation lays emphasis on the differences between an appar-
ently transcendent Śiva, on the one hand, and an active universe he is said to
create, on the other, an emphasis that contrasts with Somānanda’s insistence
on the absolute identity of the two. Indeed, Somānanda’s vision of Śiva is so
strict that the terms that Utpaladeva uses to express the opposition of the light
of consciousness (prakāśa) and its reflective awareness (vimarśa), which are said
to be internal (antar) and external (bahis), respectively, nowhere appear as paired
opposites in the ŚD, excepting in one place where Somānanda is querying the
shortcomings of Bhartṛhari’s system.79 The same is true of the related pair of
opposites that Utpaladeva frequently mentions in the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ, as well as
the ŚDVṛ, that of the internal “I-ness” (ahantā) of phenomena closely associ-
ated with Śiva, on the one hand, and the apparently external “that-ness” (idantā)
of those entities manifested in the universe, on the other. These terms do not
appear anywhere in the ŚD at all, because Somānanda is loathe to differentiate
Śiva from the universe he creates.

These differences, then, are not trivial, though the tradition assiduously syn-
chronizes the two articulations of Pratyabhijñā philosophy.80 The radical notion
of singularity found in the ŚD is downplayed in favor of an emphasis on some-
thing more akin to a recognition of a unity of opposites in the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ.
Utpaladeva’s formulation of the Pratyabhijñā acknowledges a sort of transcen-
dental Śiva who is possessed of adventitious powers that manifest a universe
of activity. On the other hand, Somānanda’s formulation of the Pratyabhijñā
cannot imagine Śiva to be separated from either the universe or his powers.
The two theories diverge, then, in ways other than merely the degree to which
their authors adopted the ideas and terminology of the grammarian Bhartṛhari.
For, while Utpaladeva certainly does so and while Somānanda emphatically does
not, it is further the case that Utpaladeva emphasizes the relationship of the het-
eronomy of phenomena to an autonomous, transcendent, and apparently static
Śiva, while Somānanda lays rather more emphasis on the active nature of the
processes of cognition in the functioning of this utterly free agent within and as
the universe. The accommodation of Bhartṛhari’s terminology in the ĪPK and
ĪPVṛ, then, was accompanied by a fundamental, if subtly conceived, reassess-
ment of Somānanda’s philosophical theology, even if Utpaladeva reiterated all
of his teacher’s basic claims regarding the unity of consciousness and the iden-
tity of Śiva with the universe. Simply put, Somānanda’s is a pantheistic monism,
Utpaladeva’s is a panentheistic one.

79See ŚD 2.41cd–42ab, where Somānanda suggests the grammarians cannot logically explain
whether paśyantī, the power of speech, is located either in the body of the individual speaker or out-
side of it. It is important to note that the ŚD does refer to the externality of pots, etc., in at least one place
(ŚD 5.93b).

80While this is particularly the case in Abhinavagupta’s ĪPV and ĪPVV, a thorough examination of
this phenomenon must be left to future study.
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CONTINUIT IES AND DIVERGENCES BETWEEN THE

ŚIVADṚṢṬI AND THE ŚIVADṚṢṬIVṚTTI

Given the existence of real differences between Somānanda’s expression of the
Pratyabhijñā and Utpaladeva’s, one naturally will wish to know how such differ-
ences manifest themselves in the latter’s commentary on the former’s work, if
at all. Does Utpaladeva attempt to “correct” or “improve” his teacher’s work, by
way of clarifications? Does he simply gloss over any differences that might sep-
arate their respective intellectual visions, only to express himself more freely in
his freestanding works? How does the commentator, whose intellectual vision
and agenda led him to present the Pratyabhijñā in a manner that could appeal
to a more general, learned public, speak to the details of his guru’s magnum
opus, which, as noted, was probably composed for a much smaller audience
of tantric initiates? The short answer to these questions is simply this, that
Utpaladeva’s Vṛtti is largely a faithful commentary that on the whole cleaves
closely to the topics and concerns of his teacher’s work: it is practically devoid
of overt editorializing, as it does not attempt systematically to overlay the com-
mentator’s intellectual vision on its source text. The more detailed answers to
these questions involve three related variables: those of audience, nomenclature
or terminology, and what I shall refer to as philosophical systematicity. We shall
take each up in turn.

First, as one would expect, the audience for whichUtpaladeva wrote the ŚDVṛ
is the same as the one for whom Somānanda wrote the ŚD: the Vṛtti was writ-
ten for initiates and not for the wider audience for which Utpaladeva set the
ĪPK and ĪPVṛ. We may say that this is so for the following reasons. To begin,
Utpaladeva explicitly states that his commentary was written for his son and his
fellow student and not, by implication, for a larger audience, as I have already
noted above.81 In addition, Utpaladeva refers the reader to tantric sources in a
couple of places in the ŚDVṛ, something he never does in the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ. In
particular, he quotes the SpKā in places where context did not demand that he
offer additional references to the writings of his fellow tāntrikas.82 More gen-
erally, the tone and the overwhelming majority of the contents of the ŚDVṛ
reflect those of the ŚD itself: Utpaladeva largely limits himself to the task of
addressing the issues presented by his teacher, which he often does in great
detail or by painstakingly glossing each term from his teacher’s text. This is to
say that when it comes to the concepts and concerns of the ŚD that were excised
from the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ, such as the repeated reference to Śiva’s powers of nirvṛti

81See section 3, “The Author and His Works,” above, as well as note 38.
82See ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.1, where Utpaladeva analyzes the nature of “penetration” or “possession”

(samāveśa) by way of reference to SpKā 8; ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 3.92cd–94ab, where Utpala quotes SpKā 35 to
explain how Śiva’s powers continually emerge in the activity of creating and moving the universe.
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and aunmukhya, Utpaladeva generally limits himself in the ŚDVṛ to explaining
these ideas, as he makes no concerted effort there to remove these concepts
from the conceptual universe of the Pratyabhijñā.83 We cannot say, then, that
the ŚDVṛ was composed to translate the ŚD, as it were, for a wider audience
than the one Somānanda had in mind.

Turning now to the terminology of the ŚDVṛ, it is notable that Utpaladeva’s
commentary accesses a lexicon that is markedly different from the one wit-
nessed in the ŚD: though Utpaladeva often refers to terms and concepts favored
by Somānanda, the ŚDVṛ also makes use of the technical terminology not only
of the VP and VPVṛ, as already noted,84 but also of the Buddhist Vijñānavādins
and the Buddhist epistemologists in particular. Although a detailed survey of
these terms and the concepts they invoke lies beyond the present study—and
Torella, anyway, has already thoroughly mapped the ways in which Utpaladeva
and Abhinavagupta have adopted the ideas and terminology of the Buddhist
epistemologists85—it is of note that Utpaladeva has not only adopted the termi-
nology of his Buddhist interlocutors in the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ, but he also invokes this
technical lexicon in the ŚDVṛ, despite the fact that it is one that is not found in the
ŚD. To offer but one example: Utpaladeva glosses ŚD 1.2 by suggesting that the
verse in question proves that Śiva is the essence of all beings in accordance with
the two-part syllogism favored by the Buddhists, referring to the self-awareness
form of cognition (svasaṃvedanapratyakṣa) in doing so, to which no reference is
made in the ŚD.

On the other hand, Utpaladeva was not particularly intent on redirecting the
focus of the ŚD by using his ŚDVṛ to draw greater attention to the theories of the
Buddhist epistemologists, because the various concerns of that school that are
addressed at length in the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ but are left out of the ŚD are also left out
of the ŚDVṛ (or from what survives of the ŚDVṛ, in any case). This includes not
only the analysis of technical concerns, such as Dharmakīrti’s theory of noncog-
nition (anupalabdhi), which is criticized at some length in the ĪPK, but also
central ideas and concerns first conceived by the Buddhist epistemologists and
subsequently incorporated into Utpaladeva’s œuvre.86 For example, Utpaladeva

83One exception to this rule may be found in the manner in which Utpaladeva discusses the śakti-
traya. Although he is consistently faithful in explaining the powers of nirvṛti and aunmukhya, which we
have already shown to have been erased from the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ, he conversely appears to make an effort
to synchronize Somānanda’s śaktitraya with the pentad of powers to which Utpaladeva and Abhinav-
agupta refer with frequency but of which Somānanda makes no mention. Why this is so is not entirely
clear, however. See infra, section 7.3.

84See supra, the immediately preceding subsection entitled “Divergences between the Śivadṛṣṭi and
the Īśvarapratyabhijñākārikās and -vṛtti.” Cf. also section 13, below.

85See Torella 1992 and Torella 2008. See, also Torella 1994 and the author’s notes to the translations
of ĪPK (and ĪPVṛ ad) 1.2, 1.5, 1.7, 2.3, 2.4, and, to a lesser extent, ĪPK (and ĪPVṛ ad) 1.6, 2.1. Cf. Ratié 2006,
2007, and 2009.

86For Utpaladeva’s treatment of anupalabdhi, see ĪPK 1.7ff.
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nowhere refers in the surviving text of the ŚDVṛ to the notion that only two
types of cognition exist, those involving direct experience (pratyakṣa) and those
involving conceptualization (anumāna), despite the fact that this is a fundamen-
tal tenet of Dharmakīrti’s system and is one that Utpaladeva both addresses
explicitly in ĪPK 1.2.1–2 and adopts, mutatis mutandis, in his formulation of
the Pratyabhijñā.87 Similarly, and equally surprisingly, no reference is made
to the svalakṣaṇas in the surviving portions of the ŚDVṛ despite the fact that
Utpaladeva adopts the concept, again with modifications, in his presentation of
the Pratyabhijñā in the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ.88

We could know more about how Utpaladeva wished to negotiate the differ-
ences between his Buddhist-influenced presentation of the Pratyabhijñā and
that of his teacher’s if only we had access to the ŚDVṛ after the middle of the
fourth chapter, because Somānanda himself deals with a number of key con-
cepts and technical terms of the Buddhist epistemologists in the fourth, fifth,
and sixth chapters of the ŚD. In particular, Somānanda makes mention of (and
offers critiques of) the Buddhists’ conceptions of the svalakṣaṇas (ŚD 4.81a),
apoha (ŚD 4.76c), svārthānumāna (ŚD 5.55a), parānumāna (ŚD 5.61c), sādṛ-
śya (ŚD 4.86a), and of arthakriyā (ŚD 4.21a, 6.59a) in these chapters, which
are largely devoted to the treatment of opposing, mainstream philosophical
schools, as already noted.89 Sadly, however, such an analysis will of neces-
sity remain incomplete in the absence of the discovery of the remainder of
the commentary. Regardless, the thoroughgoing treatment of the similarities
and divergences between Somānanda’s and Utpaladeva’s criticism of Dhar-
makīrti and the Buddhist epistemologists, while it remains a major desider-
atum, lies beyond the scope of the present volume and will be included
only in the sequel to the present volume, wherein the remainder of the ŚD
will be edited and translated. The most that can be said at present is that
the ŚDVṛ clearly avoids mention of any differences between Utpaladeva’s
treatment of the Buddhists and Somānanda’s, although the commentary
often adopts Buddhist terminology in the course of explaining Somānanda’s
masterwork.

Finally, we turn to the question of the philosophical systematicity of
Utpaladeva’s writings. If the Vṛtti does not attempt to emend the formula-
tion of the Pratyabhijñā as it is found in the ŚD, then a question arises as to
how Utpaladeva negotiates the real differences between his kārikās and the
ŚD in his ŚDVṛ. This is an important question, because, as we have already

87See Torella 1992 for a concise but thorough treatment of the influence of the Buddhist epistemol-
ogists on the Pratyabhijñā of the ĪPK, ĪPVṛ, ĪPV, and ĪPVV.

88See Torella 1992: 329; cf. Torella 1994: 89–90, fn. 3.
89The presence in the ŚD of the first four of the terms here listed was noted by Torella 1994: xxii,

fn. 28. We noted the rather more philosophical concerns of chapters 4–6 of the ŚD in section 2 (“About
This Book”), above.
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noted, Utpaladeva in his ŚDVṛ readily acknowledges and explains a number
of the ŚD’s unique formulations of the Pratyabhijñā, such as the existence
of the powers of aunmukhya and nirvṛti, even though he excises them from
the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ. The answer to this concern is that Utpaladeva seeks in the
ŚDVṛ to synchronize his understanding of the Pratyabhijñā with that of his
teacher; but he does so not by “correcting” Somānanda’s thought, as no faithful
student would seek to do, but rather by indicating that his ĪPK and its auto-
commentaries fairly and accurately reflect the contents of the ŚD. The evidence
for this strategy is found in the dozens of references Utpaladeva makes to the
ĪPK, ĪPVṛ, and ĪPṬ in the ŚDVṛ.

These references are often oblique. Without any explanation or comment,
they regularly ask the reader to visit unspecified passages of the ĪPK, and
they only occasionally cite specific passages of text. Tracing these references
therefore takes some work and sometimes involves speculation, as the relevant
passages of the ĪPK often approach the matter at hand in a manner that dif-
fers greatly from the given approach that is found in the ŚD. These references
occur most often in the commentary on the first chapter of the ŚD, the chapter
in which are found the particulars of Somānanda’s formulation of the Pratya-
bhijñā, the existence of overlapping pairs of powers, the powers of nirvṛti and
aunmukhya, etcetera. This further indicates that Utpaladeva intended these ref-
erences to show that the matters addressed in the ŚD were also explored in
the ĪPK and its autocommentaries. To offer but one example, in ŚDVṛ ad ŚD
1.7cd–8, Utpaladeva suggests that the Īśvarapratyabhijñā treats the appearance
of temporal and spatial distinctions in the aparā condition. One suspects that
the reference is to ĪPK 2.1.1–8, which is part and parcel of a larger argument
regarding the necessity of the existence of a single unifying entity, of an ātman,
in order for action to occur. The arguments presented in the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ deal
extensively with the notion that the nature of action is simultaneously both uni-
tary andmultiple, a philosophical formulation of the problem that both serves to
refute the Buddhist denial of the self and is absent from the ŚD. To synchronize
the ŚD with the ĪPK, then, the ŚDVṛ notes in a vague manner that the teach-
ings of the ŚD are also found in the ĪPK, all the while downplaying the existence
of any differences, let alone discrepancies, between the texts and the formu-
lations of the Pratyabhijñā that they present. In other words, the ŚDVṛ is the
work of a rather faithful commentator who nevertheless holds his own philoso-
phical views.

In sum, Utpaladeva’s commentary does not impose that author’s views on
his teacher’s work, rather quite the opposite. He uses the nomenclature of
the Buddhist epistemologists and the Hindu grammarians in the ŚDVṛ not to
“correct” his teacher, but to demonstrate to his fellow initiates that the descrip-
tion of the Pratyabhijñā found in the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ, influenced as it is by
Bhartṛhari and the Buddhist epistemologists, fairly reflects the views of
his teacher.
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7. The Use of Trika and Technical Terminology in the Śivadr.s.t.i

Just as Utpaladeva and Somānanda present distinct philosophical explanations
for the unity and ubiquity of Śiva-as-consciousess, it is also true that Somānanda
is rather more likely to do so in the language of scripture, as mentioned already.
(Utpaladeva, by contrast, regularly speaks the language of philosophy in a man-
ner that conforms to the rules of public debate, as we have shown.) In doing so,
Somānanda reveals a pervasive and deep contact with Trika scriptural sources.
For, as true as it is that Somānanda abstains from using the language of the VP
and VPVṛ, as he similarly leaves out some of the preferred terms and concepts of
the Vedānta and Buddhist epistemologists,90 it is nevertheless equally true that
Somānanda freely uses the terminology of the Trika tantras throughout the ŚD.
A summary account of the Trika and other terminology of the ŚD, along with
an assessment of the differences between the terminology of the ŚD, on the one
hand, and of Utpaladeva’s ĪPK, ĪPVṛ, and ŚDVṛ, on the other, is therefore in
order, as follows.

1. Invoking a concept and vocabulary whose origins lie in the philoso-
phy of the Sāṅkhya, but were commonly invoked, in a modified form, in
Trika scriptural sources,91 Somānanda refers to the thirty-six tattvas or lev-
els of reality in explaining Śiva’s powers.92 The presence and functioning
of this system of classification is by now so well-known as hardly to merit
further comment here,93 except that we note that Somānanda identifies
each of the powers of the Trika triad of powers (the śaktitraya) with one of
the tattvas: will (icchā) is identified with the second tattva, the śaktitattva,
cognition (jñāna) with the third, the sadāśivatattva, and action is identified
with with the fourth tattva, the īśvaratattva.94 Utpaladeva further suggests
that the powers of eagerness (aunmukhya) and delight (nirvṛti) exist at an
interstitial level, between the śivatattva and the śaktitattva.95

2. Again drawing on the language of the Trika, Somānanda also men-
tions the three levels or conditions of existence and experience, which,
as mentioned above, include the parāvasthā or supreme condition, the

90Here I have in mind the absence of the theory of ābhāsas in the ŚD, as Torella 1994: xxvii has
already noted.

91That the Trika made particular use of the schema of thirty–six tattvas is Padoux’s observation, for
which see Padoux 19901: 365.

92See ŚD 1.29cd–33 and the commentary on the same.
93See Pandey [1963] 2000: 357–381; Padoux 19901: 358–359 and 364–366; and Pandit 1997: 71–79.
94See Utpaladeva’s commentary on ŚD 2.1 and the notes on the same.
95See ŚDVṛ ad 2.1, andmy notes on the same. On the other hand, Utpaladeva says that the śivatattva

is itself identical with all of the tattvas, suggesting the simultaneous unity of all levels of reality and all the
powers, in his view. See ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.23; cf. the introduction (avataraṇikā) to ŚD 1.29cd–33, a passage
that, Utpaladeva suggests, articulates the identity of the śivatattva with all the tattvas. See also ŚDVṛ ad
ŚD 1.39–41ab and note 301 of the first chapter of the translation.
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aparāvasthā or mundane condition, and one in between the two (the
parāparāvasthā).96 These three conditions reflect the order of the triadic
pantheon of the goddesses of the Trika, Parā, Parāparā, and Aparā, but in
Somānanda’s text, the three are equated with modes of consciousness.97

Śiva, moreover, is said to exist equally at all of these levels. Comparing
Śiva to a yogin, Somānanda suggests that the parāvasthā consists of Śiva’s
absorption in the bliss of his own consciousness, a sort of quiescent,
enstatic state of existence (ŚD 1.3-4). While he does not define the mid-
dle level,98 Somānanda suggests that the aparāvasthā exists at the time
when mundane cognitions and actions are engaged.99 However, all of
the elements that constitute the exalted state of the parā condition exist
equally in all three conditions,100 as, indeed, Somānanda suggests that the
distinction is only a matter of convention or faith, as already noted.

3. Although the language of the tattvas and the avasthās appears in
both the ŚD and the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ, Somānanda’s repeated reference to
and reliance on the Trika triad of powers, icchā, jñāna, and kriyā, distin-
guishes the ŚD from Utpaladeva’s philosophical writings. It may further
be observed, incidentally, that a discrepancy also exists in the way the two
authors enumerate Śiva’s powers: Utpaladeva regularly refers to five pow-
ers in his ŚDVṛ, including consciousness (cit), bliss (ānanda) (which in
one place, ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.2, is replaced with “delight” [nirvṛti]), will (icchā),
cognition (jñāna), and action (kriyā), while Somānanda routinely men-
tions only the last three (i.e., the śaktitraya).101 While the significance of
this difference is not entirely clear, it is important to note that Utpaladeva
does not enumerate the five powers anywhere in his ĪPK and ĪPVṛ, this,
to reiterate, probably being the result of the fact that these works were
meant to reach a wider readership and not merely the audience of initiates
for which the ŚD and, consequently, its commentary were probably
intended.

96This hierarchy is present in all of the Trika scriptures, including the Mālinīvijayottaratantra, the
Siddhayogeśvarīmata, the Tantrasadbhāvatantra, and in two texts that are not fully available at present, the
Devyāyāmalatantra and the Triśirobhairavatantra. See Sanderson 1990: 31–32.

97This correlation of the goddesses with states of awareness also occurred in Abhinavagupta’s
articulation of the system, as well as in the VBh. See Sanderson 1990: 73–76.

98Though Somānanda does not explicitly define this condition, Utpaladeva does, this despite the fact
that he does not give nearly as much emphasis to these terms as does Somānanda. (He does mentioned
the parāparā condition in ŚD 1.48, however.) See ĪPK 3.1.5 for Utpaladeva’s defintion of the parāparā
condition.

99See ŚD 1.22 and 1.24–25.
100See ŚD 1.5–6ab and 1.18.
101Compare the avataraṇikā introducing ŚD 1.6cd–7ab with the commentary on the same. Cf. the

avataraṇikā to ŚD 1.7cd–8; and the ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.3–4, where Utpaladeva refers to the “pentad of powers”
(śaktipañcaka). Somānanda refers to the śaktitraya at ŚD 1.22, 3.20, and 3.53cd, and to the synonymous
śaktitritaya at ŚD 1.4, 1.47, and 3.56.
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It may be added that it has, to my knowledge, gone unnoticed to date
that Somānanda is the first post-scriptural author explicitly to invoke the
śaktitraya in his writings. Indeed, the triad of powers appears at most in
faint echoes in the ŚSū or the SpKā and nowhere, to my knowledge, in the
Krama writings extant before Somānanda’s time. At the same time, the
śaktitraya is absent from the works of any of the dualist Śaiva Siddhāntins
whose writings predate the ŚD, though this is as expected, given that the
Śaiva Siddhānta did not accept the authority of the Trika.

Of further interest is the fact that the formulation found in some of the
early Saiddhāntika sources, a formulation that recognizes a pair of activ-
ities in the form of cognition (jñāna) and action (kriyā), is found in both
the Spanda literature of Somānanda’s day and in the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ.102

Somānanda’s emphasis on the power of will may therefore be read as an
implicit critique of the formulation of agency found in the contempora-
neous Spanda and Saiddhāntika literature, and the fact that Utpaladeva
echoes this formulation in the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ may indicate that he wished
to move the Pratyabhijñā from Somānanda’s triadic formulation to one
more in line with these other schools of thought. Somānandamay even be
read, in two places, at least, in a manner that strongly suggests he wished
intentionally to trump this bipartite formulation by placing the power of
will (icchā) over and above cognition and action.

First, Somānanda suggests in ŚD 1.19–20ab that both knowledge and
action involve first of all the intention to know or to act, and they therefore
should be classed as forms of “activity by means of will,” a statement that
clearly places will (icchā) over and above cognition and action.103 Second,
in ŚD 2.84–88, Somānanda compares the Grammarians’ paśyantī, gram-
matically a present participle of the feminine gender that literally means
“seeing,” to the act of a potter making a pot. Both must be preceded by
the power of will, by the agent’s intention to perform a certain action or
engage in a particular cognition.104 Regardless of whether or not Somā-
nanda intended to challenge the bipartite model, however, it is clear that
Somānanda’s inclusion of the tripartite formulation so commonly found

102Compare NP 1.2 (jñātā kartā ca bodhena buddhvā bodhyaṃ pravartate / pravṛttiphalabhoktā ca yaḥ
pumān ucyate ’tra saḥ) with ĪPK 1.1.2 (kartari jñātari svātmany ādisiddhe maheśvare / ajaḍātmā niṣedhaṃ
vā siddhaṃ vā vidadhīta kaḥ) and contrast with ŚD 1.2: ātmaiva sarvabhāveṣu sphuran nirvṛtacid vibhuḥ
/ aniruddhecchāprasaraḥ prasaraddṛkkriyaḥ śivaḥ. Though the śaktitraya does not appear in the text, the
power of will is mentioned in ŚSū 1.13, however: icchāśaktitamā kumārī. (Cf. ŚSū 3.41: abhilāṣād bahir-
gatiḥ saṃvāhyasya.) SpKā 33 also refers to will: yathecchābhyarthito dhātā jāgrato ’rthān hṛdi sthitān /
somasūryodayaṃ kṛtvā sampādayati dehinaḥ. See also note 16 of the first chapter of the translation, below.

103See ŚD 1.19ab, quoted in note 55, above.
104Cf. Dyczkowski 19921: 43–44. Note also that, while Utpaladeva’s commentary on this passage

addresses the existence of will prior to cognition, the analogy of the potter clearly points to the existence
of the same prior to the action, as well.
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in the Trika scriptures became indispensable both to Abhinavagupta in his
presentation of the Pratyabhijñā and to the commentators on the SpKā and
ŚSū, this despite the absence of the śaktitraya from the SpKā and the ŚSū,
as well as the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ.

4. Although Somānanda is frequently willing to repeat Trika formula-
tions in the ŚD, a survey of terms and concepts found in the text likewise
shows a concomitant absence therein of what have come to be consid-
ered hallmarks of the Pratyabhijñā. In addition to the absence of the pairs
of opposites mentioned above, including ahantā and idantā, prakāśa and
vimarśa, and antar and bahis, one should further note that Somānanda
refers almost nowhere to the “fullness” of consciousness (pūrṇa/pūrṇ-
atā),105 a common formulation in the writings of subsequent Pratyabhijñā
authors, beginning with Utpaladeva. He also essentially refrains from
using the language of the various “appearances” (ābhāsas) of conscious-
ness, which Utpaladeva frequently uses in his ĪPK, ĪPVṛ and ŚDVṛ.
Somānanda similarly omits any reference to ahaṃbhāva and related terms
(such as ahaṃpratyaya), a fact that helps to substantiate Dyczkowski’s
observation that the Pratyabhijñā notion of the Self as a supreme, uni-
versal “I” is born in the writings of Utpaladeva, not Somānanda.106 Also
omitted is any reference to a fourth state of awareness (turīya), or to the
one said to exist beyond it (turīyātīta). So, too, does Somānanda leave
out any mention of the three impurities (malas), a formulation that was
borrowed from the Śaiva Siddhānta and regularly described in the Pratyab-
hijñā beginning with Utpaladeva. The power of time (kālaśakti), which
according to Utpaladeva causes the passage from the pure non-duality of
Śiva’s unmanifested state to the apparent duality of the manifested uni-
verse, likewise is not mentioned in the ŚD, though Somānanda clearly
accepts that time is necessarily present in manifestation, as he refers to
the “first moment” (prathamā tuṭi) of action.107 It may further be observed
that Somānanda nowhere refers to the concept of an individual life-force
or jīva other than in two places where he treats the positions of rival
schools,108 this omission being most likely the result of Somānanda’s

105He does use the term ◦pūrṇatā on ŚD 2.15b, but even there two manuscripts, T and C, carry the
variant reading of ◦pūrvatā. In any event, this nomenclature is not common in the ŚD.

106Torella finds essentially the same formulation to be evident in the ŚD, but while a common spirit
may be found in the writings of the two authors, the language of the supreme “I,” and the concomitant
notion of the existence of the self as the entire universe, as a “pure egoity,” is thoroughly more developed
and prevalent in Utpaladeva’s works. See Dyczkowski [1990] 2004: 33; Torella 1994: xxix.

107See ŚD 1.8d. Note that Utpaladeva here is following the lead of the grammarian Bhartṛhari. See
Torella 1994: 153, fn. 2; cf. VP 1.3. According to Utpaladeva, the power of time is implicitly accepted in
Somānanda’s understanding of creation, which is effected by a sequence of powers. See ŚDVṛ ad ŚD
1.7cd-8, where Utpaladeva describes aunmukhya as being divided by a minimal period of time. See also
Iyer [1969] 1992: 125–126.

108See ŚD 6.9 and ŚD 6.24.
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emphasis on the existence of only Śiva as the one and only agent of all
action and cognition. Finally, while Somānanda does refer in a few places
to a “supreme reality” (paramārtha), just as he occasionally refers to an
“everyday reality” (vyavahāra), he nowhere contrasts the two or uses the
terms in a manner that suggests they are mutually exclusive, opposed
conditions.109

5. On the other hand, Somānanda uses one term that is entirely absent
in the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ and appears to be of central importance to his
understanding of the nature of reality. This is the repeated reference to
the notion of the immateriality (amūrtatva) of consciousness. The term
is invoked in one place with reference to a verse attributed to Bhartṛhari
(see ŚD 2.73cd–74ab), where that author pays homage to a “peaceful”
god, who is the image (mūrti) of pure, endless consciousness, one that
is not limited by space, time, and the like. Criticizing this description
of the divine (ŚD 2.74cd–76), Somānanda suggests that it is inappro-
priate to think of consciousness as an image (see ŚD 2.76d), by which,
Utpaladeva’s Vṛtti tells us, Somānanda meant that consciousness is not
a substance of limited measure, or in other words some sort of “solid”
entity. Elsewhere, the term is used in what appears to be a technical
sense, the best example of this being ŚD 5.4cd–5ab. There, Somānanda
describes everything in the universe as follows: “Absolutely everything is
possessed of will, and pervades everything else, and everything is simi-
larly lacking a material form [amūrta], as everything consists of cognition
and action.”110

This idea, in turn, serves elsewhere to shape Somānanda’s arguments
concerning the ways in which reality functions. In ŚD 2.53–54, for exam-
ple, Somānanda dismisses a potential objection from the point of view of
the philosophy of the grammarians by pointing to the fact that paśyantī, the
“seeing” goddess who is supreme on their view, cannot subdivide herself
into agent of action, object, instrument, and so on, this being impos-
sible for her if they maintain that she is amūrtā, not a material entity
(cf. ŚD 4.63cd–64ab). The point, of course, is that Somānanda under-
stands everything to be pure consciousness, which is simply not a

109The degree to which these omissions differentiate Somānanda’s articulation of the Pratyabhijñā
from, say, that of Abhinavaguptamay be adduced by comparing the terms and concepts in the ŚD to those
of Abhinava as summarized in a recent treatment, too long to reproduce here, of that author’s under-
standing of śaktipāta. Cf. the present treatment of Somānanda’s ŚD with the précis of Abhinavagupta’s
“vision of reality” found in Wallis 2007: 248–249.

110See ŚD 5.4cd–5ab: icchāvantaḥ sarva eva vyāpakāś ca samastakāḥ. amūrtāś ca tathā sarve sarve jñā-
nakriyātmakāḥ. Cf. ŚD 6.101cd: sarvasya sarvadeheṣu vyāpakatvavyavasthiteḥ. Still elsewhere, Utpaladeva
summarizes Kiraṇatantra (KT) 1.15 in explaining Somānanda’s text. In doing so, he describes the “bound
soul,” the apparently limited agent who acts in the universe, as amūrta. In other words, Utpaladeva’s com-
mentary indicates that Somānanda’s frequent use of this term has a scriptural source. (See note 317 to
chapter 1 of the translation, below, for a quotation of the verse in question.)
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substance. The rules that define how a substancemay function, then, such
as the capacity of such an entity to be physically divided, isolated, and the
like, simply cannot apply to Śiva, even when he exists in the form of the
universe.

To sum up: Somānanda makes liberal use of Trika terminology while regu-
larly spurning the language of the more mainstream, philosophical schools, in
particular (and in contrast to Utpaladeva) that of the grammarians and of the
Buddhist epistemologists. In doing so, however, he blatantly codes the terms
he adopts with the notion that there is only one form of existence, Śiva as the
yogin, thereby discarding the notion of ontological or epistemological hierarchy
contained in the terms he adopts from Trika scriptural sources. This is to say
that Somānanda’s theory of will trumps any desire he might have to conform to
the scripturally based concepts implied by the scripturally sourced Trika terms
found throughout the ŚD. The author’s pantheism is thoroughly and strictly
monistic, indeed.

8. The Influence of the Trika VBh on the Śivadr.s.t.i

Torella has already noted, albeit briefly,111 that both the ŚD and the works of
the Spanda school show themselves to have been influenced by the VBh, a well-
known Trika scripture that is said to be a part of the Rudrayāmalatantra, one that
details a series of dhāraṇās, or exercises in concentration on a single point, in
order to aid the practitioner in achieving full realization of the nature of real-
ity and of himself as Śiva. In particular, Torella suggested that reference in the
ŚD to the moments in which aunmukhya may be experienced (found in ŚD
1.9–11ab) betrays the influence of the VBh and not the SpKā,112 as Gnoli initially

111See Torella 1994: xiv–xv.
112A parallel passage to ŚD 1.9–11ab is found in VBh 118: kṣutādyante bhaye śoke gahvare vā raṇād

drute / kutūhale kṣudhādyante brahmasattāmayi daśā. Mention of orgasm, on ŚD 1.10b–c, is also found
in the VBh, where the moment of orgasm is equated with the pleasure of Brahman and the ātman.
See VBh 69: śaktisaṃgamasaṃkṣubdhaśaktyāveśāvasānikam / yat sukhaṃ brahmatattvasya tat sukhaṃ
svākyam ucyate. (Making clear the sexual context of the passage, Śivopādhyāya glosses śaktisaṃgama
with strīsaṃgama, and VBh 70 goes on to suggest that even the memory of the “pleasure of women”
leads to a flood of bliss: lehanāmanthanākoṭaiḥ strīsukhasya bharāt smṛteḥ / śaktyabhāve ’pi deveśi bhaved
ānandasaṃplavaḥ.) VBh 71 also refers to the delight felt at the reception of good news, a parallel to
ŚD 1.9c: ānande mahati prāpte dṛṣṭe vā bāndhave cirāt / ānandam udgataṃ dhyātvā tallayas tanmanā
bhavet. Torella further suggested that the quivering nature of the powers (sarvaśaktivilolatā) identified
by Somānanda as present in the first moment of the various acts listed in the ŚD passage in question
is also mentioned in the VBh. It should be noted, however, that there is no explicit mention of vilo-
latā in the VBh, and the tenor of that work is not one entirely devoted to the presence of powers, even
if the text invokes a sort of Śākta inclination toward the activity of powers in the manifestation of the
universe.
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thought.113 The extent of the influence of the VBh on the ŚD has yet to be fully
appreciated, however, as numerous additional and heretofore unidentified ref-
erences to the VBh appear in the ŚD. In surveying them here, moreover, I argue
that Somānanda’s reading of the VBh emphasizes the pantheistic form of the
divine portrayed in that scripture, as opposed to a panentheistic formulation that
is also in evidence in the VBh.

To begin, parallels to the VBh may be found in the third chapter of the ŚD,
beginning with ŚD 3.2c–3, where Somānanda suggests that Śiva is never sep-
arated from his powers,114 a dogma expressed in VBh 18.115 Somānanda goes
on to echo VBh 19 only a few verses later, in ŚD 3.7, when he suggests that it is
impossible to separate an entity, such as snow or fire, from its nature, the fact
of being cold or hot, respectively.116 ŚD 3.36cd–39, in turn, has a parallel in VBh
110: both describe the relationship of the manifested universe and its creator by
way of the famous analogy of the appearance of waves on the ocean, the point
of course being that the temporally and spatially distinct phenomena cannot
change the underlying nature of the source of manifestation, just as the waves
and the ocean in which they stir remain entirely composed of water.117 Śiva, by
analogy, is indistinguishable from his powers and the activities they engender.
Finally, ŚD 3.68c–69 (echoed in ŚD 7.87cd) parallels VBh 135 in suggesting that
neither bondage nor liberation is real, given that all things are ultimately Śiva
himself.118

Although some of these parallel passages may be attributed to the coinciden-
tal expression of common dogmas or tropes of the non-dual tantras, the seventh
chapter of the ŚD may be shown to parallel the structure and spirit of the VBh to
a degree that is not so easily dismissed, as both texts go to equally great lengths in

113Gnoli traced the present passage to SpKā II.6 [= SpKā 22] without recognizing the VBh as the
ultimate source of the quotation in both that work and the ŚD. See Gnoli 1957: 19.

114See ŚD 3.2cd–3: na śivaḥ śaktirahito na śaktir vyatirekiṇī. śivaḥ śaktas tathā bhāvān icchayā kartum
īdṛśān / śaktiśaktimator bhedaḥ śaive jātu na varṇyate. “Śiva does not exist devoid of power; power is not
something excluded (from Śiva). Thus Śiva, being empowered, is able to create such (worldly) entities at
will. In Śaivism, no distinction whatsoever between power and the one possessing power is described.”

115See VBh 18: śaktiśaktimator yadvad abhedaḥ sarvadā sthitaḥ / atas taddharmadharmitvāt parā śaktiḥ
parātmanaḥ. This idea is of course expressed elsewhere in the canon, however, as in, e.g., TST 1.28: na
śivād rahitā śaktir na śaktirahitaḥ śivaḥ / viyogo naiva dṛśyeta pavanomvarayor iva.

116See ŚD 3.7ab: na himasya pṛthak śaityaṃ nāgner auṣṇyaṃ pṛthag bhavet; cf. VBh 19ab: na vahner
dāhikā śaktir vyatiriktā vibhāvyate.

117See ŚD 3.36cd–39: yathā na yogino ’stīha nānāsainyaśarīrakaiḥ. vibhāgas tadvad īśasya madhy-
otkṛṣṭanikṛṣṭakaiḥ / bhāvair nāsti vibheditvam athavāmbudhivīcivat. tatra vīcitvam āpannaṃ na jalaṃ jalam
ucyate / na ca tatrāmburūpasya vīcikāle vināśitā. niścalatve ’pi hi jalaṃ vīcitve jalam eva tat / vīcibhis tad
viśiṣṭaṃ cet tan naiścalyaviśiṣṭakam. Cf. VBh 110: jalasyevormayo vahner jvālābhaṅgyaḥ prabhā raveḥ /
mamaiva bhairavasyaitā viśvabhaṅgyo vibheditāḥ.

118See ŚD 3.68c–69: bandhamokṣau na vidyete sarvatraiva śivatvataḥ. vijñānam īdṛk sarvasya kasmān
na syād vimohitā / saiveṣā sā ca saṃsāro bandhamokṣāv ataḥ sthitau. Cf. VBh 135: na me bandho na mokṣo
me bhītasyaitā vibhīṣikāḥ / pratibimbam idaṃ buddher jaleṣv iva vivasvataḥ. Cf., also, ŚD 7.87cd: na me
bandho na me mokṣas tau malatvena saṃsthitau.
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redefining the nature of the various modes of external worship in non-dualistic
terms. The final section of the VBh begins with a series of questions posed by
the goddess to Bhairava, the teacher of the VBh. She asks him whose name is
recited in worship (japa), what is to be recited, who is visualized (in the dhyāna),
who is worshiped (in pūjā), who is gratified (tṛpti), for whom is the oblation into
the fire (homa) given, the sacrifices (yāga) made, and how.119 The answers to
these questions are given in the subsequent verses of the text, this in a manner
that “translates on to the plane of abstract contemplation the acts of offering,
visualizing the deity, cycling the mantras, and so forth” that constitute “ordi-
nary Tantric worship.”120 This process of abstraction is precisely the one that
occurs in the seventh chapter of the ŚD.

To start, the VBh explains the recitation of the name or mantra of the deity
(japa) as involving the contemplation of the highest, which in turn involves the
spontaneous repetition of primordial sound (nāda) internally. In other words,
it is a subtle sound, not an explicit name or mantra, that is expressed in the
proper form of japa.121 In the ŚD, japa is similarly defined as the ceaseless
awareness of one’s identity with Śiva, which exists in every state of existence.122

One who always practices this on every occasion—with whatever form one
encounters—becomes omnipresent,123 and the highest japa is constituted by
the repeated awareness “I am [Śiva].”124

The VBh goes on to redefine the process of visualization (dhyāna), suggesting
that the practice is not properly associated with the contemplation of the physical
constituents of the deity, but rather is constituted by any act of unwavering con-
centration, one that is not supported by any particular form.125 The ŚD similarly
redefines dhyāna, but instead suggests that the visualization occurs when one
sees any thing as appearing in the form of everything. Thus, the visualization

119See VBh 142cd–144ab: idaṃ yadi vapur deva parāyāś ca maheśvara. evam uktavyavasthāyāṃ japyate
ko japaś ca kaḥ / dhyāyate ko mahānātha pūjyate kaś ca tṛpyati. hūyate kasya vā homo yāgaḥ kasya ca kiṃ
katham.

120See Sanderson (1990: 76) for this reference to the VBh as the basis for Abhinavagupta’s turn
toward abstract contemplation in preference to ordinary tantric worship. Sanderson does not note the
parallels with the seventh chapter of the ŚD, however.

121See VBh 145: bhūyo bhūyaḥ pare bhāve bhāvanā bhāvyate hi yā / japaḥ so ’tra svayaṃ
nādo mantrātmā japya īdṛśaḥ. “That creative contemplation which is practised on the highest Reality over
and over again is in this scripture japa (recitation in reality). That which goes on sounding spontaneously
(inside) in the form of a mantra (mystic formula) is what the japa is about.” (Translation Singh’s).

122See ŚD 7.84–85b: ata eva śivaḥ sarvam iti yogo ’tha cetasi / santataṃ śaktisantānaprasareṇa sadaiva
me. aniruddho japo ’sty eva sarvāvasthāsv asau japaḥ.

123See ŚD 7.85cd: nānākāraiḥ sadā kurvann udayan sarvavastugaḥ.
124See ŚD 7.86–87b: abhyāsenāsmi so ’py atra japaḥ parama ucyate / saṃkalpāñ janayann asmi sthitaḥ

śabdānato mukhe. so hi nāma japo jñeyaḥ satyādis trividho hi saḥ.
125VBh 146: dhyānaṃ hi niścalā buddhir nirākārā nirāśrayā / na tu dhyānaṃ śarīrākṣimukha-

hastādikalpanā. “Unswerving buddhi without any image or support constitutes meditation. Concen-
tration on an imaginative representation of the divine with a body, eyes, mouth, hands, etc., is not
meditation.” (Translation Singh’s.)
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occurs by means of the contact of any sense-organ with any object, since every-
thing has Śiva-nature. It also appears in any cognition to which the mind turns
when filled with the awareness “I am Śiva.”126

Worship (pūjā), in turn, is defined in the VBh not as the offering of flowers,
and so forth, in an act of physical worship, but is rather said to involve the wor-
shiper’s absorption in a state of nonconceptual awareness.127 The ŚD, for its
part, suggests that all the various components of the act of worship, the agent
who worships, the object that is worshiped, and the act of worship itself, are all
Śiva himself.128 Next, the offering of oblations into the fire (homa) is redefined
in the VBh as a sort of destruction of duality, for it involves the mental offering
of the elements, the senses, the objects of sense, and the mind into the fire that
dissolves “even the highest void.”129 Somānanda, for his part, redefines homa
as knowledge that one is Śiva fully satisfied.130 ŚD 7.89, in turn, mirrors VBh
152 in redefining the ritual bath (snāna). The latter work suggests that the true
nature of the ritual bath is entrance into one’s true (non-dual) form, namely into
the essence of pure consciousness, which is both free and blissful.131 The ŚD
for its part suggests that the delightful thought “I am Śiva” is the highest form
of the water-bath.132

It is clear from the review of these parallel passages, then, that both the
VBh and the ŚD sought to reinterpret the nature of religious practice. Both
texts sought to transform the reader’s understanding of quotidian forms of
discipline and worship by indicating that these practices involve a more subtle
and abstracted evolution in the practitioner’s awareness of the nature of reality.

126See ŚD 7.78–80: dhyānaṃ nāmātra yat sarvaṃ sarvākāreṇa lakṣyate / bhāvanācakṣuṣā sādhvī sā cintā
sarvadarśinī. yena yenendriyeṇārtho gṛhyate tatra tatra sā / śivatā lakṣitā satyā tad dhyānam api varṇyate.
yasyāṃ yasyāṃ pratītau tu śivo ’smīti manogamaḥ / tasyāṃ tathaiva cintāyāṃ tad dhyānam api jalpitam.

127See VBh 147: pūjā nāma na puṣpādyair yā matiḥ kriyate dṛḍhā / nirvikalpe pare vyomni sā pūjā hy
ādarāl layaḥ. “Worship does not mean offering of flowers, etc. It rather consists in setting one’s heart on
that highest ether of consciousness which is above all thought-constructs. It really means dissolution of
self with perfect ardour (in the Supreme Consciousness known as Bhairava).” (Translation Singh’s.) Cf.
VBh 150cd–151: kṣapaṇāt sarvapāpānāṃ trāṇāt sarvasya pārvati. rudraśaktisamāveśas tatkṣetraṃ bhāvanā
parā / anyathā tasya tattvasya kā pūjā kaś ca tṛpyati; and VBh 153: yair eva pūjyate dravyais tarpyate vā
parāparaḥ / yaś caiva pūjakaḥ sarvaḥ sa evaikaḥ kva pūjanam.

128See ŚD 7.92c–94: pūjanān nāsti me tuṣṭir nāsti khedo hy apūjanāt. pūjakair avibhedena sadā pūjeti
pūjanam / atrākāre ca me pūjā yā syāt sādāśivātmani. liṅgādike pūjito ’smi sadā pūjeti vā sthitā / pūjakaḥ
pūjanaṃ pūjyam iti sarvaṃ śivaḥ sthitaḥ.

129See VBh 149: mahāśūnyālaye vahnau bhūtākṣaviṣayādikam / hūyate manasā sārdhaṃ sa homaś
cetanāsrucā. “When in the fire of Supreme Reality (i.e., Bhairava) in which even the highest void is dis-
solved, the five elements, the sense, the objects of the senses along with themind (whose characteristic is
dichotomizing thought-constructs) are poured, with cetanā as the ladle, then that is real oblation (homa).”
(Translation Singh’s.)

130See ŚD 7.91: so ’haṃ śivaḥ sutṛpto ’smi homa ity uditaḥ paraḥ / atrākāre na yan me ’sti tad ākārāntare
’sti me.

131See VBh 152: svatantrānandacinmātrasāraḥ svātmā hi sarvataḥ / āveśanaṃ tatsvarūpe svātmanaḥ
snānam īritam. “The essence of self consists universally in autonomy, bliss, and consciousness. One’s
absorption in that essence is said to be (real) [sic] bath.” (Translation Singh’s.)

132See ŚD 7.89ab: śivo ’smīti manohlādo jalasnānaṃ paraṃ matam.
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The manner in which the two texts reinterpret these practices, however, shows
a certain divergence in strategies of interpretation; for while the VBh regu-
larly emphasizes entrance into a state free of distinction and conceptualization,
the ŚD emphasizes the agent’s action as Śiva. Thus, the visualization (dhyāna)
involves concentration on no image in the VBh, but recognition of all entities as
Śiva in the ŚD.Worship (pūjā) involves absorption in a nonconceptual “ether” in
the VBh, but the identification of all the elements of the action with Śiva in the
ŚD; and so on. Somānanda does not guide the practitioner toward the cessation
of all conceptualization (vikalpas) or to any resorption into the divine plenum
that is encouraged in the VBh, but rather calls the practitioner to recognize his
identity with Śiva in all that he or she sees and does.

This is not to say that Somānanda wished merely to contradict the VBh,
though. Indeed, he may well have found in the VBh inspiration for, or at least
validation of, themost striking element of his entire system, what Torella termed
an “extreme formulation,” namely, the notion that volition and therefore agency
exists equally in all entities, down to the mundane pot. For something simi-
lar to this idea is expressed on VBh 105: “‘Knowledge, desire, and so forth, do
not appear only within me, they appear everywhere in jars and other objects.’
Contemplating thus, one becomes all pervasive.”133 Similarly, the VBh suggests
that Śiva-nature is all-pervasive, and that the mind cannot but experience Śiva,
regardless of the identity of the objects with which the senses make contact.134

It also suggests that the senses may bring one to Śiva-consciousness,135 an idea
clearly echoed in Somānanda’s reformulation of the process of visualizing the
deity (dhyāna), surveyed above.136

It may be said, rather, that one can identify two streams of thought in the
VBh. One (which is emphasized, as we shall see, by the SpKā and the ŚSū) sug-
gests that the path to knowing the divine involves the cessation of desire. This

133See VBh 105: ghaṭādau yac ca vijñānam icchādyaṃ vā mamāntare / naiva sarvagataṃ
jātaṃ bhāvayann iti sarvagaḥ. The translation is Singh’s. Cf. ŚD 5.16: jānan kartāram ātmānaṃ
ghaṭaḥ kuryāt svakāṃ kriyām / ajñāte svātmakartṛtve na ghaṭaḥ sampravartate. “Cognizing itself as the
agent, the pot performs its own action. If it were not aware of its own agency, the pot would not be
present.”

134See, e.g., VBh 116: yatra yatra mano yāti bāhye vābhyantare ’pi vā / tatra tatra śivāvasthā vyāpakatvāt
kva yāsyati. “Wherever the mind goes, be it internal or external, the Śiva-condition exists there; where
(else) can [the mind] go, given his omnipresence?”

135See, e.g., VBh 117: yatra yatrākṣamārgeṇa caitanyaṃ vyajyate vibhoḥ / tasya tanmātradharmitvāc cil-
layād bharitātmatā. “On every occasion that the consciousness of the Omnipresent reality is revealed
through the sensory organs, since it is the characteristic only of the Universal Consciousness, one
should contemplate over the consciousness appearing through the sensory organs as the pure Universal
Consciousness. He will then attain the essence of plenitude (which is the characteristic of Bhairava).”
(Translation Singh’s.)

136That the verse in question immediately precedes the primary verse that is echoed in ŚD 1.9–11ab
is further suggestive of the connection articulated in the VBh between quotidian engagement with the
world and an active awareness of the divine, something Dyczkowski (1992: 52) noted, and identified as
a peculiarly Kaula inclination, some time ago.
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is expressed in VBh 96–97, for example:137 “Seeing a desire arise, he should
quickly quiet it. It will be reabsorbed in the very place from which it arose.
When I am one without desire or cognition, who, verily, am I? Being thus, I
am in reality absorbed in that [condition] and become mentally absorbed in
the same.” The other, taken up in the ŚD, suggests that one may contact the
divine by attentively and actively engaging the world in all its apparent diversity.
This latter stream of thought is encapsulated in the dhāraṇā found in the very
next verse (VBh 98), one that intimates that the practitioner should embrace
his desires:138 “Alternatively, when a cognition of a desire occurs one should
fix one’s consciousness on it; being one whose mind is fused with awareness
of the self he will then see the nature of reality.” In other words, Somānanda
emphasizes this stream of thought over and above the one that articulates
the need for the practitioner to withdraw from the world in order to know
the divine.

It is intriguing, then, that Somānanda explicitly suggests in the third chapter
of the ŚD that any mention in Śaiva scripture of the universe as being somehow
illusory exists only for the purpose of cultivating dispassion in the individual
practitioner. For in doing so he suggests that these passages should therefore be
taken in no way to contradict the arguments he has put forward regarding the
active and engaged form of Śiva-as-consciousness.139 This statement is intrigu-
ing because the VBh occasionally makes just this sort of suggestion, intimating
that one should imagine that the universe is an illusion so that one may tran-
scend it.140 “By contemplating the universe as being Indra’s web of illusion,
or as configured like the work of a painting, or as moving to and fro unsteadily,
and by seeing everything (thusly), one becomes delighted.” One cannot help but
wonder whether Somānanda had in mind just such passages from the VBh as
the one here quoted when he explained away such references to the universe as
illusion. After all, the tantra is filled with exercises in concentration (dhāraṇās),
and it explicitly recommends the very sorts of methods for yogic contemplation
that are here in question.141

There can, in sum, be little doubt that the VBh is a primary—perhaps the
premier—work in Somānanda’s mind when he composed the ŚD. And Somā-
nanda emphasizes the practices therein that are associated with understanding
the divine to be present in all activity and all appearances. In light of the exis-
tence of a significant influence of the VBh on subsequent Pratyabhijñā authors,

137See VBh 96–97: jhagitīcchāṃ samutpannām avalokya śamaṃ nayet / yata eva samudbhūtā tatas
tatraiva līyate. yadā mamecchā notpannā jñānaṃ vā kas tadāsmi vai / tattvato ’haṃ tathā bhūtas tallīnas
tanmanā bhavet.

138See VBh 98: icchāyām athavā jñāne jāte cittaṃ niveśayet / ātmabuddhyānanyacetās tatas
tattvārthadarśanam. Note that I understand tattvārtha to refer to paramārtha, the nature of reality.

139See ŚD 3.95cd–96ab.
140See VBh 102: indrajālamayaṃ viśvaṃ vyastaṃ vā citrakarmavat / bhramad vā dhyāyataḥ sarvaṃ

paśyataś ca sukhodgamaḥ.
141Cf. note 81 of the second chapter of the translation.
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then, Abhinavagupta most notable among them,142 it should perhaps come
as no surprise that the founding author of the Pratyabhijñā was so deeply
engaged with the VBh in the course of defining, in a similar manner, the nature
of ordinary tantric worship in abstract terms closely associated with the
theological-cum-philosphical claim that Śiva, in the form of consciousness, is
the entire universe.

142Abhinavagupta is notable in this context for his effort to suppress the role of the visualization of
the deity in the desiderative rites of worship of the Trika. See Sanderson 1990: 74–78.



Somānanda’s Tantric Interlocutors, and
the Philosophy of the Grammarians

We have already mapped Somānanda’s interaction with the Trika scriptures in
our review of Somānanda’s philosophical theology, as we have examined the dif-
ferences between the ŚD and the writings of Somānanda’s disciple, Utpaladeva,
followed by a consideration of the ways in which the ŚD invokes Trika terminol-
ogy.143 In doing so, we have shown that Somānanda’s ŚD should be considered
to be a Trika-influenced post-scriptural work that is closely linked to the VBh,
even if Utpaladeva’s ĪPK and ĪPVṛ exorcize the scriptural flavor of the ŚD in
favor of speaking in a more purely philosophical register. We turn now to the
task of mapping Somānanda’s interaction with his tantric interlocutors, as well
as the Hindu grammarians who informed some among them.

9. The Tantric Post-Scriptural Schools and Authors
Known to Somānanda

By the time of the golden age of tantric Śaiva exegesis, around the middle of the
tenth century and certainly by the beginning of the eleventh, six distinguish-
able streams of post-scriptural learning flourished in the Kashmir Valley. These
include: the Śaiva Siddhānta, with its ritual and liturgy that closely mirrored
orthodox Brahminical mores, even as its adherents considered theirs to be a
revelation superior to that of the Veda; the traditions of exegesis based in the
Kālīkula, or the “Family of Kālī,” which elevated the divine feminine, usually
in the form of Kālasaṃkarṣiṇī, the goddess Kālī as the “Destroyer of Time,”
to the highest level of reality and located her at the pinnacle of ritual worship;
the Krama subgroup of the Kālīkula, which understood the universe to exist
as the flow of divine powers or śaktis;144 the tradition of exegesis based in the

143See, supra, sections 5, 6, and 7.
144On the structure of Krama worship, see, e.g., Dyczkowski 1987: 117–138.
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Trika, which developed a ritual and philosophy associated with, as its name
suggests and as already mentioned above, a triad of female deities, Parā, Parā-
parā, and Aparā; the writings associated with the “Doctrine of Vibration” or the
Spanda School, which articulated a vision of the universe in the form of Śiva the
yogin, whose consciousness was said to form andmove the universe and all who
occupy it; and, finally, the Pratyabhijñā or “Recognition” School, whose expla-
nation of the universe as the form of Śiva’s consciousness adhered to a strict
non-dualism that drew on both Buddhist idealist philosophy and a number of
the aforementioned tantric post-scriptural traditions.

Now, if the Śaiva post-scriptural traditions of Kashmir reach their apogee
before the turn of the eleventh century, the situation was rather more fluid and
ill-defined when Somānanda composed the ŚD, at the beginning of the tenth cen-
tury. At that time, three of the six traditions just mentioned—the post-scriptural
writings of the Trika, the Kālīkula, and the Pratyabhijñā—were not yet extant,145

and a fourth—the post-scriptural Śaiva Siddhānta—had not yet reached matu-
rity.146 The Spanda School, too, existed only in an incipient form at the turn of
the tenth century, for while the root texts of the tradition, the SpKā and the ŚSū
that informed them, were in circulation by the end of the ninth century, virtu-
ally none of the extensive commentatorial tradition on the two works was extant
in Somānanda’s day. If it is true, then, as the RT states, that the ninth century
was particularly notable for the descent of enlightened Siddhas or “Accomplished
Ones” to earth for the benefit of humankind during the reign of the Kashmiri
king Avantivarman (r. 855/6–883), then it is also true that the genre of litera-
ture associated with them—the post-scriptural works said to be authored by these
enlightened Siddhas—took some one hundred years to develop fully and in all the
forms known to scholars and aficionados of tantric learning and practice today.147

145Although the exegesis of the Kālīkula, be it based in the massive compendium of apotropaic
and other forms of learning, the Jayadrathayāmala, or otherwise, is datable only to the middle of the
tenth century—it can be shown to have followed the writings of Utpaladeva (fl. c. 925–975), for which
see Sanderson 20071: 252–259, esp. 255—the activities of the authors of the Krama subdivision of the
Kālīkula may be traced in Kashmir to Jñānanetranātha (c. 850–900), to whom all Krama lineages are
traced (ibid.: 263 and 411). The Spanda stream, in the form of the “Aphorisms of Śiva” or Śivasūtras
(ŚSū) and the “Stanzas on Vibration” or Spandakārikās (SpKā), being the first post-scriptural works of a
Śākta Śaiva nature that sought to contrast themselves from the Śaiva Siddhānta (ibid.: 426), emerges in
Kashmir around the middle of the ninth century. The second stream of Śākta Śaiva exegesis, other than
those myriad traditions of the Kālīkula, i.e., the Trika—on this division, see Sanderson 20071: 250—, is
in fact not represented in Kashmir in the early tenth century, other than in the writings of Somānanda
himself, and it knows its full development only with the writings of Abhinavagupta around the turn of
the eleventh (ibid.: 371).

146Indeed, the precise contours of that tradition are in many ways unclear prior to the writings of
Bhaṭṭa Rāmakaṇṭha II (fl. c. 950–1000). See Goodall 1998: ix–xviii; cf. Sanderson 20062: 45. Earlier
Saiddhāntika exegetes were likely to have been active in the Valley around the turn of the tenth century,
as is evidenced in Somānanda’s reference to one Vyākhyāniguru, about which see Goodall 1998: cvi-cvii,
and Sanderson 20062: 80.

147See RT 5.66: anugrahāya lokānāṃ bhaṭṭaśrīkallaṭādayaḥ / avantivarmaṇaḥ kāle siddhā bhuvam
avātaran.
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10. The Śivadr.s.t.i and the Spanda School

The philosophical theology of the ŚD shows itself to be in many ways rather
compatible with the Spanda School of Somānanda’s time. Indeed, in exam-
ining the SpKā, Bhaṭṭa Kallaṭa’s commentary thereon, the Spandakārikāvṛtti
(SpKāVṛ), and the ŚSū—these texts being the only three works associated with
the Spanda School that were extant in Somānanda’s time—it becomes evident
that a great deal of continuity exists between Somānanda’s thought and these
works.148 Both Somānanda and these Spanda works maintain that Śiva exists as
the source (SpKā 1) and substance (SpKā 2) of the universe, one that remains
unchanged even when the world appears to be both multiple and changing
(SpKā 3–5, esp. 3), and like the ŚD the Spanda School recognizes Śiva as the
sole agent who both creates and acts within the universe (SpKā 3 and 10; cf.
SpKā 8). Similarly, all experience is ultimately rooted in the experience of Śiva
himself (SpKā 4–5), who exists as the individual agent (jīva) who experiences the
world (SpKā 28; cf. SpKā 36–39, ŚSū 1.11), just as he realizes this exalted state
at will (SpKā 31).

All experiences, moreover, are ultimately identical with Śiva, including even
conceptual experience or, in other words, thought and language (SpKā 29).
Both Somānanda and his Spanda counterparts further understand only con-
sciousness to exist, this being, as already noted, a doctrine of the Buddhist
Vijñānavādins, for the absence of consciousness could never be experienced
(SpKā 12–13); and this consciousness belongs to the inner being, who is ulti-
mately Śiva himself (SpKā 16). (The ŚSū declare, somewhat cryptically, that “it
is the same there as it is elsewhere” [ŚSū 3.14].) The universe, then, appears in
both systems only as a result of Śiva’s desire to play (SpKā 30), as he creates the
universe at will (SpKā 33). In the ŚSū this is described by way of analogy with
the theatre, where the self (ātman) is the actor (ŚSū 3.9), the stage is the inner
self (antarātman) (ŚSū 3.10), and the senses are the audience (ŚSū 3.11).

What is more, though the śaktitraya, the triadic schema of the three Trika
powers of will (icchā), cognition (jñāna), and action (kriyā) that is so central to
Somānanda’s ŚD, does not appear in either the ŚSū or the SpKā, both works
make mention of the power of will (icchā) in some context. The ŚSū, for one,
refers to the power of will and identifies it as the greatest power,149 as it states
simply that the universe is the aggregate of the powers of the divine (ŚSū 3.31).
One aphorism even suggests that creation is the product of the divine agent’s
desire (ŚSū 3.41). The SpKā, for its part, approaches the idea of the existence
of an individual agent whose knowledge and action are preceded by the agent’s

148For the sake of convenience, I will here refer to the three texts here listed as works of the “Spanda
School,” though the relationship between the ŚSū and the SpKā is more complex than my nomenclature
can suggest. On the somewhat ambiguous relationship of the SpKā to the ŚSū, see Dyczkowski 19921:
11–17.

149See ŚSū 1.13: icchāśaktitamā kumārī.
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will. This is found in SpKā 10, where it is said that onemay know or do whatever
one wishes once one has freed oneself to experience one’s own innate nature.
The verse, then, might be considered a precursor of sorts to ŚD 1.19ab, where
Somānanda suggested that cognition and action constitute “activity by means of
will,” as mentioned already.150

There are therefore intriguing points of contact between the Spanda School
of Somānanda’s day and the contents of the ŚD, with the latter certainly owing
the former something in the way of inspiration for the idea that the uni-
verse is the product of a creator god in the form of consciousness. Indeed,
both the Spanda School and the ŚD suggest that Śiva is the agent who is all
agents, the universe being a part of his very experience. Also held in com-
mon is the notion that one may witness the functioning of the universal
power in heightened moments of experience, though in the SpKā it is spanda
and not aunmukhya that one may experience in, for example, moments of
anger, when intensely excited, when wondering what to do, or when run-
ning. And this feature, common to the ŚD and the SpKā, may be traced to
the influence of a shared scriptural source, the VBh, aswe have already discussed
above.151

As close as the two schools appear to be, however, they do not present identi-
cal formulations of the nature of reality, of Śiva, or of the individual agent who
resides within the manifested universe. To begin with, the SpKā and ŚSū are
texts that essentially speak the language of yoga rather than philosophy.152 This
pair of Spanda works regularly refers to the states of awareness, to yogic con-
centration, to the three phases of existence, often spoken of in terms of states of
wakefulness, along with a fourth that transcends them (see, e.g., ŚSū 3.21), and
the like. And they do so to a degree not even a fraction of which is found in the
ŚD, even if Somānanda’s notion of Śiva as a yogin is strongly reminiscent of the
depiction of Śiva in the SpKā.

More substantively, the SpKā and the ŚSū show themselves rather willing to
recognize the existence of some real differences between the manifested uni-
verse and the agent who manifests it, a distinction Somānanda fully rejects,
as we have seen. For the fourteenth verse of the SpKā suggests that two states
(avasthā) exist, that of the agent and another of the product of his action. The

150Compare SpKā 10 (tadāsyākṛtrimo dharmo jñatvakartṛtvalakṣaṇaḥ / yatas tadīpsitaṃ sarvaṃ jānāti
ca karoti ca) with ŚD 1.19ab (quoted in note 55). Compare the same with NP 1.2, etc. (quoted in note 102),
this to see the degree to which the SpKā continues to emphasize the pair of activities over a formulation
that reflects the presence of the śaktitraya in the text.

151See section 8, above. See also SpKā 21–22: ataḥ satatam udyuktaḥ spandatattvaviviktaye / jāgrad
eva nijaṃ bhāvam acireṇādhigacchati. atikruddhaḥ prahṛṣṭo vā kiṃ karomīti vāmṛśan / dhāvan vā yat padaṃ
gacchet tatra spandaḥ pratiṣṭhitaḥ. Dyczkowski (19921: xvi) translates: “Therefore hewho strives constantly
to discern the spanda principle rapidly attains his own (true) state of being even while in the waking
state itself. Spanda is stable in the state one enters when extremely angry, intensely excited, running, or
wondering what to do.”

152See Torella 1994: xiii.
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two, moreover, are of differing natures and are therefore distinct, because the
state of being an agent is said to be permanent, while the state of being a product
of action is perishable. Bhaṭṭa Kallaṭa’s commentary on this stanza even goes so
far as to indicate that agency, associated with the one who enjoys (the bhoktṛ),
has consciousness as its form (cidrūpa), while the other state, apparently,
does not.153

Both the ŚSū and the SpKā also identify two forms of knowledge, one bind-
ing (ŚSū 1.2, 3.2) and the other liberating (ŚSū 1.16, 1.18, 1.22, 3.7), as the former
suggests that the realm of pleasure and pain is “external” (bahis) to the one who
experiences them (ŚSū 3.34), this while simultaneously indicating that the one
freed of pleasure and pain is liberated (ŚSū 3.35).154 This formulation of course
stands in direct contrast to the ŚD, where, as we have seen, it is no one but
Śiva himself who suffers and enjoys the world, or even hell below. Bondage
and liberation are not linked to states of pleasant and unpleasant experience in
the ŚD as they apparently are in the ŚSū. Concomitant with this difference is a
certain willingness in the SpKā to differentiate the pure agent, who knows his
enlightened and elevated state (SpKā 43–44, 48, and 51), from the agent afflicted
by the impurities that defile him and distort his awareness of reality (SpKā 45,
46, 47, 48, and 49–50). Indeed, the yogin is said to avoid the bodily afflictions
of old age (SpKā 39), while the ignorant do not (SpKā 40 and Bhaṭṭa Kallaṭa’s
Vṛtti on the same). And the ninth stanza of the SpKā, along with Bhaṭṭa Kal-
laṭa’s Vṛtti thereon, suggests that there exists an “innate impurity” (nijāśuddhi)
that one must eliminate prior to experiencing the supreme state (parama pada).
When one does so, one may know or do what one likes (SpKā 10). On the other
hand, the SpKā, along with Bhaṭṭa Kallaṭa’s Vṛtti, also suggests that the fetters
that bind the individual are of a kind with the vibration of consciousness that
creates all reality, it being only a matter of perspective that binds the individual
practitioner to the limiting qualities (guṇas) that are found manifested in the
universe (see SpKā 19–21 and the Vṛtti thereon).

In sum, both the Spanda works in question and the ŚD present clearly non-
dualistic expressions of the unity of Śiva as the agent who creates the universe;
and the differences between the ŚD, on the one hand, and the Spanda School,
on the other, may be said rather to lie in their respective, specific formulations of
a shared non-dualistic philosophy. As with the divergences between the philo-
sophical writings of Utpaladeva and Somānanda, the differences between the
writings of the Spanda School and the ŚD may again be characterized as being
similar to the difference between pantheism and panentheism, Somānanda’s
view of course being the former. The Spanda School, moreover, may be said to

153See SpKā 14: avasthāyugalaṃ cātra kāryakartṛtvaśabditam / kāryatā kṣayiṇī tatra kartṛtvaṃ punar
akṣayam. Cf. Bhaṭṭa Kallaṭa’s commentary on the same: avasthāyugalam avasthādvayam eva kāryakartṛt-
vasaṃjñaṃ bhogyaboktṛbhedabhinnam. tatra yo bhogyarūpo bhedaḥ sa utpadyate naśyati ca. bhoktṛbhedas tu
cidrūpaḥ punar na jāyate na kadācid vinaśyati. tena nityaḥ.

154See Dyczkoski 19921: 16 and fn. 52 for a similar observation.
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have influenced Somānanda to some significant degree—indeed, the ŚD even
uses the term spanda in two places.155

Yet, testament to the differences between the twomay be found in themutual
absence of the fundamental ideas of the two schools, for not only is Somā-
nanda’s formulation of a radically willful consciousness absent from SpKā and
the ŚSū, but, conversely, the most basic and fundamental concept of the SpKā,
the notion that Śiva-the-yogin creates and dissolves the universe in his gaze, the
act of creation being identified with the opening (unmeṣa) of his eyes, the act of
dissolution being identified with their closing (nimeṣa), is entirely absent from
the ŚD. Perhaps the unity of opposites implied by the opening and closing of
Śiva’s eyes did not fit entirely well with Somānanda’s strict pantheism, while his
unvarying emphasis on all existence as Śiva in the form of willful consciousness
did not square well with the more panentheistic model of the Spanda School,
which saw the world, though essentially a part of the divine, as something one
must ultimately transcend.

11. Krama Influences on the Śivadr.s.t.i

Although the influence of the Trika VBh is explicitly felt and expressed in the
ŚD, the significance of the Krama to Somānanda’s thought is more difficult to
identify. Indeed, while it has been known for some time that the authors of the
Pratyabhijñā had access to the Kālīkulapañcaśataka, a key Krama work,156 one
can identify Krama ideas in the ŚD only in the most general of terms. This is
so because the ŚD, like the VBh before it, evokes the spirit and not the letter of
Krama theology.157 There is nowhere in the ŚD any mention of the four phases
of existence, creation (sṛṣṭi), maintenance (sthiti), dissolution (saṃhāra), and
the “nameless” (anākhya), so common in Krama scriptural and post-scriptural
works. Somānanda nowhere mentions the goddess Kālasaṃkarṣiṇī, who is
said to be the supreme, unmanifested deity of the Krama. Finally, there is
nowhere in the ŚD any mention of the cycle of thirteen goddesses that is
said in Krama theology to be the path within the “nameless” phase to this
supreme goddess.158

155See Torella 1994: xiii, fn. 8. Cf. Dyczkowski 19921: 51.
156Both Torella and Sanderson (see Torella 1994: xiv; Sanderson 20071: 382, fn. 492.) note the prox-

imity of the Krama (as well as the Trika) to the ŚD and its author, and both quote the TĀV (vol. 3, p. 194,
lines 10–11) as their evidence, wherein Jayaratha explains that knowledge of the Devīpañcaśataka (=Kālīku-
lapañcaśataka) passed from Somānanda to Utpaladeva to Lakṣmaṇagupta to Abhinavagupta. Sanderson,
however, argues, contra Torella, that Somānanda was not initiated by the Krama Guru Govindarāja.
Compare Torella 1994: xiv with Sanderson 20071: 352–353 and fn. 405.

157On the presence of the “spirit” of the Krama in the VBh, see Sanderson 20071: 279.
158On the basic scriptural form of the Krama, see Dyczkowski 1987: 117–138. See also Sanderson

1988: 683–684.
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It is nevertheless worth pondering whether and how Somānanda’s under-
standing of Śiva’s activity owes something to the spirit of the Krama scriptures,
or the exegetes of the Krama,159 because Somānanda’s philosophical theology
mirrors two key features of the Krama system. First, Somānanda’s sequence of
powers, nirvṛti, aunmukhya, icchā, jñāna, and kriyā, which proceeds in a manner
that creates all phenomenal existence within consciousness and occurs in both
the act of cosmic creation and in any and every mundane act, echoes the Krama
formulation of a sequence of phases that are associated with both the powers
that create the universe and one’s experience of it. Second, Somānanda further
claims that the powers exist concurrently, as they are always present regardless
of whether they are active or at rest, and this formulation closely parallels the
model of the Krama, which suggests that the sequence of powers unfolds both
sequentially and instantaneously.160 These features, then, strongly suggest the
presence of a Krama influence in the ŚD, even if Somānanda formulates a novel
sequence of powers that clearly reflects his affinity for the Trika.

Beyond these affinities, one can only guess, for now, the extent to which
the Krama influenced Somānanda.161 Two items, in particular, are worthy of
speculation. First, it is intriguing that Utpaladeva, following Somānanda, iden-
tifies a moment of “rest” (viśrānti) prior to and following every cognition, one
in which Śiva appears in his unmanifested potential form.162 If one adds this
state of “rest” to the sequence of powers found in the triad of powers (śak-
titraya), will (icchā), cognition (jñāna), and action (kriyā), one may identify a
tetradic scheme that echos that of the four phases of existence of the Krama,
the one in which the unmanifested is reached in the fourth, “nameless” state.
Of course, the ŚD also identifies a power preceding the śaktitraya, namely nirvṛti,
as we have seen, just as it accounts for a subtlemoment of will, aunmukhya, prior
to the will (icchā) of the Trika triad of powers, both items that are not attested in
the Krama literature. Yet, the post-scriptural Krama is marked by a penchant for
innovation, and the Krama post-scriptural works elaborate on the four phases of
existence in various ways.163 Could this formulation, of the śaktitraya followed
by a moment of “rest,” be a Pratyabhijñā innovation on the Krama, one based in
the Trika? Second, it may be stated briefly that it is worth questioning whether
the thirteen knowledges outlined in the ŚāVi and summarized, above,164 but
found nowhere else, to my knowledge, in the extant primary literature were

159On the various configurations of the phases of existence, the cycles of the Kālīs in the “nameless”
phase, etc., in Krama post-scriptural sources, see Sanderson 20071: 260ff.

160See Dyczkowski 1987: 125.
161I say “for now,” because little of the Kramamaterials has thus far come to light, andmuch scholarly

work remains to be done on the school. I thank an anonymous reviewer of this volume for suggesting
as much.

162See ŚD 1.5–6ab and the Vṛtti on the same.
163Jñānanetra’s Kālikāstotra, for example, identifies six phases of worship that precede the four

phases in question. See Sanderson 20071: 270–272 and 307.
164See notes 23 and 24, above.
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meant somehow to echo the thirteen Kālīs in the fourth, “nameless” phase.165

Regardless, it seems clear, in sum, that Somānanda’s is a work that, while heav-
ily influenced by the Trika, also imports the aforementioned Krama tendencies
into its system.

12. Somānanda and the Śaiva Siddhānta

It is well known that the scriptures of the dualist Śaiva Siddhāntins are clearly
distinguished from the scriptures of the increasingly goddess-centered and
non-dualistic Śākta Śaiva tantras. Yet both the post-scriptural tradition and the
scriptures themselves acknowledge a hierarchy of scripture, one that conceives
of the relationship between the Saiddhāntika and the Śākta Śaiva scriptural
sources in a relative manner. Later scriptural works and traditions regularly con-
sider their own teachings to be superior to what are regarded as the less powerful
traditions that preceded them; and, at the same time, these traditions acknowl-
edge a relative power and legitimacy for the scriptures and schools deemed to
be of a lesser status. Indeed, scriptures of a lesser status are often quoted favor-
ably and are treated as authoritative sources by subsequent traditions and texts.
Somānanda, for his part, took this very approach to the dualist tantras of the
Śaiva Siddhānta.

This may be said to be so because Somānanda favorably quotes Saiddhān-
tika sources in a number of places, implying that they are authoritative works
whose doctrines he must account for in dealing with his opponents’ objec-
tions. At ŚD 3.10–12ab, Somānanda anticipates an objection from his Śākta
opponent, who suggests that Śaiva scripture confirms his position that the
divine feminine in the form of speech is supreme, for so much, the oppo-
nent argues, is said in the Saiddhāntika Kālottaratantra, a dualist scripture
preserved in a number of versions of varying lengths.166 Instead of dismissing
the scripture as a lower revelation, however, Somānanda goes to some length
(ŚD 3.12cd–15ab) to explain that his opponent has misunderstood the Śaiva
position. He follows this by anticipating a second objection based in the KT
(ŚD 3.15cd–16ab), one that suggests that the goddess, as speech, may be under-
stood to be supreme in Śaivism by an inference based on a mention in that
Saiddhāntika scripture of the fact that speech is the means to acquiring the
power of mantras. Somānanda again goes on to refute the claim by contextu-
alizing the statements in the KT, rather than dismissing the scripture outright.
In a word, Somānanda replies to these objections by engaging in an exegesis

165Of course, nothing but the presence of some flavor of the Krama in the ŚD and the numeric
coincidence of thirteen stages in both the nameless and the ŚāVi invite speculation regarding this short
work, whose attribution to Somānanda is highly doubtful. This is to say that this idea involves speculation
on the basis of only the flimsiest of evidence.

166See Goodall 2004: xxv; Goodall 2007: 125–129.
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of Saiddhāntika scripture, this to show their consistency with his position that
Śiva alone, the possessor of the powers, is supreme. He even goes on to cite the
Kālottaratantra favorably (at ŚD 3.63cd), suggesting, according to Utpaladeva,
that Saiddhāntika scripture points to the existence of Śiva-nature in all
beings.

In another place,167 Somānanda refers to a well-known Saiddhāntika dogma,
namely, that the Lord uses the power of māyā to create the universe and uses the
occasion of the equal strength of good and bad karma in the bound individual
to grace him with liberating insight.168 Despite this, he suggests, the Lord may
not be said not to be powerful, or sovereign. The same is true, he suggests, of
Śiva in the Pratyabhijñā, for he subordinates certain powers to superior ones, as
discussed above.

Clearly, then, while Somānanda would have real misgivings with their philo-
sophical dualism, he understands all the scriptures of the Śaiva Siddhānta
that he bothers to mention to be authoritative works against which his own
philosophical theology may be measured. Here, then, is one instance where it
may be said that Somānanda wished to accommodate his presentation of the
Pratyabhijñā to an audience sympathetic to the tantric school most closely align-
ed with orthodox Brahminism and therefore with mainstream Hindu thought
and practice.

13. The Śivadr.s.t.i and the Philosophy of the Grammarians

We now turn to a consideration of Somānanda’s extended and vociferous argu-
ments against Bhartṛhari’s non-dualism. The arguments put forth in the ŚD
focus primarily on the first of three chapters (kāṇḍas) of the VP, and the expla-
nations thereof furnished by Utpaladeva in the ŚDVṛ quote extensively from
the VPVṛ, which, one must note, is attributed in the Pratyabhijñā literature
to Bhartṛhari himself.169 In particular, Somānanda gives a great deal of atten-
tion to VP 1.159, where Bhartṛhari refers to the three levels of speech, paśyantī,
madhyamā, and vaikharī, though he also offers detailed criticism of both VP
1.167ab, which describes paśyantī,170 and Bhartṛhari’s description of Brahman
found in a verse Somānanda identifies as belonging to the Śabdadhātusamīkṣā

167See ŚD 4.4–5.
168For more on this doctrine, and Bhaṭṭa Rāmakaṇṭha’s detailed exposition thereof, see KT

1.20cd–22ab and Bhaṭṭa Rāmakaṇṭha’s Vṛtti on the same. Goodall explains the exegetical skill with which
Rāmakaṇṭha interprets the present verse, in order to make it accord with Sadyojyotis’s account of what
precedes a descent of power. See Goodall 1998: 215–216, fn. 171.

169Considerable differences of opinion remain over the authorship of the principal commentary on
Bhartṛhari’s VP, the VPVṛ, though I agreewith Iyer, as well asGeorgeCardona (personal communication,
2002), that the commentary is likely to have been Bhartṛhari’s and not the work of another author. For
a review of the arguments, see Iyer [1969] 1992: 16–36.

170See ŚD 2.44cd–51.
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(ŚDhāSam), one that happens to be identical to the first stanza of Bhartṛhari’s
Nītiśataka (NŚ).171 Now, because Utpaladeva adopts much of the terminology
of the VP and the VPVṛ, as well as many of the associated conceptual formula-
tions regarding the relationship between the creator and the created universe,
scholars today have been at a loss to explain why Somānanda’s arguments are
so categorical and unforgiving of Bhartṛhari’s system. For the VP and VPVṛ
present a non-dualism that has much in common with the philosophy of the
Pratyabhijñā, particularly Utpaladeva’s formulation thereof.

Indeed, one may fairly ask why Somānanda would object so unyieldingly to
Bhartṛhari’s views when he accepts, mutatis mutandis, many of the fundamental
philosophical premises that, on his own reading, appear in the VP and VPVṛ.
These include: the philosophical non-dualism of those works, which maintain
that all of existence is nothing but the divine (i.e., Brahman),172 who, consisting
of the power of cognition,173 is made up of a consciousness that is all-pervasive,
real,174 and is identified, according to Somānanda, with the very individual
who experiences quotidian life in the manifested universe.175 Somānanda and
Utpaladeva further understand Bhartṛhari to envision the creation of the uni-
verse as a product of this divine consciousness, a creation that is accomplished
through the application of a series of divine powers.176 The VP even refers to the
individual agent as the enjoyer (bhoktṛ) of worldly delights, something Somā-
nanda surely would appreciate.177 And we have already seen that Utpaladeva
adopts Bhartṛhari’s notion that consciousness is a self-reflective power that
reveals itself and its contents simultaneously, this idea being reflected in the for-
mulation of the famous prakāśa-vimarśa pole on which the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ, and all
subsequent Pratyabhijñā philosophy, for that matter, relies so fundamentally.178

In what is perhaps the leading theory to date, Torella has suggested (or at
least he has implied) that Somānanda’s arguments stem from his inadequate
familiarity with Bhartṛhari’s philosophy. The bases for this hypothesis are two.
First, Somānanda is very possibly ignorant of the articulation in the VPVṛ of the
existence of a supreme (parā) formof paśyantī, literally “seeing,” the highest level
of speech in Bhartṛhari’s system, one that is identified with Brahman. Second,
Somānanda seems to have misunderstood the ways in which the VP and VPVṛ

171See ŚD 2.72d–76.
172See ŚD 2.2.
173See ŚD 2.1, 2.2cd, and 2.3.
174See ŚD 2.3. See also ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.2 (which paraphrases VP 1.1), where Utpaladeva paraphrases

VP 1.132 in suggesting that, according to Bhartṛhari, Brahman exists in the form of consciousness that
is supreme speech, called paśyantī.

175See ŚD 2.3ab.
176See, e.g., ŚD 2.9. Compare also VP 1.131ab (vivartate ’rthabhāvena prakriyā jagato yataḥ) to ŚD

1.21d: tataḥ sarvaṃ jagat sthitam.
177See Utpaladeva’s commentary on ŚD 2.3; cf. VP 1.4 and the related passage of the VPVṛ.
178Utpaladeva quotes the term prakāśa as it is used in the VPVṛ in ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.2. See also ŚDVṛ

ad ŚD 2.8cd–11. Finally, see ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.56, where Utpaladeva may be seen to understand Bhartṛhari’s
paśyantī to have prakāśa as its nature.
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described both “nescience” (avidyā) and the manifestation of the divine in the
phenomenal world (vivarta). For, Torella suggests, Somānanda was ignorant of
the fact that Bhartṛhari conceived of nescience as a power of Brahman and not as
an ontologically extraneous entity; and he did not conceive of the manifestation
of the divine in the phenomenal world as involving any sort of de-realization
of Brahman, but rather understood it to involve the extension of Brahman and
none other into the form of the universe itself.179

It is of course possible that Somānanda was insufficiently versed in Bhartṛ-
hari’s œuvre. Indeed, Somānanda does not show any awareness of the con-
tents of the VP beyond the first kāṇḍa, as Torella already noted,180 just as he
was right further to note that VP 3.7.39–41 (from the Sādhanasamuddeśa) articu-
lates a view to which Somānanda himself easily could have subscribed—namely,
that oneness is not the product of a separation from multiplicity, but rather is
the nature of all reality.181 It is further possible, at least, that Somānanda did
not know the philosophy of the grammarians as intimately as did Utpaladeva,
for not only does Somānanda fail to display any familiarity with the contents of
the second and third kāṇḍas of the VP, this contra Utpaladeva, who repeatedly
invokes the later chapters in the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ,182 but there is also no proof that
Somānanda had access to the VPVṛ: Somānanda nowhere quotes or paraphrases
the VPVṛ, while Utpaladeva does so extensively, particularly, as already noted,
in the ŚDVṛ.

On the other hand, just as real differences exist between the monism of the
ŚD and that of the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ, so too is it possible that substantive differences
exist between the monism of the former and that of Bhartṛhari, as Somānanda
clearly believes. Now, it is certain that Somānanda was aware of the very terms
and concepts of the VP and VPVṛ that Utpaladeva found so compelling, in par-
ticular the dual nature of light, the prakāśa-vimarśa pole, which is described in
the first chapter of the VP.183 It therefore strikes one as likely that Somānanda’s
critique of Bhartṛhari stems, in part, at least, from his interpretation of the

179See Torella 1994: xxvi, esp. fn. 37.
180This is so despite Kaul’s suggestion that Somānanda’s understanding of action depends on

Bhartṛhari’s famous definition thereof, which may be found at VP 3.8.4 (see note 164 to the transla-
tion of the first chapter of the ŚD, below). As noted, already (see note 60, above), Patañjali’s definition of
action sufficiently informs Somānanda’s understanding of the same as tomake it unnecessary to assume
he knew Bhartṛhari’s definition. Cf. ĪPVṛad ĪPK 1.2.9 and Torella 1994: 94, fn. 17.

181Ibid. Cf. VP 3.7.39–41: paramārthe tu naikatvaṃ pṛthaktvād bhinnalakṣaṇam / pṛthaktvaikatvarū-
peṇa tattvam eva prakāśate. yat pṛthaktvam asaṃdigdhaṃ tad ekatvān na bhidyate / yad ekatvam asaṃ-
digdhaṃ tat pṛthaktvān na bhidyate. dyauḥ kṣamā vāyur ādityaḥ sāgarāḥ sarito diśaḥ / antaḥkaraṇatattvasya
bhāgā bahir avasthitāḥ.

182On Utpaladeva’s references to the later kāṇḍas of the VP, see Torella 1994: 94, fn. 17; 108, fn. 14;
121, fn. 29; 124, fn. 36; 150, fn. 12; 153, fn. 2; 154, fn. 5; and 164, fn. 8.

183See VP 1.132, which is echoed in ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.2 and 2.8cd0–11. Cf. ŚD 2.14cd–15ab, where
Somānanda mentions (in ŚD 2.15a) the power of reflective awareness (parāmarśa) for which the VP
argues.
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merits of and problems with the grammarian’s philosophical system, rather
than merely from his insufficient understanding of Bhartṛhari’s œuvre.184

On this alternative hypothesis, Somānanda’s various criticisms stem primar-
ily from his desire to defend his particular formulation of the Pratyabhijñā, even
if they reflect the sort of interpretation of the VP and VPVṛ favored by later
Vedāntins, who were influenced by Śaṅkara’s non-dualism, as Torella argues.185

Indeed, while Somānanda focuses many of his various arguments against
Bhartṛhari on the difficulties he perceives the grammarians to have in explain-
ing the relationship between Brahman, conceived of as speech in the form of
paśyantī, and the created universe—I will not here analyze these arguments in
great detail, given that they have already been summarized by both Torella and
Gnoli,186 and, anyway, they appear in full, along with the commentary, in the
translation that follows—all of these arguments arise from Somānanda’s obser-
vation that the grammarians fail to conceive of the power of will in articulating
Brahman’s creative powers.

SOMĀNANDA ’S ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE

GRAMMARIANS’ P A Ś Y A N T Ī

It may be observed that the opening verse of the second chapter of the ŚD
simply and clearly states that the grammarians’ paśyantī is an insufficiently
elevated state to be considered supreme: it is the equivalent of the power of
cognition (jñāna), which in Somānanda’s system is located at the level of the
sadāśivatattva, the third of thirty-six tattvas. On Somānanda’s analysis, the prob-
lem here involves the incapacity of the grammarians’ system to account for the
power of will (icchā) that the agent who sees the universe must exercise if any
cognition is to take place. This he states simply in the closing verses of the second
chapter of the ŚD, where he compares paśyantī’s act of cognition to the potter’s
production of a pot: both require the agent in question to exercise his will prior
to the action in question. Brahman, in the form of paśyantī, must choose to see
the manifested universe, just as the potter must choose to make a pot before
doing so.187 As Utpaladeva’s commentary makes explicit, this act of volition
must accord with the formulation thereof found in the first chapter of the ŚD.188

184It must be noted, however, that these are not mutually exclusive explanations for the cause of
Somānanda’s unyielding critique of Bhartṛhari and “the grammarians,” for it is possible that he both
disagreed with and simultaneously was insufficiently versed in the philosophy of the VP and VPVṛ.

185See Torella 1994: xxvi, fn. 37.
186See Torella 1994: xix–xx; Gnoli 1959: 55–63.
187See ŚD 2.84–88.
188See ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.84–88: evaṃ cecchā darśanakriyāyāḥ pūrvā sthitā, tasyāś cecchāyā

api cittattvasaṃbandhisūkṣmatarollāsam iṣṭajñeyakāryaunmukhyalakṣaṇaṃ vinā prāguktanyāyāt kathaṃ
prasaraḥ, tasyā api cito nirvṛtyaunmukhyecchājñānakriyākramavyavasthāyā yat sāmarasyam ekībhāvaḥ
samāveśaviṣayas tatra vyavasthāvān vyavasthāśrayo ’kramaḥ śivabhaṭṭārakaḥ sthita iti. “In this way, more-
over, the desire is the first condition of the act of seeing, and how could that desire, for its part, come
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This is not possible, however, because the grammarians conceive of Brahman
as paśyantī; and by putting paśyantī at the top of the cosmic hierarchy they leave
insufficient room above her, as it were, for the stages of will that must occur
prior to cognition.

As per Somānanda’s systemof overlapping pairs of powers, themanifestation
of the power of cognition (jñāna) coincides not only with the premanifested form
of the power of action (kriyā), the form of action in posse, as Utpaladeva has indi-
cated,189 but it also must be preceded by the act of will, which on Somānanda’s
view, necessarily must consist of two stages, that of will being fully manifested
as icchā (at which point the power of cognition exists in its potential form) and,
prior to this, a first movement of will, aunmukhya, which, in turn, is the mani-
fested form of the power of delight (nirvṛti) that exists in its potential formwithin
Śiva himself.

Left out of the grammarians’ system, then, is the possibility of locating either
this first movement of will or the agent who exercises it. This is so, Utpaladeva
explains, because even if a supreme, premanifested form of cognition, the form
of cognition in posse, were imagined to exist in Bhartṛhari’s system, this at the
level of the parā form of paśyantī identifiable in Somānanda’s system with
the power of will fully manifested, there is no space, so to speak, for either
the first movement of will (aunmukhya) or the agent who exercises this voli-
tion prior to this pre-manifested phase of cognition. In the nomenclature of the
tattvas, the grammarians may account for a moment prior to cognition, which
is found at the level of the second tattva, the śaktitattva, this being equivalent
to the grammarians’ parā form of paśyantī, but they cannot account for the ini-
tial moment of divine will that initiates the very act of cognition, this occurring,
Utpaladeva suggests, at an interstitial level that is associated with nirvṛti and
aunmukhya, one that is found between the level of the śivatattva and that of the
śaktitattva.190

Thus, in identifying paśyantī with Brahman, Somānanda suggests, the gram-
marians incorporate a subject-object dichotomy between the seer and the object
seen in the very nature of Brahman-as-speech, for such a dichotomy is inherent
in the nature of paśyantī, the nature of “seeing,” this being the literal mean-
ing of the term. Because the existence of such a dichotomy at the level of

forth, in the manner previously explained, in the absence of the extremely subtle joy, characterized by an
eagerness for desired objects of cognition and action, that is connected to the nature of consciousness? As
for that [consciousness], as you know, Śiva Bhaṭṭāraka, being without sequence, is established as the one
possessed of, i.e., as the locus of, the equilibrium—the unity of penetration—of consciousness, abiding
in the sequence or the absence thereof of delight, eagerness, will, cognition, and action.”

189See ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.1, where Utpaladeva quotes the following, heretofore untraced, maxim to sug-
gest that the power of action (kriyā) exists (in potential form) at the level of the sadāśivatattva: jñānakriye
sādākhyam. “Cognition and action exist at what is called the Sāda(-level).”

190See the chart provided in my notes to ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.1, note 10 in the translation of the second
chapter of the ŚD.
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Brahman itself signals a philosophical dualism that Bhartṛhari, of course, would
not accept, Somānanda figures that the universe must either be explained away,
somehow, in order to preserve its unity, or Brahman’s relationship to the uni-
verse must be finessed in some manner or another. This is so because any
contact with the universe of diverse entities would threaten Brahman’s unity,
as it would have to register such diversity in its very being, dividing itself in
doing so. In short, Somānanda analyzes Bhartṛhari’s system in terms of the
fundamental tenet of his own system, and in finding the VP unable to account
for the supremacy of the divine agent, in the form of a willful consciousness,
he develops the many arguments related to the Bhartṛhari’s understanding
of avidyā and vivarta. Indeed, the very prospect of Brahman existing in the
form of speech is off-putting to Somānanda, as speech itself involves the very
sort of subject-object dichotomy that he finds impossible to locate in Brahman
itself.191

BHARTṚHARI ’ S AVIDYĀ AND UTPALADEVA ’S

ABHEDĀKHYĀTI

Turning now to a particular contribution of the ŚDVṛ, one not found in the ŚD
itself, itmay be noted thatUtpaladeva puts forward a unique argument to explain
how one could be ignorant of one’s own identity as Śiva. And one must fur-
ther note that the formulation of this argument stands in direct contrast to the
one Somānanda anticipates Bhartṛhari making for nescience (avidyā). In ŚD
2.34–35, Somānanda considers the possible nature of nescience by analyzing
the term by which it is named. Insofar as nescience impedes one’s awareness
of Brahman’s non-dual nature, he suggests, it must somehow negate, block, or
alter the appearance of Brahman’s true nature (see ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.21cd–22ab;
cf. ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.8cd–11). Nescience involves either the cognition of that which
is not real or the cognition of some entity as something other than it truly is.
In order to perform its function, nescience therefore must somehow exist as
something other than Brahman. A problem arises, however, with the very fact
that nescience is thereby conceived of as other than Brahman, thus producing a
dualism of Brahman, on the one hand, and nescience, on the other.

Somānanda anticipates that the grammarians will have considered this prob-
lem, and ponders the possibility that they understand nescience in a different

191This is to say that I disagree with Torella’s suggestion (1994: xxvi, fn. 38) that Somānanda “essen-
tially pass[es] over” the notion that speech is inherent in all entities, having considered this fact in ŚD
2.19–20. I rather understand Somānanda simply to disagree with Bhartṛhari’s conception of the hierar-
chy of speech, regardless of the levels of subtlety applied to it, as it necessarily involves a level of duality
that is best located at the parāparā level and best associated with Sadāśiva, not Śiva himself. Much of the
balance of the chapter, then, is dedicated to a critique of Bhartṛhari’s very conception of a self-reflexive
speech as supreme, as its very self-reflexivity involves an inherent dualism, however subtle, that can only
be transcended at the level prior to the intention of the agent who speaks.
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manner, as simply the absence of knowledge, as “non-knowledge” (a-vidyā).192

However, this also fails, both Somānanda and Utpaladeva argue, because
such a view of nescience would require something that does not exist, “non-
knowledge” (a-vidyā), to impede something that does exist, Brahman. This is
impossible, because logically speaking something that does not exist, some-
thing that has no form (akiñcidrūpa), cannot do anything at all:193 it would be
astonishing if something that has no real form were able to block something
that does.194

How, then, is it possible for one not to know one’s own identity as Śiva,
according to the Pratyabhijñā, and how can one subsequently “recognize” it?
Utpaladeva’s explanation in the ŚDVṛ, which does not appear, incidentally,
anywhere in the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ, is as follows. That which keeps one from seeing
the multiple universe as what it really is is simply the noncognition (a-khyāti)
of Śiva’s non-duality (a-bheda).195 It is the nonrecognition of the non-duality
that one inevitably sees. Now, while the nomenclature here used echoes that
of the Mīmāṃsaka Prabhākara, who spoke of the nonappearance of difference
(bhedākhyāti), Utpaladeva does not seem to wish to respond to that position, as I
have suggested elsewhere, but rather focuses on developing a theory of error that
is peculiar to the Pratyabhijñā.196 He suggests that the type of error in question
is similar to that of a man who, standing before the woman who loves him after
an absence of many years, gives her no pleasure until the moment she recog-
nizes the man in front of her as her very own: her cognition of him is the same
both prior to and after recognizing him, but the recognition makes all the differ-
ence.197 In the same way, one always and only sees Śiva performing the activity

192That is, Somānanda (ŚD 2.34–35) analyzes the term avidyā etymologically, it being a com-
pound of two terms, vidyā, roughly meaning “knowledge,” prefixed by a negative particle, the so–called
“alpha-privative” (a-). Here, he suggests that the term should be understood as a pure negation
(prasajyapratiṣedha), referring to the absence of knowledge. As outlined, above, he also considers the
possibility that the term is a negative compound that merely indicates what something is not (paryudās-
apratiṣedha), one in other words that suggests that avidyā is something, but what it is is “not-knowledge.”
This he rejects, as already noted, on the grounds that it would require two entities to exist: a knowledge
associated with Brahman-as-paśyantī and something other than this, namely avidyā. See also ŚDVṛ ad
ŚD 2.22cd–23.

193See ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.43–44ab. Though this argument is put forth in the context of
refuting the possibility that individual human bodies divide paśyantī, this because they are
unreal, the general principle articulated there applies in this instance as well. See also ŚDVṛ
ad ŚD 2.30cd–31, where Utpaladeva suggests that the grammarians argue that nescience is not a thing
and, as such, has no nature of its own: avastu punar avidyā niḥsvabhāvā.

194As Utpaladeva put it, “something that has no form [akiñcidrūpa] does not have the power, which
means that it is not possible (for it), to block (anything).” See ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.34–35.

195See ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.1, 1.7cd–8, and 1.11cd–13ab.
196See my forthcoming “Two Pratyabhijñā Theories of Error.” I also examine the development of

this theory in the writings of Abhinavagupta in the same article. See also Rastogi 1986, esp. p. 4, where
he notes that Abhinavagupta is uninterested in Prabhākara’s theory of error, despite the existence of any
terminological affinities.

197This is the example given on ĪPK 4.17.
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that is inherent to his nature as consciousness, and yet one does not always
recognize what one sees.

More important, the noncognition of Śiva’s non-duality has no form (it is
akiñcidrūpa), because it is in reality nothing at all: it is merely the absence of
a cognition.198 There is in reality nothing there, as it were, to negate, block, or
alter one’s awareness of Śiva. Thus, while (according to Somānanda) the gram-
marians understand some entity other than Brahman to be a negative entity,
be it a negation or an absence of the real Brahman, Utpaladeva understands
the very cognition of duality to itself be nothing but an absence of the cognition
of non-duality, or in other words to itself be a nonentity.199 In fact, Utpaladeva
even suggests that the noncognition of Śiva’s non-duality is the very power of
māyā, itself.200 As a consequence, Utpaladeva suggests, the Pratyabhijñā does
not have to explain the ontological status of that which impedes one’s aware-
ness of non-duality. It is simply the absence of the awareness of unity. In either
cognition, of unity or of multiplicity, the object of contemplation is the same,
and nothing changes in the moments prior to and following the recognition of
non-duality. Moreover, the very fact of the noncognition of non-duality is a func-
tion of the very nature of consciousness, which by nature sees diverse forms
in itself. Thus, it is only the one unchanging but dynamic nature of Śiva’s con-
sciousness that one sees. In this way, Utpaladeva offers a detailed and in many
ways compelling explanation for the sort of cognitive error that causes one to
perceive a multiplicity of entities in the universe, where only one entity exists.

ON WHAT DIFFERENTIATES THE TWO SCHOOLS

Somānanda suggests that the grammarians could have avoided the various prob-
lems of dualism arising from their problematic formulation of the relationship
between Brahman and the universe it creates, if they only had chosen to describe
paśyantī as that which sees a subtle entity that is not autonomous from her
own self (ŚD 2.57). But the language of the grammarians points toward a rather
different conception of Brahman-as-speech: not only does the idea of “seeing”
(paśyantī) literally refer to an entity that is fully distinguishable from the object
of sight (something Somānanda takes very seriously);201 but the grammarians
also understand paśyantī as the one inwhomor bywhom sequence is concluded.

198See, e.g., ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.11cd–13.
199Insofar as it is an error, it is impure, but it is nothing at all because it is merely an absence. See

ŚDVṛ ad 1.11cd–13ab: abhedāparāmarśanam eva bhrāntirūpaṃ kutsitam, tac ca na kiñcid akhyātirūpamā-
tratvāt.

200See ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.89–91: māyāśaktyā śivābhedākhyātyā.
201See ŚD 2.81 (also discussed below), where Somānanda suggests that to abandon the meaning of

the term paśyantī is to abandon the notion that she embodies the power of cognition. See also ŚD 2.45cd,
where Somānanda suggests that paśyantī cannot be described as “nondistinct” if she truly is one who
“sees:” to see requires that the agent who sees registers the differences apparent in the diversity of the
object(s) of sight.
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And this, argues Somānanda, implies the existence of dualism: either there are
two moments within her, one with sequence, one without; or there is sequence
in some entity outside of her, which also leads to dualism; or else she has a
sequential nature in one moment and a nonsequential one in a subsequent one,
leading to her having two distinct forms (ŚD 2.50–51). Furthermore, Bhartṛhari
also describes Brahman, in the ŚDhāSam (see ŚD 2.73cd–74ab), as the polar
opposite of the diverse and dualistic universe. For Brahman is there described
as one who is undivided by space, time, and so forth, but one who is known
by one’s own experience, which necessarily must occur in a distinct moment of
time (ŚD 2.74cd–76).

These difficulties, however, do not apply to the Pratyabhijñā’s conception
of the nature of Śiva, we are told, because Somānanda rather understands the
entire world to come forth from Śiva and both in full conformity with his very
form and fully connected to his powers, which operate precisely in the same
manner when appearing in the form of any and every entity in the universe as
they do when appearing in the apparently quiescent form of Śiva himself (ŚD
2.79cd–80). In a word, Somānanda’s strict pantheism, we are told, precludes the
very sort of problems he identifies in Bhartṛhari’s system, but it presupposes
the acceptance of a single agent and his all-important power of will, something
the philosophy of the VP simply cannot accommodate.

14. Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna and His Tattvagarbhastotra

Although Somānanda’s arguments against the grammarians regularly conform
to the conventions of a philosophical register, muchmore strictly, it may be said,
than the first, third, and seventh chapters do, one cannot help but feel that this
philosophical tone, and the spectrum of logical problems Somānanda finds in
the philosophy of the VP, cannot conceal the author’s palpable and emotional
voice in the chapter, one that suggests he had something of a personal stake
in his criticism of Bhartṛhari.202 For even if the grammarian’s philosophy dif-
fers in fundamental ways from that of the ŚD, it seems at least possible that
Somānanda could have seen paśyantī in a more constructive light than he did
(and as Utpaladeva has for Bhartṛhari’s entire philosophical system). Surely,
the idea of “seeing” could accommodate the notion of a subtle consciousness
that knows a subtle entity that is not different from itself, as Somānanda’s
Śiva-as-consciousness is said to do. More important, Somānanda occasionally
transgresses the limits of logic and allows his critique to descend to the level of
invective rhetoric. For example, he suggests that the grammarians must aban-
don the idea that paśyantī embodies any power of cognition if they choose not
to understand the term literally (ŚD 2.81). He even goes so far as to mock

202Torella 1994: xix–xx reads the second chapter similarly.
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the grammarians for venturing outside their field of knowledge—grammar—in
their attempt to tackle philosophical questions associated with the process
of cognition, something that he suggests they have no business addressing
(ŚD 2.72–73ab).203

If the dispute is personal, this is very likely the result of the fact that a tantric
philosophical school close to Somānanda’s Prtayabhijñā employed the philos-
ophy of the grammarians, or something close to it, to justify its system. The
school in question is none other than that of the worshipers of the goddess, the
Śāktas, whom Somānanda criticizes in the third chapter of the ŚD. Indeed, both
the ŚD and the ŚDVṛ make clear that this school understands the goddess in
the form of paśyantī, “seeing,” to be supreme, this over and against the willful
form of Śiva whom Somānanda champions as the highest principle:204 “The
good Śaivas who imagine that speech itself abides in the sequence beginning
with paśyantī prove themselves not to be Śaivas at all.”

That the supremacy of paśyantī is in question is reiterated in a number of
places in the third chapter. Not only does Somānanda mockingly refer to his
opponents there with the term “good” (sat), this in a manner that echoes his
sarcastic references to the grammarians,205 but Utpaladeva also states explicitly
that the “good Śaivas” in question conceive of the universe as appearing in the
form of paśyantī, madhyamā, and vaikharī, the very triadic structure of speech
found in the VP.206 Later in the third chapter, Somānanda himself considers the
possibility that his opponents understand paśyantī to be supreme by virtue of the
fact that she is the means to enlightenment (ŚD 3.15cd–16ab).207 Somānanda
also considers an objection from his Śākta opponents that suggests that Śiva
must be identical with paśyantī insofar as he is experienced in/as the everyday
universe (ŚD 3.30cd), an objection he subsequently and explicitly answers (ŚD
3.85cd–86ab and 3.86cd–88ab). Somānanda even reiterates in the third chapter
that speech (vāc) can be nothing more than an organ of action (karmendriya), a
point he made already in his treatment of the VP in the second chapter.208 There
can be little doubt, then, that Somānanda’s Śākta opponent conceived of the god-
dess in terms rather similar to Bhartṛhari’s paśyantī. Somānanda, in turn, clearly
had this fact in mind when he criticized the philosophy of the grammarians.

203Ibid.
204See ŚD 3.9: śaivaiḥ sadbhir vāca eva paśyantyādikrame sthitāḥ / kalpitās tair aśaivatvam ātmanaḥ

pratipāditam.
205See ŚD 2.8c. This, in turn, echoes Somānanda’s reference to the “honorable grammarians”

(vaiyākaraṇasādhu) in ŚD 2.1c. Cf. ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.8cd–11; cf. ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.1, where Utpaladeva tells
us that Somānanda’s reference to the grammarians as “honorable” (sādhu) is meant to be sarcastic.

206See ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 3.9.
207Note that, although the ŚD makes this reference with a pronoun that, being in compound form,

does not show its gender, Utpaladeva clearly states in his commentary that the entity in question is
paśyantī.

208Compare ŚD 3.10a with ŚD 2.12cd–13ab and ŚD 2.89–91.
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KNOWN AND HERETOFORE UNIDENTIF IED PASSAGES

OF THE TATTVAGARBHASTOTRA

The identity of Somānanda’s Śākta opponent may be stated clearly, even if
his identity must be established by inference. He can be none other than one
Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna.209 This is known because Utpaladeva quotes a verse from
a lost work that may nevertheless be identified as an excerpt of the Tattvagarb-
hastora (TGSt) of Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna (ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 3.1), because Rājānaka Rāma
cites the same passage in his commentary on the SpKā, the Spandavivṛti (SpVi).
In doing so, he refers to the name of the work in question, but without naming
the author. Elsewhere, however, Utpaladeva tells us (in his commentary on ŚD
1.13cd–17) that a Tattvagarbhastotra was authored by Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna.210

The verse in question (here labeled TGSt passage #1) is the following:211 “We
worship you constantly, Ambā, you who are the supreme mother, the form of
limitless light, the one whom people call ‘Śiva.’” Notably, the verse suggests that
“Śiva” is a name for the goddess, a statement Somānanda will counter (in ŚD
3.4–5ab) by suggesting that her’s must be an alternative name for Śiva if the
Śāktas are to avoid the philosophical problem of an infinite regress. Apart from
this, namely, that Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna understands the goddess to be supreme,
however, the passage reveals little of the author’s philosophical or theological
disposition.

Two additional passages of the TGSt have been identified to date, both of
which are quoted in the SpVi. The first (TGSt passage #2) is the following:212

“O Śivā, (You are variously called) consciousness expansion and the like when,
Mother, the empowered state which is the ‘subtle swelling’ (of consciousness)

209It is of real interest, then, that Somānanda identifies the same Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna as a “great
man” who refers in his own writings to something akin to aunmukhya as a “minimal swelling” (kiñ-
ciducchūnatā). How could Somānanda refer to the one who is the object of his scorn in the third chapter
of the ŚD in such a laudatory manner in the first? The simplest answer to this question is to understand
Somānanda to be sarcastic in the first chapter. We know that he mocks the grammarians and his Śākta
opponents by hurling compliments at them, as he refers to them as “honorable” (sādhu) ones (ŚD 2.1)
and as “good” (sat) people (ŚD 2.8cd, ŚD 3.9) in the second and third chapters. I propose that the present
reference should be understood in the same spirit: Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna is “great” (mahat) insofar as he
fails properly to account for the power of will, as he, like the grammarians, fails to understand the nature
of Śiva’s fundamental power; at the same time, the existence of the first movement of Śiva’s very will,
aunmukhya, is signaled by Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna himself in what we label passage #1 of his Tattvagarbhas-
tora (TGSt), about which see below. Also, as Utpaladeva makes clear, Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna understands
this “minimal swelling” to be associated with śakti, the goddess as power, meaning that it must arise
from Śiva. See ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 3.1.

210Dyczkowski 1992: 53 was the first to associate the third chapter of the ŚD with the writings of
Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna, followed by Torella 1994: xiv, and, most recently, Sanderson 20071: 418, n. 629.

211The Sanskrit reads: yasyā nirupadhijyotīrūpāyāḥ śivasaṃjñayā / vyapadeśaḥ parāṃ tāṃ tvām ambāṃ
nityam upāsmahe. The translation is based on Dyczkowski’s, for which see Dyczkowski 19921: 123.

212The Sanskrit reads: kiñciducchūnatāpatter unmeṣādipadābhidhāḥ / pravartante tvayi śive śaktitā
te yadāmbike. The translation is Dyczkowski’s (19921: 123). It appears that kiñciducchūnatāpatti is a
bahuvrīhi compound referring to the goddess as “one possessed of the arising of a subtle swelling, etc.”



70 The Ubiquitous Śiva

prevails within You (and, like a seed, You are about to issue forth as the sprout
of creation).” The second (TGSt passage #3) reads as follows:213 “O Śivā, those
who know (the one) reality have said that Sadāśiva is Your state and experience
when You unfold in the form of knowledge and action. The category Īśvara, full
of activity, manifests when You, as the power of knowledge, recede to abeyance
and are manifest as action. O Supreme One, when You are propense (to giving
rise to) phenomenal existence and the power of knowledge is exalted, You are
said to be Vidyā.”

In the effort to adduce what one may of Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna’s philosophi-
cal vision from this pair of excerpts, let us examine the second passage (TGSt
passage #3), first. This passage of the TGSt clearly invokes the model of the
tattvas of the “pure road” (the śuddhādhvan), these being the sadāśiva-, the
īśvara-, and the śuddhavidyā-tattvas, which reflects the standard formulation of
the thirty-six tattva model. More important, the passage in question conforms
with Utpaladeva’s understanding (found both in his commentary on ŚD 2.1 and,
as Rājānaka Rāma noted in his SpVi, on ĪPK 3.1.1–4) of the manner in which
the powers correlate to the tattvas: the powers of cognition and action (the lat-
ter presumably in a seminal form) are found at the level of Sadāśiva, while the
power of cognition recedes and the power of action becomes predominant at
the level of Īśvara. Finally, at the level of (Śuddha-)Vidyā the power of cogni-
tion is again raised to a primary level, this because the level in question is the
one at which the universe begins to be manifested and therefore emerges as
the object of cognition. This tells us little more than that Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna
subscribed to a vision of the tattvas that accords with the conventional formula-
tion thereof.

The first of the two passages (TGSt passage #2), in turn, is the one to which
Utpaladeva refers in his commentary on ŚD 1.13cd–17. And it adds little to our
understanding of the author’s philosophical vision. The only item of real note in
the text is the author’s use of the term unmeṣa, which is common in the Spanda
literature but absent in the ŚD and refers to the opening of the eyes and the
concomitant expansion of consciousness in the form of the created universe.

In addition to these three passages, a close reading of the ŚDVṛ suggests the
presence of other, heretofore unidentified, passages of the TGSt, or some work
closely related to it. This is found inUtpaladeva’s commentary on ŚD 3.9, a verse,
as noted above, in which we are told of a group of “good” Śaivas who think of
speech as existing in a sequence beginning with paśyantī. Utpaladeva explains
that the Śāktas in question conceive of speech as a sequence of stages called
paśyantī, madhyamā, and vaikharī, and they consider it to be the universe itself

213The Sanskrit reads: jñānakriyāsvarūpeṇa pravṛttāyās tu te śive / sadāśivatvaṃ jagadur bhogāhvaṃ
tattvavedinaḥ. guṇībhūtajñaśaktis tvaṃ vyaktībhūtakriyātmikā / yadā tadaiśvaraṃ tattvaṃ vyaktatām eti
vṛttimat. pravṛttāv unmukhībhūtā bhaves tvaṃ parame yadā / jñānaśaktis tadodārā vidyā tvaṃ parigīyase.
Again, the translation is Dyczkowski’s, for which see Dyczkowski 19921: 123.
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(viśvātmatā). Identifying these “good” Śaivas with the author of the verse we
have labeled TGSt passage #1, Utpaladeva goes on to suggest that these same
ones who “espouse the doctrine of (the supremacy of) śakti” (śaktivādins), say
something else as well, namely, what is contained in two passages said to stand
at the beginning and the end of a longer excerpt from a work that was uttered
by the same śaktivādin(s) as the one(s) who subscribe(s) to the views expressed
in TGSt passage #1. It seems highly likely, then, that the two passages were
selected from the same TGSt of Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna, or perhaps from another of
that author’s works, and certainly from a closely related work of the same Śākta
school. I propose, then, tentatively to label them TGSt passages #4a* and #4b*,
respectively.214 They may be translated as follows:

TGSt passage #4a*: “As long as the individual does not partake in the expan-
sion of consciousness [unmeṣa], he does not relate to the object; and wemaintain
that the expansion of consciousness [unmeṣa] is an action, and an action must
have a variegated form.”215

TGSt passage #4b*: “Having abandoned the fixed condition of its own true
nature, the level (in question) is (nevertheless) not different from that [nature],
O Śivā, in which exists the subtle form of speech the visibility of which is not yet
full-grown.”216

Difficult as they are to interpret without any context, these passages offer
slight additional information on Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna’s philosophy. What we have
labeled TGSt passage #4a* signals both the presence of the notion of the expan-
sion of consciousness associated with the act of opening one’s eyes (unmeṣa)
and the notion that action is of a “variegated form” (nānārūpā), this likely being
a reference to the grammarians’ famous definition of action, mentioned above.
What we have labeled TGSt passage #4b*, in turn, refers to a subtle form ofman-
ifested speech that is apparently difficult to recognize. The passage also seems
to indicate that a certain continuity exists in the nature of existence, from the
“fixed condition” of some apparently transcendental state to the condition of
the manifested one. It is not entirely clear what precisely Utpaladeva finds in
the present passage that contradicts the position of the Pratyabhijñā, though he
might have found unacceptable this suggestion, namely, that any abandonment
of “the fixed condition of its nature” is possible. It is also possible, and perhaps
rather more likely, that Utpaladeva wished to indicate that Somānanda objected
to the notion that the universe is manfiested in the form of speech, which is

214An anonymous reviewer of the present manuscript suggested that the present passages could be
quotations of a tantric scriptural source, something that is of course possible. The passages are offered
without attribution, but only with the indication that their contents are consonant with the writings of
Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna. It therefore bears reiterating that my attribution of these passages to the lost TGSt
is provisional, as I have indicated above.

215The Sanskrit reads as follows: ...yāvan nonmeṣabhāg aṇuḥ / na tāvad arthe varteta sa conmeṣaḥ kriyā
matā. kriyā ca nānārūpaiva...

216The Sanskrit reads as follows: svasvabhāvasthitiṃ muktvā tasmān nānyāsti sā daśā / śive yasyā na
vāgrūpaṃ sūkṣmam aprāptasaṃnidhi.
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the core message conveyed by what we have labeled TGSt passage #4b*. After
all, the balance of the third chapter of the ŚD, along with the commentary, is
devoted to the repudiation of precisely this point of view: that the universe is a
manifestation of the goddess, of śakti, in the form of speech.

In sum, the extant passages of the TGSt suggest that their author, Bhaṭṭa
Pradyumna, was a worshiper of the goddess who was familiar with the Spanda
school, was familiar with the philosophy of the grammarians, and accepted
the Trika-based theory of thirty-six tattvas so common in the philosophy of the
Pratyabhijñā. Apart from these details, little more can be ascertained from the
extant fragments of the TGSt quoted in the ŚDVṛ and Rājānaka Rāma’s SpVi,
however. And what is extant of the TGSt suggests that the most substantive
difference between this work and those of the Pratyabhijñā involves precisely
the concern addressed in the third chapter of the ŚD, namely, the purported
supremacy of the goddess, in the form of speech, over and above Śiva.

BHAṬṬA PRADYUMNA AS PŪRVAPAKṢIN, AND SOMĀNANDA ’S

ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE ŚĀKTAS

The crux of Somānanda’s disaffection with the philosophy of the Śāktas is
straightforward: power and the possessor of power are inextricably linked (ŚD
3.2cd–3, 3.6cd, 3.7ab, 3.7cd–8), and theremust be an agent who wields the power
or powers in question. If the Śāktas refer to the one who wields this power as a
feminine entity called “power” (śakti), they must understand her to be the pos-
sessor of the power she wields, and as such she is conceptually identical with
Somānanda’s understanding of Śiva (ŚD 3.1, 3.2ab). Otherwise, there would be
an infinite regress of śaktis, empowered ones, whomust wield a power to accom-
plish their desired ends (ŚD 3.4–5ab). In a word, if she is supreme, then she, like
Śiva, is the possessor of power (śaktimat) (ŚD 3.5cd–6ab). Indeed, the very nature
of Śiva (śivarūpatva) consists of being thoroughly imbued with one’s own pow-
ers (svaśaktyāveśanātmaka), and this condition, moreover, exists equally in Śiva
as it does in any manifested entity (ŚD 3.17, 3.18ab, 3.18cd–20), something that
simply cannot be said for speech, as can be proven by a careful examination of
what is said in scripture (ŚD 3.10–15ab). This is so, moreover, even if speech is
considered the means to enlightenment (ŚD 3.15cd–3.16). The Śāktas therefore
show themselves not to be good Śaivas when they conceive of the universe as
being comprised of speech, which is merely an organ of action in Śaivism.

Put differently, Somānanda brooks no argument with those who worship the
goddess as supreme, so long as they understand the goddess to be identical
with Śiva himself, the two, Śiva and his powers, being utterly indistinguishable
per Somānanda’s thoroughly explained pantheism. Because the very powers
that create the universe are in no way different from Śiva, then, to worship
power (śakti), the goddess, as supreme, is a perfectly legitimate form of devo-
tion, according to Somānanda. Those, by contrast, who believe the goddess to be
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absolutely supreme, this to the exclusion of the supremacy of Śiva, must answer
to Somānanda’s searing critique.

The various counterarguments presented by Somānanda’s opponent (the
pūrvapakṣin), which are proposed at some length (see ŚD 3.21–32), are subse-
quently considered in the balance of the third chapter, beginning on ŚD 3.33ab.
While there is no need here to examine all of these various objections, since
they appear in the translation that follows, a number of them both parallel and
clarify the nature of various concerns Somānanda expressed in opposing the
philosophy of the grammarians, and they are therefore worthy of further con-
sideration here.

First, ŚD 3.21cd–22ab presents a counterargument that suggests that Śiva-
nature changes and registers diversity within itself, much as Somānanda
suggested of the grammarians’ paśyantī in various places.217 This, in turn, neces-
sitates the existence of a real transformation in Śiva, just asmilk transforms into
curds, meaning that purity, impurity, and so forth, necessarily must exist there.
Second, ŚD 3.25cd calls into question the reason Śiva manifests himself as the
universe, because in doing so he creates a world in which the individual cannot
help but commit impure acts, this by walking on Śiva, and so forth. Somā-
nanda of course directed the same line of questioning toward the grammarians,
arguing in ŚD 2.25cd–26ab and 2.26cd–28ab that they could not explain why
Brahman creates the universe. Third, ŚD 3.26ab suggests that Somānanda’s
position contradicts the settled opinions of other philosophical schools, as well
as of Somānanda’s own system, an accusation Somānanda levels against the
grammarians (concerning their contravention of the philosophy of the Sāṅkhya
and Yoga schools) in ŚD 2.15cd–16ab, 2.16cd–17, 2.18–20ab, and concerning all
philosophical schools in ŚD 2.82–83.

Fourth, ŚD 3.26cd questions the nature of bondage and liberation, just as ŚD
2.69cd–71 questioned whom the uttering of correct speech would lead to heaven
and liberation. Fifth, ŚD 3.27–28ab suggests that there is no reason for teach-
ings, a guru, and so forth, if everyone is inherently free, as Somānanda’s strict
pantheism would require, just as ŚD 2.65cd–67ab and 2.67cd–68ab called into
question the value of pedagogy, given the grammarians’ conception of paśyantī
as omnipotent and omnipresent. Finally, Somānanda’s Śākta opponent explic-
itly equates Śiva-nature with paśyantī in ŚD 3.30cd, this on the basis of the fact
that it is experienced, an argument that Somānanda crafted in identical terms
to oppose the grammarians’ paśyantī in ŚD 2.55 and 2.56.

The responses to these objections, then, serve further to distinguish Somā-
nanda’s “settled opinion” (siddhānta) from that of the grammarians. Reply-
ing to the first objection (ŚD 3.21cd–23c)—that real change occurs in Śiva,
requiring him to have amultiple nature—Somānanda argues, as we have already

217See esp. ŚD 2.45cd. Cf. ŚD 2.38, 2.40–41ab, 2.46–47ab, 2.47cd–48ab, and 2.48cd–49.
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seen,218 that a real change in Śiva would be necessitated by his being either
a coarse (sthūla) or even a subtle (sūkṣma) entity, but so much is not required
when he is akin to the yogin who creates phenomena in his consciousness at
will (ŚD 3.33cd–34). The present argument thus adds some nuance to the idea
already expressed in ŚD 1.18, namely, that Śiva creates real entities that are inher-
ent in him (Somānanda being, in other words, an adherent of the satkāryavāda,
the doctrine that the effect of action is inherent in its cause), but it is not possi-
ble to differentiate the nature of the effect from that of the cause immediately
upon the creation of the former, just as milk is appropriately called “milk”
immediately after it falls from the cow’s udder.

Creation, in other words, is not material, but is made of consciousness, one
that immediately creates its effects of itself and within itself, at the very will of
Śiva the yogin. Śiva’s nature is not changed in creation, then, but through his
will he simply manifests the reality of which he conceives, immediately upon
conceiving of it (ŚD 3.35–36ab); and this exercise of will does not divide Śiva’s
nature in any way, just as the yogin who imagines a fourfold army is not him-
self divided by doing so (ŚD 3.36cd–39). Nothing that is created, moreover, is
inert (jaḍa), absent the power of consciousness described as Śiva himself (ŚD
3.40–42ab). His nature exists in the apparently diverse entities as much as gold
appears equally in a tiara or a golden spittoon: gold is gold, whether it exists in
an impure form or a pure one, just as fire is fire, even if it appears in the house
of an outcaste person (ŚD 3.42cd–47), as discussed above. The world, then, is in
no way the appearance of nescience (avidyā), because Śiva himself exists in the
form of the universe (ŚD 3.48–49ab). Thus, Somānanda concludes, responding
to the accusation that Śiva creates a world of impurity for no apparent reason (ŚD
3.25cd), the universe is not impure at all, because the effect is inherent in the
cause according to the satkāryavāda, and Śiva is himself pure (ŚD 3.49cd–51ab).
The world simply does not arise from a material cause, and so there is no need
to explain the nature and quality of any material product that might be said to
make up the universe, for it is only Śiva’s consciousness itself (ŚD 3.51cd–53ab),
and nothing new is created in the universe that does not exist in Śiva’s so-called
quiescent state, which is, as we have seen, a state of activity as much as is any
action of cognition (ŚD 3.57–59).

Bondage and liberation, then, are not distinguished, because Śiva-nature
exists equally in both (ŚD 3.68cd–69; 3.72). They exist only insofar as one sees,
or fails to see, one’s true nature (ŚD 3.70), for there is no occasion when a
real, liberating perception interrupts an unreal, binding one (ŚD 3.71). The
teacher, the teaching, and the learned works written by Somānanda and oth-
ers, then, however much one might wish to question their use in a world in
which everything is Śiva (Somānanda imagines that the opponent reiterates
the objection of ŚD 3.27–28ab on ŚD 3.73–74ab), exist merely by Śiva’s will

218See supra, section 5.
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(ŚD 3.74cd–76ab), for the distinction of erroneousness from truthfulness is
conventional, while Śiva’s nature encompasses both (ŚD 3.76cd–78ab).

This view, moreover, cannot be said to contradict the settled opinions of
other, authoritative schools of thought, as the gamut of scriptures describe the
divine as both empowered and active (ŚD 3.63–68ab). In short, Somānanda
argues that Śiva-nature cannot be equated with the nature of the paśyantī of
the grammarians, as is suggested in ŚD 3.30cd, because Śiva, unlike paśyantī,
sees all the entities in a single mass, devoid of distinctions of time, space, class
of entity, and so forth, this in the manner of a perfume vendor, who smells
all the various perfumes at once, delighting in them all simultaneously (ŚD
3.85cd–86ab). There is therefore no separation of the agent from the object in
the act of cognition, as there necessarily is in any cognition conceived of in terms
of a “seeing” one (paśyantī), for all of the various entities one experiences are pri-
marily and always a part of Śiva himself. Even the moment of “rest” following
any cognition is imbued with Śiva’s various powers, for there is no separation
anywhere of Śiva-nature from the objects of cognition (ŚD 3.86cd–88ab). There
simply can be no moment when the will is inactive, because there must always
be a desire to experience, even if no external entity, but only one’s sense of self,
is experienced (ŚD 3.90cd–91ab).

In a particularly important counterargument, the Śākta opponent asks
Somānanda how Śiva can produce an effect that in turn is possessed of the very
same power of will as was Śiva: should not this power of will have been “left
behind,” as it were, at the level of the cause, rather than being reconstituted
in the effect of action, one that is the very object of cognition toward which Śiva
directed his will (ŚD 3.31)?Will simply arises, Somānanda replies, as Śiva wishes
it to do. The cycle is endless. The powers are eternally existent and function sim-
ply as Śiva wishes, because Śiva’s willful consciousness regularlymanifests itself
in a form that is identical with Śiva’s form. This is to say that the fact that the
powers are eternal, the fact that they always function, stems from the fact that
it is their nature continually to manifest reality (ŚD 3.92cd–93ab). At the same
time, will is entirely free, meaning it can create whatever it likes, without limi-
tation (ŚD 3.94cd–95ab). This is simply the nature of Śiva’s activity, and, unlike
the grammarians’ paśyantī, there is no need for any extrinsic cause, nor any need
to explain the relationship of Śiva to any apparently or truly external objects of
cognition, as this form of dynamic will is simply Śiva himself in all his power.

Śiva’s power of will, then, which initiates all cognition and action, forever
renews itself. The powers simply emerge in accordance with their nature.
The powers in esse are identical with the powers in posse because there is no
distinction between the nature of the entity consciousness creates and the con-
sciousness that created it: both are unlimited, replete with the unlimited form of
delight (nirvṛti), and yet both simultaneously direct their delight to the desired
objects, according to Śiva’s very will. Thus, the series of causes is endless. Will,
conceived in this manner, is clearly central to Somānanda’s pantheism, then,
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for it is manifested in every action and cognition, and thus in every entity in the
universe, this in a sort of cascading bricolage of will, apparent in any and every
entity. The peculiarly tantric nature may therefore be seen in this fundamental
element of Somānanda’s thought: this is a path of power, rather than one of
purity, for all of existence involves the exercise of power, always beginning with
will.219 Somānanda’s fascinating sequence of overlapping pairs of powers, then,
places the power of will at the center of all existence, as it essentially equates
existence with willful action, the powers in posse with the powers in esse, the
ontic with the ontological, Śiva with the very powers that constitute and create
the universe, and, thus, Śiva with all the universe.

According to Somānanda, then, the Śākta vision of the goddess is flawed
for the same reasons that the grammarians’ paśyantī cannot explain the nature of
the supreme. Just as there is no “room” for the power of will in the philosophy of
the grammarians, there is similarly no place for it in Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna’s vision
of a supreme goddess in the form of paśyantī. She is, for Somānanda, a form of
“seeing” that is neither supreme nor free, because her very nature assumes the
existence of true differences between the agent and object of cognition, and she
is in no way conceived as the willful possessor of power who directs all activity
and all existence by her very nature, as is Śiva. These, of course, are fatal flaws,
on Somānanda’s view.

15. Conclusions: Somānanda’s Śivadr.s.t.i and the Emergence
of the Pratyabhijñā

It is clear from our survey of the various contemporaneous tantric schools and
authors that Somānanda’s view was decidedly his own, and it had a legacy in
the highly influential tradition of the Pratyabhijñā that is characterized more
by its having set the tone and shaped the spirit of Pratyabhijñā ideas than in
guiding the particular philosophical and argumentative strategies of the authors
who followed Somānanda. The ŚD may be said to be constituted by a combi-
nation of Trika ideas, in particular the Trika triad of powers, icchā, jñāna, and
kriyā, with the Vijñānavādin’s notion of existence in the form of willful con-
sciousness, a combination grafted onto the thoroughly Hindu notion of the
existence of a single divine agent, Śiva in this case, who creates the universe out
of himself. Utpaladeva turned away from the peculiarly Trika terminology and
theological formulations represented in the ŚD, while simultaneously embrac-
ing wholeheartedly the philosophical register and engaging more extensively
and explicitly the theory of consciousness found in the theories of the Buddhist
Vijñānavādins and the Buddhist epistemologist Dharmakīrti in particular. And

219On the famous distinction of purity from power, see Sanderson 1985.
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while the supremacy of Śiva is preserved in the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ, the intuitive and
flowing nature of Somānanda’s strict pantheism is lost in the reformulation.
For while the philosophy of Utpaladeva’s works is clearly more sophisticated
and subtle than that of the ŚD, Śiva in Utpaladeva’s panentheism seems fur-
ther removed from our own thoughts, actions, and perceptions, a little more
difficult to reach, to experience, than is the Śiva of the ŚD. Is this the philo-
sophical price of bringing the Pratyabhijñā to a wider audience, something
Somānanda did not intend to do? Did the more strictly philosophical register
of the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ, which proved itself to be more appropriate than Somā-
nanda’s partly theological, partly philosophical style for the propagation of this
new school of thought, demand such a reformulation of Somānanda’s strict
pantheism?

Whatever we know of Somānanda’s system, it is clear that more than just
a little is lost of the full contours of the opponents against which Somānanda
directed his invective. We of course know very little about Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna,
aside from what may be culled from the handful of quotations recovered from
his TGSt and what Somānanda himself tells us of him. And, more generally,
the materials here surveyed suggest the presence of a rather pervasive and deep
influence of both the philosophy of the grammarians and that of the Buddhist
idealists in the extant tantric writings of the early tenth century, influences the
full impact of which has yet to be mapped, and perhaps cannot be mapped fully,
bymodern scholars of Indian religions. For the influence of both of these schools
is seen across a number of the tantric schools surveyed in the present Introduc-
tion. With regard to the grammarians, they not only play a major role in the ŚD
(and, after this, in the ĪPK and all the subsequent Pratyabhijñā literature), as has
been known for some time, as well as in the philosophy of the Śāktas, as shown
here, but even the VBh contains the same half-verse of theMBh that Somānanda
quotes in the course of summarizing Bhartṛhari’s philosophy (ŚD 2.10cd).220 As
for the Buddhists, the influence of the Vijñānavāda and of Dharmakīrti on the
Pratyabhijñā has been known for some time, as has the influence of the for-
mer on the Spanda School, and the notion that all entities must be pervaded by
will, fused by Somānanda with the Vijñānavāda theory of consciousness, may
also be found in the VBh. Indeed, as we already noted, the 105th verse of that
Trika scripture refers to the volition and conscious awareness of all entities, a
postulation fused by Somānanda with the Vijñānavāda theory of consciousness
on which Somānanda so heavily depended.

The degree, then, to which these tantric schools interacted with both
Bhartṛhari and the Buddhists remains a subject for further study. We have
in the surviving materials only fragments of this intellectual history; but the
fragments we have help to inform what is an indisputably intricate and fascinat-
ing picture, one that in this instance illustrates the impassioned and inspired

220The verse is MBh (Śāntiparvan) 12.224.60cd, echoed in part in VP 1.22cd and found in VBh 38cd.
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vision of a Śaiva theologian and philosopher whose arguments are more than
polemical remonstrations of the grammarians and the goddess-worshipers who
were inspired by them. For Somānanda’s is a novel and constructive theological
vision that is based in the Trika scriptures and influenced by the Krama, a tantric
vision that offers a robust philosophical explanation of the nature of god, reality,
and our full identity with both.



About the Edition and the Translation

16. The Manuscripts of the Śivadr.s.t.i

MANUSCRIPTS CONSULTED

In addition to the readings of the KSTS edition of the text (Ked.), I have con-
sulted six manuscripts in preparation of the present edition of the ŚD and
ŚDVṛ, chapters one through three.

T

This is the manuscript of Trivandrum University, number 5854-H. The manu-
script is a palm-leaf text in fair to poor condition. It is frayed at the edges and
shows pieces of text broken off at the tops and bottoms of the folios. It is worm-
eaten in a number of places. The text is written in GranthaMalayalam script in a
clear hand, with approximately 95 characters per line, and it regularly records 11
lines per folio. The text is written on both sides of the palm leaf. The manuscript
records the mūla only, with the exception that it also records the first of the
three invocatory verses of the commentary, but it breaks off in the middle of ŚD
7.50a, where the scribe stopped copying the text. The readings are largely, but
not entirely, free of errors and corruptions.

C

This is the manuscript of the Calcutta Sanskrit College, CS 3, 153. The text is
entitled The Śivadṛṣṭi of Durvāsamuni. The manuscript is written in devanāgarī
script and is made of country paper measuring approximately 6 inches by 9
inches. The text is written on both sides of the paper, recording 40–50 characters
per line, 12 lines per side. Numbering 21 double-sided folios in length, it includes
the complete text of the mūla only. The maṅgala reads: śrīgaṇeśāya namaḥ.
The first folio of the manuscript (folio 1r.) reads the following in large, cen-
tered script: ślokasaṃkhyā: 825 // atha śivadṛṣṭi. prāraṃbhaḥ. pṛṣṭhasaṃ(khyā):
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18 // adhyāya: 1-7. (Thus, the MS begins its record of the text on folio 1v.) The
MS is in good condition but is very corrupt and is full of lacunæ.

G

This is the Göttingen manuscript. Niedersächsische Staats- und Universitäts-
bibliothek, number: Cod.Ms.Sanscr.Vish 5 (11). It is a paper manuscript written
in śāradā script. Judging from the microfilmed copy provided by the library, it
measures approximately 8 inches by 10 inches. I am unsure as to whether or not
the text is written on both sides of the folios, as I have only seen the microfilmed
copy. It records 16 lines per folio and 17-21 characters per line. Numbering
150 folios in length, it includes Somānanda’s mūla as well as Utpaladeva’s
commentary, beginning with ŚD 1.1 and up to the commentary on 4.73cd–75.
The maṅgala reads: (Auspicious Symbol) svasti. śrīdevyai siddhidātryai namaḥ.
śrīgaṇapataye namaḥ. oṃ. The MS is in good condition, and its readings are
mostly correct.

J

This is the Jammu manuscript, owned by the Raghunāth Mandir Library,
Jammu. The text is written in śāradā script on birchbark, measuring approxi-
mately 5 1/2 inches by 8 inches per folio. Numbering 142 folios in length, the
manuscript is written in a clearly legible hand, but is fraying at the edges and
is very fragile. It records approximately 17 characters per line and 18 lines per
folio. The manuscript includes the mūla and Utpaladeva’s commentary up to
ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 4.73cd–75, where the text ends at precisely the same point as does
the commentary in the KSTS edition. The maṅgala reads simply: oṃ. The MS is
very correct in its readings. It includes some marginal notes, particularly in the
first chapter, which are also written in śāradā script. It marks intermittently,
with an unidentified mark, the completion of portions of the commentary,
or of portions of the mūla, particularly in the third chapter. Stein (1894: 225)
has suggested that the manuscript may be dated to (Vikrama)Saṃvat 1680
(= 1624/5 C.E.).

P

This is the Pune manuscript. Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, number:
805 of 1891–95. The manuscript is written in devanāgarī script and is made of
country paper measuring approximately 8 inches by 12 inches. The text is writ-
ten on only one side of the paper, recording 25–30 characters per line, 27 lines
per folio. Numbering 56 folios in length, it includes the mūla and Utpaladeva’s
commentary, beginningwith ŚD 1.1 and up to the first line of the commentary on
ŚD 4.64cd–66. The maṅgala reads: śrīgaṇeśāya namaḥ. oṃ. The MS is in excel-
lent condition. It is alsowitness to a number of correctionswritten in a later hand
in what appears to be a ballpoint pen. These corrections are added to those of
the copyist, who makes a number of corrections to the manuscript, apparently
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in the course of copying the work. Subsequent to the corrections recorded in
ballpoint pen, the readings of the manuscript mostly support those of Ked..

R

This is the manuscript of the Rajasthan Oriental Research Institute, Jodhpur.
The text is recorded in devanāgarī script on country paper measuring approx-
imately 5 1/2 inches by 8 inches. The text is recorded on both sides of 44
double-sided folios in a clear hand and regularly records 21 characters per line
and 24 lines per folio in a style whose consistency resembles that of printed text.
The mūla as well as Utpaladeva’s commentary are recorded in full to the com-
mentary on ŚD 4.64cd–66, where it breaks off mid-sentence. It opens with the
maṅgala: oṃ śrīgaṇeśāya namaḥ. The manuscript is in excellent condition and
its readings are reliably correct.

OTHER ŚIVADṚṢṬI MANUSCRIPTS

Aside from these six manuscripts, two other manuscripts also have some
bearing, albeit indirectly, on the present edition. These are the manuscripts
consulted by Kaul in the production of the KSTS edition (Ked.), including the
following:

1. The Srinagar manuscript. This is a śāradā manuscript of the ŚD and ŚDVṛ
in the Research Library, Srinagar. The details of this manuscript are recorded in
the introduction to the KSTS edition of the text (see Kaul edition 1934: i–ii). It
would be highly desirable to see this manuscript, but all of my efforts to obtain a
copy failed, due in no small part to the current political instability in the Kashmir
Valley.

2. The second is the manuscript of the Government Oriental Research
Library, Madras. This begins on folio 79a ofmanuscript number 15323 of the col-
lection. It is a complete transcription of the ŚD, without the commentary. When
I went to view this manuscript in the Government Oriental Research Library,
I was shown a work written in Telugu script that was copied into a modern,
twentieth-century ruled and bound “copy-book.” The manuscript is in excellent
condition, but obviously it is quite a recent production. Seeing that it is clearly
a late copy, I decided not to collate the readings found therein. It is worth not-
ing, however, that Kaul, in his introduction to Ked., mentions that he based his
edition on two manuscripts, the aforementioned Srinagar manuscript and the
transcription of a copy of the text housed in the Egmore Manuscripts Library,
Madras. (See Kaul edition 1934: i.) It is not possible that the modern copybook
manuscript is the one to which Kaul refers in Ked., as his report states that the
manuscript in question is a source text of the ŚD that is housed in the Egmore
Library, and is not merely a copy of it. I was not able to locate any premodern
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manuscript in the Madras Library collection, however, after visits to both the
Egmore Manuscripts Library located near the Egmore train station in Madras
and the Government Oriental Research Library on the campus of the University
of Madras on a research visit in 2003.

Apart from these is an additional pair of manuscripts that merit mention.
First, there is one manuscript that at first glance appears, on the basis of the
information provided in the published catalogue, to be relevant to the present
study, but in fact is not related at all to Somānanda’s work. This is the manu-
script of the Bodleian Library, Oxford University. The manuscript is listed as
item number 168 in Aufrecht’s Catalogus Codicum Manuscriptorum Sanscritico-
rum Bibliothecoe Bodleianoe (p. 108). Though listed as the Śivadṛṣṭi, this short
excerpt bears no resemblance whatsoever to Somānanda’s text, and it appears
to be another work bearing the same name as the work under consideration
in the present volume. Second, mention should be made of the manuscript of
the Adyar Library, Accession Number 67455. This is a partial manuscript of the
ŚD, without the commentary. The manuscript is written on palm leaves some
60–65 characters per line, 9 lines per folio. Writing appears on both sides of the
palm leaves. The manuscript is written in Telugu script in a clear hand, but the
manuscript is very incomplete and terribly damaged by worm-holes and tearing,
and the brittle palm leaves are broken in many places, which has resulted in the
loss of many pieces of text. Due to its incomplete and thoroughly fragmented
condition, I have not collated this manuscript for the present edition.

17. About the Edition

THE RELAT IONSHIP OF THE MANUSCRIPTS

Although all six of the manuscripts consulted include readings of the verses of
the ŚD, only four manuscripts of the ŚDVṛ are included in the present edition,
as the manuscript of Calcutta Sanskrit College (C) and that of Trivandrum Uni-
versity (T) record none of the commentary. The Jammu manuscript (J) and the
Göttingen manuscript (G) regularly share similar or identical variant readings.
The Pune manuscript (P) and the Rajasthan manuscript (R), in turn, also share
many variants. Not incidentally, P and R break off at nearly the same place in the
commentary (in the first lines of the ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 4.64cd–66); and the readings
of G and J also break off at a nearly identical place in the text, namely, in the
middle of the commentary on ŚD 4.73cd–75 at precisely the point at which the
commentary published in Ked. abruptly ends. These similarities—the regular
coincidence of shared variant readings and missing passages of text—suggest
that onemay identify two pairs of manuscripts, that of P and R, on the one hand,
and that of G and J, on the other. (We shall deal with a third pair, that of T and
C, below.) The published edition (Ked.), itself based on the Srinagar manuscript
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and a copy of a Madras manuscript purportedly housed in the Government Ori-
ental Research Library, both of which are currently unavailable to me, attests to
a state of the text that is regularly more similar to the latter pair than the former.

Now, an examination of the variant readings of themanuscripts suggests that
the major differences between P and R, on the one hand, and G and J, on the
other, involve corruption of the text over time. For example, P and R offer sevinṛ-
pādi◦ for the sevitanṛpādi◦ of G and J, with Ked. agreeing with the latter pair,
this on ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 4.4–5, the reading of G and J being the source of that of
P and R.221 Many other examples could be cited in addition to this one.222 The
readings of P and R, in other words, are regularly, though not always, shown to
be corruptions of the readings found in G and J.

The relative chronology of the four manuscripts in question further suggests
that one should reasonably expect the readings of G and J to be the earlier ones.
It is, firstly, clear that J is the oldest manuscript examined that includes the com-
mentary—it is written on birchbark of obvious antiquity, and Stein (1894: 225)
has suggested it may be dated to (Vikrama)Saṃvat 1680 (= 1624/5 C.E.). This is
indeed a fairly old manuscript, then, as far as such matters go in South Asia. G,
for its part, is a paper manuscript in śāradā script that, while apparently of some
antiquity, is clearly of a more recent provenance than is J. P and R, on the other
hand, are paper manuscripts written in devanāgarī, with P being of an obviously
recent historical pedigree, it being copied on only one side of the folios and being
orthographically of a style that is quite modern (as is, to a lesser extent, R). P and
R, moreover, display evidence of a text that was at some point transmitted from
(presumably older) śāradā manuscripts to devanāgarī ones. In sum, while the
age of a manuscript in no way guarantees the antiquity of the text to which it
attests, the direction of transmission suggested by the variant readings is con-
firmed by the relative chronology of the manuscripts themselves, with P and R
regularly showing themselves to witness variant readings that must be corrup-
tions of the readings found in G and J. In general, then, I take as a first principle
of editing the ŚDVṛ that the readings of G and J—the latter in particular, for the
reasons to be stated, below—regularly attest to an earlier state of the text and are
therefore very often, though not always, superior to those of P and R.

221The former variant is unlikely because the context demands that it is a king who is served, not a
king who is a sevin, or servant; and while it is possible that the compound could be read as a dvandva,
listing all parties involved in a master-servant relationship, one rather expects, given the context, that the
compound should refer only to the person served. It is therefore highly likely that the reading of P and
R is a corruption of the more original reading of G and J.

222These include, for example, the following. G and J witness saḥ, with Ked.reading the correct sa,
while P and R omit the pronoun altogether in ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.1; G and J, along with Ked., read ◦viśeṣaṇa-
kalāpo in ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.2, while P and R read ◦viśeṣeṇa kalāpo; G, J, and Ked.read susūkṣmaśaktitritaya◦ in
ŚD 1.4a, while P and R erroneously read svasūkṣmaśaktitritaya◦; G and J read tadupaśamamātraṃ in ŚDVṛ
ad ŚD 2.4cd–5, which is transformed into tadupadeśamātraṃ in P, R, and Ked., the latter being easily the
less favorable reading of the pair, given the context; G and J, confirmed by Ked., read apūrvakāryābhāvāt,
while P and R drop the negative prefix (a-) before bhāva and erroneously read apūrvakāryabhāvāt on ŚDVṛ
ad ŚD 3.51cd–53ab; and so on.
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As for themanuscripts of the root text (mūla) of the ŚD itself, the Trivandrum
manuscript (T), which as mentioned records none of the ŚDVṛ, is clearly an
artifact of some antiquity, though the precise date of the manuscript cannot be
specified, given the speed with which South Indian palm-leaf manuscripts dete-
riorate.223 One can only guess, based on the appearance of the palm leaves and
for orthographic reasons, that T is close to the age of, but later than, the birch-
bark manuscript (J) that has been dated to the early seventeenth century. The
Trivandrum manuscript certainly records, in many instances, the best reading
of the mūla available in any of the witnesses examined for the present edition.
For example, on ŚD 2.28a, T and C (about whichmore will be said in amoment)
read satyarūpā, while G, J, P, R, and Ked.read satyarūpān.224 This is not to say,
however, that T always witnesses the best readings of the text: not only do worm
holes and frayed edges litter the manuscript with lacunæ; but, more important,
the manuscript shows signs of corruption, as is exemplified in, for example, ŚD
1.3c, where T reads tadecchā for the correct reading tadicchā,225 this being but
one example of a number of variant and erroneous readings in T that are not
found in J, G, R, or P.226 In sum, T not infrequently witnesses an earlier state
of the text of the ŚD, and its variant readings are therefore often the preferable
ones. Indeed, the variants of T are often preferable to readings found inG and/or
J, and if either or both of the latter two manuscripts confirm the reading of T,
then one must be very hesitant not to accept this reading. On the other hand,
the corruptions in the manuscript require one carefully to scrutinize the variant

223See Gaur 1979: 12 (quoted in Goodall 1998: cxiii–cxiv).
224The latter reading appears, at first glance, to be the correct one, it being followed by the disjunctive

particle (vā) and preceded by asatyān, suggesting the passage refers to a pair of possibilities, either the
reality or unreality of the entities that paśyantī sees. However, Somānanda not infrequently uses vā as a
connective particle (see, e.g. ŚD 1.32b, 1.42a, 2.29d, 2.30c, etc.), as he does here, tying thereby ŚD 2.28ab
to what precedes it. To give preference to the more difficult reading—the oft-repeated maxim, lectio diffi-
cilior potior, of course has some truth in it—is to understand satyarūpā here to be the subject of the verb
referring to paśyantī, ŚD 2.28ab therefore expressing the need to explain not why she sees real or unreal
objects, but why she, being real, sees unreal ones. This not only follows elegantly from ŚD 2.27cd, where
the unreality of the objects is considered, but it also leads beautifully into the lengthy consideration of the
nature of nescience (avidyā) that follows the passage in question, beginning in ŚD 2.28cd–30ab, just as it
accords with what I understand to be the correct reading of the commentary, where Utpaladeva suggests
that the last part of the verse asks precisely the question as we, in the course of accepting the readings
of T and C, have formulated it. The Vṛtti there reads: punar api cāsatyān arthān satyā sā paśyantī krīḍ-
ādyabhāve ’pi kena prayojanaprakāreṇa sṛjatīti vimṛśyatām. (We must caution, however, that this reading
of the commentary is itself based on the selection of a variant reading, that of Pa.c., which reads satyā sā
for the satyān sā of G, J, Pp.c., R, and Ked.. The word order suggests this formulation of the text is rather
more appropriate, though one could also choose to preserve the reading of satyān and emend sā to vā if
the readings of T and C were deemed unacceptable in ŚD 2.28a.)

225The latter reading is the correct one, first, because it is confirmed in the commentary, and,
more importantly, because the correlative (tadā) recorded in T’s variant reading is attested by all the
manuscripts (except C, which is corrupt) on ŚD 1.4d, rendering superfluous and awkward the purported
presence of the same term in T’s reading.

226To offer but one additional example, found in ŚD 2.12d: T and C read vā for vāk, the latter, superior
reading being attested in G, J, P, R, and Ked..
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readings found therein, as corruption and not just the presence of lacunæ often
render the reading of T inferior to that of J and/or G, and even of R and/or P.

Related to T is the Calcutta manuscript (C), which records many of the vari-
ant readings and many of the corruptions found in T but not in the other four
manuscripts. Like T, then, C is frequently corrupt, the only caveat being that it is
significantly more corrupt andmore riddled with lacunæ than T. Indeed, Cmost
often appears in the apparatus for reasons of errors of mistranscription, and one
has a sense that the copyist of C did not know Sanskrit well. Nevertheless, while
C is clearly one of the most recently copied manuscripts of the six (with the
Pune manuscript [P] probably being the most recently copied of the six, C being
likely to precede it only by a short period of time), its readings, when not corrupt
beyond recognition and when witnessing variants that diverge from both P and
R, on the one hand, and G and J, on the other, regularly accord with those of T,
which, as mentioned, often, though not always, contains readings that are likely
closest of all the extant variants to the original text.227 In other words, C records
a version of the text that comes to it from T, but it is significantly more corrupt
than T.228

There are numerous instances where T and C record variants that are not
shared by G, J, P, and R, as there are likewise many occasions when the latter
four manuscripts record variants absent from both T and C. This leads one to
posit the existence of two recensions of the text, a Northern Recension compris-
ing the four manuscripts—J, G, R, and P—and a Southern Recension witnessed
by two manuscripts, T and C. It is further of note that the variant readings of T,
often followed by C,more commonly accord with the earlier, śāradā manuscripts
(J and G) of the Northern Recension than they do with the later, devanāgarī ones
(R and P) when the readings of those two pairs diverge, this being some evidence
for the relative antiquity of T, given that J and G predate R and P. There is, how-
ever, also some evidence of contamination in the C manuscript of the Southern
Recension, as the Calcutta witness appears in places to record readings of the
Northern Recension that are absent from T.229

227For example, both T and C record vā for the reading hi of the other manuscripts in ŚD 2.23a,
the former being the reading that is probably closer to that of the original text, it being the less refined
expression of the idea there articulated. On the other hand, both T and C erroneously record yāvat for
tāvat in ŚD 2.20a.

228This may be known, moreover, by the fact that the readings of C do not diverge from those of T,
except where the manuscript is corrupt or is contaminated by readings from the Northern Recension.

229Examples include: the erroneous reading in C of yasmā for yasmāt in ŚD 2.8c, where T reads
tasmāt; in ŚD 3.6c, C accords with G, J, P, R, and Ked.in reading ’pi where T reads hi; C accords with
the other manuscripts and Ked.in reading dvisatyatvam for the ’pi satyatva— of T in ŚD 2.69a; etc. More
substantively, C accords with all the other manuscripts excepting T in ŚD 2.46a, reading svākya for the
svāniḥ of T; C, all the manuscripts of the Northern Recension, and Ked.read svaśaktyāveśanātmaka in ŚD
3.17d, while T reads svaśaktyāvedanātmaka; C accords with G, J, P, R, and Ked.in reading hy upapadyate
in ŚD 2.55d, where T reads dṛṣ<?>tā—; C accords with G, J, P, R, and Ked.in reading praviramyatām
for T’s praviramyate in ŚD 2.80d; C records ◦upāyatva◦ in accordance with G, J, P, R, and Ked.over and
against the reading of ◦upāsatva◦ found in T in ŚD 3.15c; etc.
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There can be no doubt that T witnesses an older state of the text than does C,
and the direction of transmission in the Southern Recension is indisputably one
from T to C.230 As for the Northern Recension, three states of the text may be
identified therein. J, as noted already, is the oldest of themanuscripts that record
the commentary, and it also constitutes the earliest phase of the transmission
of the commentary available to us. G generally accords with J, but it sometimes
witnesses readings found in P and R.231 G and J, moreover, very regularly share
readings that are not found in P and R, which very regularly share readings at
variance with the former pair, as already indicated, above. G, then, likely con-
stitutes a middle phase in the manuscript transmission, albeit one rather closer
to what precedes it (J) than what follows (P and R), with P and R witnessing a
still later, third and most recent phase of transmission of the manuscripts here
consulted.

The readings of Ked., in turn, sometimes accord with the variants found in
T and C; and they sometimes accord instead with the readings of the Northern
Recension. This suggests that one of the two manuscripts that Kaul consulted
in producing the KSTS edition of the ŚD, either the Śrinagar manuscript or the
Madras manuscript, attests to a state of the text that is close to that of T. Indeed,
one may hypothesize that it is in the Madras manuscript that Kaul found such
variant readings, with the Śrinagar manuscript more regularly attesting to the
readings of G, J, P, and R.

There is, furthermore, some circumstantial evidence that Kaul’s two manu-
scripts offered divergent readings when the texts of the Northern and Southern
Recensions differed. It is not infrequently the case that, when Ked. records a
reading that accords with T (and C) over themanuscripts of the Northern Recen-
sion, the concordant reading in question may be found in the errata of the KSTS
edition. In other words, Kaul sometimes records two divergent readings of the
ŚD, one in the body of the edition, another in the list of errata at the end of
the volume. And when he does so, it is frequently the case that the readings of
the Northern Recension and the Southern Recension of our manuscripts each
record one of the two divergent readings found in Ked.. This suggests, though not
definitively, that Kaul sometimes had occasion to choose between two plausible
variant readings, and in doing so sometimes recorded the reading that he chose

230This is a transmission, moreover, that must have taken place over time, with intermediary copies
of the text standing between T and C; for there can be no doubt that C was copied from a devanāgarī
manuscript and not one written in Grantha Malayalam, as exemplified in, e.g., ŚD 3.26c, where C erro-
neously records ◦māvaśitvena for the ◦bhāvaśivatvena of T, G, J, P, R, and Ked., this error being one
caused by the misreading of the devanāgarī mā for the devanāgarī bhā.

231For example: J reads etat tāvan in the ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 4.1–2ab, while G accords with P, R, and Ked.in
reading etāvan. (There is some doubt, it should be added, as to whether to give the reading of Ked.any
weight; for one cannot know with certainty whether the manuscripts consulted for the production of the
KSTS edition truly witness the reading in question, or whether the reading is instead the product of the
editor’s emendation.)
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not to select in the list of errata. (Of course, this analysis of Ked. amounts to edu-
cated guesswork; and only an examination of the manuscripts can reveal what is
hidden behind the silent, if useful, edition of Ked..) For example, T, C, and Ked.p.c.

read yādṛśī on ŚD 3.34b for the yāvatī of G, J, P, R, and Ked.a.c.. Other examples
may be found, as well.232

Ked. otherwise may be said generally, though by no means always, to agree
with G and J when they differ from P and R, as one would expect, given that
the commentary recorded in the published edition breaks off at precisely the
same point as it does in G and J. One also suspects, however, that the editor
of Ked. has taken liberties in endeavoring to correct the text without informing
the reader of his editorial decisions, as was already suggested, above. Perhaps
the best example of this may be found in a passage of commentary ad ŚD
4.4–5, where Ked. reads śaktimattā◦, while all four manuscripts of the com-
mentary read śaktisattā◦. Ked.’s reading certainly suggests an editorial choice
on the basis of modern research into the principles of Kashmiri Shaiva phi-
losophy, where the idea of Śiva as the possessor of the powers is frequently
mentioned.

The high degree of congruence in the readings of G and J on the one hand,
and P and R, on the other, suggests that we should be able to draw a stemma
representing two recensions of the text. One would involve a line of direct trans-
mission, from T to C in the Southern Recension of the ŚD. The other would
involve a recension that diverged once, with J and G witnessing one reading
of the text, R and P the other. Ked., being an edition based on one southern
and one northern manuscript, witnesses elements of both recensions. Yet, the
picture is not so simple. To start, G (very occasionally) witnesses variants that
diverge from common readings found in J, P, and R, ones that are not likely
to have been the product of simple scribal errors, errors caused by metathesis,
haplology, eye-skip, and the like.233 And, contrariwise, the readings of G some-
times accord with P and R, in contrast to those of J,234 though it must be added
that lacunæ in J, resulting from damage to the manuscript, are by far the most

232Thus: T and C accord with Ked.p.c. on ŚD 3.3b, reading īdṛśān for the īhate of G, J, P, R, and Ked.a.c.;
T, C, and Ked.p.c. read ◦viśiṣṭakam for the ◦viśeṣakam of G, J, P, R, and Ked.a.c. on ŚD 3.39d; on ŚD 3.90a,
T, C, and Ked.read vadane for the vedane of G, J, P, and R; etc.

233A pair of examples is as follows: in ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.26cd–28ab, G, along with Ked., correctly reads
asatyasṛṣṭau for the unlikely asatyadṛṣṭau of J, P, and R; and in ŚD 3.86b, G reads saugandhyakṛt, while J,
P, and R, along with T, C, and Ked., read saugandhyavat.

234J often omits final visarga or transposes the short diphthong o for the short vowel a when it varies
from G, P, and R, but these are minor differences. Some more significant examples of variants include
the following. J omits eva in ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.1 (line 30 of the present edition), while G,P, R, and Ked.do not;
the same is true of strīliṅgaḥ in ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.3–4 (line 63 of the present edition); J, along with Ked., reads
kāryavyatirekeṇa for kāryāvyatirekeṇa of G, P, and R (the omission of the alpha-privative being a recurring
variant in J, though one that could possibly be explained away by scribal corrections of the error in J in
subsequent states of the text); etc.
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common cause of any divergence in the readings of that manuscript, on the one
hand, from readings shared by G, P, and R, on the other. In other instances,
the readings shared by P and R are superior to those shared by G and J.235 Put
differently, there are occasions when the transmission of the text must have
been one that involved the subsequent corruption of given readings witnessed
in P and R but not in G and J (PR→ GJ), or readings now found in G, P, and
R but not in J (GPR→ J). R, in turn, witnesses an (only slightly) earlier form
of the text than what is found in P, this being discernible not simply on the
basis of the relative antiquity, compared with P, of the manuscript (a fact that,
asmentioned above, cannot serve on its own to prove the relative antiquity of the
readings of the manuscripts in question), but also because one not infrequently
finds R according with the superior readings of G and J against P, even if it is
more common for P and R to witness identical variants. On the other hand,
P also sometimes accords with the readings of G and J against those of R, as R
sometimesmay be shown to witness corruptions of readings found in P (and/or
G and J).

There must be, then, three intermediate stages in the transmission of the
ŚD and ŚDVṛ for which we currently have no witnesses. One must exist at a
point of divergence of P and R, on the one hand, from G and J, on the other, the
correct and better readings more often, but not exclusively, being transmitted
to G and J, rather than P and R. A second stage of transmission not witnessed
in our manuscripts must exist at the point of divergence of G from J, with the
superior variants regularly appearing in J, but also sometimes, if rarely, in G
when the readings of the two texts diverge, the variants of G sometimes accord-
ing with P and R when they differ from J, and sometimes being unique among
the witnesses consulted to G alone. Finally, a third divergence must exist in a
hypothetical state of the text that would have existed prior to the divergence of R
and P, this because R not infrequently shares variant readings with G and J (and
sometimes with T, and even C) that are not witnessed in P; and, conversely, R
sometimes witnesses unique variants that are not found in any of the remaining
three manuscripts of the Northern Recension.

The relationships of these manuscripts, then, may be mapped in a diagram
of the stemma, as seen in figure 1.

235Such true variants the preferable ones of which arewitnessed in P andR, as opposed toG and J, are
few in ŚD (and ŚDVṛ ad ŚD) chapters 1–3, but they do exist. For example: P, R, and Ked.read purobhāge
in ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.19–20ab, while G and J read pare bhāge, an unlikely reading given the context, and
also because it would place the power of eagerness, aunmukhya, within the highest condition of Śiva
(which Somānanda never describes as a “part” [bhāga] of Śiva-nature, anyway) when it should be the
first moment emerging from it. To offer a second example: P, R, and Ked.read taddṛśyānāṃ for tato
dṛśyānāṃ attested by both G and J in ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.26cd–28ab.
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FIGURE 1.

One should understand those manuscripts closer to the top of the graph to
be older manuscripts than those closer to the bottom of the graph. P is likely a
slightly later copy of the text than C, and it thus appears at a slightly lower point
in the chart than the latter. The opposite is true of R. The Greek letter alpha (α)
represents an unrecovered form of the text that served as an archetype for both
the Southern and the Northern Recensions, its existence being suggested by the
presence of scribal errors that are common to all the six manuscripts.236 The
line from α to T represents the beginning of the transmission of the Southern
Recension of the text, with the line between T and C representing the trans-
mission of the work in the Southern Recension from a text in a state witnessed
by the former manuscript to one witnessed in the rather more corrupt, latter
manuscript, this transmission being one that is likely to have taken place over a
relatively long period of time. The line fromα to J similarly represents the begin-
ning of the transmission of the Northern Recension of the text, with a diverging
line of transmission leading to the state of the text witnessed by R and P. An
unwitnessed, hypothetical state of the text exists, then, at this juncture, for the
reasons stated above. Similarly, another unwitnessed and therefore hypothetical
state of the text exists at the juncture where the transmission to G diverges from
J; and a third one exists at the point where P diverges from R.

This configuration therefore illustrates howG sometimes accords with P and
R against J, but more often accords with J against the readings of P and R. G, in
the present diagram, is closer both in time and in the conceptualization of the
process of transmission to J than it is to P and R, yet it nevertheless witnesses
a state of the text that is intermediate to those of J, on the one hand, and P and
R, on the other. P and R are located in the same branch of transmission, this to
represent the great commonalities between the readings of the twomanuscripts,

236See, e.g., ŚD 2.37a, where T, C, G, J, P, and R record the hypometric reading madhyā for the correct
madhyamā of Ked.. (One suspects Kaul prudently, but silently, emended the text here, though of course
one or both of his manuscripts could have furnished the correct reading.)
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but P diverges from R at a point where it may alternatively witness errors not
found in R or, very occasionally, correct readings found in J and G but not R.
There are also rare occasions where P and/or R record correct readings that
are absent from both J and G. Finally, the line with the arrowhead that points
towards C from the direction of the Northern Recension should be understood
to represent the contamination of Cwith readings from theNorthern Recension.

If the relationship of the various manuscripts consulted for the present edi-
tion is rather complex, one may take solace in the fact that this picture meets the
expectations one would have for such a collection of sources, the provenances of
which span a number of centuries and hail from all corners of the Indian subcon-
tinent, from Kashmir to Kerala and from Bengal to Maharashtra and Rajasthan.
Nevertheless, the state of the evidence is such that it demands that oneweigh all of
the readings of all the manuscripts wherever they vary, as any of the manuscripts
theoretically could offer the best reading in any given instance, the one exception
being C, which uniformly may be shown to be corrupted whenever it witnesses a
unique reading of the ŚD. In practice, however, one must have good reasons not
to follow the reading of J when it comes to editing both the commentary and the
root text (mūla), as the readings there may regularly, if not exclusively, be judged
to be the superior ones, with the caveat that T sometimes witnesses an earlier
form of the text and therefore occasionally furnishes the preferable reading. It
should be added, as well, however, that J itself, like T, sometimes shows itself
to be witness to corruptions not found in the manuscripts that witness a subse-
quent form of the text of theNorthern Recension, though these usually involve the
expected sorts of trivial variants, such as the omission of the final visarga, small
errors in the transcription of vowels (such as the recording of the short diphthong
o for the short vowel a, the long vowel ā for its short counterpart, a, etc.), and the
like. These readings, of course, have of necessity been filtered from the accepted
reading of the present edition.

CONVENTIONS OF THE EDIT ION

The apparatus of the edition is a positive one, as it explicitly notes both those
manuscripts that record the text appearing above the line and those that do not.
There are five registers of notes to the critical edition. The first and third regis-
ters record any comments, parallel passages, or the like that are related to the
mūla and the commentary, respectively. The second and the fourth record the
variant readings, with the former recording the variants of the mūla by verse
number and by the quarter-verse (pāda), labeled a, b, c, and d, the latter record-
ing the variants found in the commentary by the line number of the chapter in
question. The fifth, bottom register of the notes records the folia on which the
given passages of text are recorded, this by first identifying the manuscript in
question, followed by folio number and an indication of whether the following
text appears on the front (“r” for recto) or back (“v” for verso) of the given folio.
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Manuscripts that record text on only one side of course do not make this dis-
tinction and record only the folio number. Note, however, that when there is
nothing to record in a given register on a given page, fewer than five registers
of footnotes will appear on the page in question. (This often occurs, for exam-
ple, on pages of the edition on which only the readings of a long passage of the
commentary appear.)

All variant readings are recorded following the accepted reading, and I note
the manuscripts in which they appear. Variant readings are recorded exactly
as they appear in the manuscripts, while the accepted readings are silently
corrected in order to standardize spelling, that is, for reasons of sandhi, gem-
ination/degemination, the replacement of anusvāra with the homorganic nasal,
etcetera. The punctuation of the commentary found in the manuscripts is
not recorded in the present edition (and it varies greatly from manuscript
to manuscript, the conventions of punctuation varying greatly). I have used
the punctuation of Ked. as the exemplar, though I often modify it, sometimes
silently, sometimes with commentary on my reasons for doing so in the notes
to the translation. When a manuscript records any correction in the readings it
witnesses, I note both the reading ante correctionem (a.c.) and the reading post cor-
rectionem (p.c.). Any text that is absent from a manuscript is marked as such with
om., this being an abbreviation for “omitted (text).” Any reading in a manuscript
that is missing due to damage to the physical manuscript, such as fraying at the
ends of the folio in question, is marked with three dashes: ---. Illegible text, in
turn, is recorded with the following symbol: <?>. Emendations are noted with
em., conjectural emendations with conj., and corrections with corr.

18. About the Translation

The present translation includes the entirety of the first three chapters of the ŚD,
alongwithUtpaladeva’s commentary. The translation ismeant to be a literal one,
but one that presents thematerial in idiomatic English. Needless to say, it is often
difficult to conform to these two sometimes conflicting standards, particularly
given that the text in question is syntactically complex and sometimes elliptically
written, as well as semantically rich.

Somānanda’s style is difficult. It is often a telegraphic documentation of
philosophical arguments. He furthermore assumes that the reader is familiar
with the matters at hand, and his style is therefore declarative rather than
explanatory: the implications of his arguments are rather left to the commen-
tator (and the reader) to digest and elaborate. Still, despite this often terse style
of Somānanda’s verse, one sometimes senses the author’s relish for language.237

237Take, for example, the flowing verse of ŚD 1.9ab (sā ca dṛśyā hṛduddeśe kāryasmaraṇakālataḥ) or the
alliteration of ŚD 4.51ab—tasmāt svayaṃ svabhāvena bhāvair bhāvī bhaved bhavaḥ—which, incidentally,
offers something of an echo of VBh 145 (quoted in note 121, above).
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In short, the ŚD constitutes a highly complex, often telegraphic, regularly
difficult, and sometimes awkward theological-cum-philosophical verse.

Utpaladeva’s commentary is extremely helpful to our understanding of the
ŚD. More than a simple word-by-word gloss of his teacher’s magnum opus, it is
rather more expanded and explanatory, and his comments are essential to our
understanding of the ŚD, the root text (mūla) on which it comments. This is not
to say that onemust always translate according to the commentator’s interpreta-
tion of the text: Utpaladeva can in some instances, at least, be seen to reinterpret
Somānanda’s text, as the present Introduction has illustrated. (For example, he
glosses Somānanda’s references to the śaktitraya by referring to five powers, as
outlined, above.) The reader should also note, however, that I sometimes inten-
tionally preserve some of the ambiguity, some of the laconic and telegraphic
style, of Somānanda’s text, only to allow the commentary to clarify matters,
this to give the reader something of the experience of reading the original,
albeit in translation.

Though, asmentioned, Utpaladeva’s commentary ismuchmore than aword-
by-word gloss of Somānanda’s verses, one should not take this to suggest that
he never glosses particular terms. He very often does, though he does so in a
manner that is sometimes awkward to render in English translation: in many
instances, Utpaladeva glosses a given term in the context of long and syntac-
tically complicated sentences. And although I do not highlight the lemmas
in the translation of the commentary, I attempt to make them easily identi-
fiable by singling out the glosses provided for them. I do this regularly by
introducing the glosses with “i.e.,” rarely with “that is,” and sometimes by plac-
ing the gloss in em dashes (— —) following the word Utpaladeva wishes to
explain, all of this in an attempt to preserve something of the syntax of the
commentary. It is not always possible, of course, perfectly to accomplish this
goal, and I sometimes translate long sentences with a couple, or a number, of
shorter ones. When I do so, I do so silently, without indicating that the syntax
has been modified for reasons associated with the production of a fluid,
legible translation.

In order to render the text in idiomatic English, I often translate Sanskrit
sentences written in the passive voice with English sentences in the active voice.
Likewise, I freely translate Sanskrit participles with finite verbal constructions
in English, just as I translate abstract constructions into idiomatic English.238

I regularly render nominal sentences in Sanskrit with verbal ones in English.
I also translate the Sanskrit connective word “and” (ca) into idiomatic English,
sometimes replacing it with “moreover,” “in addition,” and so forth. I take equal
liberty with the other Sanskrit connectives, tu (“but, and, however”) and vā (“or,
and, on the other hand,” etc.). Finally, I do not replicate in translation the gender

238That is to say I translate into idiomatic English the many Sanskrit sentences that use the abstract
suffixes (-tva and -tā) that are often rendered more literally in other translations with “-ness” in English.
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of the various Sanskrit proper names and/or key terms, with two exceptions: I
regularly refer to paśyantī with “she” (and related pronouns) in the translation
of the second chapter, as I do the same for śakti, “power,” in the third chapter.

Although both Somānanda and Utpaladeva use a great deal of technical lan-
guage, I have refrained wherever possible from the common practice of quoting
such terms (in parentheses) in the body of a translation. I find that the frequent
inclusion of numerous Sanskrit technical terms in the body of the translation
often serves only to distract the nonspecialist reader, while the Sanskritist is
regularly aware of how I have interpreted the particular terms and expressions.
(Instead, I have identified in the notes the particular technical or other terms
that were rendered in the translation when I feel it will aid the specialist or even
nonspecialist reader.) I have similarly limited the use of untranslated Sanskrit
words in the translation, though I do quote the Sanskrit when the terms in ques-
tion are relatively well known technical ones. I don’t feel it is necessary, in other
words, to develop new translations of relatively well-known Sanskrit terms just
for the sake of avoiding the use of Sanskrit terms in the translation. Such a prac-
tice could easily create confusion when a well-known Sanskrit term is rendered
with a new and therefore unfamiliar English term, thereby clouding the authors’
intended meaning. There is a second reason for quoting Sanskrit terms in the
translation: I sometimes do so in places whereUtpaladeva analyzes a given term,
or simply defines the term in question with a pure synonym, as occurs for exam-
ple in his commentary on ŚD 1.2. (It is, moreover, for this reason that I quote
the Sanskrit verse of the ŚD prior to its translation: the presence of the verse
within the translation allows even those who do not read Sanskrit to understand
from where Utpaladeva has taken a given term he subsequently glosses.)

Any other of the relatively few Sanskrit terms that appear in the translation
have almost without exception been explained in the present Introduction, and
those few that have not are explained on the page, in the various notes to the
translation, or in Utpaladeva’s very explanations of the terms in question. I
should add that I have also generally endeavored, though not without exception,
to translate a single Sanskrit term with a single English equivalent, not because
I believe that doing so is a practice indispensable to any sound theory of trans-
lation—I do not—but because I think it will simplify matters for the reader.
(This translation practice is of course more difficult to sustain when rendering
longer portions of a given work, as one inevitably encounters a greater variety of
contexts and therefore a greater semantic range for certain lexical items, which
must be presented to the reader with the appropriate emphasis and nuance in
English.)

Whatever text I supply to the translation is included in parentheses: ( ).
I also place in square brackets [ ] any language that is used to explain that
which immediately precedes the bracketed material. For example, if the text
reads, as it does on ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.25–25 “that, being a new sequential form,” I
include in brackets the referent of the pronoun: “that [appearance], being a new
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sequential form.” As these materials are added to, or offered in explanation
of, what is found in the Sanskrit text, the translation has been composed in a
manner that allows it to be read legibly even when excluding anything found
in parentheses or brackets. This is so with only two types of exceptions: I also
sometimes identify in square brackets the referent of a pronoun or the agent
of an action who is signified obliquely by the conjugation of a given verb. (Note
that I employ this same convention evenwhen the action in question is conveyed
through one of themany nominal constructions of Sanskrit.) Themost common
example of this is found repeatedly in the introductory passages Utpaladeva fur-
nishes prior to a great number of the quoted portions of the ŚD: “[Somānanda]
says.” For although Utpaladeva nowhere refers to his teacher by name in what
survives of the ŚDVṛ, Somānanda is clearly the agent implied by the verb in these
introductory passages. In such instances, onewill have to include the term found
in brackets for the translation to read legibly. I try whenever possible, however,
to avoid the use of any parentheses or square brackets, as I feel, again, that such
conventions often serve to distract the reader.

I frequently make reference to the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ of Utpaladeva in the trans-
lation and notes thereto, and in doing so I regularly refer to the numbering
of the verses found in Torella’s edition of the text. References to passages of
the Śivadṛṣṭi and Utpaladeva’s commentary correspond with the numbering of
verses found in the edition presented here. When referring to passages of these
texts that lie beyond the scope of the present edition, I refer the reader to the
numbering of the verses of the published KSTS edition (Ked.). When referring
to the VP, I follow Rau’s numbering of the verses.

Themany notes accompanying the translation aremeant to serve two distinct
audiences. Some are purely technical notes, which explain philological prob-
lems, reveal textual problems or variants, explainmy interpretations of themany
compound words in the Sanskrit text, and the like. Others are rather meant
for the general reader, as they explain the flow of logic found in the text or
elaborate on a given term, concept, or concern found therein. When an impor-
tant term is translated, I often record in the notes the Sanskrit term that was
translated, as mentioned already. Wherever possible, I indicate the presence of
parallel passages and identify any passages of text that are quoted elsewhere in
the primary literature. Some of these parallel passages are recorded in the notes,
but, whenever possible, I simply note the location of the parallel passage and
quote it in the notes to the edition. Finally, I refer not infrequently to the various
types of Sanskrit compounds—coordinative, determinative, descriptive, exocen-
tric/possessive, and so forth—in my translation and notes (this in no small part
because Utpaladeva, like all good Sanskrit commentators, regularly discusses
these grammatical forms in his commentary). Thosewho, being unfamiliar with
such Sanskrit grammatical constructions, wish to know more about them, are
advised to consult the detailed and accessible, if compact, explanations thereof
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that may be found in the readily available volume by Michael Coulson: Teach
Yourself Sanskrit, Second edition (Chicago: NTC Publishing, [1976] 1992).

Finally, it is my hope that each reader will be able to choose how to use these
variousmaterials when reading the translation, and in particular I hope the non-
specialist will be able comfortably to read the translation, with the aid of the
relevant notes, without being confronted too often with the sort of minutiae,
technical concerns, and jargon that would scare off all but the most stubbornly
persistent reader. For if a translation should bemeant to allow for “other people’s
creations [to] be so utterly their own and so deeply part of us,” as the anthropol-
ogist Clifford Geertz expressed it,239 then it must be rendered in a language that
belongs to many, and not merely to the few specialists who are already familiar
with the work in question.

239See Geertz 2000: 54.
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Chapter One of the Śivadṛṣṭi and
Śivadṛṣṭivṛtti: Śiva and His Powers

(1) Homage to the Three-eyed [Śiva],1 the source of the generation of all
marvelous things, the one who creates the portrait of the universe on his
own body, which is made of the ether of consciousness.2

(2–3) I have been urged by my son, named Vibhramākara, and his3 fellow
student, called Padmānanda; (and) I am (therefore) composing the Pada-
saṅgati4 on the treatise (entitled) “The Śivadṛṣṭi,” which was composed by
my guru, the details of which I explained in my Īśvarapratyabhijñā.5

1Literally “uneven-eyed”, the present phrase is a reference to Śiva, who is said to have three eyes.
2The present verse is an auspicious, propitiatory verse (maṅgala) in praise of Śiva as the

creator of the universe, one that notes that the universe exists as a part of Śiva in the form of
consciousness. Madhusudan Kaul, the editor of the KSTS edition of the Śivadṛṣṭi, suggests that
by referring to Śiva’s third eye, Utpaladeva reminds his reader that it is only with this special
form of vision that one can see the ultimate unity of the universe. See Kaul’s note 1, p. 1 of the
KSTS edition: viṣamacakṣuṣe iti yad dhi pramāṇaprameyalakṣaṇaṃ viśvaṃ tad bhedābhāsena mithyaiveti
netradvitayena dyotyate bhagavatā. paramārthatas tadvattāyām api svātmasphurattāmātrarūpatvād asya
viśvasya na kāpi bhedakalaṅkadoṣakalpaneti tṛtīyanetreṇa dyotyata iti. tac ca bhagavata evānyasya tu na
bhedādhiṣṭhātṛtvād iti. Cf. ŚSū 1.14: dṛśyaṃ śarīram. This may be translated: “The body is the perceptible
[universe].”

3It is possible that sabrahmacārin in the fourth pāda of Utpaladeva’s second introductory verse
refers to Utpaladeva’s fellow student and not to Utpaladeva’s son’s fellow student.

4The Padasaṅgati is the name of Utpaladeva’s commentary on the ŚD, regularly referred to in this
book by its commonly accepted name, the Śivadṛṣṭivṛtti (ŚDVṛ). See Maheśvarānanda’s commentary (the
Parimala) on his own Mahārthamañjarī, commentary on verse 19, where he refers to it by that name.
(See Dwiveda 1972: 52.) Cf. note 11 in the Introduction to the present volume.

5Utpaladeva’s mention here of the Īśvarapratyabhijñā should be taken to refer not only to
his verse text, the ĪPK, but also to his short and long auto-commentaries, the ĪPVṛ and the ĪPṬ.
Later in this chapter, in commenting on verses 1.13cd–17 of Somānanda’s text, Utpaladeva refers
explicitly to the ĪPṬ, and Pandey cites this passage as proof that Utpaladeva wrote the kārikās
and their commentaries before he wrote his commentary on the Śivadṛṣṭi. See Pandey [1963]
2000: 164.
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1.1

The author pays homage to his chosen deity in a manner appropriate to the
learned work under discussion:6

1.1. asmadrūpasamāviṣṭaḥ svātmanātmanivāraṇe
śivaḥ karotu nijayā namaḥ śaktyā tatātmane

May Śiva, who has penetrated my form by warding himself off by means
of his own self, pay homage to his (all-)extensive self by means of his own
power.7

I, who pay homage, am Śiva, who has attained unity withmy form, for in real-
ity Śiva’s form, in themanner that will be explained,8 is that of all the tattvas.9 He
makes entities appear to be located outside of himself for the sake of the world
of transmigration, in the way explained in greater detail in my Īśvarapratyabhi-
jñā, by not perceiving (his) unity (with those entities) as a result of the power of
māyā.10

6That is to say that he does so in accordancewith the non-dual Śaiva philosophy of the Pratyabhijñā.
7ŚD 1.1 is quoted in PTV ad PT 5–9ab (p. 56 of Singh’s edition). The same is also quoted at MM 6.

Cf. also ĪPK 4.1 for a parallel passage to ŚD 1.1.
8This is the subject of the first chapter of the text. See in particular, ŚD 1.29cd–33. See also ĪPK

3.1.2–11.
9The exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compound, sarvatattvavigraha, refers in a technical sense to the thirty-

six tattvas; it also could be rendered more idiomatically to suggest the less technical notion that Śiva is
one “in the form of all reality.” Cf. ĪPK 4.14 for reference to Śiva as full of the (infinite) tattvas.

10Utpaladeva explains worldly manifestation in terms of the dual polarities of prakāśa and vimarśa,
and he describes the process of manifestation in particular in terms of the apparent internality and exter-
nality of phenomena, the latter of which is caused by the power of illusion (māyā). For reference to the
power of māyā in the creation of worldly phenomena, see ĪPVṛ 1.4.8, where Utpaladeva states that māyā
causes agents and objects of experience to appear distinct, and ĪPK 1.8.7 (and the Vṛtti thereon), where he
suggests that it causes appearances (ābhāsas) to seem external to Śiva. Utpaladeva also refers to māyā as
that which obscures one’s recognition of Śiva-nature (ĪPVṛ 1.1.3 and ĪPVṛ 1.1.5). Cf. ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.89–91,
where he refers to the power of māyā as the noncognition of Śiva’s non-duality: māyāśaktyā śivābhedā-
khyātyā. Utpaladeva also suggests that māyā causes consciousness to appear as cognition, imagination,
etc. (ĪPK 1.5.18). In ĪPVṛ ad ĪPK 1.5.21, he further suggests that it is māyā that causes consciousness to
appear to be spatially and temporally divided. In ĪPK 1.6.4–5 (and in the Vṛtti on the same), he suggests
that māyā causes Śiva to identify his sense of self with entities such as the physical body, etc., and in 1.6.7,
he suggests that it is by dint of māyā that Maheśvara penetrates (āviśat) into and creates limited agents.
Finally, he suggests that māyā is the source of the individual’s impurities in ĪPK 3.2.5. Cf., also, ŚSū
3.3: kalādīnāṃ tattvānām aviveko māyā. “Māyā is the lack of understanding of the tattvas beginning with
kalā.”

This extensive reference to the power of māyā is almost entirely missing from the ŚD itself. Somā-
nanda rather speaks of Śiva’s nature as consciousness and as manifesting itself in the form of multiple
realities. This he does through his threefold powers of will, cognition, and action, along with aunmukhya
and nirvṛti; Somānanda does not resort to the concept of māyā to explain the apparent multiplicity of the
world, this being of course the nature of his strict pantheism, explained in detail in the Introduction to
the present volume. Note that the KSTS edition, leaving out a hyphen at the end of the line in question,
prints īśvarapratyabhijñā prapañcitanyāyena, which must be read as a single compound.
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After that,11 wishing further to establish some of those [entities], the breath
and so on,12 as the kind of cognitive agent in worldly activities13 that has my
form, he sees them, which were made distinct and are objects of cognition, as
different from pots, cloth, etc.,14 as not different fromhimself, and he penetrates
them. This is what [Somānanda] says.

In addition, accomplishment is possible only to the extent to which it is made
possible by penetration.15 To start with, the first [penetration] is the connection
with (the powers of) cognition and action conformable to agency,16 as it is stated
in the Spandaśāstra:17

11This is to say that this occurs following the appearance of worldly entities as apparently distinct
from Śiva. Note that Kaul glosses tataḥ with anātmasthatve, which is presumably a locative absolute.
There are therefore two stages to this process of manifestation, according to Utpaladeva, as was
explained in the Introduction (section 6): Śiva first manifests a world of entities that appears to be
separated from his all-pervasive self. Then, he divides these apparently distinct entities into agents
(pramātṛs) and insentient entities, and he “penetrates” (samāviśati) the agents in order to animate
them. One could interpret ĪPK 4.2 (and the Vṛtti on the same) also to suggest that there are two stages
of manifestation, the first involving the appearance of worldly phenomena and the second involving
the development of the individual agent’s (false) sense of self. Utpaladeva there suggests that the
sense of self is manifested by Śiva in the manifested, objective world: tatra svasṛṣṭedambhāge buddhyādi
grāhakātmanā / ahaṃkāraparāmarśapadaṃ nītam anena tat.

12This is a reference to the four entities that, according to Utpaladeva, are falsely perceived as the
self: the body (deha), the intellect (buddhi), the life-breath (prāṇa), and the void (śūnya). Regarding the
last of these, śūnya is the state in which the intellect, the mind, the senses, etc., are all absent. It is a
state in which, in deep sleep, nothing whatsoever is experienced except the void itself. (See Torella 1994:
203.) Thus, Utpaladeva refers to the list with “the breath and so on” in order to suggest the various levels
below that of the void, or in other words to refer to the various entities who are not entirely aware of their
Śiva-nature. Cf. ĪPK 1.6.4–5, 3.1.8, 3.1.9, and 3.2.13, as well as the corresponding passages of the Vṛtti.

13As Kaul notes, Utpaladeva here implies that an agent of cognition can only exist when an object
of cognition exists: prameyabhedenaiva pramātṛbheda ity āśayaṃ sūcayati lokayātrāsv ityādinā.

14According to the Pratyabhijñā everything is made up of consciousness, and all worldly enti-
ties appear as objects of Śiva’s cognitive awareness (prameya). Here, Utpaladeva distinguishes between
worldly entities that appear in the form of cognizing agents (pramātṛs) and entities that do not. In contrast
to pots, etc., Śiva is said to penetrate the entities that appear as cognizing agents.

15Themeaning of this sentence remains slightly obscure, but it seems to refer to the fact that individ-
ual, worldly agents are capable of cognition and action only to the degree to which they are “penetrated”
by Śiva. Utpaladeva thus seems to suggest that the samāveśa described in the maṅgala verse is central to
all successful action, and as such it is more pervasive than the verse states explicitly.

16There are four levels of penetration (samāveśa) according to Utpaladeva, corresponding to the four
levels to which Śiva contracts himself, namely, at the level of the void (śūnya), the vital breath (prāṇa), the
intellect (buddhi), and the body (deha). Śiva alone performs every action, but he does so by contracting
his self-awareness, this by identifying with a limited agency at one of these four levels. Possession is “the
state in which the pure agency of consciousness reasserts itself within them, revealing their dependence
on it.” See Sanderson 1986: 176–177. Here, Utpaladeva refers to the first level, that of identification with
the body. At this level, Śiva’s powers of cognition and action are manifested, and, quoting the SpKā in
support of his argument, Utpaladeva suggests that the individual operates at this level by dint of the very
presence of Śiva within him, as his own self. It is to this fact that Utpaladeva refers when he mentions
that the first samāveśa is constituted by a connection with the powers of cognition and action that are
present in the limited individual. (See ĪPK 3.2.11–12, ĪPV and ĪPVV on 3.2.12, and Torella 1994: xxxii.)

Note that Utpaladeva emphasizes the powers of cognition and action over and above the power of
will (icchā), the latter having a less prominent place in the way in which he explains the Pratyabhijñā.
See ĪPK 1.1.2, where he refers to Maheśvara as the kartṛ and jñātṛ, and compare to NP 1.2, quoted in note
102, section 7 of the Introduction. Cf. ĪPK 1.1.4, where he refers to cognition and action as the life-force
of living beings; ĪPK 1.1.5; ĪPK 4.15; ŚSū 1.13 and 3.41, and SpKā 33.

17See SpKā 8.
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Indeed, the individual does not function by dispatching the impulse of
(his) will, but rather, because of (his) contact with his own power, he
becomes equal to it.18

It is similarly stated elsewhere that “(all) activity is the Lord’s.”19 With this
doctrine,20 he implies the following as well: for the sake of (acquiring) the var-
ious kinds of powers, one must also practice more penetration through one’s

18Following Bhaṭṭa Kallaṭa’s commentary, I take this verse to mean that the individual in the world,
the everyman, does not act simply as a limited agent, directing his will to perform this or that function.
Rather, he operates by first having identified with his true nature as Śiva (ŚD 1.2). It is only by identifying
with his power that an individual may act, for it is through this contact that the senses acquire cogni-
tive power. As Dyczkowski (1987: 152) notes, this implies that the senses give one contact with a world
that is projected outward from within oneself; it is not a world that is external to the self, as the source
of the contents of consciousness is ultimately Śiva himself, who is ultimately the one who extends and
withdraws the very senses of the individual subject. In a word, Utpaladeva quotes this verse to suggest
that human beings are cognizant of and act in the world only insofar as they are penetrated by Śiva
himself. See SpKāVṛ ad SpKā 8: na cecchāpreṣaṇena karaṇāni preṣayati, api tu svasvarūpe sthitvā kevalaṃ
yādṛśī tasyecchā pravartate tathāvidham eva sa bāhyāntaraṃ kāryam utpādayati. tena na karaṇaviṣayam eva
sāmarthyam, kintu tasya sarvatra. Note that Kṣemarāja’s commentary on the kārikā suggests essentially
the same thing. Cf. SpNir ad SpKā 8: ayaṃ laukikaḥ puruṣa icchaiva nodanaṃ pratodas tasya prerakatvena
karaṇapravartanārthavyāpāraṇāya yasmān na pravartate, api tv ātmanaś cidrūpasya yad balaṃ spanda-
tattvātmakaṃ tatsparśāt tatkṛtāt kiyanmātrād āveśāt tatsamo bhavet, ahantārasavipruḍabhiṣekād acetano ’pi
cetanatām āsādayaty eva.

This verse should be read in the context of the preceding two (SpKā 6–7): “That principle [tattva]
should be examined with great care and reverence by which this group of senses, though insentient,
acts as a sentient force by itself, and along with the inner group of senses, goes towards objects,
takes pleasure in their maintenance, and withdraws into itself, because this natural freedom of it
prevails everywhere” (yataḥ karaṇavargo ’yaṃ vimūḍho ’mūḍhavat svayam / sahāntarena cakreṇa pravṛtti-
sthitisaṃhṛtīḥ // labhate tat prayatnena parīkṣyaṃ tattvam ādarāt / yathaḥ svatantratā tasya sarvatreyam
akṛtrimā). The translation is Singh’s, for which, see Singh 1994: 51. Finally, see Dyczkowski 19921:
86–87.

19This quotation may have a more technical meaning in that it might also refer to the īśvaratattva,
the fourth of thirty-six tattvas. At this level, the power of action (kriyā) is manifested. At the level of the
third tattva, the sadāśivatattva, the power of cognition (jñāna) is manifested. Thus, to say that activity
is related to the īśvaratattva is to suggest that it exists at an ontological level prior and superior to the
manifestation of individual, human agents, which is precisely the point emphasized in SpKā 8. The
source of this quotation is unknown to me.

20There are two possible interpretations of anayaiva dṛṣṭyā. The first, which I have accepted in this
translation, is to take it simply as a connective phrase that should not be read as a part of the iti clause.
In this interpretation, anayaiva dṛṣṭyā, “with this doctrine,” refers to the fact that Śiva penetrates and
thereby animates the individual agent. In other words, insofar as Śiva has penetrated the individual,
the individual must, like Śiva, practice penetration (samāveśa) in order to increase his or her power. The
second interpretation, following Kaul, takes anayaiva dṛṣṭyā as a part of the iti clause and interprets it to
mean that one should penetrate everything with, by means of, the very same form of seeing by which
Śiva cognizes his identity with the distinct objects of cognition. For this interpretation, see Kaul’s note 1,
p. 3 of the KSTS edition: yathā bhinnīkṛtān api prāṇādīn prameyān ātmābhedena paśyati tathaiva sarvam
api vyāpyam ity arthaḥ.
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own effort. He also says that both Śiva and (individuals,) Devadatta, etc., are
penetrated, because they both become unified in the same way.21

May Śiva, thus qualified,22 pay homage to his (all-)extensive self, i.e., to the one
called Paramaśiva, whose nature is (the same as) his own, whose expansion is
limitless because he comes forth as the Lord Sadāśiva in the form of the parāparā
(condition), etc.23 The imperative verbal suffix24 is in the sense of a summons,
etc., like the verb “homage” in “homage to you.”25 That means: “May we, being
Śiva, pay homage to the Supreme Lord.” He uses the third person, which refers
to someone other than himself,26 in order to show that the artificial sense of self
has mere agency as its nature, since it does not have any specific form.27

21It is a common doctrine in the non-dual Śaivism of Kashmir that “penetration” (āveśa, samāveśa)
is both active and passive: the terms refer to the penetration of and the being penetrated by a single entity.
In this passage, Utpaladeva suggests that both meanings are implied in the invocatory verse. See Torella
1994: xxxii.

22The term here translated, tathāvidha, refers to Śiva’s acquisition of Somānanda’s human form;
it refers to the fact that the verse describes Śiva as asmadrūpasamāviṣṭa, one who has “penetrated my
[Somānanda’s] form.” Note that the term in question, samāviṣṭa can be both active and passive.

23This is a reference to the act (kriyā) of manifestation, beginning with the sadāśivatattva, the third
of the thirty-six tattvas. (Note that two manuscripts, P and R, explicitly refer to this action: they read parā-
pararūpabhagavatsadāśivādikriyāprasaraṇamukha for parāpararūpabhagavatsadāśivādiprasaraṇamukha.)
It is at this level that the first distinction between subject and object is manifested, but coarse forms,
distinct entities such as pots, do not appear at this level. The subject-object distinction is here rather
more mental than physical in form. As such, it is considered to be a level intermediate to the supreme
(parā) condition, which is associated with Śiva’s quiescent state, as it were, and the mundane condi-
tion (aparā) of the everyday world, in which the apparent duality of the universe is fully manifested. See
ŚD 1.5–6ab and Utpaladeva’s commentary thereon for further mention of the same. Cf. Utpaladeva’s
commentary on ŚD 1.29cd–33.

24This is loṭ, Pāṇini’s term for the imperative. Karotu is the third-person, singular form of the
imperative of the verb kṛ: “make, do.”

25This is to say that the verb directs the practitioner to pay homage rather than merely indicating,
as the grammar of the verse would suggest, Śiva’s act of obeisance. See A 3.3.162: loṭ ca. Kaul explains
by quoting the following verse, which is a variation of VP 3.7.126: “Loṭ [the imperative] for verbs such as
prach [to ask] is enjoined with respect to those [agents] who have not undertaken (the act in question). Ṇic
[the causative] is enjoined for those [agents] who have undertaken (the act in question)” (apravṛttasya hi
praiṣe pṛcchyāder loḍ vidhīyate/ pravṛttasya yadā praiṣas tadā sa viṣayo ṇicaḥ). VP 3.7.126 reads: dravyamā-
trasya tu praiṣe pṛcchyāder loḍ vidhīyate/ sakriyasya prayogas tu yadā sa viṣayo ṇicaḥ. Kaul’s conclusion is
that, “For this reason, one should not mistakenly think that somebody else is enjoined here by the word
karotu” (tena karotv ity atrānyaprerakatvam iti na bhramitavyam).

26Literally, paratvena means “as another.” That is to say that the use of the third-person form of the
verb (karotu) refers to someone other than the one who is speaking. (One normally expects an author to
use the first-person form of the verb in a maṅgala verse.)

27Because invocatory verses more commonly are composed in the first-person, Utpaladeva here
comments on Somānanda’s use of the third person, suggesting that he uses it to underscore the fact that
the individual practitioner is identical with Śiva. Śiva generates the agent’s limited and artificial sense
of self by directing his consciousness to recognize just such limited agency, as Utpaladeva referred to
earlier in his commentary on ŚD 1.1, beginning with: “After that, wishing further to establish.” So to
be a limited agent is merely to act, because there is no distinct nature—no ultimate and autonomous
existence—associated with limited agency (which is, ultimately speaking, nonexistent, after all) other
than the fact of being one who acts. And since there is only one agent, Śiva, to act is to be Śiva. A “limited”
agent is thus in reality no one but Śiva, the one and only actor, and therefore Somānanda employed the
third-person, and not the first-person, form of the verb in the opening verse of the ŚD.
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Moreover, because everything is composed of Śiva, the means of action in
homage—speech, the mind, etc.—are also nothing but Śiva. For this reason, he
says, “by means of his own self.”

The obstacles that are to be warded off also have nothing but his nature.
Therefore, he says, “by warding himself off,” and he says “by means of his own
power” because in homage the power of one’s will, etc., are associated with Śiva
himself.

This [verse] shows that all actions, such as moving or eating, along with their
kārakas28 and their fruits, should be understood in the very same way.29

1.2

Now, [Somānanda] introduces,30 in brief, the meaning of the entire teaching,
accompanied by the reasoning (involved in it).31

1.2. ātmaiva sarvabhāveṣu sphuran nirvṛtacid vibhuḥ
aniruddhecchāprasaraḥ prasaraddṛkkriyaḥ śivaḥ

Śiva is the very self appearing in all entities, whose consciousness is
delighted, the all-encompassing one, whosewill expands unchecked, (and)
whose cognition and action are expanding.32

That one should say that Śiva is the very self in all entities is the proposition.33

The series of adjectives beginning with “whose consciousness is delighted” is

28The kārakas, according to Pāṇinian grammar, correspond closely with the various components
that make up action, the instrument, the agent, the object, etc. On the role of the kārakas in tantrism,
see TĀ 15.148ff., where Abhinavagupta equates Śiva with all of the six kārakas. See, also, ĪPK 2.2.6.

29This is to say that all actions, like the aforementioned, exemplary act of worship, emanate from
Śiva in the form of, by means of, and in view of Śiva.

30The verb pratijānīte is etymologically linked to the noun pratijñā and implies, as the latter term
denotes, the matter to be proven in a logical syllogism. Here, the verb has the same flavor: it suggests
that the following verse will state that which Somānanda wishes to establish in his treatise.

31The term translated here, sayuktika, refers to the fact that, in the following verse, Somānanda hints
at the logical argument he will present in defending his theology. Utpaladeva fleshes out this argument
in his commentary following the verse.

32ŚD 1.2 is quoted in PTV ad PT 5–9ab (p. 39 of Singh’s edition), with a variant reading (also attested
in two manuscripts, P and R) of vapuḥ for vibhuḥ (ŚD 1.2b). Perhaps there is a faint echo of VBh 100 in
this verse: ciddharmā sarvadeheṣu viśeṣo nāsti kutracit / ataś ca tanmayaṃ sarvaṃ bhāvayan bhavajij janaḥ.

33Utpaladeva here interprets Somānanda’s verse by suggesting that a logical syllogism is implicit
in it. He here mentions the proposition (pratijñā) of the argument. Here and in what follows, Utpaladeva
appears to furnish only a two-membered logical syllogism, including only the proposition and the reason
(hetu), this in accordance with the expectations outlined by the Buddhist epistemologists. (I am thankful
to an anonymous reviewer of the present manuscript for clarifying this point.) The Hindu Naiyāyika
syllogism is traditionally one of five members. The five members of the Naiyāyika’s syllogism are: (1) the
pratijñā or proposition: “there is fire on the mountain”; (2) the hetu or reason: “because there is smoke
there”; (3) the dṛṣṭānta or example: “where there is smoke, there is fire, as in the hearth of the kitchen”;
(4) the upanaya or recapitulation of the cause: “the mountain smokes”; (5) the nigamana or conclusion:
“therefore, there is fire on the mountain.” Note that the present passage is not a proof of Śiva’s identity
with self, but rather it argues that onemust speak of Śiva as the self existing in all entities; it thus assumes
the identity of Śiva and the self.
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the reason. “Appearing” indicates that the self-awareness form of direct percep-
tion34 proves the reason, as well as that in which the reason appears.35 For this
reason, “appearing” is a separate word.36 Moreover, he also shows by implica-
tion that the fact of being one “whose consciousness is delighted,” etc., this being
Śiva’s nature, is characteristic of Śiva.37 And, once this scope38 is established, it
is established that one can simply refer to that which has those characteristics
as Śiva-nature, according to the stages articulated in the Īśvarapratyabhijñā.39

Moreover, the way in which consciousness, delight, will, cognition, and action
appear in every entity appearing (in experience), down to a pot or a cloth, will

Compare the present passage with Abhinavagupta’s description of the argument of Utpaladeva’s
ĪPK: tad ayaṃ pramātā jñānakriyāśaktiyogād īśvara iti vyavahartavyaḥ purāṇāgamādiprasiddheśvaravat;
tadaprasiddhāv api sarvaviṣayajñānakriyāśaktimattvasvabhāvam evaiśvaryaṃ tanmātrānubandhitvād eva
siddham; tad api ca kalpiteśvare rājādau tathā vyāptigrahaṇāt, yo yāvati jñātā kartā ca sa tāvatīśvaro rājeva,
anīśvarasya jñātṛtvakartṛtve svabhāvaviruddhe yataḥ, ātmā ca viśvatra jñātā kartā ceti siddhā pratyabhijñā.
(See ĪPV ad ĪPK 1.1.3.) Lawrence suggests that “This may be put formally as follows: (1) The subject
is the Lord. (2) Because he/she has the Cognition and Action Powers. (3) Whoever has Cognition and
Action powers is Lord. Like the Lord known in the Purāṇas and scriptures, and like the King. (4) The
subject, since he/she has them, is the Lord. (5) The subject is the Lord.” See Lawrence 1999: 49–57, esp.
55. Compare also to ĪPVṛ ad ĪPK 1.1.2, where Utpaladeva argues that, since the self possesses the pow-
ers of cognition and action, proven through inner awareness, one should not attempt either to prove or
disprove the existence of God: sarveṣāṃ svātmanaḥ sarvārthasiddhisamāśrayasya tattatsarvārthasādhanā-
nyathānupapattyā kroḍīkṛtasiddheḥ svaprakāśasya pramātrekavapuṣaḥ pūrvasiddhasya purāṇasya jñānaṃ
kriyā ca. svasaṃvedanasiddham evaiśvaryam, teneśvarasya siddhau nirākaraṇe ca jaḍānām evodyamaḥ.

34I understand svasaṃvedanapratyakṣa to be a descriptive (karmadhāraya) compound: “the per-
ception that is one’s self-awareness.” Cf. also, e.g., ĪPVṛ ad ĪPK 1.1.3, where Utpaladeva refers to
svasaṃvedana as the means of proving Īśvara: kevalam asya svasaṃvedanasiddhasyāpīśvarasya . . .

35Here Utpaladeva suggests that the svasaṃvedana form of cognition is the valid means of knowl-
edge that proves that a logical inference is appropriate in this context. This, in turn, depends on the
formulation of this idea as it is found in the writings of the Buddhist epistemologists. The idea is that
all cognitions are simultaneously self-conscious: all cognitions involve the awareness of themselves.
Utpaladeva’s argument therefore seems to revolve around the idea that there is an agent who experi-
ences all of the cognitions in question, the agent being Śiva, of course. By this logic, the proposition
(pratijñā)—that Śiva is the “self” in all entities—is proven by the experience that occurs in the ātman:
there is a real agent there who experiences the self-luminosity of consciousness. The same svasaṃvedana
also proves that the experiences in question, the delighted condition, etc., appear in the self under con-
sideration. Utpaladeva makes a similar point regarding the role of svasaṃvedana in proving the nature
of Śiva in his ĪPVṛ, for which see ĪPVṛ ad ĪPK 1.1.2, 1.1.3, and 1.1.5. Cf., also, ĪPVṛ ad ĪPK 1.3.2, where
Utpala describes the nature of cognitions as self-aware. On svasaṃvedana in the theories of Dignāga and
Dharmakīrti, see Dunne 2004: 391, fn. 1, and 276–278. Cf. Hattori 1968: 100–101, fn. 1.60 and 104–106,
fn. 1.64; Stcherbatsky [1930–1932] 1993, vol. 1: 163–169.

36In other words, one should not understand sphurannirvṛtacidvibhuḥ to be a single compound.
The implication is that sphurat is not part of the series of adjectives expressing the reason (hetu) of the
proposition.

37Utpaladeva should therefore be understood here to suggest that the Śiva-nature of Śiva himself
is identical to that of the ātman.

38Viṣaya refers to the “scope” of the definitions of Śiva (śivalakṣaṇa). In other words, the language
used to describe Śiva’s nature is the same language that can be applied to the self appearing in all entities.

39The “stages” that Utpaladeva mentions refer to the process by which Śiva appears as the very self
or essence of all entities. As in the ŚD, the ĪPK accounts for worldly appearances by suggesting they
appear in the form of Śiva’s consciousness. The differences between Utpaladeva’s arguments and those
of Somānanda have been described in the Introduction.
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be discussed later on.40 He will (also) mention later on, in the manner stated
in the Īśvarapratyabhijñā, that the five powers are associated with the agents of
cognition who act in the world41 in the parāparā condition and below, because
the powers and the one possessing the powers are not different, and because
there is only one who possesses them.42

Nirvṛtacit is an exocentric compound meaning “whose consciousness is
delighted,” that is, is not wishing for any object of knowledge, i.e., is com-
plete, and he is the all-encompassing one, that is, the one who has internalized
every object of cognition. Aniruddhecchāprasara is an exocentric compound
meaning “whose will expands unchecked.” Prasaraddṛkkriya is an exocentric
compoundmeaning “whose dṛk—that is, cognition—and action are expanding.”
Śiva, having these attributes, is the very self in everything.

1.3–4

Thus, since it is established in one’s own awareness that everything has Śiva as
its form, it is only how one should speak of this that has to be proven. This being
so, to repudiate the opposing doctrines of those who speak for other points of
view,43 [Somānanda] begins to explain that Śiva-nature, having such a form,44

exists equally from the parā condition down to the level of pots, cloth, and so
on:45

40This discussion begins with ŚD 1.24. Note that Somānanda has referred to all of the aforemen-
tioned powers in the pratijñā verse itself: hementions delighted consciousness (nirvṛtacit), which implies
the powers of consciousness (cit) and bliss (ānanda), the power of will (aniruddhecchā), and the powers
of cognition (dṛk = jñāna) and action (prasaraddṛkkriya). Elsewhere in the ŚD, he regularly refers only to
the triad of powers, the śaktitraya of will, cognition, and action. See the Introduction, section 7.

41The term here translated with “the agents of cognition who act in the world” is vyavahartṛpramātṛ.
I understand the present term to be a descriptive (karmadhāraya) compound.

42Śiva is identical with his powers, and every agent is ultimately Śiva. Therefore, Śiva is present,
as are his powers, in every agent at every level of existence. In ŚD 1.29cd–33, Somānanda enumerates
the various types of agents (pramātṛs), mentioning their relationship to Śiva’s five powers. In doing so,
he illustrates the manner in which they are all ultimately Śiva himself. For a discussion of the various
agents at the various levels of the parāparā and aparā conditions, see ĪPK 3.2.1–20 esp. 3.2.6–9. Finally,
for mention of the identity of the powers and the one possessing them, see, e.g., ĪPVṛ ad ĪPK 4.5, as well
as the Introduction to the present volume.

43By glossing vādyantaravimatim with vedāntānāṃ bhinnavedyavādināṃ ca, Kaul suggests that
Somānanda’s primary opponent is the Vedānta. Judging the relative strength of his opponents by the
amount of space devoted to refuting their philosophical positions, however, it may be clearly said that the
Vedānta is a minor concern in the ŚD, and, moreover, that Somānanda’s main opponents are Bhartṛhari
and the grammarians, and the Śāktas who subscribed to their philosophical position, or something close
to it (about which see the Introduction). Somānanda also criticizes (non-Śaṅkara forms of) the Vedānta in
ŚD 6.6–15. Other opponents mentioned in the text include the Mīmāṃsakas (ŚD 3.63–68ab, 4.40), the
Sāṅkhyas (ŚD 6.27), the Pāñcarātrikas (ŚD 5.15–18ab), the Vaiśeṣikas (ŚD 4.38) and “Nyāya-Vaiśeṣikas”
(ŚD 6.28), the Cārvākas (6.88), the Vijñānavādins (ŚD 4.25–31, 6.33–87), and other Buddhists (ŚD 4.39,
6.32).

44That is, having the form described in ŚD 1.2.
45In other words, Śiva-nature (śivatā) exists equally in the parā, parāparā, and aparā conditions, the

last being the condition in which pots, etc., are manifested.
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1.3. sa yadāste cidāhlādamātrānubhavatallayaḥ
tadicchā tāvatī tāvaj jñānaṃ tāvat kriyā hi sā
1.4. susūkṣmaśaktitritayasāmarasyena vartate
cidrūpāhlādaparamo nirvibhāgaḥ paras tadā

When he remains absorbed in the experience of nothing but the bliss of
consciousness—since his will, cognition, and action are so great46—at that
time, due to the state of unity of the three very subtle powers, he is para-
mount in the delight of consciousness, nondistinct, (and) supreme.47

As long as the erroneous condition of the world of transmigration, in which
Śiva’s oneness is not recognized, does not arise, Śiva-nature is “so great,” i.e., is
as it is described earlier.48 Accordingly, all five powers definitely exist, although
in a unified form, at that time, since they are able to produce the objects
associated with worldly activity.49

For instance,50 in the parāparā condition, prakāśa, which consists of the
inherent reflective awareness “I,”51 is independent, has a blissful form because

46Tadicchā tāvatī tāvaj jñānaṃ tāvat kriyā hi sā may be more literally translated, “since his will is
so great, (his) cognition is so great, (and his) action is so great.” This is meant to suggest that the three
powers are as described in ŚD 1.2. His will expands unchecked (aniruddhecchāprasara), and his powers
of cognition and action are expanding (prasaraddṛkkriya). Utpaladeva suggests that the use of these
pronouns indicates that the powers appear sequentially. See the commentary, below.

47Here, I follow Gnoli’s translation in part: “When He is in the form of a lysis in the experience
of his conscious beatitude to the exclusion of all else—in this state, indeed, He is at once will, knowl-
edge, and action—then these three powers, which are in their most subtle form, are in a state of perfect
union within Him. In this state, Śiva is freed of distinctions, resolved in His conscious beatitude, in
His supreme form.” See Gnoli 1957: 19. These two verses are also quoted by Abhinavagupta in MŚV
22cd–24ab. See Hanneder 1998: 62–63. They are also quoted in PTV ad PT 5–9ab (p. 62 of Singh’s edi-
tion). Cf., also, ŚSū 1.6: śakticakrasaṃdhāne viśvasaṃhāraḥ. “The universe is contracted when the wheel
of powers is united.”

48See Utpaladeva’s commentary on ŚD 1.2, where he interprets the verse in question to refer to Śiva
as possessing delighted consciousness, etc.

49The pentad of powers are at rest, in unity, prior to the manifestation of the universe, and they
manifest the universe when they are active. As Kaul notes, because a cause can be inferred from its
effect, and because one can experience the phenomenal world, one can infer that the powers that create
that world exist prior to its creation. See Kaul’s note 5, p. 6 of the KSTS edition: kāryeṇa kāraṇānumānam.

50As Kaul notes, Utpaladeva here begins with the parāparā condition, the first condition mani-
fested after the parā condition, in the process of building the argument that all conditions equally are
possessed of the same Śiva-nature (śivatā) that exists at the highest level. Kaul says: “Here [Somānanda]
considers first of all that the parāparā condition has consciousness and bliss as its nature” (tatrādau
parāparāvasthāyāś cidānandatāṃ samarthayati).

51The theological view mentioned here is central to the Pratyabhijñā as Utpaladeva articulated it
and is by now rather well known. It is the doctrine that, by nature, the universe is made up of Śiva’s
consciousness, which consists of both the light of consciousness (prakāśa) and its self-awareness or
self-revealing aspect (vimarśa). Here, the term pratyavamarśa is used essentially synonymously for
vimarśa, excepting that, as Torella notes, it emphasizes slightly the notion of “introjection and return
to the subject.” (See Torella 1994: xxiv n.) This consciousness sees itself in the form of the universe, as
a supreme self or “I” that is identical to the individual self or ātman. For more on the nature of prakāśa
and vimarśa, see Dyczkowski 1987: 59–75.
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it is complete,52 and is made up of delighted consciousness.53 The very same54

is independence, the principal nature of Śiva.
He expresses this with cidāhlādamātrānubhavatallaya, an exocentric com-

pound meaning: “one whose experience, that is, whose shining forth, is in
nothing but the bliss of complete consciousness and not in an external entity,
and for that very reason55 is absorbed in the same.” With this, he has described
“whose consciousness is delighted.”56 As for will, cognition, and action, they
become apparent in relation to different objects, etc.57

In the parā condition, on the other hand, his true nature shines forth simply
as “I am complete.”58 By shining forth as such, it is itself a cognition; because it
is in the form of an apprehension,59 the very same is an action; (and) will is also
fully established as his nature, because he60 agrees to it.61 That is why he says
“his will is so great.”62

52It is possible that pūrṇatva should be taken with what precedes it: “it is independent because it is
complete.”

53Utpaladeva wishes to indicate that all of Śiva’s powers exist in the parāparā condition. He here
refers to the powers of consciousness (cit) and bliss (ānanda), the first two of the five powers. He
deals with the remaining three powers, will, cognition and action, below. (Cf. also ŚD 1.2b: sphuran
nirvṛtacid vibhuḥ.) Though Somānanda consistently refers to three powers, he—according to Utpaladeva,
at least—implicitly refers to the presence of the remaining two with the term nirvṛtacit. (Cf. the Intro-
duction, section 7.) For Utpaladeva’s definition of the parāparā condition, see ĪPK 3.1.5 and the ĪPVṛ on
the same.

54This refers to prakāśa.
55Since one only experiences one’s own consciousness, one is absorbed in it and in nothing else.
56See ŚD 1.2. This suggests that the term nirvṛtacit refers both to Śiva’s absorption in his own nature

and to the joyous experience he has therein. Both of these ideas are captured in the word nirvṛta, which
suggests something complete, quiescent and joyous.

57In other words, these powers cause distinct forms to appear, this beginning subtly in the parāparā
condition and in coarse form in the aparā condition. However, they exist in an unmanifested unity in
the parā condition.

58See also ĪPV ad ĪPK 4.14 for a description of the parā condition.
59I am unsure ofmy translation of saṃrambharūpatva. The word saṃrambha suggests active energy,

even anger, as well as the notion of a grasping or a laying hold of some object. The idea is that, insofar
as consciousness grasps, apprehends, objects of cognition, it involves an action, the act of cognition.

60This refers to Śiva.
61This is to say that Śiva agrees to perform the action in question.
62This passage shows both that all of Śiva’s powers inhere in his very nature and that, in

manifestation, each power is inherent in the one preceding it. Thus, Utpaladeva has said that
action is derived from cognition, which in turn is derived from Śiva’s inherent nature (svasva-
bhāva). Here, Utpaladeva seems to suggest that, in that the power of action (kriyā) is integral to
Śiva’s nature, will, being integral to that—one has to will an act to perform it—is also inherent
in Śiva.

One should note (as explained in the Introduction, section 6) that the commentary treats the text in
an awkward manner: instead of dealing with these three powers in the order in which they appear in the
text, Utpaladeva begins with the power of cognition, treating the power of will last, and one should note
that this is a strategy he also employs in the ĪPK. (See ĪPK 1.1.2, 1.1.4–5.) In fact, Utpaladeva does not
mention the power of will before 1.5.7, where he in essence makes the same point about manifestation
that Somānanda asserts in this first chapter of the Śivadṛṣti: cidātmaiva hi devo ’ntaḥsthitam icchāvaśād
bahiḥ / yogīva nirupādānam arthajātaṃ prakāśayet.
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Moreover, (the neuter) tāvat (ŚD 1.3d), which must be construed with (the
feminine word) kriyā, denotes the nature.63 Alternatively, the word tāvat in tāvaj
jñānam (ŚD 1.3c), being in a transformed feminine gender, refers to kriyā, while
the second tāvat near the end (ŚD 1.3d) means that a sequence (of powers) exists,
beginning with the parāparā condition.64

For the same reason,65 it is appropriate to speak of (the existence of) will and
the rest even when different objects do not exist,66 because there is no change
in the (aforementioned) agreement, shining forth, and apprehension insofar
as they are always prakāśa.67 He expresses this with “due to the state of unity
of the three very subtle powers.”68 The extreme subtlety (of the three powers)
results from his not contemplating the distinctions (when he resides in the parā
condition), since there is nothing to desire, etc. (in that condition.) For this very
reason, he says that there is a state of unity of the powers, and he is paramount
in the delight of consciousness because he is by nature the state of shining forth
as nothing but complete consciousness.

This very state of being nondistinct, moreover, is called the supreme condi-
tion, because when he remains thus, he is supreme.69

1.5–6ab

He (next) says that the aforementioned70 Paraśiva condition, which is devoid of
objects of cognition, etc.,71 and is pure, also exists in the other condition.72

63Utpaladeva here accounts for the word tāvat in ŚD 1.3d. He suggests that it appears in the
neuter gender because it reflects the nature (svarūpa) of the entity in question, kriyā. Since svarūpa is
a neuter word, Somānanda is justified in using the neuter form, tāvat. It may be that Somānanda uses
the neuter form simply for metrical reasons, however.

64In this alternative interpretation, Utpaladeva suggests that tāvat in ŚD 1.3c should be construed
first with jñāna and then, by the rules of anaphora (anuvṛtti), it should be construed in the feminine
gender with kriyā. Accounting for tāvat in ŚD 1.3d, Utpaladeva suggests that it indicates the sequentiality
of the powers in the parāparā condition and below.

65That is to say, given that these powers, by nature, exist in Śiva, the following obtains.
66This is to say that it is appropriate to speak of their existence even in the parā condition.
67In the parā condition, Śiva exists in a state characterized by the experience “I am complete.”

Utpaladeva suggests that the three powers exist at this level because there is cognition there in the form
of a “shining forth”; kriyā is implied in the cognitive act; and will is implied in that Śiva assents to the act
in question—that is, he wishes to perceive that which he comes to know through the act in question. It
is to these powers that he refers when he speaks of “agreement, shining forth, and apprehension.” (Cf.
the explanation of Somānanda’s “Settled Opinion” [siddhānta] in section 5 of the Introduction.) Thus
Utpaladeva makes two points in this passage. The first is that the three powers, will, cognition, and
action, exist even in Śiva’s supreme condition. The second is that these powers are, as it were, in a
potential form in that condition. They exist there insofar as they are made up of prakāśa, but they are not
yet in the process of producing worldly entities.

68This is a reference to susūkṣmaśaktitritayasāmarasya, found in ŚD 1.4a.
69Cf. ŚD 2.45cd and following for a discussion of whether the paśyantī of the grammarians’ system

can be considered to be “nondistinct” (nirvibhāgā).
70Tathābhūta◦ in tathābhūtajñeyādiśūnyaśuddhaparaśivāvasthā refers to the Śiva-nature (śivatā)

described in ŚD 1.3–4, and my translation, although idiomatic, means to capture this fact.
71The word “etcetera” (ādi) in tathābhūtajñeyādiśūnyaśuddhaparaśivāvasthā refers to cognition

(jñāna) and the cognizer (jñātṛ). See Utpaladeva’s commentary, below: jñānajñeyānābilajñātṛsvarūpa-
saṃsparśaḥ.

72This refers to the aparā condition.
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1.5. na paraṃ tadavasthāyāṃ vyavasthaiṣā vyavasthitā
yāvat samagrajñānāgrajñātṛsparśāsv api
1.6. sthitaiva lakṣyate sā ca tadviśrāntyā tathā phale

This particular condition73 is situated not only in that condition,74 but it
is fully established even at those levels at which there is contact with the
cognizer prior to every cognition, and it also appears in the fruit75 (of a
cognition), because one rests there.76

In this way, the restriction77 exists not only when the parāparā, etc., are sim-
ply not manifested, but even in the aparā condition.78 The parā condition also
exists at those levels because, prior to any form of cognition, mental elaboration,
etc.,79 i.e., in the condition in which they are about to arise,80 there necessarily
is mutual contact, in their (shared) nature, of the cognition, the thing cognized,
and the pure cognizer.81 Although, as with the state of deep sleep, the parā

73The term vyavasthā refers to the condition in which Śiva is supreme (para), as Somānanda states
in ŚD 1.3–4.

74That is, at the level of Paraśiva, the parā condition (parāvasthā).
75Utpaladeva interprets phala to refer either to the “result” of the cognition or the “conclusion” of the

cognition. I have literally translated phala with “fruit” in an attempt to capture both of these meanings.
See Utpaladeva’s commentary, below.

76That is, one rests one’s awareness at the initial moment of cognition. See also: ŚD 1.7cd–8 and
1.9–11ab.

77Utpaladeva here offers niyama as a synonym for Somānanda’s vyavasthā, which refers to the
condition in which Śiva is supreme (para).

78“Parāparā, etc.,” refers to the parā and the parāparā conditions. In other words, one counts the
levels moving upward, as it were, excluding the coarse, aparā condition. Somānanda has discussed
the Śiva-nature of the former in ŚD 1.3–4, and in his commentary on ŚD 1.3–4, Utpaladeva dealt with
the same in relation to the parāparā condition.

79Utpaladeva here refers to “mental elaboration” (vikalpa) as the first in a list of various types of
cognition (jñānas). Mental elaboration is the form of cognition that takes as its object not some particular
entity, such as a pot, but the general concept of the entity in question, the universal (sāmānya) notion
“pot.” (See ĪPK 1.2.1–2 and Torella 1994: 215, fn. 21.) As such, it is the first cognition involving a complete
distinction of subject and object in the cognizer’s awareness, as it is the first type of cognition to appear
in the aparā condition. (See ĪPK 1.6.1 and Torella 1994: 128.) This definite cognition is also predicated on
the agent of cognition recognizing the object in question, “jar” for example, as an entity that is different
from other objects, “table” for example. (See ĪPK 1.6.3 and Torella 1994: 131.) The other major type of
cognition in the aparā condition consists of the perception of the specific entity appearing in front of the
cognizer (svalakṣaṇa), i.e., “this red pot.” Somānanda and Utpaladeva also consider the significance of
this type of cognition in the grammarians’ theory of cognition, for which see ŚD 2.48cd–49, as well as
the corresponding passages of the ŚDVṛ.

80Utpaladeva here suggests that, prior to any cognition, the agent and object of cognition, as well as
the cognition itself, must be undivided. Utpaladeva also addresses this issue in some detail in the ĪPK,
although he does not explicitly refer to this moment prior to cognition. He instead addresses the issue in
terms of the unity of the light of consciousness (prakāśa). See in particular ĪPK 1.8.10 where Utpaladeva
refers to the unity of cognitions (saṃvit), based on the unity of prakāśa, which he identifies with the one,
unitary cognitive agent (pramātṛ).

81I am not entirely sure of my translation of jñānajñeyānābilajñātṛsvarūpasaṃsparśa. Note that
Utpaladeva uses similar language in ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.23: śivarūpasaṃsparśavirahitāḥ.
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condition does not exist at that time,82 since the condition of the cognizer is such
that he possesses a subtle body, the parā condition nevertheless exists when he
rests somewhere on the parts prior to cognition.83

Note that [the cognizer] does not rest at the level of the means of knowledge,
either, because he is distracted even there by objects of cognition, consisting
of the movement of the breaths.84 Therefore, he rests only prior to cognizing
the objects of cognition, the breaths, etc.85 In reality, the parā condition is fully
established in the one experiencing the state prior to deep sleep,86 and it appears
because prakāśa not appearing is a contradition in terms.

It also appears in the fruit as well, that is, when another cognition, “I know
this,” comes about, which is the result of the means of cognition, because at

82That is to say, in the moment just prior to a cognition, at which time the cognition, the object of
cognition, and the cognizer are unified.

83As Kaul notes, the parā condition does not exist in even the state of deep sleep, this because a
trace of the individual sense of self exists there. Similarly, the parā condition cannot exist in cognition,
because of the distinction of agent, object, and act of cognition. As such, the parā condition exists prior to
the cognitive act. (See Kaul’s note 3, p. 8 of the KSTS edition.) The distinction between the first moment
of cognition, on the one hand, and the parā condition, on the other, is subtle. Utpaladeva compares the
former with the state of deep (which is to say dreamless) sleep. In the ĪPK he suggests that deep sleep
is the state in which Śiva’s agency exists at the level of śūnya, the void. (See ĪPK 3.2.13.) At this level, one
has only the faintest sense of individuality, but one has no contact whatsoever with objects of cognition,
and neither mental nor physical capacities are active. It is a state similar to the moment at which the
universe is dissolved (pralaya) at the end of the cosmic cycle, the difference being that one retains a
faint trace of one’s karmic impulses (saṃskāra) in deep sleep, while even these faint karmic impulses
are annihilated in the parā condition. (See ĪPK 3.2.15.) In his commentary on ĪPK 3.2.14, Utpaladeva
defines this cognitive agent-as-void (śūnyapramātṛ) as the living being (jīva) who enlivens the five sense-
capacities (buddhīndriyas), and these five capacities, along with the three internal organs, the intellect
(buddhi), the ego (ahaṃkāra), and the mind (manas), constitute the puryaṣṭaka. (In the same passage, he
also suggests that the puryaṣṭaka is associated with the five breaths.) It is in this sense that the cognizer
can be said to possess a body in deep sleep, as he does in the moment prior to cognition. This slight
sense of self therefore distinguishes both deep sleep and the moment prior to cognition from the parā
condition, but the former are similar to the parā condition insofar as one does not differentiate between
the act of cognition, the objects of cognition, and the cognizer, either in deep sleep or in the moment
prior to cognition.

84The Pratyabhijñā, as Utpaladeva explains it, recognizes five breaths. The first two, the out-going
(prāṇa) and in-going (apāna) breaths, are present in the waking state and the state of dreaming sleep.
The third breath, the samāna or “equal” breath, or in other words the “breath” between the in-going and
out-going breaths, exists at the level of deep sleep. The udāna dwells at the level of the “fourth state,”
which, according to Torella, “constitutes going beyond ordinary existence,” and it exists at the level of
the sadāśivatattva and the īśvaratattva. Finally, the vyāna breath consists of the stabilization of this fourth
state, at which point “differentiation is completely dissolved.” (See Torella 1994: 207–209, esp. 209,
fn. 35. See also ĪPK 3.2.19–20.) I think Utpaladeva here wishes to suggest that there is “rest” at the level
of the fifth breath, vyāna, because he has said that it is at this level that the flow of the breaths is stopped:
turyātīte dikkālānavacchede pūrṇe pravāhatāṃ hitvātinirbharāvastho vyānasaṃjñaḥ (ĪPVṛ ad ĪPK 3.2.20).
Note also that three manuscripts (G, P and R) read pramāṇaspandātmaka◦ for prāṇaspandātmaka◦.

85This is to say that he rests prior to any state of awareness at which even the subtlest
subject-object dualism exists. See ĪPK 3.2.13–15, the Vṛtti on the same, and Torella 1994: 204–205,
fn. 24.

86Cf. ŚSū 1.7: jāgratsvapnasuṣuptabhede turyābhogasaṃvit. “The consciousness that is the expanse of
the fourth state exists in the division of waking, dreaming, and deep sleep.” My translation is based on
that of Dyczkowski (19921: 27).
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that time [the cognizer] rests in pure cognition, which is completely delighted.
Alternatively,87 “(and it also appears) in the fruit (of a cognition), because one
rests on that” means that, just as at the beginning of every cognition, so (the
parā condition) also (exists) in the fruit, that is, at the conclusion (of a cognition),
because [the cognizer] rests only there. Without resting there,88 an object cannot
be fully known.

“Completeness” of cognitions is (meant) in the sense of all types of cogni-
tions, because cognitions are turned inward only in the middle condition.89 By
contrast, all of them have the same unitary and pure Śiva-nature at their initial
and last points. Moreover, one should study this in the Īśvarapratyabhijñā.90

1.6cd–7ab

Summarizing the real existence of the pentad of powers (as it exists) at all times,
[Somānanda] says:

evaṃ na jātucit tasya viyogas tritayātmanā
1.7. śaktyā nirvṛtacittvasya tadabhāgavibhāgayoḥ

In this way, he, whose nature is delighted consciousness, is never sepa-
rated from his three powers, whether they are unified or distinct.

In this way, that is, in the way explained earlier,91 he, whose nature is
delighted consciousness, i.e., whose being in the form of consciousness is

87In both the preceding and following, Utpaladeva has interpreted tadviśrānti as a locative deter-
minative (tatpuruṣa) compound in which tat refers to the phala, the final part of a cognition. In the
preceding, he interpreted phala as referring to the result of a cognition, suggesting that the parā condi-
tion is fully established in a second cognition, “I know this.” In what follows, Utpaladeva alternatively
interprets phala to refer to the conclusion of a cognition.

88The pronoun (tat) in tadviśrānti refers to both the second cognition and to the conclusion of the
first cognition, as this reflects the doublemeaningUtpaladeva finds in “the fruit” (phala) of the cognition.

89The word samagra (ŚD 1.5c) has two possible meanings in the context in which Somānanda uses
it: it can refer either to (1) the “entire” cognition or (2) to “every” cognition. Here, Utpaladeva explains
that Somānanda uses the word in the latter sense and not the former; in other words, the term samagra
in samagrajñānāgrajñātṛsparśadaśā (ŚD 1.5cd) does not refer to “the entire” cognition but to “every” cog-
nition. Utpaladeva elaborates by noting that not all stages of a cognition are identical: the middle stage
is different from the first and last stages in that it is at this stage that the cognition is “turned inward”
or in other words is self-illumining. (It is precisely at this middle stage that the parā condition appears
not to be manifested, because it is at this stage that the content of a cognition appears, and an apparent
duality is manifested.)

90As mentioned in the Introduction, Utpaladeva generally explains cognition (as well as manifes-
tation) in terms of the internal and apparently external appearance of prakāśa, while Somānanda relies
more heavily on the notion of a series of powers, as well as the three conditions, the parā, parāparā, and
aparā. As such, while Utpaladeva does not explicitly refer to the “initial and last points” of cognitions,
he describes them in the ĪPK in terms of their internality and externality, which in turn correspond to
unity with and apparent separation from the self, respectively. This is probably what Utpaladeva had in
mind in here referring the reader to the ĪPK. See ĪPK 1.8.1–11, esp. 1.8.7–10.

91That is, in the manner explained in ŚD 1.5–6ab.
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incontestable,92 is never separated from the three powers, will, cognition, and
action.

Thus, though one might suspect that, solely in the parā condition, (the pow-
ers of) will, etc., do not exist, because there is nothing (there) to be wished,
etc., [Somānanda] makes it clear that they do exist (there) by explicitly referring
twice to consciousness and bliss, (which makes this clear) because he (already)
established that the powers of consciousness and bliss exist in all conditions,
the parā, the aparā, etc.93

Because one (merely) speaks about the powers being distinct when objects
of cognition, etc.,94 exist,95 he, i.e., the agent of cognition, is not separated from
the (three) powers, will, etc., whether the powers are unified or distinct, that
is, whether they are at the level of being in the parā condition or the aparā
condition.96

1.7cd–8

How the five powers exist when differentiated needs to be addressed. [Somā-
nanda] explains this in the order in which they are manifested:97

yadā tu tasya ciddharmavibhavāmodajṛmbhayā
1.8 vicitraracanānānākāryasṛṣṭipravartane
bhavaty unmukhitā cittā secchāyāḥ prathamā tuṭiḥ

The first moment of will, however,98 occurs when, due to the expansion of
the joy of power,99 which is the nature of his consciousness, consciousness
becomes eager to undertake the creation of multiple objects, a variegated
arrangement.

92Utpaladeva here explains that nirvṛtacittva is an exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compound.
93The sentence in question is complex and difficult to translate. Utpaladeva here suggests

that Somānanda must have a reason to refer twice to the powers of consciousness (cit) and bliss
(āhlāda/ānanda) in ŚD 1.3–4, once in 1.3b and once in 1.4c. Utpaladeva here suggests that the repeti-
tion (anuvāda) is meant to indicate that the powers of will (icchā), cognition (jñāna), and action (kriyā)
exist both in the lower conditions and in the parā condition: because the powers of consciousness and
bliss exist in all conditions, the fact that Somānanda mentions them twice implies that will, cognition,
and action, like consciousness and bliss, exist in every condition.

94The term ādi here refers to the physical entities and so on that become fully manifested in the
aparā condition. Objects of knowledge (jñeyas) aremanifested in a subtle form in the parāparā condition,
beginning at the level of the Sadāśiva tattva.

95That is to say, in the aparā condition.
96Note that the commentary clarifies that the pronoun tat in tadabhāgavibhāga (ŚD 1.7b) refers to

the powers (śaktis).
97Literally, krameṇa means “sequentially.”
98I take the word tu to suggest a contrast with what was said in ŚD 1.6cd–7ab. There, Somānanda

stated that the three powers, will, etc., are eternally present in Śiva. Here, by contrast, he emphasizes
the “first moment” of will, when the sequence of the powers commences, and the powers begin to be
differentiated.

99Utpaladeva glosses vibhava with pañcakṛtyanirvṛttiyogyatā, the “capacity to complete the five
actions.” Somānanda’s use of this term is interesting, for it suggests something powerful, omnipresent,
and developing or evolving, all qualities of Śiva.
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Ciddharmavibhavāmodajṛmbhā means “the expansion—the development as
the universe—of (the power of) joy, i.e., wonder100 in the form of reflective
awareness,101 which is associated with the power—the suitability for completing
the five actions102—that is the nature, i.e., the natural state, of Śivabhaṭṭāraka in
the form of consciousness.” As I have said in a stotra-verse:

Appearing on your own, you make everything appear. Reflecting on (your
own) form, you reflect on the universe. What you yourself make vibrate,103

according to your own desire, shines forth as the universe. (ŚSt 13.15)

When with the aforementioned expansion—here104 referred to as a vibra-
tion—acting as the cause, cittā, i.e., pure consciousness, is eager—that is, it
(merely) behaves as if looking outside (itself), though in reality it looks to itself,
since, there being no second, it is completely independent—to undertake, as is
his nature,105 the creation of the multiple objects, which is perceived by mak-
ing variegated (Śiva,) the one who has a fixed nature, this by means of māyā,
the noncognition of non-duality, then, that moment is the first part of the will,
which is delimited by a minute period of time.

In this way, [Somānanda] also shows that those ordinary people106 who wish
to climb to the level of supreme reality may here encounter the entire aggre-
gate of powers,107 but there is no contact with temporal distinction beyond the
māyātattva.108 Alternatively, temporal distinction would also exist above māyā,

100The term here used is camatkāra.
101Literally, tathāsvarūpaparāmarśarūpa means “in the form of reflective awareness, the nature of

which is thus [i.e., is camatkāra].”
102The “five actions” (pañcakṛtya) are Śiva’s five activities: creation (sṛṣṭi), preservation (sthiti),

destruction (saṃhāra), obfuscation (nigraha), and favor (anugraha). See Utpaladeva’s commentary on ŚD
1.11cd–13ab, where he enumerates the five powers as follows: sargasthitipralayānugrahatirodhānalakṣaṇa-
pañcaprakāraṃ kṛtyam.

103Ghūrṇase.
104“Here” refers to the ŚSt., verse 13.15, quoted above.
105That is to say, it is Śiva’s nature to create multiple objects.
106The term here used is vyavahartṛ, which refers to those who act in the world.
107ŚD 1.7cd–8 describes the first moment of will in Śiva’s creative act. Insofar as Śiva himself is the

only agent, anyone acting in the world engages the same initial moment of will.
108Here, Utpaladeva contrasts “ordinary people” (vyavahartṛ), who reside in the aparā condition, to

those agents who reside above the māyātattva, namely: the Mantramaheśvaras, who reside at the level
of the third tattva, the sadāśivatattva; the Mantreśvaras, who reside at the level of the fourth tattva, the
īśvaratattva; and finally, the Vidyeśvaras, who reside at the level of the fifth tattva, the śuddhavidyātattva.
Sometimes the last of these are said to reside at the level of māyā, the sixth tattva, in which case one
should not understand this passage to refer to them. (For more on the various types of agents in the
Pratyabhijñā, see ŚD 1.41cd–43. See also ĪPK 3.2.1–20, especially 3.2.3 and 3.2.6–9.)

Utpaladeva here mentions this distinction to remind the reader that, for Śiva, there is no temporal
distinction, though there is such a distinction for agents residing at lower levels of existence. Kaul quotes
ĪPK 2.1.2 in this context, which reads as follows: sakramatvaṃ ca laukikyāḥ kriyāyāḥ kālaśaktitaḥ / ghaṭate
na tu śāśvatyāḥ prābhavyāḥ syāt prabor iva. Torella translates, “Succession pertains to ordinary action,
which is dependent on the power of Time; it is not, however, admissible for divine eternal action, as
it is not for the Lord.” The point is that as soon as Śiva’s powers are thought to appear in stages, a
temporal distinction exists, and this distinction is nonexistent for Śiva in his highest state. See Torella
1994: 153.
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because the parāparā condition exists there.109 It is for this reason that [Somā-
nanda] said “the (first) moment,”110 and I have explained all of this in my
Pratyabhijñā.111

1.9–11ab

1.9. sā ca dṛśyā hṛduddeśe kāryasmaraṇakālataḥ
praharṣāvedasamaye darasaṃdarśanakṣaṇe
1.10. anālocanato dṛṣṭe visargaprasarāspade
visargoktiprasaṅge ca vācane dhāvane tathā
1.11. eteṣv eva prasaṅgeṣu sarvaśaktivilolatā

That,112 moreover, can be seen in the area of the heart from the moment
one remembers something that should be done; at the time of (receiving)
delightful news; the moment one sees something frightening; when one
sees something unexpectedly; at the time of orgasm and in the event of
expressing it;113 when reading; and when running. All of the powers are
active114 in these very events.115

That,116 moreover, can be seen in the heart-region in the form of the sub-
tle power of eagerness when one remembers something forgotten that should
be done, which one intended to complete earlier, as well as on the occasion of
a delightful announcement, such as the birth of a son; the very moment fear,
i.e., danger, appears; when one sees unexpectedly, i.e., suddenly, something one

109Literally: “because, above māyā [i.e., the māyātattva], the particular condition is of the form of the
parāparā.” The parāparā condition exists at the levels of the sadāśivatattva and the īśvaratattva, the third
and fourth of the thirty-six tattvas. If agents residing at these levels experience temporal distinction, then
the time they experience is very subtle: duality in its coarsest form is not manifested prior to the aparā
condition, and any distinction in the parāparā condition is mental, as it were, rather than physical in
nature.

110That is, he referred to a tuṭi. When stages exist, temporal distinction must exist.
111For Utpaladeva’s discussion of the appearance or otherwise of temporal (and spatial) distinctions

to agents in the aparā condition and above, see ĪPK 2.1.1–8.
112This refers to the first moment (tuṭi) of will.
113That is, when one makes a sound in the moment in question.
114The Sanskrit term in question, vilolatā, suggests that the powers become, literally, “unsteady,

tremulous.” This stands in contrast to the quiescent state described in ŚD 1.3–4, in which Śiva’s powers
stood in a perfect state of unity (sāmarasya).

115Parallel passages to ŚD 1.9–11ab are found in VBh 69, 70, 71, and 118; and in SpKā 22.
The ŚD passage in question is also reflected in part in Bhāskara’s ŚSūVā ad ŚSū 3.6. See also ĪPK
1.5.19: sākṣātkārakṣaṇo ’py asti vimarśaḥ katham anyathā / dhāvanādyupapadyeta pratisaṃdhānavarjitam.
Utpaladeva here suggests that running and other activities could not occur without reflective awareness
(vimarśa). According to Torella, the idea is that there is no moment that is devoid of “discursive artic-
ulation,” even the first moment of a cognition or a rapid action. (See Torella 1994: 125, fn. 41.) This of
course reflects the notion expressed so famously by Bhartṛhari in VP 1.131–132, quoted in part at ŚD 2.10,
that nothing exists devoid of speech. This in turn also directly contradicts the position of Dharmakīrti
and Dignāga, about which see Torella 1992. Note also that Somānanda’s understanding of the present as
expressions of the first moment of will is reflected in part in—or, at the least, is not contradicted by—ĪPK
1.5.10, which suggests that will (icchā) is a form of reflective awareness.

116As in Somānanda’s verse text (mūla), the feminine pronoun (sā) here refers to the first moment
(tuṭi) of will.
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wishes to see; in orgasm117 and likewise in the event of expressing orgasm;118

when reading a book rapidly; and when running. On these very occasions, all of
the powers are active, i.e., become interwoven, in the order mentioned earlier.

1.11cd–13ab

“How is he eager for this object,119 which, being pleasurable and painful, is
impure and therefore should be avoided?” To eliminate this doubt, [Somānanda]
says:

kutsite ’kutsitasya syāt katham unmukhateti cet
1.12. rūpaprasārarasato garhitatvam ayuktimat
pañcaprakārakṛtyoktiśivatvān nijakarmaṇe
1.13. pravṛttasya nimittānām apareṣāṃ kva mārgaṇam

If you ask how someone pure could be eager for something impure,120 (we
reply:) because he savors the expansion of (his own) form, contemptibility
is not appropriate (for the universe).121 Given that it is said that it is Śiva’s
nature to perform the five types of activities, what need is there to search
for other motives, when he is engaged in his own conduct?122

It is not appropriate that the object in question,123 which has his form, is
impure, because the Lord savors the development of his own nature, which
becomes the various objects,124 these being made of the nonperception of

117The Sanskrit here reads caramadhātuvisargasthāna and more literally may be translated “where
the last element is emitted.”

118This refers to themoment when one gasps in the act of sexual union (visarjanīyabhāṣaṇaprasaṅga).
119The object in question is the universe that Śiva creates.
120Gnoli translates kutsita, which literally means “low, despised,” with “impure,” and I here follow

his translation. The point of the objection in question is simply to ask why a perfect God would involve
himself in an imperfect, impure universe. See Gnoli 1957: 20–21. Note that use of a similar term (kutsā)
is found in Bhāskara’s ŚSūVā ad ŚSū 1.13.

121Kaul glosses rūpaprasārarasatas with svarūpaprasaraṇam evāsyānandāsvāda ity ataḥ, meaning
“because he relishes bliss only by expanding his nature.” This is to say that, given that Śiva creates the
universe as he sees fit, it is illogical to claim that entities in the world are contemptible. His eagerness
(aunmukhya) should therefore be understood always to be directed toward auspicious entities, regardless
of how they are received in the mundane world. The VBh also challenges the norms of purity, suggesting
conventions of (physical) purity are in fact impurities. (The implication of the verse seems to be that one
without such conceptions of purity and impurity is delighted and, one presumes, therefore free.) See
VBh 123: kiṃcijjñair yā smṛtā śuddhiḥ sāśuddhiḥ śaṃbhudarśane / na śucir hy aśucis tasmān nirvikalpaḥ
sukhī bhavet.

122Literally, pañcaprakārakṛtyoktiśivatvāt means “because Śiva-nature is stated for one who has five
types of activities.” This is a reference to Śiva’s five activities or kṛtyas. See Utpaladeva’s commentary,
below.

123The term in question (kāryabheda) refers to “a particular object” and could also refer to a particular
action. In this context, however, the referent is the universe.

124The term in question (◦citrakāryatā◦) could also refer to actions rather than objects, though this
seems less likely given the similarity of the language here with that of ŚD 1.8ab: vicitraracanānānākārya-
sṛṣṭipravartane.
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his complete nature, (the nonperception being) produced by the power of
māyā.125

For example, in the parāparā condition, when he exists in the formof Sadāśiva
and Īśvara,126 it is (his) universality in the form “I am the universe” that appears
in consciousness.127

Since nothing can be brought to light that does not consist of conscious-
ness,128 his very nature also exists in the aparā condition, where one sees
dualistically “I perceive this pot” or “this is a pot.”129 However, by dint of the
power of māyā, one is not aware of non-duality (in the aparā condition).130 Thus,
his nature expands fully everywhere. Therefore, how could it be contemptible?

Only erroneous nonawareness of (Śiva’s) non-duality is impure, and that131

does not exist, because it consists merely of a nonperception,132 and nothing
new is manifested.133

125Everything is always nothing but Śiva himself, even if it appears otherwise, and for this rea-
son, it is improper to speak of something as impure. The language used here (māyāśaktikṛtapūrṇa-
svarūpākhyātimaya◦) is not uncommon in the ŚDVṛ. See also, for example, Utpaladeva’s commentary
on the ŚD 1.1 (māyāśaktikṛtaikyākhyātyā) and ŚD 1.7cd–8 (māyīyābhedākhyāti◦), as well as Utpaladeva’s
commentary on 1.11cd–13ab: abhedāparāmarśanam eva bhrāntirūpaṃ kutsitam, tac ca na kiñcid akhyātirū-
pamātratvāt. See the Introduction, section 13, under the subsection entitled “Bhartṛhari’s avidyā and
Utpaladeva’s abhedākhyāti.”

126The parāparā condition exists at the levels of the third and fourth tattvas, the sadāśivatattva and
īśvaratattva, respectively.

127In that this cognitive act presupposes a subject-object distinction, it implies dualism. However,
the duality is subtle at this level, being more mental than physical.

128Literally, the Sanskrit reads “the fact of being illumined would not arise without the fact of being
made up of consciousness” (cidātmakatāṃ vinā prakāśamānataiva nopapadyate).

129The former indicates the act of perception, the latter the understanding resulting from it. Compare
the present passage with ĪPK 1.4.7: yā ca paśyāmy aham imaṃ ghaṭo ’yam iti vāvasā / manyate samavetaṃ
sāpy avasātari darśanam. “And the determinate cognition—‘I see this’ or ‘this is a pot’—conceives of
the perception as connected with the cognizer.” ĪPK 1.4.7 deals with the nature of memory, but the
importance of this passage in the present context is the use of the pair of expressions, “I see this” and
“this is a pot.” Torella 1994: 110, fn. 20 suggests that the difference between the two expressions is the
apparent absence of the notion of self in the latter, i.e., in the experience (anubhava). In both cases,
however, the experience has inherent in it a knower. See also Matilal 1986: 315ff. for a discussion of the
nature of verbalization of experience.

130Literally, abhedāparāmarśa means “there is no reflective awareness of non-duality (there).”
131Kaul suggests that this term (tat) refers to impurity (kutsitatva): tat kutsitatvam. tathā ca kutsitaṃ

svarūpavyatiriktatvāt syād iti. I take tat to refer to abhedāparāmarśanam by the standard rules of anaphora.
132It is not the case that non-duality is ever absent, though it is true that one sometimes does not

see it. However, the failure to see non-duality is in reality nothing whatsoever, because it consists of the
absence of correct perception and not the presence of something erroneous.

133In other words, everything that appears in the temporal world existed in a premanifested state in
the parā condition. Thus, the Pratyabhijñā does not have to explain the manifestation of a new, different,
and unreal universe. Instead, the universe is simply Śiva himself, because the nature of consciousness
is such that it appears. Cf. ŚD 2.28cd–31, 2.34–35, 2.39, and 2.79–80. The language used here is similar
to that of Utpaladeva’s commentary on ŚD 1.24–25, where Utpaladeva suggests that cognition is an
action (kriyā) involving the appearance of a new (apūrva) form (rūpa). This apparent contradiction can
be explained by the fact that, in the present context, the topic addressed concerns the nature of Śiva’s
creative power in manifesting the universe, while the latter passage addresses the nature of cognition
for an individual in the everyday world. Although from an ultimate point of view nothing new is ever
created in the world, it is nevertheless possible for the everyman to cognize previously unseen entities.
See Utpaladeva’s commentary on ŚD 1.24–25 and notes thereon.
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Moreover, the one who is made up of consciousness134 has as his nature the
universe, because entities exist insofar as they are nothing but pure conscious-
ness, just as reflections are real (insofar as they appear) in a mirror.135 All of
this, moreover, is illuminated with skill in my Īśvarapratyabhijñāṭīkā.136

Since he is Śiva, that is, the one who is said to have five types of activities,
his activities being of five kinds, viz., creation, maintenance, dissolution, favor
and concealment,137 he is engaged in conduct that is his own, that is, he is bent
upon that (activity) the form of which is expansion in the form of the tattvas,
etc.138 So, what need is there to search for motives, compassion and so on? In
other words, one ought not to question why he proceeds in this way, for there is
simply no good reason to question his motives.

Thus, [Somānanda] has established that the realm of (Śiva’s) eagerness is
truly not impure.139

1.13cd–17

Now, to clarify by way of example, [Somānanda] says:

gacchato nistaraṅgasya jalasyātitaraṅgitām
1.14. ārambhe dṛṣṭim āpātya tad aunmukhyaṃ hi gamyate
vrajato muṣṭitāṃ pāṇeḥ pūrvaḥ kampas tathekṣyate
1.15. bodhasya svātmaniṣṭhasya racanāṃ prati nirvṛtiḥ
tadāsthāpravikāso yas tad aunmukhyaṃ pracakṣate
1.16. kiñciducchūnatā saiva mahadbhiḥ kaiścid ucyate
tasyecchā kāryatāṃ yātā yayā secchaḥ sa jāyate
1.17. aunmukhyasya ya ābhogaḥ sthūlaḥ secchā vyavasthitā
na caunmukhyaprasaṅgena śivaḥ sthūlatvabhāk kvacit

134This is, of course, a reference to Śiva.
135The analogy in question concerns that of a mirror and the entities appearing in it. The entities

appearing in the mirror are real and multiple, but their appearance in no way diminishes the singular
nature of themirror itself. In the samemanner, the universe is real, according to the Pratyabhijñā, insofar
as it is a reflection of Śiva’s very form, which is consciousness, but the appearance of the universe does
not diminish Śiva’s unity, the former existing only in the form of the latter. See also ĪPVṛ ad ĪPK 2.4.19,
where reference is made to the same analogy.

136The ĪPṬ is of course lost, excepting in fragments that have been edited and published by Torella in
recent years (for which see Torella 1998, 20071, 20072, 20073, and 20074.) See instead, e.g., ĪPK 1.5.10
and Utpaladeva’s Vṛtti on the same.

137In the present passage, Utpaladeva suggests that pañcaprakārakṛtyokti◦ is an exocentric (bahu-
vrīhi) compound meaning that pañcaprakārakṛtyoktiśivatvāt could be literally translated “because there is
Śiva-nature for the one whose activities are said to be of five types.”

138The word “etcetera” (ādi) in tattvādirūpaprasaraṇarūpa refers to the manifestation of different
agents, worlds (bhuvanas), and so on. See ŚD 1.29cd–33 and ŚD 1.34. See also ŚD 1.39–41ab.

139Since everything is Śiva himself, nothing is impure, and therefore Śiva does not turn his atten-
tion toward any impure entity. He only turns his attention to that which interests him. Moreover, given
his dynamic nature, that to which Śiva turns his attention is in reality Śiva himself in the form of
consciousness.
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One understands eagerness when one casts a glance at the first move-
ment of waveless water becoming extremely rough, and one sees it in
the initial trembling of a hand becoming a fist. Consciousness that is
self-contained140 gains a delight from (the act of) creation; one speaks of
eagerness as the first budding of that condition.141 Certain great men say
that it is a minimal swelling. Will is the result of it,142 because of which
the one possessing will manifests himself. The coarse extension of eager-
ness is will (fully) manifested, but Śiva never shares in being coarse on the
occasion of eagerness.143

Whenwater that is initially waveless becomes extremely rough, its subtle, ini-
tial trembling appears as a form of eagerness, and so does the initial, very subtle
trembling of a hand becoming a fist. In the same way, one speaks of eagerness
as the first budding,144 that is, the first moment of manifestation, of the capac-
ity to create, which is but the mere desire to create the universe on the part of a
self-contained, complete consciousness.145 Moreover, the first moment of mani-
festation exists even in (the power of) delight, because it146 unfolds as the nature
of the noncognition of non-duality.147

140Consciousness in this state is not focused on external, distinct entities, but rather is in a perfectly
quiescent state.

141That is, it is the first budding of nirvṛti’s condition.
142That is, will (icchā) is the result of aunmukhya. Here I follow Utpaladeva’s commentary: tasyaun-

mukhyasyecchā kāryā. Somānanda has already said that eagerness is the first stage of will (icchā). See ŚD
1.7cd–8.

143ŚD 1.17cd is quoted in PTV ad PT 5–9ab (p. 63 of Singh’s edition).
144Note that Utpaladeva here analyzes the term pravikāsa (ŚD 1.15c), suggesting it should be

understood to mean prathamaṃ vikāsa, thereby glossing the prefix pra with prathamam.
145The compound, abhilāṣamātraracanāyogyatāyāḥ, is more literally translated “because of the capac-

ity for creation, which is merely desire.” This is a reference to the fact that Śiva creates by directing his
consciousness to attend to various, diverse phenomena. Leaving his supreme, quiescent state, described
in ŚD 1.3–4, Śiva’s consciousness becomes aware, in stages, of multiple entities, the result of which is
the creation of the universe. He does this simply because he wishes to do so (ŚD 1.11cd–13ab); there is
no other reason for creation.

146That is, delight (nirvṛti).
147Here, I understand “delight,” nirvṛti, to refer to the power of “delight” that Utpaladeva equates

with the power of bliss (ānandaśakti) in ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.19–20ab. In other words, even the basic power of
Śiva’s consciousness, the pure delight that is his nature, appears in the first moment of manifestation,
this insofar as “delight” is the nature of manifestation (which appears in the form of the noncognition
of non-duality). Remember that aunmukhya, “eagerness,” constitutes the first movement of will, and
Utpaladeva considers it to be the appearance of “delight” that is delimited by the object in question. As
such, “delight” is fully present in the first movement of consciousness toward manifestation, and it is
this that Utpaladeva here wishes to express. Cf. ŚD 1.39b and Utpaladeva’s commentary on the same
for the place of delight in the process of manifestation. There it is described as a desire to create the
world that exists by dint of Śiva’s apparent separation from bliss, due to his nonperception of his unitary
nature. Note that all four manuscripts of the commentary in my possession read abhedākhyātiḥ dhar-
matvena. Only Ked.reads abhedākhyātidharmatvena, and one suspects that Kaul silently emended the text
here.
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This same eagerness is described as a minimal swelling by Bhaṭṭa Pradyu-
mna in the Tattvagarbha(stotra),148 and (it is described) with words such as “a
swell” and “a wave” by others still.

Of it, i.e., of eagerness, the result is will. Indeed, the extension of it—its
latter part, which is capable of producing the effects beginning with (the
power of) cognition,149 which is expanded, solid and hence, because the bud-
ding of the (first) stage of creation becomes solid, is coarse—is will (fully)
manifested.150

Śiva, moreover, unlike a seed,151 does not share in being coarse as a result
of his connection with eagerness, called a “swelling,” etc.;152 in reality, the one
whose nature is consciousness153 is never coarse, be it when the will, etc., do
not exist in manifestation,154 or on any other occasion, because entities (in
the world), conceived of as reflections, do not add anything to the nature of

148The TGSt is now lost. The verse to which Utpaladeva here refers the reader is the one I have
labeled TGSt passage #2. See section 14 of the Introduction under the subsection entitled “Known
and Heretofore Unidentified Passages of the Tattvagarbhastotra.” See also note 209 of the Introduc-
tion, where I consider the possibility that Somānanda obliquely mocks Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna in the present
passage.

149The term ādi here refers to the power following in the sequence after the power of cognition, i.e.,
the power of action.

150In other words, the power of will (icchā) is the product of eagerness (aunmukhya); it, in turn,
produces the power of cognition (jñāna), etc.

151This is a typical example of the satkārya theory of causal relation, the doctrine that the effect is
inherent in the cause. A seed, in generating a plant, progressively grows to become a sprout, a stem,
etc. These later developments exist in potential form in the seed, but the seed ceases to exist as a
seed once the process of manifesting the plant commences. Thus, Utpaladeva here suggests that the
Pratyabhijñā adheres to a satkārya theory insofar as it understands the result of action to be inherent
in the cause—what Śiva sees is inherent prior to appearing in his consciousness—but he suggests that
the Pratyabhijñā position is different from the materialist satkārya doctrine insofar as the Pratyabhijñā
suggests that the result of the action in no way transforms the cause.

152As Gnoli mentions, the term ucchūnatā refers to the development of a seed into a sprout (a typical
example of the satkāryavāda, about which see note 151, above). Somānanda can therefore be read implic-
itly to compare Śiva’s act of creation to that of a seed becoming a plant, as Utpaladeva here makes the
analogy explicit. See Gnoli 1957: 20.

153Although cidātman literally means “whose nature is consciousness,” Utpaladeva uses this term
here and elsewhere to refer to Śiva. See, for example, ĪPK 1.5.7 and the Vṛtti thereon.

154The term icchādyasadbhāve literally means “if/when there is no real existence of will and the rest.”
It refers to the condition in which will (icchā) and Śiva’s other powers are in a premanifested condition.
This occurs in the parā condition, in which the universe, which is coarse in form, is not manifested. Kaul
glosses the term with nirākāṅkṣatādaśāyām, which echoes the language Utpaladeva has used to describe
the nature of Śiva’s consciousness: nirvṛtā vedyanirākāṅkṣā pūrṇā cid yasya saḥ [Śivaḥ]. (See Utpaladeva’s
commentary on ŚD 1.2.) One should therefore take the passage in question to refer to the unmanifested
state of the powers as opposed to their utter nonexistence.
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consciousness,155 nor is the manifestation of his nature an error. All of this is
stated in my Ṭīkā.156

1.18

Not even a conventional duality exists there,157 because there is no cessation to
the awareness that things are thus. For this reason, [Somānanda] says:

1.18. goḥ stanāt pātataḥ kṣīre vikāras tata eva hi
na ca na kṣīram ity eṣa vyapadeśo ’sti tatkṣaṇam

Indeed, a change occurs in milk just after it falls from the cow’s udder, yet
it is not said not to be milk at that instant.158

A change occurs in milk just after, that is, immediately after, it falls from the
cow’s udder. Yet it is not the case that, at that instant, one is not aware that it is
milk. Inasmuch as awareness is one, there is always oneness.159

155Note that I read cidātman twice, with both what precedes and what follows it (dehalīdīpavat), and
I understand the term to be an exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compound (referring to Śiva) when read with what
precedes it, and a determinative (tatpuruṣa) compound when read with what follows it. The point of this
passage is to suggest that Śiva is not made coarse because of the cognitive contact he has with the world.
The reason for this is that the world he creates is merely a reflection of his consciousness, and as such
it does not add anything to him. The world does not exist in some form that is different from Śiva, but
rather it exists in the form of Śiva’s consciousness, reflecting on itself. For this reason, there is nothing
in the world to “taint” Śiva’s purity.

156Utpaladeva here refers to his Īśvarapratyabhijñāṭīkā (ĪPṬ), also called the Īśvarapratyabhijñā-
vivṛti. The text, as already noted (see ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.11cd–13ab and my notes thereon; cf. note 17
of the Introduction), is now lost, excepting in fragments. See instead, e.g., ĪPK 2.4.18–19 and in
particular the Vṛtti on 2.4.19, where Utpaladeva invokes the metaphor of the mirror: ekātmano vi-
bhedaś ca kriyā kālakramānugā / tathā syāt kartṛtaivaivaṃ tathāpariṇamattayā. na ca yuktaṃ jaḍasyaivaṃ
bhedābhedavirodhataḥ / ābhāsabhedād ekatra cidātmani tu yujyate. “The differentiation of a unitary
entity is action, occurring in temporal succession. In this way we necessarily return to our the-
sis of an agent subject, as being that which becomes modified in the various forms. But this is
not possible for an insentient reality, because differentiation would conflict with unity, given the
manifold forms of manifestation. On the contrary, it is possible in the case of a conscious unitary
reality.” (Translation Torella’s. See Torella 1994: 185–186.) The Vṛtti on ĪPK 2.4.19 reads: jaḍasyā-
bhinnātmano bhedenāvasthiter virodhād ayuktam, svacche cidātmany ekasminn evam anekapratibimba-
dhāraṇenāvirodhād yujyate. “This is not possible for an insentient reality, because its nature which is
single would conflict with its appearing in differentiated forms. On the contrary, it is possible for
an absolutely limpid [svaccha], unitary, conscious reality, because there is no conflict here between
its unity and its capacity to receive manifold reflections.” (Translation Torella’s. See Torella 1994:
186.)

157The term in question, evamādi, here translated simply with “there,” is an exocentric (bahuvrīhi)
compound referring to Śiva and literally meaning “in one whose beginning is thus.” That is, it refers to
the universe that is manifested in the form of consciousness, the existence of which is generated with
the first movement of Śiva’s will, with aunmukhya.

158Literally, the Sanskrit says, “yet it is not called ‘not milk’ at that instant.” The moment in question
is the one immediately following the fall of the milk from the cow’s udder.

159The issue at hand is the unity of Śiva, which persists even when his consciousness reflects the
multiple, changing universe. Utpaladeva here suggests that proper awareness allows one continuously
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1.19–20ab

In this way, [Somānanda] has said that there is an eagerness of will;160 and now,
to prove that, he says:

1.19. yata icchati taj jñātuṃ kartuṃ vā secchayā kriyā
tasyāḥ pūrvāparau bhāgau kalpanīyau purā hi yā
1.20. tatkarmanirvṛtiprāptir aunmukhyaṃ tad vikāsitā

Since he desires to know or to do something, the activity is by means of
will.161 Two parts of it, an earlier one and a later one, must be distin-
guished. Indeed, the earlier one is eagerness, the obtainment of delight
in the object in question. It is expanded.162

Since it is said that the Lord desires either to know or to act, [Somānanda]
expresses the verbal form of it as “activity by means of will,” that is, activity in
the form of will.163

Two parts of it, i.e., of will, an earlier one and a later one, must be distin-
guished, because he refers to will as an action, and an action must be divided
into earlier and later parts.164 Will, etc., share the same nature to an even greater

to recognize Śiva’s oneness, for it continues to appear as long as one is aware of it. Just as milk
begins to change the very moment it leaves the cow, yet, despite this transformation, one never-
theless sees it as milk for some time after that moment, so too one can recognize Śiva’s unity,
even while the transformations of the universe, appearing as reflections of his consciousness, are
under way. As long as one is aware of this unity, it will appear, just as milk naturally appears
to be milk for some time, despite the immediate and continuous changes in its makeup. Of par-
ticular note is the fact that the example Somānanda here employs, that of the transformation of
milk, is a paradigmatic example of the satkārya theory of causation, the theory of the real pre-
existence of an effect in its cause. Here, Somānanda emphasizes not the causal relation but the
continuity of the nature of the entity that is produced, by analogy suggesting that the apparent
transformations of the contents of consciousness are epiphenomenal to their existence qua being
consciousness.

160Somānanda has suggested that eagerness (aunmukhya) produces will (icchā), and the latter is the
coarse form of the former. See ŚD 1.17ab: aunmukhyasya ya ābhogaḥ sthūlaḥ secchā vyavasthitā.

161Since Śiva desires to know or act, he engages the act of desiring in doing so. For this reason the
power of will (icchā) leads to the action (kriyā) in question.

162ŚD 1.19–20ab is quoted in PTV ad PT 5–9ab (p. 63 of Singh’s edition).
163In other words, since it is said that Śiva wishes to know or act, to do either implies a preceding

action of desire.
164This is an axiom of theGrammarians, for which, see Iyer [1969] 1992: 330–335. Gnoli suggests the

same: “Action, according to the grammarians, is formed by a series of distinct moments ordered towards
a single end.” (See Gnoli 1957: 20.) Kaul does so, as well, quoting Bhartṛhari’s famous definition of action
found in VP 3.8.4, which reads as follows: guṇabhūtair avayavaiḥ samūhaḥ kramajanmanām / buddhyā
prakalpitābhedaḥ kriyeti vyapadiśyate. (See Kaul’s note 1, p. 17 of the KSTS edition.) It is not at all clear that
Somānanda knew Bhartṛhari’s definition of action, however, about which see my Introduction, notes 60
and 180. Finally, Utpaladeva also refers to action as having earlier and later parts, for which see ĪPVṛ ad
ĪPK 1.2.9.
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degree in the śakti condition,165 and it is therefore taught that there is ultimately
only one power: “there is only one empowered one.”166

In speaking about their arising, however,167 (Somānanda says that) eagerness
is that which exists in the earlier part of the will, i.e., the obtainment that is the
delight in the object in question.168 To be precise, eagerness is delight limited
by the object; the power of bliss is unlimited, pure delight.169

He (further) says that it, i.e., eagerness, is expanded, i.e., is the first budding
of consciousness.170

1.20cd–21

anantaraṃ hi tatkāryajñānadarśanaśaktitā
1.21. jñānaśaktis tadarthaṃ hi yo ’sau sthūlaḥ samudyamaḥ
sā kriyāśaktir uditā tataḥ sarvaṃ jagat sthitam

Following that is the power of cognition, the fact of having the power
to perceive the cognition of the object in question. Following that171 is

165Utpaladeva has just suggested that the power of will implies an action insofar as wishing or willing
is itself an action. More generally, each power implies the presence of the others, even when they appear
in the sequence of manifestation. Here, Utpaladeva suggests that the shared nature (anyonyātmatā) of
the powers is stronger, as it were, at the level of the śaktitattva, the second of thirty-six tattvas, which
exists in the perfectly non-dual state of the parā condition, than it is at the level of the lower tattvas. If the
powers of action and will intermingle in the parāparā and aparā conditions, he argues, so much more
is it so in the parā condition. Utpaladeva apparently raises this issue here to suggest that the sequence
that appears to exist is not ultimately real, that ultimately will is utterly undivided, as all the powers are
ultimately one, as well (about which see below).

166In other words, by the time one reaches the level of the śivatattva, only one power remains. The
overlapping pairs of powers are utterly collapsed at the level of Śiva, where they exist in posse in the one
whose nature is delight, the unrestrained form of nirvṛti. Note that Somānanda also made a similar point
in ŚD 1.3–4, where he described Śiva’s powers as a perfect unity. This quotation remains untraced.

167The preceding passage discussed the nature of the powers in the parā condition. Here, Utpaladeva
addresses the nature of the powers as they aremanifested. AsUtpaladevamentioned in his avataraṇikā to
ŚD 1.7cd–8, Somānanda discusses the powers in the order in which they aremanifested, and aunmukhya
is the first in the series.

168Utpaladeva indicates in the commentary that tatkarmanirvṛtiprāpti should be understood to be
a locative determinative (tatpuruṣa) compound composed of two parts, each of which (tat-karma and
nirvṛti-prāpti) should be understood to be descriptive (karmadhāraya) compounds.

169In the premanifested state, Śiva’s delight (nirvṛti) is indistinct. It is not directed toward anything in
particular. When Śiva begins to manifest phenomena in his consciousness, his power of bliss is directed
toward something more particular. This is the karmāvacchinnā nirvṛti, delight defined by the object in
question. It exists insofar as an unlimited delight exists prior to it, from which the qualified one is born.
See also Utpaladeva’s commentary on ŚD 1.22, as well as my Introduction, section 5, for a discussion
of the types of “delight” (nirvṛti) and their inclusion in Somānanda’s theory of the overlapping pairs of
powers.

170The idea expressed here is paradoxical. Though Śiva manifests entities by limiting his conscious-
ness, by concentrating his attention on distinct entities, in doing so he “expands” his consciousness by
directing it toward new entities. Compare the language used here, cidāsthāpravikāsa, with that of ŚD
1.15cd: tadāsthāpravikāso yas tad aunmukhyaṃ pracakṣate.

171Utpaladeva glosses tadartham, more commonly meaning “therefore, on that account, with that
object, for that end,” with anantaram. I follow his gloss.
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a coarse arising called the power of action. From that the entire world is
established.

After that is the cognition of the object, i.e., of the universe, which is Śiva’s172

very existence in the formof the power of illumination; unbeknown to any (mun-
dane) perceiver, it appears as an object in the mind, as it were, since it is the
power of cognition.173

After that is the power of action, an arising, directly related to will, that results
in the birth of the appearance of the coarse objects that can be known by any
agent of cognition.174

The end (of manifestation) comes from that alone, because the worldly
objects are obtained from it. This he says with the phrase, “from that the entire
world is established.”

1.22

The fact of being in the form of power exists in this way not only when the world
is created, but it exists in this way in the moment when each and every pot is
produced, as well. Thus, [Somānanda] says:

1.22. evaṃ sarvasamutpattikāle śaktitrayātmatā
na nivṛttā na caunmukhyaṃ nivṛttaṃ nāpi nirvṛtiḥ

Similarly,175 the threefold power does not cease in the moment anything
is created, nor does eagerness cease to exist, nor does delight.

Will, cognition, and action truly exist in the moment pots, etc., are produced.
The same is true for eagerness, which is the first part of will in the form of a
particular delight that is limited by an object;176 nor does the other delight,177 in
the form of unlimited bliss, cease to exist: this is because, if it were absent, the

172Here I take cidātman, literally “the nature of consciousness,” to be an exocentric (bahuvrīhi) com-
pound referring to the one who possesses the nature in question. In other words, I take the compound
to refer to Śiva.

173In other words, at this stage, only Śiva is aware of the object of cognition, which is, as it were,
mental in form and thus not cognizable by other agents in the world. One should note that Somānanda
does not explain thematter in this way, as he nowhere refers to these two stages of creation, one in which
the world is imperceptible to agents in the world, and a second when it is. See the Introduction, section
6, esp. note 76.

174This stage contrasts with the previous, which, as Utpaladeva has explained, involves the appear-
ance of an object that cannot be known by any mundane perceiver (sarvapratipattṝṇām avedyam). See
above.

175This is to say, in the same manner as described in ŚD 1.19–21.
176The language here used (karmāvacchinnaviśiṣṭanirvṛtirūpa) reflects that of Utpaladeva’s com-

mentary on ŚD 1.19–20ab: icchāyāḥ purobhāge yā tasmin karmaṇi tatkarmaniṣṭhā nirvṛtiprāptiḥ, tad
aunmukhyam, karmāvacchinnā nirvṛtir aunmukhyam. When Śiva desires to know or to act, he focuses
his will on a particular entity. The delight (nirvṛti) that is the nature of his consciousness is thereby
limited, focused.

177See the commentary on ŚD 1.19–20 for an explanation of the two types of nirvṛti.



Translation Chapter One 125

delight of specification would not exist, just as the knowledge of a particular pot
and so on would not exist if (the general) knowledge (“pot”) did not exist.178 It is
for this reason that he used the word “obtainment” (ŚD 1.20a) earlier in saying
that delight acquires particular forms.179

Yet, theword “delight” (also) indicates “the power of complete consciousness”
to refer to the five powers.180

1.23

No object would arise if even one power were absent. Thus, [Somānanda] says:

1.23. yad ekataraniryāṇe kāryaṃ jātu na jāyate
tasmāt sarvapadārthānāṃ sāmarasyam avasthitam

Because no object whatsoever is generated in the absence of one of the
two,181 it follows that the state of unity exists for every object.

Since [Somānanda] says that no object would exist at any time in the absence
of, that is, upon the loss of, one of the two, i.e., one of the powers, it follows that
the śivatattva, which is made up of all the tattvas, is employed in the moment
any object is produced. Therefore, (for objects,) there is never an absence of full
contact with Śiva’s form.182

“State of unity” means that the flavor of the contact with the Supreme Lord
is absolutely unbroken even when each and every entity is created, as it is at
the very beginning of the great creation.183 That means that even a potter who

178In otherwords, the general formmust exist in order for the specific form to exist. This is analogous
to themanner by which language denotes meaning, according to Bhartṛhari: words denote the class (jāti)
of entity in question, as well as the particular entity. For example, by uttering the word “pot,” the hearer
understands the idea of a pot, the “pot-ness” (ghaṭatva) of the pot. Only with this does he understand the
particular pot in question, perhaps the one to which the speaker draws his attention by uttering the word
“pot.” Similarly, the general form of “delight” must exist when the specific form is manifested. Without
it, the specific form could not exist.

179As there are two type of nirvṛti, a general and unlimited one and a particular and delimited one,
Somānanda can speak of the latter as delight (nirvṛti) that is acquired by association with a particular
object. The general form of delight, however, is unlimited, and it exists prior to the specific one, as just
explained here. See also Utpaladeva’s commentary on ŚD 1.19–20ab.

180This statement is meant to contrast with the immediately preceding one. First, Utpaladeva men-
tions that delight takes particular forms, becomes delimited by particular objects. Here, he suggests that
the word nirvṛti in ŚD 1.22d refers to the power of complete consciousness, which may be taken to refer
to all of the powers.

181That is, in the absence of either eagerness (aunmukhya) or delight (nivṛti). Note that Gnoli takes
this to refer to the three powers. See Gnoli 1957: 20. This reading is supported to a certain extent by
Utpaladeva, who glosses “one of the two” (ekatara) with “one of the powers” (śaktibheda), though he also
refers specifically to the suffix tara as referring to aunmukhya and nivṛti. (See the commentary, following.)
Somānanda may mention only the two because he treats the first three powers in ŚD 1.22.

182Utpaladeva uses similar language in his commentary on ŚD 1.5–6ab: jñānajñeyānābilajñātṛ-
svarūpasaṃsparśa.

183This refers to the moment Śiva begins to create the universe.
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makes a pot is Śiva endowed with all his powers, but out of ignorance of this
one thinks that the potter makes the pot.

The use of the suffix “of the two” in “of one of the two” refers to the pair,
eagerness and delight.184

1.24–25

All of the powers exist not only in themoment when pots and so on are produced
but also in themoment when one apprehends them.185 Thus, [Somānanda] says:

1.24. ghaṭādigrahakāle ’pi ghaṭaṃ jānāti sā kriyā
jānāti jñānam atraiva niricchor vedanakṣatiḥ

1.25. aunmukhyābhāvatas tasya nivṛttir nirvṛtiṃ vinā
dveṣye pravartate naiva na ca vetti vinā citam

Even in the moment one apprehends, e.g., a pot, the cognition of the pot
is an action.186 Cognition exists here, as well, in the form “he cognizes.”187

There can be no perception for someone who has no will.188 Were eager-
ness not to exist, that189 would desist. In the absence of delight, one never
engages in that which is reviled,190 nor does one perceive in the absence
of consciousness.191

In the moment one cognizes pots, etc., the cognition of the pot, i.e., the
appearance of knower and object of knowledge in the form of a pot (on the one
hand,) and (an agent,) Devadatta, (on the other,) which are distinguished by the

184Here, Utpaladeva explains the reason for Somānanda’s use of the comparative suffix -tara in the
expression ekataraniryāṇa, here used in lieu of the superlative suffix -tama. The suffix is normally used
to refer to a choice between one of two entities, not one of many entities. Now, insofar as eagerness
and delight are the last of the powers mentioned in ŚD 1.22, it makes sense grammatically, by standard
rules of anaphora, to understand the present passage to refer to them. Theologically, however, one would
expect Somānanda to suggest that no object could be generated in the absence of any of the powers,
including the triad of powers, will, cognition, and action. The logic of the present passage, if it is anything
more than an explanation for Somānanda’s inelegant (or, perhaps, imprecise) expression, might be to
suggest that nirvṛti refers to the unlimited form of “delight,” while aunmukhya, “eagerness,” being the
first movement toward manifestation, stands as a shorthand for all the remaining powers.

185In other words, Utpaladeva suggests, all the powers exist not only when Śiva creates the universe,
but also when individual agents within the universe perceive it and act within it.

186Literally, the passage says that “it is an action that cognizes the pot.” That is to say that the power
of action (kriyāśakti) exists at that time, because cognition is an action.

187That is, the particular action in question is a cognitive act, as is indicated by the form of the verb,
which indicates that one actively cognizes some object, the verb being an active, transitive verb in the
present tense. Therefore, cognition involves both the power of action (kriyā) and the power of cognition
(jñāna).

188The power of will (icchā) therefore must be present in cognition.
189The referent of the pronoun is ambiguous; it refers either to the agent or the perception. See

Utpaladeva’s commentary, below.
190That which is reviled (dveṣya) is the everyday world of transmigration (saṃsāra). This is a manner

of speaking about the everyday world. It is, according to Gnoli, “what one wants to abandon (heya), the
limited knowledge, the saṃsāra, etc.” (See Gnoli 1957: 21.)

191ŚD 1.24–25 is quoted in PTV ad PT 5–9ab (p. 62 of Singh’s edition).
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variegation that is caused by the noncognition of the non-duality of conscious-
ness, that [cognition of the pot],192 being a sequential, new form, is an action
called cognition, which becomes divided into earlier and later parts.193 It does
not arise only in the moment one proceeds to say “I know.”194

Since it has the form “he cognizes,” this makes it clear that the cognition
consists of an action here as well.

Perception would not arise for someone who has no will, i.e., for one who
is devoid of intentions, because he would not be guided by the mind.195 Will is
nothing but cognition imbued with one’s intentions. Moreover, the first part of
that act of willing is eagerness,196 which is delight in a particular act.197 There-
fore, were eagerness not to exist, that, i.e., either the cognitive agent or the
perception, would desist, because one does not engage in that which is reviled
in the absence of delight in the act, in the form of eagerness.

192The relative pronoun, yat, on line 222 of the present edition of the first chapter of the ŚDVṛ (p.
19, line 15 of the KSTS edition) appears by epanalepsis.

193The language here, yat kramikam apūrvaṃ rūpaṃ sā jñānalakṣaṇā kriyā pūrvāparībhūtāvayavā,
echoes that of Utpaladeva’s commentary on ŚD 1.12–13ab (na tv apūrvasya kasyacit prathā) and ŚD
1.19–20ab: pūrvāparau bhāgau kalpanīyau pūrvāparībhūtāvayavatvāt kriyāyā icchāyāḥ kriyātvābhidhānena.
(See also an earlier portion of the same passage of the commentary: tad ākhyātapadam icchayā icchā-
lakṣaṇāṃ kriyām āha). Regarding the former passage, Utpaladeva suggested in his commentary on ŚD
1.11cd–13ab that Śiva does not manifest any unprecedented (apūrva) entity. Here, however, because the
everyman, Devadatta, is the agent in question, previously unknown entities can be perceived. (Cf. ĪPVṛ
ad ĪPK 2.3.1–2.) Regarding the latter passage, we are here told that action is made up of a sequence of
earlier and later stages. However, Somānanda has mentioned here an action characterized by cognition,
as opposed to the earlier action characterized by will. The action characterized by will, mentioned earlier,
refers to Śiva’s act of wishing to know or act. Here, the action is characterized by cognition in that the act
results in the agent knowing something previously unknown. The first combination, action with will,
relates to Śiva’s creative capacity; the second combination, that of action with cognition, relates to Śiva’s
reflective capacity.

194In other words, the cognition, being an action, exists in (two) parts, or stages, this by the rule that
an action must involve a series of events directed toward a single end (about which see, note 164, above,
in the present chapter of the translation). The first part is the cognition itself, the second the moment in
which one becomes fully aware of the cognition. This latter stage, in which one becomes fully aware of
what the cognition reveals, is referred to in ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.5–6ab as the fruit or result of the cognition.
Cf. ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.11cd–13ab. It is also possible that the present passage refers to the notion that there is
more to cognition that the acquisition of a piece of knowledge, but rather that all cognitions involve the
very process of manifestation that generates an apparent division between agent and object of cognition,
which occurs prior to and is (obviously) a prerequisite for mundane cognitions.

195Literally, manasānadhiṣṭhānāt means “because of want of superintendence by the mind.”
Utpaladeva here refers to the process of cognition at the mundane level of the individual agent, whose
faculties of sense (jñānendriyas) must be directed by the mind (manas), as per the standard system of the
dualist Naiyāyika and Vaiśeṣika schools.

196It is possible, if unlikely, that icchākriyāpūrvabhāga is declined in the locative, indicating the locus
of eagerness (aunmukhya).

197For the relationship of nirvṛti to the act of knowing, see ŚD 1.20ab (tatkarmanirvṛtiprāpti) and
Utpaladeva’s commentary thereon. In the same passage, Somānanda has suggested that Śiva’s will
implies an action: desiring. It is in this sense that will is here said to be an action. Tatkarmanirvṛti
here refers to the delight (nirvṛti) that is limited by the object in question (karmāvacchinnā nirvṛtiḥ).
See Utpaladeva’s commentary on ŚD 1.22 for a description of unlimitless bliss (ānandaśakti) and the
aforementioned delight associated with an action, i.e., aunmukhya.
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Nor does an agent, whose nature is complete, pure knowledge, perceive pots,
etc., in the absence of consciousness in the form of the non-dual power of reflec-
tive awareness, because objects are differentiated within consciousness.198 That
alone is the power of consciousness, the general199 power of delight in the form
of bliss.200

1.26–29ab

Anticipating the objection that Śiva-nature does not exist in the moment of cog-
nition, [Somānanda] says:

1.26. buddhiṃ vinā kathaṃ bodhaḥ sā buddhiḥ prakṛteḥ prajā
na ca tasya tayā yoga iti ced aparasthitau
1.27. sā buddhir yat punaḥ sūkṣmaṃ sarvadikkaṃ vyavasthitam
jñānaṃ bodhamayaṃ tasya śivasya sahajaṃ sadā

1.28. nyāyādibhir na tulyatvaṃ tair hi yā prākṛtī matiḥ
tasyā evātmadharmatvam iṣṭaṃ na parabodhake
1.29. eṣa eva hi vijñeyo nyāya icchāṃ prati sphuṭam

If you object by asking how there can be understanding in the absence of
the intellect, the intellect being produced from matter and not connected
to it,201 (we reply:) that is the intellect that exists in the aparā condition.
By contrast, the subtle, all-pervasive (power of) cognition, which is pure
understanding,202 is eternally Śiva’s natural state. It is not the same as
that of the Naiyāyikas and others, because they only contend that mate-
rial knowledge is a quality of the (individual) self, not of the supreme
knower. Of course, the same argument clearly should apply to (the power
of) will.203

Objection: How can understanding, that is, the cognition “he knows,” being
an activity of the intellect, exist without the active intellect? The intellect,

198Put differently, it is only in consciousness that one sees the diverse objects. Therefore, con-
sciousness must exist when one cognizes a pot. Literally, saṃvinniṣṭhatvād viṣayavyavasthitīnām means
“because the distinguishing of objects rests in consciousness.”

199Here, Utpaladeva is differentiating the universal form of delight from the form that is delimited
by the object with which it is associated. See ŚD 1.22 and Utpaladeva’s commentary thereupon.

200Compare the present passage (saiva cicchaktiḥ sāmānyā nirvṛtiśaktir ānandarūpā) with ŚDVṛ ad
ŚD 1.19–20ab: karmāvachinnā nirvṛtir aunmukhyam, anavachinnā nirvṛtimātram ānandaśaktiḥ.

201The demonstrative pronoun (tat) here refers to the śivatattva, according to Utpaladeva, for which,
see below.

202Utpaladeva glosses bodhamaya with “pure understanding” (bodhamātra); I translate following his
gloss.

203In other words, one can argue that the power of will, like the power of cognition, relates to the
supreme agent, not simply to individual, monadic agents. ŚD 1.26d–27 is quoted in PTV ad PT 3–4 (p. 23
of Singh’s edition), reading avasthitam for vyavasthitam in ŚD 1.27b.
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moreover, originating from prakṛti,204 is insentient, and it, that is, the untainted
śivatattva, which possesses all of the powers,205 is not connected to it.

If you object in this manner, then we reply: not so. That is the intellect of
cognitive agents who have subtle bodies,206 which exists in the one-faceted207

aparā condition, which is the noncognition of non-duality.208

By contrast, there is the (power of) cognition of (Śiva,) the one who resides
in his completeness in the parā condition; for this reason it is subtle, i.e., non-
dual; (and) it must be taught to be unknowable; hence, it is all-pervasive, i.e.,
undivided in space and time, pure consciousness in an unknowable form. It is
eternally Śiva’s natural state209 because it truly exists, even when the material
intellect comes to light, since the latter would not exist in the absence of the
former.210

Objection: Even if this were so, one (merely) attains parity with the Nyāya,
the Vaiśeṣika, etc., if one understands Śiva to be the basis of cognition, for they
hold that cognition is inherent in the (individual) self, and Śiva (on your view)
exists in the form of the (very same, monadic) self.211

Because the (followers of the) Nyāya, etc., could say as much (Somānanda
replies): it is not the same as theirs, because they refer to the dualistic cogni-
tion of the intellect212 in the material, dualistic condition, but not in Īśvara, the
supreme knower.213

204This refers to the insentient, material nature of the intellect. As in the Sāṅkhya, the Pratyabhijñā
accepts that the intellect (buddhi) is material, an evolute of materiality (the prakṛtitattva), and the Pratya-
bhijñā also accepts a form of the prakṛtitattva of the Sāṅkhya, though they count it as the thirteenth, rather
than the second, tattva. On the Sāṅkhya formulation of the tattvas, see, e.g., Larson 1969: 192–220.

205That is, will (icchā), etcetera.
206The term in question is puryaṣṭakapramātṛ. A descriptive (karmadhāraya) compound, the term

literally refers to “subtle-bodied cognitive agents.” See Utpaladeva’s commentary on ŚD 1.5–6ab and the
notes thereon (esp. note 83) for further explanation of the puryaṣṭaka.

207The term ekarasā literally means “a single/unitary flavor.”
208Utpaladeva has repeatedly asserted that the aparā condition and the concomitant duality is noth-

ing but the nonperception of non-duality. See Utpaladeva’s commentary on, for example, ŚD 1.11cd–13ab
(māyāśaktikṛtapūrṇasvarūpākhyātimaya◦); ŚD 1.7cd–8 (māyīyābhedākhyāti◦); the passage farther on in
Utpaladeva’s commentary on 1.11cd–13ab (abhedāparāmarśanam eva bhrāntirūpaṃ kutsitam, tac ca na
kiñcid akhyātirūpamātratvāt); and ŚD 1.1 (māyāśaktikṛtaikyākhyātyā).

209Kaul suggests that the term here translated, sahaja, refers to Śiva’s nature, which is such that it
reflects on itself: sahajaṃ svarūpapratyavamarśasvabhāvam, nānyat.

210The idea is that the intellect of the individual would not exist in the absence of Śiva’s power of cog-
nition. By extension, the present passage evokes the notion that no particular instance of knowledge exists
without a corresponding, general one, as no cognition of a pot can exist without the general knowledge of
“pot,” for example. Compare the passage in question—tatsadbhāvāt tad vinā tadabhāvāt—toUtpaladeva’s
commentary on ŚD 1.22: tadabhāve viśeṣanirvṛter abhāvād yathā bodhābhāve viśiṣṭaghaṭādibodhasya.

211See ŚD 1.2: ātmaiva sarvabhāveṣu sphuran nirvṛtacid vibhuḥ / aniruddhecchāprasaraḥ prasaraddṛk-
kriyaḥ śivaḥ.

212Literally, buddhibhedātman means “(cognition) the dualistic nature of which is the intellect.”
213Insofar as Īśvara is the supreme deity according to the Nyāya, etc., he is analogous with Śiva in

the Pratyabhijñā. The argument here expressed suggests that, while the Naiyāyikas, etc., understand
the intellect to be associated with the individual cognizer, the authors of the Pratyabhijñā understand it
ultimately to be connected with God, the supreme agent.
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That is why [Somānanda] says that the same argument clearly should apply to
(the power of) will.214 The will that those others conceive of as a thought in the
mind is based on the individual nature of consciousness and is only dualistic;
it is, by contrast, not the nature of the Supreme Lord, nor is it (even) located in
the parāparā condition.215

1.29cd–33

[Somānanda] says that the condition of the śivatattva is such that it consists of
all of the tattvas:

tad evaṃ prasṛto devaḥ kadācic chaktimātrake
1.30 bibharti rūpam icchātaḥ kadācij jñānaśaktitaḥ
sadāśivatvam udrekāt kadācid aiśvarīṃ sthitim
1.31. kriyāśaktisamābhogāt kadācit sthūlavedanāt
vidyātvavidyeśānatvamantramantreśvarātmatām
1.32. ātmapracchādanakrīḍāṃ kurvato vā kathañcana
māyārūpam itītyādiṣaṭtriṃśattattvarūpatām
1.33. bibhrad bibharti rūpāṇi tāvatā vyavahārataḥ
yāvat sthūlaṃ jaḍābhāsaṃ saṃhataṃ pārthivaṃ ghanam

Thus, God comes forth in this way at a certain time. Sometimes,216 he
assumes a form, through (the power of) will,217 in the one possessed of
pure power. Sometimes, through the power of cognition, (he assumes) the
nature of Sadāśiva,218 due to an abundance (of that power of cognition).219

Sometimes, because the power of action rules supreme, (he assumes the
form of) the Īśvara state.220 Sometimes, because perception is coarse, (he

214In other words, the Pratyabhijñā equates the individual agent’s power of will with that of Śiva.
The Naiyāyikas, etc., do not.

215In other words, the choices made by individuals, according to the Naiyāyikas and Vaiśeṣikas, are
made at the level of an individual’s intellectual deliberations. They do not involve a direct access to the
very nature of the divine, as does any act of volition, according to the Pratyabhijñā. Unlike in the Nyāya
and Vaiśeṣika, the Pratyabhijñāmaintains that every act is willed and performed by Śiva himself. Thus, by
considering the possibility that, according to the Nyāya and Vaiśeṣika schools, will is not associated with
the parāparā condition, one should understand Utpaladeva to weigh the status of will in those schools
by the measure of his own system of thought. These other schools do not recognize the existence of the
parāparā condition, etc.

216FollowingUtpaladeva’s commentary, I translate kadācit (ŚD 1.29d) twice, once with what precedes
it and once with what follows (dehalīdīpavat).

217See the commentary, below, for Utpaladeva’s two interpretations of icchātaḥ.
218This is a reference to the third of the thirty-six tattvas, and there is a slight subject-object distinc-

tion at this level. Here, one experiences “I am this,” but “I-ness” is emphasized slightly over “this-ness.”
This is the level at which Mantramaheśvaras reside. See Pandit 1997: 73–74.

219Note that Kaul glosses udrekāt with jñānaśakter udrekāt.
220The īśvaratattva is the fourth of the thirty-six tattvas. At this level, there is a slight distinction of

subject from object, though, unlike at the level of Sadāśiva, “this-ness” is here emphasized slightly over
“I-ness.” This is the level at which Mantreśvaras reside. See Pandit 1997: 73–74.
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assumes) the nature of Vidyā,221 the Vidyeśvaras, the Mantras, and the
Mantreśvaras.222 Alternatively, māyā, belonging to (Śiva,) the one who is
somehow playing the game of self-concealment, assumes the nature of
the thirty-six tattvas, beginning with that which is called form,223 and thus
assumes as many forms as are discussed, down to the coarse, compact,
solid earth, which has an insentient appearance.

Therefore, the Supreme Lord, Śiva, whose two powers, consciousness and
delight, penetrate his nature,224 who consists of prakāśa and bliss and is com-
plete, comes forth in this way, i.e., according to the sequence articulated
earlier,225 at a certain time, i.e., in the first place.226

In the one possessed of pure power, i.e., in eagerness, the first part of will that
is closely associated with the objects of sense227 and consists of delight, which
is to say in the condition found at the beginning of the parāparā condition, he
assumes a form that accords with that [power], one on which those who medi-
tate must concentrate;228 sometimes (he does this) through (the power of) will,

221Vidyātva here refers to śuddhavidyā, the fifth of the thirty-six tattvas, which is the last of the pure
tattvas.

222Vidyeśvaras reside at the level of either mahāmāyā or śuddhavidyā. Also calledMantras, this group
of beings “sees the Self as omnisicient, omnipotent, pure and infinite Consciousness, but considers
objective existence to be different from the self.” (See Pandit 1997: 189.) Mantreśvaras reside at the level
of the īśvaratattva. According to Pandit, they “see objective existence as their own self.” (See Pandit 1997:
166.)

223As Utpaladeva explains, the present passage refers to the enumeration of the thirty-six tattvas,
of which the most coarse levels constitute material form, the earth, etc. Somānanda suggests that the
power of “illusion” (māyā) creates these levels “beginning with form” because it is common practice
to count the thirty-six tattvas beginning with the thirty-sixth, the earth-tattva, rather than with the first
tattva, the śivatattva. Note that I take ityādiṣaṭtriṃśattattvarūpatām to be a single compound. The KSTS
edition suggests that there are two compounds: ityādi ṣaṭtriṃśattattvarūpatām.

224It is possible that the past participle (anupraviṣṭa) in the compound (svarūpānupraviṣṭacinnirvṛti-
rūpaśaktidvaya) has a passive and not an active meaning, in which case one could translate, “whose
two powers, consciousness and delight, are penetrated by his nature.” The compound in question is an
exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compound.

225That is, according to the sequence of Śiva’s powers as enumerated in ŚD 1.7cd–21, namely: aun-
mukhya (ŚD 1.7cd–11ab), icchā (ŚD 1.13cd–17), jñāna (ŚD 1.20c–21a), and kriyā (ŚD 1.21a–c). In addition,
Śiva is of course “onewhose consciousness is delighted” (nirvṛtacit) by virtue of this being his very nature.

226This is a reference to the śivatattva, the first of the thirty-six tattvas. Thus, Utpaladeva appears to
suggest that the first tattva is created, while also suggesting elsewhere that the first tattva is the nature
of all the thirty-six tattvas. In other words, he both suggests that the śivatattva is one with Śiva himself,
in all his diverse forms, and that the same tattva is the product of a form of Śiva that transcends all the
thirty-six tattvas. I understand this to be an expression, therefore, of Utpaladeva’s panentheism, one that,
as noted in the Introduction, does not appear in Somānanda’s œuvre.

227Note that “closely associated with the objects of sense” is a translation of viṣayān anuṣakta, which
theKSTS edition prints as a single compound (viṣayānanuṣakta) with precisely the oppositemeaning: that
which is not closely associated with the objects of sense.” This interpretation does not accord, however,
with the notion that eagerness, aunmukhya, is the form of delight (nirvṛti) that is delimited by the object
in question, this per the system of overlapping pairs of powers posited by Somānanda and explained in
the Introduction. See the Introduction, section 5.

228This is a reference to the second of the thirty-six tattvas, the śaktitattva. It is unclear, however, why
Utpaladeva here describes this level as one on which one should concentrate.
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i.e., because he has the power of will as his nature.229 Alternatively, (construe
icchātas as follows:) after he has reached the form of will, he assumes a form, as
before, that accords with it.230

Sometimes, moreover, he assumes the form of Sadāśiva,231 because he is in
the form of the power of cognition. The cognition, however, exists as an action,
this as a result of the predominance, in the previously stated manner (of the
power of cognition at the level of the sadāśivatattva).232

And sometimes he assumes the Īśvara state,233 because the power of action
rules supreme, that is, because it has reached its full extension.234

Sometimes he assumes the nature of Mantras, etc., in accordance with the
condition of the cognitive agents who are located in the parāparā condition235

and have as their nature a form of understanding that encompasses without
exception the various agents and objects of knowledge.236

229The present passage constitutes Utpaladeva’s first interpretation of icchātas (ŚD 1.30a). He here
suggests that Somānanda uses the term to say that Śiva manifests himself in the manner that he does
because he is by nature the power of will.

230Here, Utpaladeva is offering a second interpretation of the term icchātas in ŚD 1.30a. According
to the first interpretation, the term in question describes how Śiva assumes the form in question: he
does so because he exists in the form of the power of will. Here, Utpaladeva suggests that the force of the
suffix (-tas) suggests themoment after which Śiva acts: after having reached the form of the power of will,
he then assumes a form that conforms to it. In other words, the first interpretation emphasized Śiva’s
nature as will, while the second interpretation emphasized the sequential process of manifestation by
which Śiva creates the universe. Note also that this second interpretation suggests that Utpaladeva here
understands the “form of will,” i.e., themanifestation of the power of will (icchāśakti), to occur at the level
of the śaktitattva. Cf. ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.1, where a chart in the notes maps the formulation of the schema in
question.

231This refers to the third of the thirty-six tattvas, the sadāśivatattva.
232What is meant is that while the level of the sadāśivatattva is primarily one at which the power of

cognition is present, the power of action also exists there in a latent form, this because the power that is
predominant in one tattva exists in a nascent form in the preceding and hierarchically superior one. Thus,
the power of action exists in a nascent form in the third tattva, the sadāśivatattva, even though the power
of cognition is predominant there and despite the fact that the power of action is predominant at the
level of the īśvaratattva, the fourth of the thirty-six tattvas. As Kaul suggests, Utpaladeva may therefore be
understood here to refer, with prāguktanaya, to his commentary on ŚD 1.20cd–21, where he describes the
sequential arising of the powers of cognition and action, as well as the principle that a subsequent power
in the sequence of powers exists in potential form in the stage prior to it. See Utpaladeva’s commentary
on ŚD 1.20cd–21. See also Kaul’s note 5, p. 24 of the KSTS edition: antaḥkaraṇa iva vedyam iti nayena.
This sequence, of what I have described as Somānanda’s theory of overlapping pairs of powers, was
outlined in section 5 of the Introduction, as well. Cf. also ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.1, where Utpaladeva suggests
that the power of action is present in a latent form in the sadāśivatattva.

233This refers to the īśvaratattva, the fourth of the thirty-six tattvas.
234This stands in contrast to the status of the power of action at the level of the sadāśivatattva, where

it is present only in a nascent form.
235The parāparā condition comprises the sadāśivatattva and the īśvaratattva, the third and fourth of

the thirty-six tattvas. See ĪPK 3.1.5 for Utpaladeva’s definition of the parāparā condition.
236The agents residing in the parāparā condition, i.e., at the level of the sadāśiva- and īśvaratattvas,

are non-dual agents. The only diversity apparent to them is extremely subtle and, as it were,mental rather
than physical. They know in their consciousness a slight subject-object distinction, but it exists in a sort
of premanifested state. As such, agents in the parāparā condition encompass all agents and objects of
knowledge, and it is to this that Utpaladeva here refers.
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The fact that the object perceived, i.e., the universe, is coarse is nothing but
the differentiated state of the absolute,237 and the cognitive agents,238 although
they have consciousness as their nature,239 are coarse, because, since Śiva wills
it so, they suffer from duality. Hence, perception is also coarse, and this is the
state of Vidyā.240 And others hold that Vidyā is mahāmāyā,241 because duality
appears (in it).

Sometimes, Śiva,242 who is somehow—because it is his nature—only playing
the game, that is, making an illusion in the form of the world of transmigration,
which consists of the self-concealment that is characteristic of the noncogni-
tion of non-duality, has his power of māyā, it being the source of the aparā
condition,243 assume in a general form244 the nature of the thirty-six tattvas, the
lower245 tattvas of which being referred to as form, and thus [māyā] also assumes
their specific forms, as many as are brought about according to this well-known
way of discussing them. Let there (also) be other, rather more obscure ways of
discussing them,246 for the objects of Īśvara’s creation are not restricted,247 but
the fact that all of those248 have his nature cannot be denied, as this much can
be logically proven. This is what we propose.249

237The term in question, ekānta, literally meaning the “only end or aim,” likely refers to Śiva. What
is meant is that the coarse nature of the absolute is merely the state of differentiation appearing in the
one, unitary Śiva. It is not really coarse (sthūla), but rather is Śiva himself. Thus, ekāntabhinnatā serves
to contrast the multiplicity of the world with the innate unity of Śiva.

238This refers to the cognitive agents at the level of manifestation in question.
239See the commentary and relevant notes, above.
240Vidyā refers to the śuddhavidyātattva, the fifth of the thirty-six tattvas. In this passage, Utpaladeva

has suggested that the object in question (i.e., the universe), the agent who perceives it, and the perception
itself are all coarse (sthūlatva), i.e., dualistic, at this level. The level of the śuddhavidyātattva is commonly
associated with the first budding of duality, in the system of the thirty-six tattvas, and it is to this idea
that Utpaladeva here refers.

241There are two views regarding the location, as it were, of the form of “illusion” that creates the
apparently external, dualistic universe (mahāmāyā). Some suggest that it exists as an interstitial level
between the śuddhavidyā- and māyātattvas, while others suggest, as mentioned here, that mahāmāyā is
another name for the śuddhavidyātattva. The important point here is that the level in question is “coarse”
insofar as it involves the presence of the appearance of duality.

242The text literally refers to the one who plays a game, but the reference to Śiva is unambiguous.
243I read aparāvasthābījabhūtā as a single compound, though the KSTS edition prints them as

distinct words: aparāvasthā bījabhūtā.
244The adverbial term here translated is sāmānyena.
245Literally, the text refers to the “first” tattvas, but the implication is that the lower levels are being

described, as one often counts the tattvas beginning with the lowest one, the earth-tattva.
246That is, there may be other legitimate ways to describe the tattvas.
247In other words, Īśvara is capable of producing whatever universe he wishes to produce, even if it

is not the one to which the mundane perceiver is accustomed.
248This refers to the hypothetical tattvas mentioned in the hypothetical schemes other than that of

the thirty-six. In other words, all the levels of reality, be they represented by the scheme of thirty-six tattvas
or otherwise, have Śiva’s nature. This is an essential fact: Śiva is not delimited by the schemes by which
we describe him.

249Cf. ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.2, where Utpaladeva proposes that the ŚD aims to prove the vailidity of the way
Somānanda speaks of Śiva, while Śiva-nature remains unaffected by the language used to describe it.
Cf., also, the avataraṇikā to ŚD 1.3–4.
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The thirty-sixfold enumeration extends250 down to the earth, i.e., the earth-
tattva; nothing is found after it here.251 Thus, the earth-tattva, because it is
(entirely) coarse, stands at the end.

An object,252 the particular attribute of which is brought about bymany ancil-
lary causes, is more coarse than its cause, and it is not subtle because it is more
developed (than its cause). Although great, a cause, such as the source of mate-
rial existence,253 is very subtle.254 Thus, insofar as everything is connected to
prakāśa, since everything is made up of consciousness, everything, from Śiva255

down even to the white-colored water tattva, should be regarded as a cause.256

On the other hand, as much as this is the case257 even at the (level of the)
earth(-tattva), a difference exists (there), even though its258 nature is prakāśa,259

because it is the pure noncognition of the non-duality of the light of conscious-
ness.260 Therefore, he says it has an “insentient appearance,” an exocentric
compound meaning it is one “whose appearance, i.e., form, because dark, is
insentient, i.e., is not prakāśa.” It is compact because its nature consists of the

250The verb pūryate literally means “is filled.”
251“Here” (atra) refers in this instance to the system of classification at hand, that of thirty-six tattvas.

The earth-tattva is the last of the thirty-six.
252The term kārya can also refer to the effect of a cause (kāraṇa).
253The present term, pradhāna, probably refers to mūlaprakṛti, the source of material manifestation,

according to the Sāṅkhya, and the thirteenth of thirty-six in the Śaiva system of the tattvas. It is also
possible that this term should be taken to refer to the power of illusion (māyā), however. On mūlaprakṛti
in the Sāṅkhya, see Larson 1969: 192–197.

254In other words, one might object that that which causes the creation of the universe is not very
subtle, because that which it creates is not subtle. The response given is that, even though that which
causes the universe is great, it is nevertheless very subtle. Thus, the tattvas each are causes, the preceding
one of the one following, even if they are not the most subtle of entities in existence.

255Literally, the text reads “the fact of being real,” which suggests a reference to the highest tattva,
the śivatattva.

256The water tattva is the thirty-fifth tattva. Excluding the last tattva, the earth-tattva, every tattva is
the cause of the following one. Reference to the white color of the water tattva calls forth the classification
of the Naiyāyikas, etc., who associate particular colors and qualities with particular elements. Note that
my translation is slightly free, here, as the text literally refers to the thirty-fifth tattva as “one whose color
shines forth as white,” this with an exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compound: śuklaprakāśavarṇa.

257In other words, as much as everything is a cause, this insofar as everything is Śiva in the form of
consciousness, the following obtains.

258That is, there is a difference between the earth-tattva and the thirty-five tattvas above it, even
though the former is by nature prakāśa, as are the other thirty-five.

259As Kaul notes, this is because nothing appears that is not prakāśa: tat pārthivaṃ tattvaṃ
nāprakāśaḥ prakāśata iti nyāyena prakāśātmatve ’pi citprakāśaikyākhyātimātrāt pṛthag evāsti. See note 4
on p. 26 of the KSTS edition.

260The earth-tattva is different from the other tattvas insofar as it marks the last stage of manifesta-
tion. As such, it is not merely the noncognition of non-duality, but rather it is, as it were, the limit or the
lowest form of that which Śiva manifests. Here, then, Utpaladeva points to the earth-tattva as the de facto
limit of manifestation. It represents the stage at which consciousness is entirely unaware of the fact that
it is an undivided whole. But insofar as consciousness is cognizant of this noncognition, consciousness
is still conscious. Paradoxically, then, it is at this level that consciousness is fully aware of its not being
aware of its ultimate unity.
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array of the five objects of experience,261 which consist of the (five) physical enti-
ties beginning with ether.262 It has no interstices in it 263—that is, it is the last
object—because nothing more can be added (to it).264 For the same reason, it
is solid, because many [entities] are compressed (in it); it blocks others from
occupying its space; it is totally intolerant of mixing with anything else;265 it is
nourishing of dualistic vision,266 (and) it is placed at the end (of the tattvas).

1.34

After that,267 he himself creates as objects the worlds, etc., which are the innu-
merable powers of these very beings.268 Thus, [Somānanda] says:

1.34. tathā nānāśarīrāṇi bhuvanāni tathā tathā
visṛjya rūpaṃ gṛhṇāti protkṛṣṭādhamamadhyamam

In likemanner, he produces themany bodies, (and) the various worlds and
assumes their forms, be they the highest, the lowest, or in between.269

Thus, he comes forth as a form, as the thirty-sixfold object in the form of
the tattvas, which is fit to extend the expansion of the universe. In the same
way, i.e., by means of these same tattvas, he produces as objects the bodies of
Gods, etc.,270 and the worlds. The former are brought about not directly from
the creator, but in the form of men who are born and dwell in the world of
transmigration—(indeed,) he himself produces271 the Gods, etc., by means of
the form of such beings as one’s father and mother, since, in the manner stated

261These are: sound, touch, sight, taste, and smell.
262Again, reference is here made to the materialists’ conception of the elements, according to which

the earth is the lowest of the five and includes all of the qualities of the preceding four, as well as a fifth,
taste.

263This is a gloss of saṃhata, “compact.”
264The term here translated is saṃparkāntarāsaṃbhava, more literally meaning “because it is not

possible for there to be another addition.”
265This is again to say that nothing else can be added to the earth-tattva, or in other words it is the

last level of manifestation, according to this thirty-sixfold system of classification.
266I take paripuṣṭadvaitadṛṣṭi to be a neuter exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compound. Kaul counts it as part

of a larger compound: paripuṣṭadvaitadṛṣṭiparyantaniviṣṭam.
267That is, after creating the thirty-six tattvas, he does the following.
268This refers to the Vidyeśvaras, Mantras, etc., who are mentioned in the previous passage, ŚD

1.29cd–33. The idea is that Śiva first creates the basic elements of creation, and he appoints these various
beings, who in turn use their powers to create the various worlds, etc.

269Note that I here translate the singular “form” (rūpa) with the plural, this to render the present in
idiomatic English.

270The word “etcetera” (ādi) here refers to human beings and the beings who dwell in the parāparā
condition, the Mantras, etc.

271Here I read the absolutive (visṛjya) a second time, this to make sense of the clause beginning
with kevalam. It is only Śiva who produces the bodies of the Gods, etc.: even if one is born of one’s own
parents, it is in reality Śiva himself who causes the creation of the child who is born of those parents.
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in the Pratyabhijñā,272 no one else creates anything;273 the latter (are brought
about) in the form of places where they live. He then assumes the form of the
highest, etc., i.e., the forms of Gods, humans, and those born of animals.

1.35

He assumes (the formof) the bodies, worlds, andmental impressions thatmutu-
ally conform to one another.274 Thus, [Somānanda] says:

1.35 sthānānurūpato dehān dehākāreṇa bhāvanāḥ
ādadat tena tenaiva rūpeṇa pravibhāvyate

Acquiring (the form of) the bodies that are commensurate with the places
and the feelings that are commensurate with the bodies, he appears in
these very forms.275

The different activities of these Gods, etc.,276 come about in a commensurate
form, and, acquiring (the form of) the bodies, etc., he is seen in, i.e., is brought
about by, these same māyic forms.

1.36–37ab

He alone exists even in hell, etc., as a result of failing to cognize his own true
nature.277 Thus, [Somānanda] says:

1.36. krīḍayā duḥkhavedyāni karmakārīṇi tatphalaiḥ
saṃbhatsyamānāni tathā narakārṇavagahvare
1.37. nivāsīni śarīrāṇi gṛhṇāti parameśvaraḥ

Playfully, the Supreme Lord assumes (the form of) the bodies in which
suffering will be perceived, which perform (sinful) acts and then, dwelling
in the abyss of the ocean of hell, will be consumed by their fruits.

272See in particlar ĪPK 2.4.21 and his Vṛtti on the same, where Utpaladeva says that causality, agency,
and action are only Śiva’s will. Cf. ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.4, where Utpaladeva explains the nature of causality,
arguing that all action, including creation, must be authored by a single, unitary God.

273The idea presented here is echoed elswhere in Utpaladeva’s commentary on ŚD 1. See,
for example, Utpaladeva’s commentary on ŚD 1.1: paratvena prathamapuruṣaprayogo ’kiñcidrūpatvena
kṛtrimāhaṃbhāvasya kartṛtāmātraṃ tattvam iti darśanārthaḥ. Compare with the present passage:
parasyākiñcitkaratvāt sa eva.

274In other words, mental impressions correspond with the body in which they are experienced, just
as the bodies correspond with the world in they dwell.

275I here follow Gnoli’s translation, in part: “The bodies which he assumes are commensurate with
the planes of reality; similarly, the mental habitus which he assumes is commensurate with the bodies.
In other words, He assumes their forms which are, accordingly, sublime (the Gods), average (men) or
base (animals).” See Gnoli 1957: 21.

276“Etcetera” refers to the beings mentioned in ŚD 1.34, as well as the worlds, the mental states, and
so on that accompany them.

277That is to say, when Śiva takes the form of those who are condemned to hell, he has taken on a
state of awareness in which he does not recognize his own nature.
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Because it is his nature to play by creating the universe, he assumes (the form
of) the bodies here278 that will be experienced as having a suffering nature in
hell;279 or, they are those in which suffering will be experienced in hell.280 They
perform sinful acts, due to the force of niyatiśakti,281 the nature of which is māyā,
and then, dwelling in the deep, frightening belly of the ocean that is hell, they
will reap the fruits of those acts.

The Supreme Lord alone exists, even in hell, and no one at all exists except
him. Thus, oneness is fully corroborated.

1.37cd–38

[Somānanda] expresses the same with an example from the everyday world:

yathā nṛpaḥ sārvabhaumaḥ prabhāvāmodabhāvitaḥ
1.38. krīḍan karoti pādātadharmāṃs taddharmadharmataḥ
tathā prabhuḥ pramodātmā krīḍaty evaṃ tathā tathā

Just as an omnipotent king, engrossed in the joy of his power, playing,
performs the duties of a foot soldier as one whose nature is his282 nature,
so also the Lord, whose nature is joy, plays in this way, again and again.

Just as an omnipotent king, penetrated by the wonder283 of sovereignty, per-
forms uninhibitedly, as a game, the actions of a foot soldier by assuming the
nature that is characteristic of him,284 so also the Supreme Lord, being com-
plete and therefore naturally intoxicated by (the power of) bliss,285 plays in this

278The word iha, “here,” can be interpreted either to mean that Śiva takes the form of these bodies
here in the world or that the bodies perform sinful acts in the world. I have here translated in a manner
that reflects the former.

279Here, Utpaladeva suggests that duḥkhavedya can be interpreted as a determinative (tatpuruṣa)
compound.

280In other words, it is in the body that individuals suffer. Here, Utpaladeva suggests that duḥkhavedya
can be interpreted as an exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compound.

281The reference here, one not found in the ŚD, is to one of the five “sheaths” or kañcukas, the powers
by which Śiva constricts his own consciousness so as to create a limited, everyday world. Niyati is the fourth
of the five, and its function is to limit causal relations. This power follows in the hierarchy of tattvas after
kalā or limitation of action, vidyā or limitation of knowledge, and rāga or limitation of interest. Following
it is kāla or that which limits time. See Pandit 1997: 71–79, esp. 76. See also ĪPK 2.3.6.

282That is, he acts as if he has the nature of one who is a member of the infantry.
283As he does in his commentary on ŚD 1.7cd-8, Utpaladeva here glosses “joy” (āmoda) with

“wonder” (camatkāra).
284That is, he assumes the nature that is characteristic of the foot soldier.
285The KSTS edition reads ānandaghūrṇitais, but all four manuscripts of the edition (G, J, P & R)

record the compound in the nominative case (ānandaghūrṇitas), an adjective describing the Supreme
Lord (parameśvara). I here accept the reading of the manuscripts and translate accordingly, as it makes
little sense to describe themodes as intoxicated by bliss. Note thatUtpaladeva uses language similar to the
term in question, namely ghūrṇita, in his commentary on ŚD 1.7cd–8. There, he equates Somānanda’s
jṛmbhā, “expansion,” with ghūrṇana, “vibration.” The point is that the modes (prakāra) of consciousness
are made active by Śiva’s power of bliss. It is in this light that one should understand Utpaladeva’s
definition, in what follows, of play (krīḍā) as vibration (spanda). Cf., also, e.g., TĀ 26.24ab: iti jñātvā
guruḥ samyak paramānandaghūrṇitaḥ.
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way, that is, similarly to this [king], with the various modes that are proper to
the various beings. Play is vibration seeking out joy.286

1.39–41ab

To summarize the aforementioned tattvas, beginning with (the) śakti(-tattva),
[Somānanda] says:

1.39. itthaṃ śivo bodhamayaḥ sa eva paranirvṛtiḥ
saiva conmukhatāṃ yāti secchājñānakriyātmatām
1.40. saiva śāktaśarīrādinārakāntaṃ hi bhūtatā
prasūyate svacidrūpapramukhaṃ pārthivāntakam
1.41. padārthatvena bhagavān sarvatraiva tadātmatā

Thus, Śiva is made up of consciousness;287 he alone is supreme delight,
and that alone becomes eagerness,288 which becomes289 will, cognition,
and action.290 Most assuredly, that291 is itself the state of existing as a living
being, which he produces as those (beings) beginning with bodies that are
made of power292 and down to those dwelling in hell.293 The Lord (also)
produces,294 as things,295 that which begins with the one in the form of
his consciousness296 and ends with the earth(-tattva).297 His nature is truly
omnipresent.

286Utpaladeva here defines play (krīḍā) technically: it occurs when Śiva amuses himself through his
pulsating consciousness.

287Kaul suggests that this is a reference to ŚD 1.2. See Kaul’s note 1, p. 29 of the KSTS edition:
ātmaiva sarvabhāveṣv iti nayena.

288As Kaul suggests, this is a reference to the stage of manifestation described in ŚD 1.7cd–8. See
Kaul’s note 3, p. 29 of the KSTS edition: yadā tu tasyetyādinā.

289The verb yāti should be read twice, with both what precedes and what follows it.
290The present passage refers to eagerness becoming fully manifested, not to the power of delight

(nirvṛti) becoming the three powers—will, cognition, and action—directly, as the syntax of the present,
telegraphic passage would allow. See ŚD 1.13–17 and Utpaladeva’s commentary thereon concerning this
stage of manifestation. Cf. ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.19–20ab, where Utpaladeva describes eagerness as the first
budding of consciousness.

291As in ŚD 1.40ab, the syntax here is ambiguous. Utpaladeva’s commentary suggests that the fem-
inine pronoun (sā) in ŚD 1.40c accords with bhūtatā (ŚD 1.40d), but I understand it to refer to the
immediately preceding stage in the sequence of manifestation, the state of being (◦ātmatā) will, cogni-
tion, and action. This interpretationmirrors the syntax of 1.40ab, where the subject of the verb is properly
understood to be unmukhatā, not paranirvṛti. In both cases, the standard rules of anaphora suggest the
interpretations supported in the present translation.

292This is a reference to Vidyās, etc. See ŚD 1.31b–d. These beings do not have material bodies, but
rather they have bodies made purely of śakti or power.

293For Śiva as the one occupying hell, see ŚD 1.36–37ab, above.
294Following Utpaladeva’s gloss, the verb prasūyate should be employed twice in this verse, once

here, and once with śāktaśarīrādinārakāntaṃ in ŚD 1.40ab.
295The term here used is padārtha.
296This is a reference to the first of the thirty-six tattvas, the śivatattva.
297See ŚD 1.29cd–33.
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In the aforementioned manner,298 the Lord Śiva is always299 one whose form
is pure consciousness, is complete, autonomous, and blissful.

Then, by dint of the power of māyā, i.e., by not perceiving himself,300 he, as if
separated from bliss, becomes the tattvas in order to be established in the form
of a desire to create the world.301

Because that302 is an action,303 it becomes eagerness, the first portion of
[desire],304 and that becomes, in order, will, cognition, and action.305

Having so much agency,306 he produces, i.e., he himself is born in, the form
beginning with bodies made out of power307 and down to the ones dwelling in
hell,308 and that is the state of existing as a living being, i.e., the manifestation
of beings.

The Lord (also) produces a form, referred to by various others as a “thing,”
that begins with the śivatattva in the form of his own pure consciousness,
and ends with the earth-tattva.309 Thus, his nature is truly omnipresent, and
[Somānanda] will state the proof (of this, later on).310

298Śiva is said to be one whose nature is delighted consciousness in ŚD 1.2. Note that Utpaladeva’s
commentary opens with “in the aforementioned manner” (anenoktaprakāreṇa), which serves to gloss
“thus” (ittham), found in ŚD 1.39a.

299The commentary here reads sadaiva, which might suggest that ŚD 1.39b should read sadaiva
paranirvṛtiḥ, rather than sa eva paranirvṛtiḥ. None of the manuscripts that I have consulted attests to this
reading, however.

300This is a reference to the oft-mentioned nonperception of Śiva’s non-dual nature. Here,
Utpaladeva might be referring to Śiva’s manifestation as the first of the tattvas, the śivatattva.

301Śiva, though he exists in the form of perfect bliss, can choose to desire to create something. In
doing so, he sets in motion the creation of the universe. As mentioned elsewhere, the power of bliss is
pure delight, while the power of delight (nirvṛti) may also be associated with, delimited by, some object
that Śiva chooses to engage, in which case it is known as “eagerness” (aunmukhya), the first stage of
will (icchā). See ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.22. Cf. ŚD 1.7cd–8, 1.19–20ab and 1.29cd–30a and the commentatorial
passages thereon. That Śiva is said by Utpaladeva to become the tattvas suggests that Śiva stands beyond
the thirty-sixfold schema, despite the identification of the śivatattva with all of the tattvas (for which, see
supra, note 226 of the present chapter of the translation). In other words, the present passage amounts
to an expression of Utpaladeva’s panentheism, which, as noted in the Introduction (section 6), is not
found in the ŚD, which is an expression of Somānanda’s strict pantheism.

302This refers to the desire, just mentioned, to create the world.
303See Utpaladeva’s commentary on ŚD 1.19–20ab for the identification of will as an action.
304See ŚD 1.7cd–8.
305See ŚD 1.19–21.
306That is to say that the form in question has limited agency.
307See ŚD 1.31.
308See ŚD 1.36–38.
309See ŚD 1.29cd–33. The present passage again distinguishes Śiva from the thirty-six tattvas (about

which see supra, notes 226 and 301 to the present chapter of the translation), though one should note
that it is possible that nijacinmātrarūpaśivatattvādipārthivatattvāntam means to identify Śiva with the first
tattva, it being possibly translated as follows: “beginning with the śivatattva, the form of which is his own
pure consciousness, and extending down to the earth-tattva.”

310See the fourth chapter of the ŚD,which begins: athedanīṃ pravaktavyaṃ yathā sarvaṃ śivātmakam.
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1.41cd–43

To point out that there are five (types of) agents in the created world of beings,
[Somānanda] says:

svaśivatvam ivājānan paśvātmavyapadeśataḥ
1.42. tadrūpatvena vā paśyan sthitaḥ śānta iva kvacit
kevaleśadṛḍhatvena kvacit kevalaśambhutā
1.43. aprabuddho niṣkalaś ca kvacit pralayakevalī
ātmabodhī vikalavat kvacid vijñānakevalī

As if not knowing his own Śiva-nature, he exists as one who is designated a
bound soul, or, seeing himself as having that nature, he sometimes exists
as if he were peaceful. Sometimes, he exists as the solitary Śambhu, (see-
ing himself) as the one confirmed to be the solitary Īśvara.311 Sometimes
he is an unaware and undivided Pralayakevalin.312 Sometimes, aware
of his own self, (but otherwise) similar with the Pralayakevalin, he is a
Vijñānakevalin.313

As if not knowing his own Śiva-nature, he is designated as a bound soul; for, it
is the noncognition of the non-duality of his nature, which is made by the power
of māyā, that is established as the nature of the world of transmigration, which
takes form as the objects and agents of cognition.314 Of these,315 the agent of
cognition is a bound soul, i.e., is consciousness delimited by a subtle body. That
alone, since it is limited, is the monadic being;316 because it has consciousness
as his nature, it is eternal and lacking of a material form; it is ignorant because
he abandons his universal nature; because it is not independent, it is devoid of

311Note that I here followUtpaladeva’s commentary, wherein it is suggested that the present passage
refers to the firm conviction, held by the Vaiśeṣikas and others, that there exists a solitary deity, Īśvara,
who is the efficient cause of the universe.

312This is a reference to beings that rest in suṣupti or deep sleep. They are affected by only one of the
three impurities or malas, namely, āṇavamala or the impurity of limited agency. They are not affected
by the impurity of limited action (kārmamala) or the impurity that creates diversity (māyīyamala). See
Pandit 1997: 170.

313According to Pandit, Vijñānākalas are “aware of their pure and infinite Consciousness, free from
all psychic and physical coverings, but do not yet experience awareness of their divine potency or the
powers of Godhead.” In other words, they are not limited by the three impurities, except perhaps a very
slight trace of āṇavamala, but they also have not yet reached the stage of total awareness as the absolutely
non-dual Śiva. See Pandit 1997: 189.

This fivefold classification of agents (pramātṛs) is of interest because it is at variance with other
systems of classification, notably the sevenfold one sometimes put forth by Pratyabhijñā writers, such
as Utpaladeva. For more on the types of agents in tantric Śaivism, see Pandit 1997: 39–52. See also ĪPK
3.2.1–13 and Torella 1994: 199–200, fn. 11.

314The terms here used for agents and objects of cognition are grāhaka and grāhya, respectively.
315Tatra is partitive, here.
316The term here used is aṇu.
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the quality of (independent) action and is not the Lord;317 inasmuch as it enjoys
as an object of perception that the nature of which is the subtle body, which
appears to be distinct, it reflects on the means to enjoyment; (but) it exists in the
bowels of māyā, because it is made from māyā.318

It is not appropriate (however) that Śivabhaṭṭāraka is ignorant of his own
Śiva-nature, because his nature is always free of impurity, this because the
impurities themselves do not arise in the absence of that [Śiva-nature], since
he presides over them.319 Thus, it is due to the force of the power of māyā that
he becomes, in that very moment,320 a monadic being who is ignorant of that
[Śiva-nature].321 This is how the pair of impurites, āṇava and māyīya, arise, and
the kārma impurity is caused by them.322

He says “as if” in the phrase “as if (not knowing) his own Śiva-nature” and
says “is designated” to state the nature of ignorance, but in reality no division

317Utpaladeva here echoes KT 1.15: paśur nityo hy amūrto ’jño niṣkriyo nirguṇaḥ prabhuḥ / vyāpī
māyodarāntastho bhogopāyavicintakaḥ. The ŚDVṛ here reads: sa eva parimitatvād aṇuś caitanyātmatayā
nityo ’mūrtaś ca, viśvātmatātyāgenājñaḥ, asvātantryāt kriyāguṇarahito ’nīśvaraś ca, vedyapuryaṣṭakātmani
bhinna iva rāgitayā bhogopāyavicintakaḥ, māyākṛtatvān māyodarāntasthaḥ. Cf. PTV, p. 91 (Singh’s edi-
tion) for Abhinavagupta’s quotation of the same verse. His commentary thereon is as follows: sa paśur apy
anena jñātamātreṇa, vidhānaṃ jñā ca yasya sa kartā jñātā ca viṣayasaṃgatakaraṇaṃ prati jāyate. yajanaṃ
cāsyāpūrṇam api pūrṇaṃ bhavatīti sarvamayatvād dhṛdayasya. To say that a bound soul is devoid of action
is to suggest that it is ultimately only Śiva who acts. Utpaldeva has said as much in suggesting that the
agent who pays homage to Śiva has no true agency of his own, he being merely “possessed” by Śiva
(ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.1), as he has indicated elsewhere (ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.23) that, e.g., it is Śiva who makes a pot,
not the potter, since all agency is ultimately Śiva’s alone.

318This is to say that consciousness limited by a subtle body is complex. On the one hand, it knows
only the delight (nirvṛti) of Śiva’s nature, his consciousness, because it sees itself as an agent capable of
achieving desired ends, etc. On the other hand, it is a state limited by ignorance of the true, unlimited
nature of Śiva’s consciousness, and it is thus bound by (and in) māyā.

319Utpaladeva has already stated (ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.11cd-13ab) that “Only erroneous nonawareness of
(Śiva’s) non-duality is impure (kutsita)” (abhedāparāmarśanam eva bhrāntirūpaṃ kutsitam). The present
passage should be understood to reflect this maxim: Śiva by definition is omniscient, is self-aware con-
sciousness, and thus he cannot be defiled by the impurity of ignorance. It is rather his own free will that
obfuscates his nature, allowing for the “impurities” of ignorance to arise.

320This refers to the moment when he designates himself a bound soul (paśu).
321That is to say it is only due to his own power of illusion (māyāśakti) that he is apparently ignorant

of his own Śiva-nature.
322The first impurity, āṇavamala, limits the individual’s freedom, creating a limited agent out of

limitless consciousness. Utpaladeva describes it as follows: svātantryahānir bodhasya svātantryasyāpy
abodhatā / dvidhāṇavaṃ malam idaṃ svasvarūpāpahānitaḥ (ĪPK 3.2.4.) Torella translates: “Conscious-
ness that is devoid of freedom and, vice versa, freedom devoid of consciousness; these are the two
forms of maculation—so called because it obliterates one’s own true nature—called āṇava.” (See Torella
1994: 198.) The second of the two mentioned here, māyīyamala, is the impurity that creates the subject-
object dichotomy out of the same limitless consciousness. Finally, the third impurity, kārmamala, is that
which determines one’s birth and experiences. See ĪPK 3.2.5: bhinnavedyaprathātraiva māyākhyaṃ jan-
mabhogadam / kartary abodhe kārmaṃ tu māyāśaktyaiva tattrayam. Torella translates: “There being āṇava
maculation [atriava], the apparition of a cognizable reality differentiated (from the subject) constitutes
the maculation called māyā; that, then, which in a subject endowed with agency, but lacking the full light
of consciousness, determines births and experiences the karmicmaculation. All three are solely the work
of the power of māyā.” (See Torella 1994: 198.)
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of agent and object of cognition exists whatsoever. This is also investigated with
precision in my Īśvarapratyabhijñā.323

Sometimes, by dint of the power of vidyā, also called mahāmāyā,324 seeing
himself as having that nature, i.e., Śiva-nature, he, being one who perceives his
universal nature completely, is as if peaceful. Here also, he uses the expression
“as if” to say that the peaceful nature is a type of cognition, but in reality he is
not separated from his universal identity. The term “as if” should be applied in
the same sense in what follows as well.325

And, because the power of vidyā is gradated,326 i.e., because of duality, he
sometimes exists as what is firmly conceived of, in the Vaiśeṣika and other
schools of thought, as none other than the solitary Īśvara, a division of Śiva
sometimes called the solitary Śambhu.

Sometimes he becomes a Pralayakevalin, one made up of nothing but knowl-
edge located in a particular condition, one who is an unwithered bound soul,327

who is unassociated with the objects of cognition that are established by the
impurity called “māyā.”328

Elsewhere, he is aware of himself but is not associated with a subtle body,
and, unassociated with objects of cognition, like the Pralayākala, not being in
contact with the kārma impurity, he exists in the form of a Vijñānakevalin.329

Note that I take tatprabhava to be an exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compound. This suggests that kārmamala
is created by the first two impurities, which seems to be slightly problematic. Utpaladeva states that all of
the impurities are created by māyā, and one would rather expect them to come forth sequentially, rather
than the first two effecting the third. The idea seems to be that kārmamala, which Utpaladeva labels as
that which effects experience in the world of transmigration (for which, see ĪPK 3.2.10: devādīnāṃ ca
sarveṣāṃ bhavināṃ trividhaṃ malam/ tatrāpi kārmam evaikaṃ mukhyaṃ saṃsārakāraṇam), is the result
of limited agency and subject-object dichotomy. In other words, the first two impurities should perhaps
be understood as prerequisites for the world of transmigration, directly caused by the third.

323See ĪPK 1.4, esp. 1.4.8, where Utpaladeva explainsmemory in terms of the unity of consciousness.
See also, e.g., ĪPVṛ ad ĪPK 4.1, where Utpaladeva describes Maheśvara as akaṇḍitagrāhakākaṇḍitagrāhya-
tanmelanācamatkāropabṛṃhita. More generally speaking, the entire ĪPK can be said to be an effort to
prove such unity of agent and object of cognition in the form of non-dual consciousness.

324SeeUtpaladeva’s commentary on ŚD 1.29cd–33 andmy notes on the same. He therementions the
two views regarding the location, as it were, of mahāmāyā: it either exists at an interstitial level, between
the śuddhavidyātattva and the māyātattva, or it is a synonym for the śuddhavidyātattva.

325In other words, the reader should understand Somānanda to suggest that Śiva is “as if” Śambhu,
a Pralayākala, and a Vijñānākala, though the particle in question (iva) is not repeated in Somānanda’s
treatment of these states of being.

326Again, vidyā should be understood to refer to the śuddhavidyātattva.
327The Pralayakevalin, though bound, stands at the level of the śuddhādhvan, the pure tattvas, and

is not fettered by the impurities that affect those trapped in the world of transmigration. It is for this
reason that Utpaladeva describes this bound soul (paśu) as “clean” or “unwithered” (amlāna).

328See ĪPK 3.2.8.
329See ĪPK 3.2.6–7 for a description of the same.
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1.44–45ab

Thus, he is established by the force of will. [Somānanda] expresses this with an
illustration that is taken up by many thinkers:330

1.44. yoginām icchayā yadvan nānārūpopapattitā
na cāsti sādhanaṃ kiñcin mṛdādīcchāṃ vinā prabhoḥ
1.45. tathā bhagavadicchaiva tathātvena prajāyate

Just as various forms can arise by the will of yogis, and there is no extrinsic
means whatsoever, be it the clay, or something else, apart from the Lord’s
will, in the same way, it is the Lord’s will that arises as reality.

By the mere will of yogis various forms, houses and so on, can arise. Supply
“by (the power of will) reaching the state of having visible331 action as its nature.”
Moreover, unlike carpenters and so on, they require no extrinsic means what-
soever, such as clay or wood, beyond the Supreme Lord’s will; for they create by
entering into him in that form. In the same way, it is only the Lord’s will that
brings forth the universe in the form it has.

1.45cd–46ab

[Somānanda] mentions an observable332 example:

dṛśyante ’tra tadicchāto bhāvā bhītyādiyogataḥ
1.46. tatra mithyāsvarūpaṃ cet sthāpyāgre satyatedṛśām

By his will, entities are seen here that are associated with fear, etc.333 If you
argue that they334 have an erroneous nature, I will establish the reality of
such entities later on.335

330Utpaladeva himself refers to this example. See ĪPK 1.5.7: cidātmaiva hi devo ’ntaḥsthitam icchā-
vaśād bahiḥ / yogīva nirupādānam arthajātaṃ prakāśayet. Utpaladeva’s Vṛtti thereon reads: cittattvam
eva īśvaratvāt svātmarūpatayopapannābhāsanam anantaśaktitvād icchāvaśān mṛdādikāraṇaṃ vinaiva bāhy-
atvena ghaṭapaṭādikam artharāśiṃ prakāśayet. ĪPK 2.4.10 is perhaps an even closer parallel with the
present: yoginām api mṛdbīje vinaivecchāvaśena tat / ghaṭādi jāyate tat tat sthirasvārthakriyākaram. Cf. ŚD
3.35–37. Note that Kaul suggests that it is rather Bhaṭṭadivākaravatsa whom Somānanda has in mind. See
Kaul’s note 1, p. 32 of the KSTS edition.

331The term here translated is upapatti.
332Kaul glosses dṛṣṭa with pratyakṣasiddha.
333Note that, following all four manuscripts of the commentary (G, J, P, and R), I understand ŚD

1.45d to read bhāvā bhītyādiyogataḥ, rather than bhāvāḥ kāmādiyogataḥ, the reading post correctionem of
Ked.. Note also, then, that prior to Kaul’s correction in the errata, the reading of Ked.accords with the one
that I accept.

334Literally, the text reads “in that” (tatra), i.e., in such entities. See Utpaladeva’s commentary, below,
for a similar use of the word tatra.

335As Gnoli notes, this verse challenges Dharmakīrti’s position concerning the nature of erroneous
cognition: “According to Dharmakīrti, the yogin, in his meditation, can have direct, i.e., non-discursive
forms of knowledge. These experiences are caused by the force of the yogin’s mind, by his power of
reflection (bhāvanā). The same thing, Dharmakīrti says, can be seen in ordinary life. ‘He who is blinded
by intense desire, by sorrow, by fear, by drunkenness, by dreaming of thieves, etc., can see, as clearly
as if they were before him, things that, in reality, do not exist.’ ” (Gnoli here quotes PV 3.282. See



144 The Ubiquitous Śiva

Moreover, by association with desire, sorrow, fear, etc., various entities are
seen appearing in plain sight. These are caused solely by the Lord’s will,336

because the force of the feelings (one has) toward such entities results from
penetration by the fact of being Īśvara;337 nor do they, i.e., thieves and so on,
appear in an erroneous form,338 as I will clearly prove the reality of such entities
later on.339

1.46cd–47

Similarly, he will also explain the following, later on. Thus, [Somānanda] says:

evaṃ sarveṣu bhāveṣu yathā sā śivarūpatā
1.47. nīrūpatā nirvṛtir vā śaktitritayayogitā
sacittvaṃ saṃsthitaṃ nityaṃ kathanīyaṃ tathāgrataḥ

Similarly, I will explain later on how Śiva-nature, formlessness, delight,
the fact of being connected to the three powers, and the state of being
consciousness eternally abide in all entities.

In verse 1.41, [Somānanda] already said that by being the tattvas everything
has Śiva-nature. Now, (Somānanda says that) he will have to explain, later on,
how Śiva-nature,340 along with the formlessness that exists together with the
limited forms, this because their form is that [Śiva-nature],341 delight,342 the
fact of being connected to will, etc.,343 and the fact of being consciousness, i.e.,
the fact of not being insentient,344 abide—are properly established345—even in
entities such as pots and cloth.

Gnoli 1957: 28.) On Somānanda’s view that even erroneous cognitions are real, see ŚD 4.7cd–11ab and
4.13cd–31. The fourth chapter of the Śivadṛṣṭi, and to a lesser extent, the third chapter, also deal in general
with the issue of the ontological reality of all entities, for which discussion, see ŚD 4.6–7ab, 4.11cd–13ab
and 4.33cd–39ab.

336Literally, “it is the Lord’s will alone that is the cause there/in this” (tatra bhagavadicchaiva
kāraṇam).

337This refers to Śiva as the supreme being and not to the īśvaratattva.
338This is a reference to and refutation of Dharmakīrti’s assertion that imagined phenomena, the

appearance of thieves, etc., are false appearances.
339See ŚD 4.7cd–11ab and 4.13cd–31. See also: ŚD 4.6–7ab, 4.11cd–13ab and 4.33cd–39ab.
340See chapter 4 of the ŚD.
341In other words, even apparently delimited entities are in reality “formless,” because they are in

reality nothing other than Śiva himself. The present passages probably should be taken to refer to the
various matters taken up in the fifth chapter of the ŚD.

342See chapter 5, particularly ŚD 5.6 and 5.37, as well as ŚD 7.35–36.
343See chapter 3 of the ŚD.
344See chapter 5, particulalry ŚD 5.101.
345Here, Utpaladeva glosses “abiding in” (saṃsthita) with “properly established” (samyag eva sthitam

upapannam), thus providing an etymological explanation of the former term. He thus suggests that the
upasarga (sam) of saṃsthita stands for samyak (“proper”), and that sthita means upapanna (“established”).
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1.48

This being so,346 what follows? [Somānanda] says:

1.48. evaṃ sarvapadārthānāṃ samaiva śivatā sthitā
parāparādibhedo ’tra śraddhadhānair udāhṛtaḥ

Thus, all things have the very same Śiva-nature. Those adhering to faith
here347 refer to the division into the parāparā (condition), etc.

What is meant is that the very same Śiva-nature of things exists, from Para-
maśiva all the way down to pots, etc., neither less normore, the (only) restriction
for all being that it does not excel the one whose form is complete conscious-
ness, and, as a result of experiencing such a state of unity, there is a certain
order. And thus, because Śiva’s form exists in a state of unity in everything, the
division of entities into the parāparā (condition), etc., in the form of purity and
impurity, which consist of the noncognition of that [state of unity], is (merely)
expressed. Those348 belong to the people on account of their just believing (in
them) without reason, but the objects are in no way pure or impure.

1.49

[Somānanda] says that, in this way, everything is real:

1.49. evaṃ bhedātmakaṃ nityaṃ śivatattvam anantakam
tathā tasya vyavasthānān nānārūpe ’pi satyatā

Thus, the śivatattva is the nature of the divisions,349 is eternal, and endless.
Thus, because he is so disposed, his real nature exists in the various forms,
as well.

By the aforementioned sequence,350 it is the nature of the divisions, but the
multiple things are not separate from it. The things also have its nature. For
this reason, it is endless, i.e., if distinct things really existed, it would have an
end, because it would not extend beyond their forms. Thus, because his nature
is so disposed, his, i.e., the Supreme Lord’s, absolutely real nature exists in the
various forms, as well, i.e., in the (form of the) universe. This is conclusive.

346That is to say that, given that Śiva-nature, etc., exist in all things, the following obtains.
347The word atra here could either mean “here [in our system]” or “here [in the world].”
348Literally, tatra means “in that,” and it refers to purity and impurity.
349This is to say, as Gnoli notes, that Śiva is indistinguishable from that which appears to be distinct.

See Gnoli 1957: 22.
350See ŚD 1.39–41ab.



Chapter Two of the Śivadṛṣṭi and Śivadṛṣṭivṛtti:
The Arguments against the Grammarians

2.1

To say that only the non-dual Īśvara1 doctrine (of the Pratyabhijñā) adheres to
reason, while the non-dual doctrine of the Supreme-Brahman-as-speech does
not, [Somānanda] says the following in beginning to refute the non-duality of
speech accepted by the grammarians:

2.1. athāsmākaṃ jñānaśaktir yā sadāśivarūpatā
vaiyākaraṇasādhūnāṃ paśyantī sā parā sthitiḥ

Now, what for us is the power of cognition in the form of Sadāśiva is for
the honorable grammarians paśyantī, the supreme state.2

Even if paśyantī, reflecting the universe in the form of sound, is fully endowed
with the state of being in the form of the power of action, she nevertheless
is very far from having the form of Paramaśiva, even if one appeals to the
fact that her having the form of the power of cognition is implied by the pri-
macy of perception in the word paśyantī.3 And that is not the highest state: it

1By Īśvara is here meant Śiva, not the īśvaratattva, the fourth of the thirty-six tattvas.
2The present passage is quoted in PTV ad PT 5–9ab (p. 44 of Singh’s edition).
3Note that words for seeing and sight often refer to the power of cognition, and, of course, paśyantī

literally means “seeing.” (See ŚD 1.2 and Utpaladeva’s commentary thereupon, for example, where the
term dṛk refers to the power of cognition.) The argument of this passage runs as follows. (1) Insofar as
paśyantī reflects the universe in the form of sound, she must have such a form as to be possessed of
the power of action, i.e., the power to create the universe. (2) However, she is not equivalent in status
to Paramaśiva, despite the fact that the Pratyabhijñā claims that Paramaśiva is the one who manifests
the universe. This power exists in a seminal form in Paramaśiva, along with the powers of will and of
cognition. (3) Now, insofar as the term paśyantī, “seeing,” implies an act of knowing or of cognition, the
grammarians might argue that paśyantī, like Paramaśiva, also has a form that is possessed of the power
of cognition. Be this as it may, however, Utpaladeva suggests that this still fails to elevate her to the level
of Paramaśiva, because in the Pratyabhijñā the power of cognition exists at the level of the sadāśivatattva,
the third of thirty-six tattvas.
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is the parāparā condition here [in our system], because the power of cognition
has Sadāśiva as its form. Nevertheless, they understand her as the supreme
condition.4

What is more, when she has Sadāśiva as her form, that does not mean that
the power of action, for its part, is absent, as it is said:

Cognition and action exist at what is called the Sāda(-level).5

Because power and the one who possesses the power are identical,6 Sadāśiva
is endowed with the power of cognition. The one whose power of action is
increased is called Īśvara.7

For the same reason Śiva,8 consisting of the power of will, in as much as he is
(fully) endowed with the power of the independence of consciousness, is, at the
highest level, Paramaśiva.9 In addition, it is possible that there is an additional
tattva here in the interval (between the Śivatattva and the Śaktitattva) related to

The argument as presented here is somewhat awkward, because Utapaldeva begins by acknowledg-
ing the existence of the power of action in paśyantī. The verse, however, identifies her with the power
of cognition and the sadāśivatattva. Utpaladeva is quick to add (for which, see below) that the power
of action, though only fully manifested at the level of the fourth tattva, the īśvaratattva, also is present
in a nascent form in the sadāśivatattva. Thus, Utpaladeva suggests, the grammarians’ paśyantī is anal-
ogous to the sadāśivatattva, where the power of cognition is prevalent, but the power of action is also
present in a nascent form. He makes the case for this by first considering the creative, active element of
paśyantī, allowing for her to be elevated only as high as the level at which action is nascent and cognition
prevalent.

4The term parāvasthā stands in contrast to the parāparā condition mentioned above.
5This quotation remains untraced. While the power of action is normally associated with the

next tattva, the īśvaratattva, Utpaladeva here suggests that it exists in a seminal form at the preced-
ing level, that of the sadāśivatattva. See Utpaladeva’s commentary on ŚD 1.29cd-33 for more on the
inherence of the powers of cognition and action in the sadāśivatattva. Cf., also, ĪPK (and ĪPVṛ ad) 3.1.2
and Torella 1994: 190, fn. 4 for the various interpretations of the term here translated. Finally, see
the Introduction, section 5, for a discussion of the system of overlapping pairs of powers articulated in
the ŚD.

6Cf. ŚD 3.3cd: śaktiśaktimator bhedaḥ śaive jātu na varṇyate.
7Utpaladeva here explains the difference between the power of action at the levels of the sadāśi-

vatattva and the īśvaratattva. Though the power of action exists (in a nascent form) at the level of the
sadāśivatattva, it is predominant at the level of the īśvaratattva. Note that there is an implicit reference
here to ŚD 1.30b–d: kadācij jñānaśaktitaḥ / sadāśivatvam udrekāt kadācid aiśvarīṃ sthitim. Note also that
I take udriktakriyāśakti to be an exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compound.

8Utpaladeva might refer to the śivatattva here with the term śiva.
9Insofar as the power and the one possessing it are identical, Paramaśiva and the śivatattva, made

up of the power of will, are identical.
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(Śiva’s) eagerness and delight.10 Whether it exists or not is not a matter to be
discussed here in the primary commentary.11

This is why, even after examining the higher powers, [Somānanda] says “he
assumes the nature of the thirty-six tattvas.”12 In any case, the restriction is that
the ultimate truth of Śiva’s non-duality is not broken.13

Even on the path which is beyond māyā,14 [the Lord] enters into the tattvas
that are referred to as the parāparā condition, which arises by dint of Īśvara’s
will, who is known from scripture.15 This is so because the noncognition of
the Supreme Lord’s non-duality16 is always the same, even when one is not in

10The classification to which Utpaladeva refers might best be summarized in the following chart:

(NUMBER) TATTVA LEVEL OF SPEECH CONDITION POWER(S)

(1) śiva (=Paramaśiva) parā all the powers in a unified state
(1a) the “intermediate” tattva aunmukhya and nirvṛti
(2) śakti icchā
(3) sadāśiva paśyantī parāparā jñāna
(4) īśvara madhyamā kriyā
(5) śuddhavidyā vaikharī aparā
(6) mahāmāyā
(7-11) the “sheaths” or kañcukas

Note that, in ŚD 1.19–20ab, Somānanda suggests that there are two parts of divine will, the first being,
according to Utpaladeva, eagerness (aunmukhya) in the form of delight (nirvṛti). However, according to
Utpaladeva’s commentary, the pure form of nirvṛti exists prior to this and is associated with the power of
bliss. Note also that Utpaladeva differentiates Śiva from all of the thirty-six tattvas in a number of places,
this reflecting his panentheism, while Somānanda, with his strict pantheism, does not do so. See the
Introduction, section 6. Cf. ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.29cd–33 (esp. my note 232) and ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.39–41ab, esp.
my note 301. Thus, that the chart identifies the first tattva with Paramaśiva suggests, in this instance, the
nature of the system as Somānanda and not Utpaladeva knew it.

11As noted in the Introduction (section 6), Utpaladeva does not employ these terms, aunmukhya
and nirvṛti, in a techincal manner in his ĪPK, nor does he explicitly refer to the powers of eagerness (aun-
mukhya) and delight (nirvṛti). This passage therefore can be read to refer obliquely to this discrepancy, not
to say contradiction, between the theological systems of teacher and student. Utpaladeva, moreover, here
seems to suggest that this difference is trivial: both agree on the basic manner in which Śiva manifests
the universe.

12In other words, Utpaladeva understands Somānanda not to emphasize the importance of these
intervening tattvas (along with the powers of aunmukhya and nirvṛti, with which they are associated and
about which Utpaladeva has nothing to say in his ĪPK) over and above the fact that Śiva manifests the
universe in the form of the thirty-six tattvas. The quotation in question is ŚD 1.32cd–33ab: māyārūpam-
itītyādiṣaṭtriṃśattattvarūpatām / bibhrad bibharti rūpāṇi tāvatā vyavahārataḥ.

13In other words, Utpaladeva here affirms the consistency of doctrine in the Pratyabhijñā: both he
and Somānanda adhere to a doctrine of Śiva’s non-duality.

14This is a reference to the śuddhādhvan or the pure “road” corresponding to the first five tattvas.
15This mention of Īśvara is not meant to refer to the īśvaratattva but to Paramaśiva. Utpaladeva uses

the term in the same manner in, e.g., the avataraṇikā to ŚD 2.1. See above. As Kaul has noted, the point
made here is that even these tattvas are subordinate to Paramaśiva. This means that any equation of
paśyantī with one of the tattvas of the śuddhādhvan locates her at a level subordinate to Paramaśiva. (See
Kaul’s note 3, p. 38 of the KSTS edition: tena nātra paratattvasthitir ity arthaḥ.

16One manuscript (G) records parameśvarābhedākhyāteḥ for parameśvarabhedākhyāteḥ, and I accept
this reading. The latter reading does not accord with Pratyabhijñā theology, and anyway there are many
parallel readings in the ŚDVṛ attesting to the noncognition of the non-duality (abhedākhyāti) of Śiva.
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contact with the world of transmigration, because kārmamala does not increase
when even Vidyā appears.17

[Somānanda] uses the expression “honorable” in the phrase “the honorable
grammarians” in order to proclaim their stupidity. Indeed, even if paśyantī also
had a supreme form,18 as it is said:19

“and she is still in concentration”;20

“and she is pure”;21

“and she is the one for whom the appearance (of all objects) is becalmed”22

—or even if she has some other form exceeding this—she nevertheless pos-
sesses the power of sequence, given that she is the cause of sequence, “sa-ra”
and “ra-sa,” arising in madhyamā.23 As it is said:24

17Vidyā refers to the śuddhavidyātattva, the fifth of the thirty-six tattvas and the lowest of the five so-
called pure tattvas (śuddhādhvan). Utpaladeva here suggests that Śivamay be said to enter into or “assume
the form” of even those tattvas that exist above the level of māyā. In making this assertion, he uses tech-
nical language. It is always Śiva who “enters into” the various levels, because it is his nature to do so: the
noncognition of his very non-duality is always the same, and it is a function of the nature of his conscious-
ness. (See the Introduction, section 13, the subsection entitled “Bhartṛhari’s avidyā and Utpaladeva’s
abhedākhyāti.”) This applies even to the pure levels, at which there is no contact with the world of trans-
migration (saṃsāra). Furthermore, the reason for this is that kārmamala, the impurity associated with
limited action, is the same at all of the levels, just as its source is the same, even when at the level of the
śuddhavidyātattva.

18The VPVṛ of course mentions just such a supreme form of paśyantī, for which see, e.g., VPVṛ ad
VP 1.159. Cf. edition of Iyer 1966: 216 and Iyer [1969] 1992: 144.

19These and the immediately following quotations are found in the commentary on VP 1.159. The
relevant passage of the VPVṛ reads as follows: pratisaṃhṛtakramā saty apy abhede samāviṣṭakramaśak-
tiḥ paśyantī. sā calācalā pratilabdhasamādhānā cāvṛtā ca viśuddhā ca, sanniviṣṭajñeyākārā pratilīnākārā
nirākārā ca, paricchinnārthapratyavabhāsā saṃsṛṣṭārthapratyavabhāsā praśāntasarvārthapratyavabhāsā cety
aparimāṇabhedā.

20Here, I follow Iyer’s translation. Kaul glosses pratilabdhasamādhānā ca with kevalaśabdārtha-
rahitasvarūpasamāhitiḥ, “she is a contemplative state [samāhiti] whose nature is devoid of the mean-
ing of the word alone.” Iyer also notes that the VPP glosses this word with yogic terminology,
viz.: pratilabdhasamādhānā cety avikṣiptā yogināṃ śabdapūrvayogena samāhitatvāt. See Iyer 1965: 125
and 128.

21According to Iyer, “Vṛṣabha explains viśuddhā in two ways: (1) free from all differentiation, as
Yogis see it, (2) free from all corrupt forms, as grammarians know it.” See Iyer 1965: 128. Kaul glosses
with grāhyagrāhakakallolarahitā, i.e., “separated from the waves of objects and agents of perception.”

22The reading of the text, praśāntapratyavabhāsā ca, is at slight variance with praśān-
tasarvārthapratyavabhāsā, the reading found in the printed edition of VPVṛ ad VP 1.159. All of the ŚD
manuscripts bear the same reading, however, and I have therefore not emended the text. See edition of
Iyer 1966: 215. Note that it is also possible that praśāntapratyavabhāsā means “in whom the appearance
(of all objects) is becalmed.”

23The argument here is that sequencemust exist in a potential form in paśyantī, because it is impos-
sible for it to be manifested at the madhyamā level if it is not latent in paśyantī, which manifests it.
Because sequence exists in latent form in it, paśyantī cannot be supreme. Sequence appears at the mad-
hyamā level, though only mentally in the form of the sequence of syllables (“sa-ra” versus “ra-sa”). When
combined with the vital breath (prāṇa), speech becomes fully manifested in the form of vaikharī, every-
day speech. See Iyer [1969] 1992: 149–151. See also VPVṛ ad VP 1.159: madhyamā tv antaḥsaṃniveśinī
parigṛhītakrameva buddhimātropādānā.

24That is, they say that paśyantī possesses the power of sequence (kramaśakti). The following is
a quotation of VPVṛ ad VP 1.159, though it is slightly at variance with the reading in Iyer’s published
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pratisaṃhṛtakramāpy antaḥ saty apy abhede samāviṣṭakramaśaktiḥ paśyantī

Although she is the one in whom sequence is contracted, paśyantī is
penetrated by the power of sequence, even when non-duality exists.25

Therefore, she is not the complete, ultimate condition. So, how can she exist as
the form of the supreme state, the form of the Supreme Brahman, the form of
Brahman-as-Speech?

2.2

Accordingly, [Somānanda] says that they say the following:

2.2. ity āhus te paraṃ brahma yad anādi tathākṣayam
tad akṣaraṃ śabdarūpaṃ sā paśyantī parā hi vāk

They say the following. The supreme Brahman, which is beginningless
and endless, imperishable, whose form is speech, is paśyantī, supreme
speech.26

They say the following. The supreme Brahman in the form of consciousness,
which is beginningless andwithout end, is imperishable, i.e., unchanging, (and)
is one whose form is speech; and this is itself supreme speech, called paśyantī.
Were it not to have speech as its form, even the light of consciousness,27 called
the Supreme Brahman, would not appear; for, she reflects on herself,28 and they
say that illumination is nothing but reflective awareness.29

2.3

In addition, [Brahman] is the very self. This [Somānanda] formulates as follows:

2.3 sa evātmā sarvadehavyāpakatvena vartate
antaḥpaśyadavasthaiva cidrūpatvam arūpakam

edition. Iyer’s edition reads: pratisaṃhṛtakramā saty apy abhede samāviṣṭakramaśaktiḥ paśyantī. Since all
of the manuscripts for the ŚD witness the same reading, I have not emended the text.

25Compare this to Iyer’s translation, which I have consulted in this instance. See Iyer 1965: 125. See
also VP 1.167ab: avibhāgā tu paśyantī sarvataḥ saṃhṛtakramā.

26Kaul distinguishes between the two terms, akṣaya and akṣara, by suggesting that the former
means “without an end” (akṣayam antarahitam) and the latter means “free from mental constructs”
(akṣaraṃ kalpanojjhitam). ŚD 2.2 paraphrases VP 1.1.

27The Sanskrit here reads citprakāśa. The term prakāśa, so fundamental to the Pratyabhijñā, was
probably borrowed from Bhartṛhari (see Torella 1994: xxiii–xvi), where it is used to describe vāc. It refers
to “knowledge or consciousness,” and it is pratyavamarśinī, that which reflects on itself. See, Iyer [1969]
1992: 108. See also the Introduction, section 6.

28The term in question is pratyavamarśinī.
29As in the Pratyabhijñā, Utpaladeva understands Bhartṛhari’s paśyantī to be self-reflective: it con-

sists of consciousness as light (prakāśa) that illumines itself. Thus, the “illumination” (prakāśana) is a
“reflective awareness” (pratyavamarśana). For an explanation of the nature of consciousness in this view,
see Dyczkowski 1987: 59–75. The commentary here echoes VP 1.132. Cf. ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.8cd–11, which
also echoes the same passage of the VP.
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It is the very self that pervades the entire body, the very state of seeing
internally. It has consciousness as its form, (and yet) it has no form.

The state of internal seeing, whose form is that of being one who enjoys, is
devoid of a cognizable form,30 (and) has consciousness as its form, i.e., is pure
consciousness. They say it is the very self that pervades the entire body, i.e., the
one who, situated in the seat of its enjoyments, enjoys worldly delights.31

2.4ab

It alone is the omniscient, supreme self. Thus, [Somānanda] says:

2.4. tāvad yāvat parā kāṣṭhā yāvat paśyaty anantakam

The supreme goal exists to the degree to which it sees the endless.32

From intensity of practice, the goal is reached, i.e., it becomes pure seeing,
since it sees the entire, unending universe, in consequence of which the goal of
her33 act of seeing is fulfilled.

2.4cd–5

Because nescience is quieted at that very moment,34 it is the supreme reality.
Thus [Somānanda] says:

akṣādivṛttibhir hīnaṃ deśakālādiśūnyakam
2.5. sarvataḥ kramasaṃhāramātram ākāravarjitam
brahmatattvaṃ parā kāṣṭhā paramārthas tad eva saḥ

Devoid of the activity of the senses, devoid of space, time, etc.,35 being
nothing but the complete contraction of sequence, (and) devoid of form,
the brahmatattva is the supreme goal. It alone is the supreme realty.

30This is a gloss of arūpaka, “it has no form,” in ŚD 3d.
31This is a reference to Bhartṛhari’s suggestion that the śabdabrahman embodies the form of the

individual enjoyer, without becoming separate from himself. The use of the terms “enjoyer” (bhoktṛ) and
“worldly delights” (bhoga) reminds one of similar terminology in non-dual Śaivism. See VP 1.4 and the
commentary thereon.

32This is a reference to the accomplishment of the highest state, that of paśyantī, or, as Utpaladeva
puts it “pure seeing” (paśyanty eva). The ātman reaches the highest state of existence, or in other words
attains enlightenment, when it sees the entire, endless universe, presumably as a unitary whole. (This
is Chaturvedi’s interpretation, for which see Chaturvedi 1986: 35.)

33The feminine genitive pronoun (asyāḥ) apparently refers here to paśyantī; thus, Utpaladeva here
seems to suggest that it is the goal of paśyantī’s seeing that is fulfilled.

34That is, this occurs in the moment when paśyantī becomes pure seeing. This clearly refers to the
aforementioned attainment of the “supreme goal,” which suggests that nescience (avidyā) is quieted only
when paśyantī sees in a purely non-dualistic manner.

35The term ādi, “etcetera,” in deśakālādiśūnyaka refers to jāti or class. See Utpaladeva’s commentary,
below.
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At that time,36 there is no use for the means (of knowing), the senses, etc.,37

the eye, etc., in the activity of illumining objects, nor is there any distinction
by space, time, or class. For the same reason, the brahmatattva is nothing but
the complete quieting of sequence—be it spatial or temporal—for sequence per
se means saṃsāra, and for this reason, it is devoid of every form of object and
agent of cognition.38 Hence, since nothing superior exists, it is the supreme goal,
and when it is reached,39 it is nothing but40 the supreme reality in the form of
paśyantī.

2.6

And it alone is also as follows, as [Somānanda] says:41

2.6. āste vijñānarūpatve sa śabdo ’rthavivakṣayā
madhyamā kathyate saiva bindunādamarutkramāt

That is speech, which resides in a state of knowledge because of the
(speaker’s) desire to convey meaning. The same is called madhyamā,
because of the sequence of breaths, bindu and nāda.42

36The present refers to the moment when Brahman becomes pure seeing. This is a reference to the
state described in ŚD 2.4ab.

37I am unsure to what the word “etcetera” (ādi) here refers, though it probably refers to the intellect.
38The Sanskrit here reads sarvagrāhyagrāhakākāravarjita, a gloss of ākāravarjita (ŚD 2.5b). The terms

grāhya and grāhaka are common in non-dual Śaivism, as they are in Bhartṛhari’s works (though it should
be mentioned that, although these terms are not unknown to Somānanda, they are much more preva-
lent in Utpaladeva’s commentary than in the mūla). Like consciousness in the non-dual Śaivism of
Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta, Bhartṛhari’s paśyantī both reveals and is revealed, that is, it both cog-
nizes objects and is experienced as the object of cognition. See VP 1.56. The terms are also common in
Buddhist Sanskrit. See, e.g., PV (pratyakṣa chapter) 3.215.

39The present expression (prāptaṃ tat) echoes that of the commentary on ŚD 2.4ab: kāṣṭhā prāptā
sā paśyanty eva bhavati.

40Utpaladeva reads the emphatic, enclitic particle eva with saḥ and not tat, as the word order of 2.5d
suggests.

41The point made in this passage is that, just as Brahman itself reaches the highest state, it also
issues forth as the various levels of speech, paśyantī, madhyamā, etc.

42The madhyamā level of speech is the level at which the breaths emerge. This is the stage of speech
in the pre-articulated but conceptually formulated state. At this level the sounds that ultimately produce
everyday speech are formulated. It is at this level that sequence appears in a nascent form, only to be fully
manifested at the level of mundane speech, called vaikharī. Bhartṛhari most commonly uses the term
nāda synonymously with dhvani, referring to the sounds that manifest speech. In some places, however,
he seems to suggest that nāda is a type of sound manifested by the dhvanis and is a gross form or accu-
mulation of them. See Iyer [1969] 1992: 175. See also VP 1.49: nādasya kramajanmatvān na pūrvo na paraś
ca saḥ / akramaḥ kramarūpeṇa bhedavān iva jāyate. For a description of madhyamāvāk see VPVṛ ad 1.142:
madhyamā tv antaḥsaṃniveśinī parigṛhītakrameva buddhimātropādānā. sā tu sūkṣmaprāṇavṛttyanugatā kra-
masaṃhārabhāve ’pi vyaktaprāṇaparigrahaiva keṣāṃcit. The term bindu appears only once in the VP and
not in the technical sense used by the Pratyabhijñā. See VP 2.158c. It therefore appears that Somānanda
has a peculiarly tantric understanding of the grammarians’ hierarchy of levels of speech. One possible
source for this (not uncommon) formulation of levels of sound is the VBh, where nāda and bindu are
frequently listed. See, e.g., VBh 12a for a reference to Bhairava as being made up of nāda and bindu
(nādabindumaya).
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That alone, in the form of paśyantī, is speech, which resides in a state
of mental knowledge that is characterized by the desire to speak, i.e., the
desire to produce meaning. The same, moreover, is called madhyamā speech,
because it comes forth, sequentially, by means of the prāṇa and apāna breaths,
(respectively) called bindu and nāda. As [Bhartṛhari] says:

The one [paśyantī] remains eternally steadfast for everything in the interval
between prāṇa and apāna.43

2.7–8ab

Also, it resides in the following, as [Somānanda] says:44

2.7. saṃprāptā vaktrakuharaṃ kaṇṭhādisthānabhāgaśaḥ
vaikharī kathyate saiva bahirvāsanayā kramāt
2.8. ghaṭādirūpair vyāvṛttā gṛhyate cakṣurādinā

Having reached the cavity of the mouth in the different places of artic-
ulation, the throat and so on,45 she is called vaikharī. On account of an
impression of externality, the same, in turn, is manifested46 by forms such
as pots, (and) is perceived by the senses.

Here, too, one must construe: she, i.e., paśyantī, reaches the cavity of the
mouth as a result of the sequence of the breaths, bindu and nāda.47 [Bhartṛhari]
says as much:

Note that Padoux (19901: 214-215, fn. 113) has suggested that ŚD 2.6d (bindunādamarutkramāt)
should be read with ŚD 2.7, not with what precedes it. As such, he suggests that the sequence of bindu
and nāda, which is identified with the breaths, prāṇa and apāna, should be understood to produce artic-
ulated speech (vaikharī) and not the speech found at the level of a mental formulation (madhyamā) and
described in ŚD 2.6. This interpretation contradicts Utpaladeva’s, as Padoux has noted. My own view
is that the terms here should be understood to refer to the initial expansion in the creative process,
beginning with the bindu that is described as the highest level, and thus there is no contradiction in
Utpaladeva’s commentary as a result of the fact that he claims that the sequence of nāda and bindu cre-
ate both madhyamā and, following it, vaikharī speech. (Cf. ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.6 and 2.7.) Note also that it is
also possible, though one would think it unlikely, that one should understand the compound found in
ŚD 2.6d as including as its first member a coordinative (dvandva) compound of three members, the last,
marut, refering to the breaths that are created by nāda and bindu.

43The present passage is a quotation of VP 1.161cd. Note that the present quotation refers not to
nāda and bindu but to the prāṇa and apāna breaths, which according to the Pratyabhijñā interpretation
of Bhartṛhari correspond, respectively, with the former. Following Vṛṣabha, it is possible to interpret the
above to mean that paśyantī is established in the absence (antara) of the prāṇa and apāna breaths. See
Iyer 1965: 128.

44This is to say that Brahman, being that which achieves the goal of enlightenment (ŚD 2.4–5), and
being that which is manifested as paśyantī and madhyamā speech (ŚD 2.6), also becomes manifested as
vaikharī speech and as the apparently external entities in the world.

45Kaul quotes the following, verse 13 of the Pāṇinīyaśikṣā, to enumerate the places of articulation:
aṣṭau sthānāni varṇānām uraḥ kaṇṭhaḥ śiras tathā / jihvāmūlaṃ dantāś ca nāsikoṣṭhau ca tālu ca.

46Vyāvṛttā literally means “split asunder, opened.” Utpaladeva glosses with vivṛttā, “opened, uncov-
ered.” See below.

47In other words, one must understand that it is Brahman in the form of paśyantī that becomes
vaikharī speech, just as it becomes madhyamā speech (ŚD 2.6).
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The breath first manifests the phonemes, and then is reabsorbed in those
same phonemes.48

Then, having reached the cavity of the mouth at the different places of articu-
lation, the throat and so on, being in the form of distinct phonemes, “ka,” etc.,
she is called vaikharī:

When breath is released in the places of articulation, vaikharī speech,
guided by the activity of the breath of those who use speech, produces
full-fledged phonemes.49

And after that,50 on account of an impression, in the form of nescience, of
external objects, the same speech, in turn, is manifested by forms such as pots
and cloth, (and) is reduced to being that which is perceived51 by (the organs of
sense,) the eye, etc.

2.8cd–11

Next, [Somānanda] refers to them as saying:52

yasmāt tair ucyate sadbhir evaṃ vastupravṛttaye
2.9. anādinidhanaṃ brahma śabdatattvaṃ yad akṣaram
vivartate ’rthabhāvena prakriyā jagato yataḥ
2.10. na so ’sti pratyayo loke yaḥ śabdānugamād ṛte
śabdabrahmaṇi niṣṇātaḥ paraṃ brahmādhigacchati
2.11. avibhāgā tu paśyantī sarvataḥ saṃhṛtakramā
ityādivākyaracanais tair evaṃ pratipāditam

As a result, the good people say the following about the appearance of
things:53 “Brahman, which is beginningless and endless, has speech as its
true nature, (and) is imperishable, appears as the objects. The activity of
the world exists because of that”; “there is no understanding in the world
that is not connected with speech”; “the one deeply versed in śabdabrah-
man obtains the supreme Brahman”; “and paśyantī is nondistinct, (and) is
in every way one whose sequence is contracted.” They have declared this
much by constructing utterances such as these.

48This is a quotation of VP 1.118cd. Utpaladeva quotes this half-verse to prove that Bhartṛhari accepts
that paśyantī reaches the cavity of themouth through the breaths, which first arise at the madhyamā level.

49This is a quotation of VP 1.165.
50That is to say that this occurs following the emanation of gross speech.
51The term in question, grāhyabhāva, could be translated: “it becomes that which is grasped [i.e.,

cognized].”
52ŚD 2.9 is a quotation of VP 1.1. ŚD 2.10ab is a quotation of VP 1.131ab. ŚD 2.10cd is a quotation

of MBh (Śāntiparvan) 12.224.60cd and is echoed in part in VP 1.22cd (tad vyākaraṇam āgamya paraṃ
brahmādhigamyate); the same is also quoted in VBh 38cd. Finally, ŚD 2.11ab is a quotation of VP 1.167ab.

53I am unsure of my translation of vastupravṛtti. Note that one manuscript (G) has svābhidheyapratī-
taye written above the term in question, while another (J) records sābhidheyapratītaye.
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As a result, the good people, i.e., the honorable—which is to say the fool-
ish—grammarians, have declared that the form of paśyantī54 is the following,
i.e., has the form (here) stated:

Brahman,55 which has speech as its true nature, is imperishable, (and) is
beginningless and endless, appears as the objects of the universe, i.e., assumes
in itself their unreal form.56 Vivarta is the state of acquiring an unreal, distinct,
and disparate form;57 [Brahman] appears58 because of it.59 Activity, i.e., the
variety of arrangements of entities, beings, worlds, etc., exists because of that
appearance.60

And: There is no understanding of “pot,” “cloth,” etc., in the activity of the
world that is devoid of denotative speech. Without its having the form of speech,
even the light of the brahmatattva would not shine forth.61 (Bhartṛhari says:)
“Indeed, she reflects on herself.”62

And: The one deeply versed63 in this kind of Brahman, being in the form of
paśyantī, called speech, has obtained the supreme Brahman.

And: [Brahman] in the form of paśyantī is devoid of the distinction of agent
from object of cognition and of sequence, and paśyantī is nondistinct and is one
whose spatial and temporal sequences are contracted.

Since [Somānanda] says “such as these” (ŚD 2.11c), he says that they have
(also) said this much with the previously quoted utterances concerning madh-
yamā, vaikharī, and so on.

2.12ab

This view is now being disputed, as [Somānanda] says:

2.12. tadvicārāya rāddhāntaḥ saṃpraty eṣa vidhīyate

To dispute this, the following doctrine is now laid out.

54It is possible that paśyantīrūpa should be taken with śabdatattva, etc., following it. See below.
55If one construes paśyantīrūpa with what follows it, i.e., śabdatattva, etc., then one should under-

stand paśyantīrūpa to be an exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compound referring to Brahman who “has the form
of paśyantī.”

56This line seems to echo that of the VPP. Compare the present phrase (tadasatyarūpam ātmany
upagacchati) with the commentary of the VPP: tatrānyarūpopagrāhitety ekasyābhinnasyānyarūpopagrāhitā
anyarūpasvīkāro ’nyagatasya rūpasya svātmani saṃdarśanaṃ vivartaḥ.

57This is a reference to the VPVṛ ad VP 1.1: ekasya tattvād apracyutasya bhedānukāreṇāsatya-
vibhaktānyarūpopagrāhitā vivartaḥ. See also the VPP on the same, quoted in fn. 56, above.

58As above, the verb in question is vivartate.
59That is, as a result of the aforementioned state.
60“Appearance” is a translation of vivartana.
61Utpaladeva here makes reference to VP 1.132, as he did in his commentary following ŚD 2.2.
62This is a quotation of VP 1.132: vāgrūpatā ced utkrāmed avabodhasya śāśvatī / na prakāśaḥ prakāśeta

sā hi pratyavamarśinī. “If this eternal identity of knowledge and the word were to disappear, knowledge
would cease to be knowledge; it is this identity which makes identification possible.” (Translation Iyer’s.
See Iyer [1969] 1992: 111.) See also ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.2.

63Kaul glosses niṣṇāta with kṛtābhyāsa, “one who is practiced.”
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Our settled opinion,64 which will be set forth to dispute what the gram-
marians have said, reaches the highest sophistication, because it makes use of
reason.

2.12cd–13ab

To continue, [Somānanda] says:

ādau tāvad indriyatve sthitā vāk karmasaṃjñite
2.13. tasyātmatā brahmatā vā vaktuṃ śakyā na sādhubhiḥ

To begin with, speech is an organ of action. The honorable ones are not
able to say that it65 has the nature either of the self or Brahman.

First of all, the very appropriateness of what they say is questionable. For
instance, speech being an extremely coarse organ of action, the intellect must
also be employed in knowledge;66 (thus,) its nature67 must be connected to that
which resides at the highest level, viz., either to the self or the brahmatattva.
Hence, those honorable ones—honorable in the same sense as before—are
simply not able to say that it has such a nature.68

2.13cd–14ab

Because it69 is located in nescience, it is not fitting that it is the supreme reality to
the exclusion of (the other organs of action, viz.:) hands, feet, etc. Thus, [Somā-
nanda] says:

indriyatve ’pi sāmānye pāṇyāder brahmatā na kim
2.14. tatra cet sūkṣmakalanā sarvatra kalanāgrataḥ

64This is a somewhat idiomatic translation of the term siddhānta. Somānanda began the chapter (ŚD
2.2–11) by presenting his opponent’s view, or the pūrvapakṣa, namely, the doctrine of the grammarians
as he understood it. The balance of the chapter is dedicated to defeating it in the process of proving his
own view, the uttarapakṣa or siddhānta.

65Tasya here refers to the fact of being an organ of action (indriyatva). See Utpaladeva’s commentary
and my notes thereon.

66This is to say that, because speech is as an organ of action, the intellect (buddhi), which organizes
and directs the organs of action, must be deployed for one to use speech. As such, one must determine
whose intellect is employed, that of Brahman or of the individual self (ātman). Somānanda has addressed
this issue at ŚD 1.26–29ab.

67Utpaladeva here refers to the nature of the intellect.
68That is, the grammarians are not able to saywhether speech, being an organ of action, is associated

with the ātman or Brahman, this because they cannot associate the intellect that guides it with either.
The reason for this is simply the fact that they do not recognize any entity superior to speech, but, as
Utpaladeva here explains, the buddhi must intervene to direct speech, and it in turn must belong to an
agent. None of this is possible in the grammarians’ system. Therefore, Utpaladeva suggests, it is not
possible for the grammarians to argue that speech is supreme.

69That is, speech (vāc) is located in nescience.
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Why don’t the hand, etc., have Brahma-nature, even while they are equally
organs (of action)? If you argue there is a subtle touch70 there,71 (we reply:)
there is a (subtle) touch in every case, about which see below.72

If you argue that speech has Brahma-nature, because it is a form of subtle
paśyantī, and therefore you have answered our question,73 (we reply:) that fact
of having a real form exists in every case, be it for the hand and the rest,74 or for
pots and so on,75 as will be developed later on.76

2.14cd–15ab

Now, you might argue that, despite the designation of speech (as an organ of
action), it is superior in the state of meditation, because it rises internally to
the places of articulation—the heart, throat, palate, the interval between the eye-
brows, themind, and so on—whereas this is not the case for the hand, etc. About
this, [Somānanda] says:

antaḥ kramo hṛdādeś cet prāṇādeḥ kiṃ na satyatā
2.15. sarvasyāntaḥparāmarśapūrṇatāsti pravartane

If you argue an internal sequence exists, beginning with the heart, (we
reply:) why aren’t the outgoing breath and the rest real? When anything
commences, the internal reflective awareness is complete.

(Reply:) Prāṇa, apāna, samāna, udāna, etc.,77 would also be real, because they
rise to the heart, etc.

Moreover, internal reflective awareness exists for any object at the moment
of its manifestation. Indeed, it is not the case that, in the condition they take

70The present is a tentative translation of sūkṣmakalanā. The idea clearly is that speech is more
subtle than the other organs of action.

71The implication here is that speech would therefore have either Brahma-nature or the nature of
the self, while the other organs of action would not. See Kaul’s note 3 on p. 46 of the KSTS edition: “And
therefore, it is of the nature of the self, or of Brahman” (tataś cātmatā brahmatā vā).

72See ŚD 2.89–91. Somānanda offers further criticism of the grammarians’ privileging of speech
above the other organs of action in ŚD 2.36.

73My translation is idiomatic. Literally, the text reads “therefore, this has been stated” (tenaiṣoktā
= tenaiṣā [vāco brahmatā] uktā). That is to say that the grammarians have said that speech has Brahma-
nature (brahmatā), and therefore, contrary to Somānanda’s criticism in ŚD 2.13ab, they are able to say
whether the organ of speech was associated with Brahman or the individual soul (ātman): it is associated
with Brahman.

74The present expression refers to the five organs of action, viz.: (1) speech (vāc); (2) touch
(hasta/pāṇi); (3) motion (pāda); (4) voiding the bowels (pāyu); and (5) the power of reproduction (upastha).

75“Etcetera” (◦ādi) here refers to entities appearing in the world.
76See ŚD 2.89–91.
77That is, the five breaths, the last of which is vyāna. On the function of the breaths in Śaiva tantrism,

see, e.g., Pandit 1997: 29–38.
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to be paśyantī, there is some measure of reflective awareness of speech but not
of the thing to which speech refers, this simply by virtue of (paśyantī’s) unity.
Therefore, this should be true for everything.78

2.15cd–16ab

Now, they might argue that speech is superior because it provides magical pow-
ers, etc.79 Thus, [Somānanda] says:

atropāsanayā siddhir devatāyogiteti cet
2.16. yogaśāstreṣu sarveṣāṃ devatāsiddhiyogitā

If you argue that the power of being associated with the deity is derived
from worshiping it,80 (we reply:) all are associated with Gods and powers
in the Yogaśāstras.81

They (might) say that those learnedmenwhoworship speech and understand
it have power, and the Goddess of speech is the tutelary deity there. Therefore,
it is real.82

78Somānanda here addresses a potential objection. The grammarians might argue that the organ
of speech is different from the other organs of action, because it rises through the body, and speech is
the only organ of action to undergo such a process. Somānanda refutes this argument in two ways.
First of all, while the criterion in question distinguishes speech from the other organs of action, it
does not distinguish it from the breaths: they follow the same ascending path in the body. Second, in
Bhartṛhari’s system everything exists in a non-dual state at the level of paśyantī, including the agent
(grāhaka) and object (grāhya) of cognition, as well as denotative speech (vācaka) and the object it denotes
(vācya = artha). Thus, anything that is manifested first exists in paśyantī. In other words, the “internal
reflective awareness” (antaḥparāmarśa) exists equally in all entities, because all entities are manifested
by paśyantī, which is reflective awareness (it is pratyavamarśinī). Therefore, the grammarians cannot
distinguish speech, which is a form of paśyantī, from the entities it is said to manifest in and as the
world.

79Theword “etcetera” (ādi) probably refers to the fact that speech can lead both to enjoyments in this
world and the next (abhyudaya) and to spiritual liberation (niḥśreyasa), for, according to the grammarians,
there is spiritual merit to be gained in speaking properly. See VP 1.144.

80That is, one gains the powers and the spiritual benefits associated with the goddess of speech. See
Utpaladeva’s commentary, following.

81Though Somānanda does not quote the text, one might expect that he has YS 3.1 in mind: deśa-
bandhaś ca cittasya dhāraṇā. See also Vyāsa’s commentary: nābhicakre hṛdayapuṇḍarīke mūrdhni jyotiṣi
nāsikāgre jihvāgra ity evamādiṣu deśeṣu bāhye vā viṣaye cittasya vṛttimātreṇa bandha iti dhāraṇā. More likely,
however, is that Somānanda had in mind the sort of practices found in Āgamic texts such as the Vijñān-
abhairava, which echoes the notion that any worldly entity can be the object of yogic contemplation.
See, e.g., VBh 74: yatra yatra manas tuṣṭir manas tatraiva dhārayet / tatra tatra parānandasvarūpaṃ sam-
pravartate. (Cf. ŚD 7.79: yena yenendriyeṇārtho gṛhyate tatra tatra sā / śivatā lakṣitā satyā tad dhyānam api
varṇyate.) See also the Introduction, section 10.

82The argument made is rather straightforward: since one gains powers (siddhi) by focusing on
speech, speech must be real, and superior, and it must therefore be associated with the nature of
Brahman.
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This, too,83 is not so. There are tutelary deities in the Yogaśāstras, etc.,84 as
there also are powers that result from the concentration of the sense organs85

on the gross elements. Hence, the same would apply there.86

2.16cd–17

Therefore, they should consider the following. Thus, [Somānanda] says:

tasmād dhiraṇyagarbhādiyogasāṅkhyetihāsatām
2.17. vihāya śāstraracanā jātucin na virājate
pāṇyādīndriyavan naitad brahma vāgindriyaṃ bhavet

Therefore, having first set aside the fact that the Yoga and the Sāṅkhya
of Hiraṇyagarbha and the others are established tradition,87 the composi-
tion of a learned work is not at all illuminating. The speech-organ is not
Brahman, just as the organ of touch and so on are not.88

Therefore, having first set aside the traditional nature of that, the learned
work thatmust bemade to explain in detail themeaning stated in it, which exists
in the form of the history of the Yogaśāstra and the Sāṅkhya that was revealed

83The force of api seems to be to suggest that the present argument, like the one presented in ŚD
2.14cd–15ab, is not compelling.

84The word etcetera (ādi) refers to the various treatises on yogic practice.
85It is also possible that the term in question, karaṇa, refers to yogic postures, though this seems

unlikely. The argument put forward is that one can concentrate on various elements, by means of the
various organs of action—not simply speech—to acquire powers.

86In other words, the various objects of concentration recognized in the Yogaśāstras should be
considered to be as legitimate as the first of the five organs of action, speech (vāc). Thus, if the gram-
marians argue that speech is eminent, this because magical powers can be acquired by worshiping it,
then they must be understood either to contradict the long-standing tradition that powers are attainable
through contemplation on various objects, or they must recognize that the present is not a criterion that
distinguishes speech. It is, primarily, the latter point that Somānanda wishes to make.

87Hiraṇyagarbhādiyogasāṅkhyetihāsatām vihāya literally means “having set aside the fact that the
Yoga and the Sāṅkhya of Hiraṇyagarbha and the others are tradition.”

88The argument here amounts to a straightforward appeal to tradition. The Sāṅkhya and Yoga
schools do not recognize the organ of speech as Brahman, and, thus, neither should the grammarians.
Mention of Hiraṇyagarbha is probably meant to refer to Kapila, one whom tradition considers a founder
of the Sāṅkhya, he being one who is not infrequently referred to by the name in question. See Larson
and Bhattacharya 1987: 7, 111–112, and esp. 119, where the authors note that Vyāsa’s Yogasūtrabhāṣya 1.25
identifies Kapila as Hiraṇyagarbha and as an incarnation of Viṣṇu. The same name is also applied to
Patañjali, however, about which see ibid.: 166.

In this passage, Somānanda appeals to the tradition of the Sāṅkhya and Yoga on slightly different
grounds than he did in ŚD 2.15cd–16ab. Here, he suggests that the schools in question do not recognize
the organ of speech as Brahman. Previously, he suggested that, while the Sāṅkhya and Yoga recognize
multiple objects of concentration, the grammarians recognize only speech. This appeal to tradition is
noteworthy because, if Iyer is right that Bhartṛhari and the grammarians were interested in developing
a generally acceptable system of thought, to be held in common by every brahminical tradition, this
critique would have struck home. See Iyer [1969] 1992: 219.
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by Brahman, etc., the composition of a śāstra according to one’s own judgment
is not illuminating.89

And thus the organ of touch, etc., since they are not established as such in
the beginningless śāstras, do not appear in the form of Brahman,90 but rather
only in consequence of it. It is the same for speech, as well.

2.18–20ab

Considering an enquiry into how the Sāṅkhya and the rest are beginningless,
[Somānanda] says:91

2.18. athocyate prakriyāsau sāṅkhyādiracitā na sā
tattvonmeṣaprasaraṇe bhavet saṃbandhabhāginī
2.19. vimarśānubhavenaiṣā yathā vāk prathamaṃ śritā
lakṣyate bodharūpeṇa na tathā caraṇādikam
2.20. iti cec carcyatāṃ tāvat paśyantī yujyate yathā

Now, youmight argue that this characterization, fashioned by the Sāṅkhya
and the rest, is not associated with the manifestation of reality. Unlike

89Here, Utpaladeva suggests that the argument put forward by Somānanda goes so far as to suggest
that the contents of the śāstras of the Yoga and Sāṅkhya schools constitute a tradition that may be traced
back to Brahman. Utpaladeva therefore seems to understand Somānanda’s reference to Hiraṇyagarbha
as a reference to the primordial deity, who is said to have authored the Vedas. It is possible, and more
likely in my view, that Somānanda meant the name Hiraṇyagarbha to refer to Kapila, who tradition
claims, along with Āsuri, is a sort of divinized founder of the Sāṅkhya school. (See note 88, above.)
Regardless, Utpaladeva’s point is this: that because these works refer to various paths to power, whether
by concentration on the sense organs, on the gross elements, or otherwise (see ŚD 2.15cd–16ab), the
uniqueness of speech supported by the grammarians can find no support in these authoritative works.
Somānanda will next consider the possibility that the opponent will not recognize the scriptural authority
for these śāstras, for which, see ŚD 2.18–20ab.

Note that the text here reads in a manner that suggests that everything from itihāsarūpam to śāstram
kāryam is an interpolation. The text here expresses a general maxim defining the nature of a śāstra, and
it interrupts the flow of the commentary and Utpaladeva’s gloss on the compound (hiraṇyagarbhādiyo-
gasāṅkhyetihāsatām) found on ŚD 2.16c–d. One therefore suspects that this is very possibly a scribe’s
note that found its way into the text. All four manuscripts of the commentary, along with Ked., witness
the passage in question, however, and I have therefore left it in the edition of the text that accompanies
the present translation.

90This is to say that the Sāṅkya and Yoga schools have not described the organs of action as such.
91Kaul suggests that the present objection is based on the notion that the schools in question, being

the product of human authorship, should not be considered more authoritative than the Veda, where
speech is identified with Brahman. (See, supra, ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.16cd–17 and, esp., notes 88 and 89.)
For this argument, see Kaul’s note 8 on p. 48 of the KSTS edition: “Objection: it must be the case that
the Vedas are authoritative, since they were advanced by Brahman, and it is also stated there that Brah-
man is speech, and therefore what fault is there in (accepting) this? On the other hand, the Sāṅkhya,
etc., since they were advanced by Kapila and others, only have authority similar to our own śāstra. How
can what is said in these possess authority; for it is (only) there that the nature of speech as an organ
(of action) is thoroughly considered. Having assimilated this doubt, [Utpaladeva] says: ‘Considering an
enquiry’.” (nanu cāstu brahmapraṇītatvād vedasya prāmāṇyam, tatra ca vāg brahmety api kathitaṃ tataś ca
katham atra virodhaḥ, sāṅkhyādeḥ punaḥ kapilādipraṇītatvād asmadīyaśāstravad ādimattvam eva, kathaṃ
taduktaṃ prāmāṇyaṃ bhajet, tatra hi sarvatra vāca indriyatvam eva samarthitam ity āśaṅkāṃ garbhīkṛtyāha
sāṅkhyāder apīti.)
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motion, etc.,92 one has recourse to speech first of all,93 through ones
experience of reflective awareness; (for) it appears in the form of con-
sciousness. (Reply:) You first must discuss how paśyantī is appropriate as
“seeing.”94

(Objection:) That speech is an organ of action is the characterization found
in the settled opinions of the Sāṅkhya, etc.95 Hence, it is merely an idea asso-
ciated with those who promulgate it, but it has no bearing on the design of
consciousness, the supreme reality;96 nor is this characterization associated with
considerations of the supreme reality.97

For instance, all objects become established in consciousness; nonappearing
entities98 simply do not exist.Moreover, consciousness that is devoid of reflective
awareness is not consciousness at all, and thus the reflective awareness that one
experiences as the nature of the essence of all reality consists of nothing but
words.99 Therefore, how can hands, etc., compete with speech? Indeed, objects
first become real in the form of consciousness, and consciousness, the nature
of which is reflective awareness, is first of all100 penetrated by speech alone, and
not by hands, feet, etc.101

Reply: Even so, it is one thing to say that consciousness, the nature of which
is reflective awareness, consists of speech alone, but that you must first reflect
on paśyantī in light of its own nature and name, which means (you must reflect)
on how paśyantī is indeed appropriate as “seeing,” is something else.102

92The word etcetera (ādi) refers to the organ of motion and the other organs of action. Note that
Somānanda normally mentions the organ of touch (hasta) when referring to the organs of action (kar-
mendriya) other than speech. Here, he refers to the organ of motion, usually referred to as pāda, for
metrical reasons.

93Prathamam, “firstly,” refers to the beginning of existence, the creation of the universe. See
Utpaladeva’s commentary, below.

94This is, of course, the literal meaning of paśyantī. Utpaladeva justifies the present translation in
his commentary (for which see below), a strictly literal rendering of which would be “you must first
discuss how ‘seeing’ is appropriate.”

95“Settled opinions” is a translation for siddhānta in sāṅkhyādisiddhānta. For reference to the organi-
zation of the tattvas and of speech as an organ of action (karmendriya), see, e.g., Larson and Bhattacharya
1987: 49–65.

96In other words, the authors of these schools merely talk about the status of speech as an organ of
action, but they do not offer an explanation of the power of speech as the creative power that manifests
the universe.

97Utpaladeva here comments on tattvonmeṣaprasaraṇa in ŚD 2.18c.
98The term in question, asaṃvidita, refers to that which is not manifested in consciousness.
99Utpaladeva here glosses and explains vimarśānubhava in ŚD 2.19a. The term here used is abhilā-

pamaya, and this, indeed, represents with some accuracy Bhartṛhari’s notion that there is no experience
devoid of understanding.

100That is, one has access to it at the very beginning of creation.
101Utpaladeva here represents the grammarians’ argument as anticipated in ŚD 2.19b–d. Mention

of “hands, feet, etc.” is in reference to the organs of action other than speech.
102Utpaladeva here concedes the grammarians’ argument that the universe is made up of self-

reflective consciousness. He argues, however, that they have simply laid claim to the idea that conscious-
ness is made up of speech. They have yet to prove it. To do so, he suggests, they must explain the nature
of paśyantī. Somānanda dwells on these points for the balance of the chapter.
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2.20cd–21ab

To discuss her nature and name, [Somānanda] says:

vartamānasamārūḍhā kriyā paśyantyudāhṛtā
2.21. dṛśiḥ sakarmako dhātuḥ kiṃ paśyantīti kathyatām

The verbal form “paśyantī” is in the present tense, (and) the verbal root “to
see” is transitive, so, do tell, what does paśyantī see?

Indeed, the word paśyantī refers to the action of seeing occurring in the
present tense and fixed in an agent whose nature is speech, and the verbal root
“to see” is transitive, i.e., it expresses an action that has an object. Therefore, one
must investigate the object that she sees here.103

2.21cd–22ab

Considering that very point,104 [Somānanda] says:

yady ābhāsān bahirbhūtāṃs tān sato ’py asato ’pi vā
2.22. satyatve darśanabhraṃśo hy asatye satyatā katham

If (she sees) external appearances, (she sees them) either (to be) real or
unreal. If105 they are real, your view falls to pieces;106 if unreal, how can
she be real?107

If she sees appearances externally,108 in the form of pots, cloth, etc., then one
must deliberate on whether they are real or unreal.

103“Here” (atra) could mean either “here in the world” or “here in this [the grammarians’] school of
thought.”

104That is, considering the nature of the objects of sight. Kaul glosses: kiṃ karmeti.
105The emphatic particle (hi) is here used as a verse-filler, and I have thus left the term untranslated.
106Kaul glosses the term in question, darśanabhraṃśa, with “destruction of one’s own view” (svamata-

pracyuti).
107The etymology of the term paśyantī suggests that something is being seen, and therefore one

should inquire as to the nature of the object of sight. Here, Somānanda considers the possibility that
paśyantī sees appearances (ābhāsas) external to herself. If these appearances exist, then the system can
be faulted for contradicting its own doctrine of vivarta. If, on the other hand, the grammarians say that
they do not exist, then paśyantī, which is “seeing,” does not really see anything, and as a consequence is
not really “seeing” (paśyantī).

108In Utpaladeva’s system of thought, the term here used, idantā, is contrasted with ahantā, the
former referring to external entities, the latter to internal ones. While, as is noted in the Introduction,
Somānanda does not make regular use of these terms, they are commonly used by Utpaladeva and Abhi-
navagupta. See, for example: ĪPVṛ ad ĪPK 4.3, where Utpaladeva describes the creation of the universe
as the cognition of entities that appear as if they are external to oneself (idantayā); ĪPK 3.1.8, where
Utpaladeva uses the term to describe the (false) identification of oneself with the body, etc.; and ĪPK
(and ĪPVṛ ad) 3.1.5, where the parāparā condition is described as one in which one’s awareness of both
is balanced.
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In the former, the ones who maintain that vivarta is by nature the state of
acquiring unreal, distinct, disparate forms cannot say that they are real for fear
that their view would fall to pieces.109

On the other hand, paśyantī is not real when the object of sight is unreal, she
being (in this case) something that sees unreal objects of sight.110

2.22cd–23

The doctrine of nescience is inappropriate as well. Thus, [Somānanda] says:

gṛhṇāty athāvidyayā vā sāpy asyāḥ katham āsthitā
2.23. satyā vāsāv asatyā vā satyatve darśanakṣatiḥ
asatyayāpi satyasya saṃbandho ’tīva durghaṭaḥ

Now, you might instead argue that she cognizes by means of nescience.111

How does she have recourse to it? It is either real or unreal. If it is real,
your view is destroyed.112 Also, a connection of something real113 with
something unreal is exceedingly difficult to accomplish.114

First, she must have an erroneous nature if she sees something unreal, even
(if she sees) by dint of beginningless nescience.115

109In other words, if the grammarians claim the appearances are real, they would contradict their
definition of vivarta as the appearance ofmultiple and unreal entities in the world. Note that the language
here is similar to that in the commentary on VP 1.1. Cf. also Utpaladeva’s commentary on ŚD 2.8cd–11.

110Put differently, how can paśyantī be “the seeing one” if the appearances she sees do not exist?
111Somānanda here considers the possible argument that paśyantī has a true perception, through

(or perhaps of?) avidyā, which presents the appearance of vivarta.
112Presumably, this is, as with the discussion of real appearances in ŚD 2.21cd–22ab, due to the fact

that to claim that avidyā is real contradicts the grammarians’ very understanding of avidyā, as described
in the following.

113It remains unclear why the present term is masculine/neuter and not feminine in gender. I take
this to be the expression of a general rule, but Somānanda refers to the entity with which there is no
connection with the use of a feminine pronoun that, by standard rules of anaphora, should be properly
understood to refer to avidyā. Perhaps satya refers to Brahman (in the form of paśyantī).

114Iyer points out that Bhartṛhari, at least in the mūla verses of the Vākyapadīya, never uses the term
avidyā in a technical sense. Somānanda nevertheless associates this term with Bhartṛhari. It remains
unclear whether he was aware of differences between the arguments in the mūla and the vṛtti, or if he
even had access to the commentary. And, as Iyer argues, the authors of the Pratyabhijñā apparently do
not consider the two to have been written by different authors, for the ŚD and ŚDVṛ refute the positions
of “the grammarians” by attacking ideas that are recorded in both the Vākyapadīya and the Vṛtti. See Iyer
[1969] 1992: 18–36, esp. 34. Note that Chaturvedi understands this verse to consider the two alternatives
(vipakṣas) in question, being real and being unreal, to apply to paśyantī and not to avidyā. See Chaturvedi
1986: 53.

115This could mean that paśyantī, as the one who sees, errs if she sees something unreal as though it
were real, even if what is seen comes to paśyantī by way of avidyā. It is also possible that thismeans to sug-
gest that, insofar as what appears is ultimately the product of paśyantī, the erroneous nature (mithyātva)
of what is seen implies that its source ultimately possesses the same nature.
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Moreover, she cannot be connected to nescience, for nescience is unreal
by the very fact that it is considered to be an absence of knowledge,116 and a
connection, consisting of a union with a form, is not logically possible with
something that does not exist.

2.24ab

It is, moreover, not logically possible for paśyantī herself to be unreal. Thus,
[Somānanda] says:

2.24. asatyā yadi paśyantī paśyantī brahma citratā

If you argue that paśyantī is unreal, it is a wonder that paśyantī is Brah-
man.117

If you argue that paśyantī is unreal, then what you mean when you say that
paśyantī is the brahmatattva is amazing.118

2.24cd–25ab

[Somānanda] also says something else:

bahirbhāvān visṛjyādau paścāt paśyati sātha kim
2.25. satyā sṛjaty asatyāni vicitram abhidhīyate

Now, do you argue that she first produces external entities and then sees
them? (If so:) She, being real, creates unreal forms. That’s what you call a
wonder.

Since no other reality exists, are entities in the world119 produced by paśyantī
herself, and, having produced them, i.e., having acquired their nature,120 does
she then see them? For this alone is fitting.121

116That is, nescience, avidyā, is considered to be the absence of knowledge, vidyā, this being an
analysis of a-vidyā as an “alpha-privative” or nañ-tatpuruṣa compound (about which see A 6.3.73–77).
Cf. ŚD 2.34–35 and the commentary thereon. See also the Introduction, section 13 under the subsection
entitled “Bhartṛhari’s avidyā and Utpaladeva’s abhedākhyāti.”

117Here, Somānanda continues with the argument from the preceding. In ŚD 2.22cd–23, he dis-
missed the possibility that avidyā is real, and then considered the negative consequences of avidyā being
unreal. Here, he considers the possibility that paśyantī is unreal. An unreal paśyantī would resolve the
problems associated with a real entity cognizing unreal objects, a problem considered below, in ŚD
2.24cd–25ab. This is not possible, however, for the obvious reason stated here.

118Cf. ŚD 2.2. See also the commentary on ŚD 2.4cd–5, 2.6, and 2.8cd–11, where Utpaladeva refers
to Brahman “in the form of paśyantī” (paśyantīrūpa).

119I take viśve to be a locative, singular noun (“in the world”) glossing bahis in bahirbhāva (ŚD 2.24c).
It could also be the nominative plural form of viśva pronominally declined, viśve bhāvāḥ meaning “all
entities.”

120Utpaladeva here describes the entities in question as labdhasvarūpa, which he contrasts with
alabdhasvarūpa in ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.25cd–26ab.

121In the grammarians’ non-dual system, Brahman alone exists in the form of paśyantī. As such,
only it can be the source manifestation. More importantly, objects must have the same nature as Brah-
man—they must exist in the form of paśyantī—given that Brahman (in the form of paśyantī) is the only
truly existent entity.
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On this view,122 she, being real, produces unreal forms, but this is amazing
because it is impossible. This is so because she would acquire an unreal nature,
since, according to the reasoning of the satkāryavāda, a cause is not different
from its effect;123 (it would be amazing) even were she to create unreal things,
because she would be impure, this insofar as she would be one who produces
something unbecoming of herself.124

2.25cd–26ab

Moreover, since creation (according to the grammarians) is neither for play nor
for any other reason, [Somānanda] says:

jñātān sṛjaty asau tān vā neti jñāteṣv adarśanam
2.26. ajñāteṣu na sṛṣṭiḥ syād iṣṭaṃ krīḍādikaṃ na ca

One can say125 that she either produces known entities or she does not.
If they are known, there is no act of seeing;126 if they are unknown, there
would be no creation. Nor do you maintain that it is a game, etc.

Moreover, one can (only) create either previously known or unknown entities.
Regarding the former, what can she see when, prior to creation, the entity in

question has not (yet) acquired its nature?127 Hence, she should create nothing
but unknown entities. Therefore, the alternative that she creates known entities
is impossible.

122Here, I translate tatra idiomatically.
123Three manuscripts (G, P, and R) read kāryāvyatireka for kāryavyatireka, and by Professor H. Isaac-

son’s suggestion, I adopt this reading. According to the satkāryavāda, the effect is inherent in the cause,
and thus the nature of the two are related. Milk is the source of curds but never something unrelated to it,
as honey is unrelated (causally and in the composition of its nature) to milk, for example. It is therefore
impossible, according to this principle, for paśyantī, which is real, to produce unreal objects. On causality
in Bhartṛhari, see Iyer [1969] 1992: 216–217. See also Aklujkar 1990: 121–172, esp. 124–125.

124The present expression is a counterfactual construction. It means to suggest that, even if Somā-
nanda were to concede, for the sake of argument, that paśyantī could manifest unreal entities, this would
nevertheless remain a problematic position to hold. The reason for this is, simply, that according to
the satkāryavāda, that which produces something unreal would itself have to have essentially the same
nature, i.e., unreality. This amounts to being impure.

125The present expression is a rendering of iti (ŚD 2.25c).
126An entity cannot be seen prior to its creation, because it has no form, etc., prior to creation.

Adarśana can be read with both what precedes and what follows it (dehalīdīpavat), or simply with what
precedes it, viz.: jñāteṣu (ŚD 2.25d). If the latter, it is as I have translated here. It also can be read with
ajñāteṣu (ŚD 2.26a), as Utpaladeva notes in the commentary. In this case, it literally means “(this is) not
the view,” which is to say that the grammarians do not adhere to the view that paśyantī creates unknown
entities.

127An object has no nature prior to its creation, this simply because it does not exist prior to its cre-
ation. Thus, to suggest that paśyantī creates objects of cognition that exist in some definite form—have
acquired a particular nature—prior to their creation involves a contradiction in terms. There could be
nothing to be known prior to their creation. Note that Utpaladeva uses the same term, without the
negative prefix (labdhasvarūpa), in his commentary on ŚD 2.24cd–25ab.
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Regarding the latter—the creation of unknown entities—this is not your view,
by which ismeant that you don’t accept that.128 Even if (you accepted the creation
of) unknown entities, how could those who know something create it prior to
knowing it?129

How, moreover, could creation be purposeless? Indeed, you do not maintain
that creation is simply the play of the creator, or that creation is his nature.

2.26cd–28ab

Again considering the thesis and its antithesis, [Somānanda] says:130

tāni dṛṣṭvānusṛjati sṛṣṭvā vānuprapaśyati
2.27. paśyantyāḥ satyarūpāyās tatsatyatve na darśanam
asatye satyadṛṣṭyaiva paśyantyāṃ malinātmatā
2.28. asatyān satyarūpā vā kathaṃ sṛjati kalpyatām

Having seen131 them, she produces them afterward, or having created
them, she sees them afterward. (Both are flawed:)132 If they are real, your
view of paśyantī, which has a real form, is contradicted; (and if they are
unreal,) paśyantī would have an impure nature simply because something
real sees something unreal. Also: why she, having a real form, creates the
unreal [objects] must be considered.

You must concede either that, having first seen, i.e., having first cognized,
those various things, she produces them afterward, or having first produced

128Here, Utpaladeva suggests that adarśana is a nañ-tatpuruṣa compound (the so-called “alpha-
privative” compund), meaning literally “(this is) not the [i.e., your] view.”

129The one who manifests something must know what is being manifested prior to making it
appear. Gnoli’s translation of the mūla makes this clear: “Né d’altra parte si puó ammettere emissione
nei riguardi di cose ignote (poiché la creazione deve essere preceduta da un’idea di quello che si vuole
creare).” See Gnoli 1959: 66.

130Somānanda has in ŚD 2.25cd–26ab asked whether paśyantī first knows or first creates the objects
she sees, this in order to argue that, in either case, paśyantī as the grammarians understand her cannot
logically be thought to create the objects in question. Here, again mentioning these two possibilities,
Somānanda questions the ontological status of the objects in question and suggests that, whether
paśyantī is aware of the entities first or creates them first, the ontological status of those entities is
problematic.

131Somānanda here uses a word for seeing (dṛṣṭvā) in the sense of knowing. Two manuscript (P and
Rp.c.) read dṛṣṭāni sṛjati for dṛṣṭvānusṛjati, and while I do not accept this reading, it points to a synonymy
between seeing and knowing. Dṛṣṭāni is synonymouswith jñātān (ŚD 2.25c) insofar as bothwords refer to
“(previously) known” entities, the difference in gender being explained by the fact that the former, neuter
adjective refers to “things” (vastūni), while the latter, masculine adjective refers to “objects” (arthān). It
is for this reason that Kaul glosses dṛṣṭvā with avabuddhya.

132Kaul notes that the grammarians’ view is flawed in both cases (ubhayam api mithyātvena kathay-
ati), and Gnoli translates accordingly: “In tutti e due i casi, se voi ammettete che la Veggente, la quale
é reale, vede cose reali, venite meno al vostro sistema. Se d’altra parte la Veggente vede come reali cose
irreali non sarebbe certo piú immune da impuritá (malinātmatā).” See Gnoli 1959: 67.
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them, she sees them afterward. The word anu here means “afterward”; alter-
natively, the word nu is (used) in the sense of a deliberation.133

(Both are flawed:) The very fact that she sees is not logical. That is to say, she
is real, and if the objects she sees are real, then your view is contradicted—that
is, you do not accept that,134 because the result would be dualism.

Now, if you argue that they are unreal, then, just as she is impure when she
creates real things, so it would also be the case when she creates unreal things,
her erroneous nature being absolutely primary.135

And, once again, you must reflect on why precisely paśyantī,136 being real,
produces unreal objects, even if it is not for divine play, etc.

2.28cd–30ab

Although mentioned earlier, [Somānanda] again considered the thesis and
antithesis of their view regarding the creation of that which is real or that which
is unreal, this in order to communicate the unwanted consequence concerning
the perception that is obtained through nescience.137 Having done so,138 [Somā-
nanda] says the following in order to consider whether creation, which is made
by nescience, simply has no (logically coherent) cause:139

133Here, Utpaladeva refers to two possible interpretations of the verse, depending on how one breaks
up the words in the sentence. One must understand the verse twice to include either the verbal prefix
anu or the particle nu, in ŚD 2.26c and 2.26d. (One can interpret the long vowel (ā) in dṛṣṭvānusṛjati and
vānuprapaśyati to have assimilated the initial short a of the verbal prefix anu, or one can assume that there
was no connection (sandhi) of two vowels in either place, the final long ā of dṛṣṭvā and vā simply preceding
the separate particle nu.) It is most likely that Somānanda intended the reader to understand the verbal
prefix (upasarga) anu to augment each verb: “he created (them) afterward [anusṛjati],” “he becomes aware
(of them) afterward [anuprapaśyati].” The use of nu would highlight that the present questions whether
paśyantī first creates or cognizes the objects in question.

134In other words, holding such a position would contradict the grammarians’ own view.
135According to the satkāryavāda, as Utpaladeva suggested in his commentary on ŚD 2.24cd–25ab,

the effect of an action is inherent in the cause. By this principle, the properties of the entities that paśyantī
creates inhere in potential form in paśyantī herself. Thus, she is “impure” insofar as these qualities
inhere in her. Note, however, that in ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.24cd–25ab, Utpaladeva only mentioned the impurity
of paśyantī from seeing unreal entities.

136Though I have not done so, the reading of the commentary, satyā sā paśyantī,might suggest that we
should emend the reading of vā (ŚD 2.28a) in the verse to sā, as paśyantī appears here in the commentary
to be a gloss of sā.

137Somānanda twice asks whether, according to the grammarians, paśyantī first sees or first produces
the entities that make up the universe: in ŚD 2.24cd–25ab he considers the possibility that paśyantī
produces external entities and then sees them. In 2.25cd–26ab he asks whether paśyantī produces known
entities or unknown entities. Note that I take avidyāparyāptaparyālocanāprasaṅgadānāya to be a single
compound; the KSTS edition reads avidyāparyāptaparyālocanā prasaṅgadānāya.

138This is a rendering of the force of the locative absolute, viz.: asatyasatyasargadarśane prāgukte ’py
avidyāparyāptaparyālocanāprasaṅgadānāya punarvikalpite.

139What follows is a critique of the doctrine of nescience. Somānanda attacks its connection to
paśyantī, arguing it cannot be proven logically, whether one argues that it is the nature of either paśyantī
or of another entity. This leaves the possibility that nescience is independent, and that it creates the
phenomenal world for no particular reason.
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avidyāsyāḥ svadharmaḥ kiṃ paradharmo ’thavā bhavet
2.29. svadharmatve ’syā mālinyaṃ paradharme ’pi kasya sā
parasya śāstrāniṣṭasya svatantrā vā tathāpi sā
2.30. svātantryād durnivāraiva svatantraḥ kena vāryate

Is nescience her nature, or is it the nature of another?140 If it is her nature,
then she is impure. If, on the other hand, it is the nature of another,
(then) to what other entity, which is not accepted in your śāstra,141 does
it belong? Alternatively, it is independent. Even then it is, on account of
its independence, very difficult to remove: by whom is an independent
entity restrained?142

Is nescience the nature of paśyantī or is it the nature of something else?
If it is her nature, (then,) having nescience as her nature, she would

be impure.143

Alternatively, if it is the nature of another, (then) to what other one does the
nature belong? For, you do not hold in your śāstra, a doctrine of non-duality, that
something other than Brahman exists.144

Now, you might argue that nescience is absolutely independent and not the
nature of anything. Even then, it would be very difficult to interrupt due to its
independence, for by what other is an independent entity removed, and by what
is it introduced? That is to say, it would not be absolutely independent.145

Now, if you argue that it is independent when introduced, but is removed
by the actions of another than itself, we reply: no, because a lack of indepen-
dence arises as a result of it being possessed of a conditional introduction (into
existence, one present) when the cause of its removal does not (yet) exist.146

140Kaul points out that the nature of a thing cannot be separated from the thing possessing that
nature: dharmaḥ svabhāvaḥ, svabhāvaś ca svabhāvino ’vyatiriktaḥ.

141This is to say that the grammarians do not accept that any entity other than paśyantī exists.
142In other words, if nescience (avidyā) is not the nature of either paśyantī or another entity, but is

instead an independent entity, then by virtue of being independent it cannot be thrown off. The gram-
marians, however, argue that the veil of ignorance is thrown off with enlightenment, and, according to
Somānanda, this would not be possible if it were entirely independent.

143The point here is that, if the nature of paśyantī is nescience (avidyā), then paśyantī, like avidyā, is
by nature unreal and illusory.

144It is possible that one should instead construe brahmanaḥ with what precedes it, understanding
it to stand outside of the iti-clause rather than within it, as I have translated, above. On this alternative
interpretation, one could translate as follows: “For you do not hold in your śāstra, a doctrine of the non-
duality of Brahman, that some other object exists.”

145That is, if an entity were either removed or introduced by another entity, it would not be
independent.

146In other words, two options exist for an avidyā that exists separately from paśyantī. It could be
utterly independent, but then it would be impossible to stop. On the other hand, it could be introduced,
as it were, by paśyantī, or by Brahman in the form of paśyantī, and subsequently removed by the same.
In this case, then, it could not be an independent entity, but could only be one that exists only while that
which causes it to cease to exist is absent.
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2.30cd–31

Reflecting on the ineffability of nescience, [Somānanda] says:

tattvānyatvair avācyā vā yady avidyābhidhīyate
2.31. paśyantyā lakṣitāsau vā na vā yadi na lakṣitā
paśyantī jāḍyam āyāti lakṣitā tarhi lakṣitā

Alternatively, if you say nescience cannot be described as real or otherwise,
(we reply:) it is either seen by paśyantī or not. If she does not see it, paśyantī
is reduced to insentience. If seen, then it is not ineffable.

If you argue: “things indeed can be described by the qualities of
things—reality, falsity,147 eternality, perishability, and so on—but nescience,
having no inherent nature, is not a thing, so how can it designate something
possessing its own nature,” then we reply as follows.

Not being an object, it (nevertheless) is either seen by paśyantī or not.
If it is not seen, then “seeing” [paśyantī] is reduced to insentience, which

means that it would be “nonseeing,”148 because it would not see anything.149

Now, if you argue that she sees it, then we reply that it is definitely seen, i.e.,
it is definitely observed. To put it plainly: since it appears only because another
considers it, (and) since it is scrutinized by it, it can also be described.

The plural number of “as real or otherwise” is in the manner of śauṇḍa,
ardharca, etc.150

2.32

That it would be impossible to discuss it is a further consequence of its ineffa-
bility. Thus, [Somānanda] says:

2.32. avācyatvena bhavatāṃ tasyā rūpaṃ kuto gatam
alakṣitasvarūpāyā avidyātvaṃ kathaṃ sthitam

Since it is ineffable, how do you know it’s form? How would the fact of
being nescience be established for that which has an unseen form?151

147Literally, the Sanskrit here means “being otherwise (than being real)” [◦anyattva◦].
148The term here used is the alpha-privative (nañ-tatpuruṣa) compound, a-paśyantī.
149Given that, in Utpaladeva’s understanding of the grammarians’ system, everything in the world

appears because of nescience, if paśyantī does not see nescience, then it does not see anything. Literally,
sarvadarśanābhāvāt means “because of the nonexistence of seeing anything.”

150Here, Utpaladeva wishes to explain the plural declension of tattvānyatva, a coordinative (dvandva)
compound of only two words that normally would be declined in the dual, not the plural. It appears
that the point here made is that, just as Pāṇini declines in the plural the words śauṇḍa, ardharca,
and others similarly used, this because they stand for a series of words, so tattvānyatva may also
correctly be declined in the plural, because it stands for a series of qualities, as Utpaladeva’s com-
mentary indicates. (Utpaladeva glosses tattvānyatva with a long coordinative [dvandva] compound:
tattvānyattvanityatvānityatvādi.) See: A 2.1.40 (saptamī śauṇḍaiḥ) and A 2.4.31 (ardharcāḥ puṃsi ca).

151This is to ask how so much could be established for nescience (avidyā). Alakṣitasvarūpā is a
feminine exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compound referring to avidyā.
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Since it is also ineffable when it is not seen, how, i.e., by whatmeans of knowl-
edge, do you know its form, since it,152 too, is not seen? In addition, how would
even the fact of its being nescience be determined when, it being one whose
nature is not seen, it is ineffable?

2.33ab

Considering (the possible objection) that it can be inferred, [Somānanda] says:

2.33. bhedabuddhyanumānāc cel lakṣitā tarhi lakṣitā

If you argue that it is known through an inference made from the
awareness of multiplicity,153 then we reply that it is known.

If you argue that, because (the creation of) a multiplicity of beings cannot
otherwise be accomplished, nescience is known as such a state of things,154

which means it is known by inference,155 then we reply that, this being so, it
is definitely known. Thus, why do you say it is unknowable and ineffable?

2.33cd

To say it is not established even in this way, [Somānanda] says:

na cānumānam iṣṭaṃ te ’py avasthetyādidūṣaṇāt

You don’t even accept inference, given that you find fault with it in VP
1.32.156

You don’t even accept that inference is correct knowledge, as you say the
following and more:

The establishment of entities through inference is exceedingly difficult,
because of differences of condition, location, and time in the various
powers.157

152That is to say, the form.
153Kaul recasts the objection in the following manner: “Indeed, how could there be knowledge of

multiplicity without nescience? Thus, nesciencemust come into existence” (bhedajñānaṃ hi kuto ’vidyāṃ
vinā saṃbhaved iti hy avidyā saṃbhavaty eva).

154This is to say that avidyā can be known to be that which makes multiplicity possible.
155The argument here presented suggests, on the basis of the existence of a multiple universe, that

nescience can be proven by inference: insofar as there must be something that causes the appearance
of this multiple universe, and since there is no other explanation for its existence, one can infer the
existence of nescience, which created it.

156That is to say that Bhartṛhari does not accept that nescience (avidyā) can be known inferentially,
as, according to Iyer, Bhartṛhari admits the validity of inference in everyday, mundane affairs, but not in
ontological matters. See Iyer [1969] 1992: 84–85. Note that api in ŚD 2.33d is bhinnakrama, appearing
out of the regular word order.

157This is a quotation of VP 1.32. The powers (śaktis) in question are those by which Brahman,
according to Bhartṛhari, creates the universe. For more on śakti in Bhartṛhari’s thought, see Iyer [1969]
1992: 108–123, esp. 108–110.
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Like158 for a blind man moving quickly on an uneven road, (guided
only) by the touch of his hand, falling is likely for one for whom inference
is primary.159

Indeed, if it were capable of proving the tenability of things, it160 would not
be inferior to direct perception, but it has no validity whatsoever given that it
does not have this capability.161

2.34–35

2.34. satyā vā syād asatyā vā na madhyāyāḥ samanvayaḥ
vidyā na bhavatīty evaṃ tattulyā kācid āpatet
2.35. satyaiva yadi vidyānām abhāvas tarhi śūnyatā
śūnyayā bādhyate citraṃ paśyantī darśanātmikā

It either must exist or not exist; there can be no intermediate [nesci-
ence].162 If you say “it is nonknowledge,”163 it follows from this that it
would be something absolutely real that is similar to it.164 If you argue that
it is the nonexistence of knowledge, then it is void; (and) paśyantī, whose
nature is seeing, is obstructed by that which is void, which is amazing.

Satyā means sati sādhu, that is, it means “existing.”165 What [Somānanda]
means is that nescience must either exist or the opposite of that, not exist. No
intermediate [nescience] is possible since, given that existence and nonexistence
are mutually exclusive in nature, no third quantity is possible.

158The comparative particle (iva) is situated out of the normal word order (bhinnakrama), referring
to the blind man and not to his touch.

159The present passage is a quotation of VP 1.42.
160The pronoun in question refers to inference (anumāna).
161In other words, a proof established via inference would be equally valid to one accomplished

on the authority of direct perception. However, because the grammarians do not accept the validity of
inference to prove the existence of ontological truths, they cannot appeal to it in proving the existence of
nescience.

162Kaul glosses the term madhyāyāḥ with “that which both exists and does not exist” (madhyāyā iti
sadasadubhayātmikāyāḥ), and he quotes the following: asattve ca niṣiddhe ’syāḥ sattvam eva balād bhavet /
sadasadvyatirikto hi raśir atyantadurlabhaḥ, which is echoed in Utpaladeva’s commentary: na madhyāyāḥ
saṃbhavaḥ sadasatoḥ parasparābhāvarūpatvān na tṛtīyarāśisaṃbhavo yataḥ. I am unsure of the source of
this quotation.

163This is to say that a-vidyā is a paryudāsapratiṣedha, a negative compound indicating what some-
thing is not, while affirming the existence of the entity in question as something other than that which
is negated.

164That is, a-vidyā, “nonknowledge,” would be different from but in some way similar to knowledge
(vidyā). Kaul has noted that ŚD 2.34c–35a refutes the possibility that nescience exists, and ŚD 2.35a–b
refutes its nonexistence, or in other words the present considers the possibility that avidyā is a paryudās-
apratiṣedha (about which see the immediately preceding note), while the latter considers the possibility
that it is a pure negation (prasajyapratiṣedha). See Kaul’s note 2, p. 57 of the KSTS edition.

165The suffix yat in satyā is used to mean existing. See A 4.4.98: tatra sādhuḥ.
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For instance, if you say “this nescience is not knowledge,” it follows from this,
i.e., from the exclusion of knowledge,166 that it, appearing as having the nature
of the entire universe, is not a pure negation.167 And thus, nescience, being of
the nature of the universe, would be something absolutely real that is similar to
knowledge. And thus, it would not be ineffable, nor would non-duality exist.168

Even if you argue that nescience is a pure negation,169 is the nonexistence of
knowledge, i.e., of correct congitions, then it is void, i.e., it is pure cessation. To
put it plainly, it is nothing at all. And therefore, your hypothesis, called paśyantī,
the nature of which is correct cognition, is obstructed by a void, i.e., by that which
is without form. This is amazing.

The error of dualism is the result of nothing but correct seeing170 being
blocked, because something that has no form171 does not have the power to
block something, which means that this is impossible.172

Moreover, you do not hold that paśyantī, whose nature is speech, is, in the
manner described in the Īśvarapratyabhijñā,173 a power of the Supreme Lord,

166The Sanskrit here reads vidyāparyudāsa.
167The Sanskrit here reads pratiṣedhamātrarūpā. The idea here expresses is that nescience, which

according to the grammarians appears as the very form of the universe, would have to be something
other than knowledge if it were labeled “nonknowledge,” this simply because the universe is apparently
present, and nescience must possess some sort of nature in order to cause the universe to appear. See
the following, esp. note 168.

168In the aforementioned, Utpaladeva considers the possibility that avidyā is a paryudāsapratiṣedha.
Thus, the negative particle is used here in a manner similar to the way it is used when someone says
“bring a non-brahmin here.” By referring to someone who is not a brahmin, the negative particle conveys
to the hearer that the speaker is asking for anyone other than a brahman to be brought. He also knows, by
the context and the phrasing of the expression, that what is meant is that another human being should
be brought, and not a horse or some other sort of animal. This sort of negation contrasts one entity
with another; it does not simply negate the existence of the entity in question. Thus, Utpaladeva here
considers the possibility that the grammarians consider nescience, which appears in the form of the
universe and all the entities found therein, to be something real that is similar to knowledge, just as
one would assume that to bring a “non-brahmin” suggests that one should bring someone similar to a
brahmin, e.g., a human being of another varṇa.

169The term here used is a prasajyapratiṣedha, a “pure negation.” Kaul offers the following exam-
ple: “a not-partaking-in-the-śrāddha brahman is one who does not partake in the śrāddha” (aśrāddha-
bhojī brāhmaṇaḥ śrāddhe na bhuṅkte). In other words, a prasajyapratiṣedha implies nothing other than
negation.

170The term here used, samyagdarśana, literally means “correct seeing,” as translated, but of course
refers more specifically to correct cognition, words for seeing and knowing being closely related, as is
noted elsewhere in the present translation.

171The term in question, akiñcidrūpa, is an exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compound.
172Something must exist to block paśyantī, because something that has no form does not have the

power to impede something that does have form. Insofar as paśyantī is “seeing,” i.e., knowing, she
cannot be considered to be identical with nescience. Yet nescience, or something like it, must exist,
this being inferred by the fact that paśyantī is blocked. Therefore, two entities must exist, paśyantī and
nescience.

173This is to say that the grammarians do not conceive of the nature of the power of “seeing”
(paśyantī) in the manner that Utpaladeva conceives of Śiva’s power of consciousness. This is explained
in what Utpaladeva says next, and in my notes on the same. See also ĪPK 1.5.6 and ŚD 1.44–45ab for the
Pratyabhijñā conception of Śiva as the one wielding the creative power of consciousness.
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because you fail to accept Īśvara.174 Rather, speech is established (on your view)
as that which expressesmeaning, which is subtle because it is not different from
that which is expressed by speech, and it is in this way that [paśyantī] has speech
as her nature.175

2.36

Even if it were not (merely) an organ of action, that would not make speech,
which is itself of the nature of wind, the supreme reality, just as the hand, etc.,176

are not, because they are of the nature of the earth (etcetera). For this reason,
[Somānanda] says:177

2.36. pāṇyādeś ced dharādyātmā vāco vāyvātmatā na kim
sindhuśabdādivac chabdo na paśyantyādike bhavet

If you argue that the nature of the hand and the rest is the earth, etc., (we
reply:) doesn’t speech have wind as its nature?178 Sound, like the sound of
the ocean, for example, cannot come into being in paśyantī, etc.

A mere sound, like the sound of the ocean, for example, cannot exist in
paśyantī, madhyamā, and the rest.179 It is the same in this case,180 since there is
no “seeing” in it.181

174Mention here of īśvara, as is sometimes the case elsewhere in the commentary, is not meant to
refer to the fourth tattva, the īśvaratattva, but rather to Śiva as the Supreme Lord (parameśvara).

175This is to say that, according to Utpaladeva, the grammarians do not accept a form of the divine
that fully transcends the subject-object dichotomy found in speech, as do the authors of the Pratyabhi-
jñā. Since the nature of speech implies a distinction between what is said and what is denoted by the
same, the grammarians’ view falls short of a perfect non-dualism, and this in a word is the criticism
that Somānanda levels against the grammarians. See the Introduction, section 13, esp. the subsection
entitled “Somānanda’s Arguments against the Grammarians’ paśyantī.” For the Pratyabhijñā’s view of
God as the wielder of the creative power of consciousness, see ĪPK (and ĪPVṛ ad) 1.5.6; cf. ŚD 1.44–45ab.

176The word etcetera (ādi) refers to the other organs of action.
177In ŚD 2.12cd–17, particularly 2.12cd–14ab and 2.17cd, Somānanda argues that speech is merely

an organ of action (karmendriya), and just as the other organs of action are not Brahman, neither is
speech. Here, he will argue that, even if he were to concede that speech is not merely an organ of action,
it nevertheless does not follow that it is supreme. Rather, like touch, etc., speech is material, and material
entities are quite inferior to paśyantī as the grammarians describe it.

178Kaul explains: “If the hand and so on, (because of) having the earth-tattva and so on as their
ātman, i.e., nature, are not accepted as Brahman, then it is also this way for speech” (dharāditattvaṃ
pānyāder ātmā svabhāvo na brahmatayābhyupagamyate, tathā vāg apīti).

179This refers to vaikharī, the lowest level of speech.
180That is to say, it is the same with speech (vāc), the organ of speech.
181If the grammarians argue that the organs of action other than speech, the hand and so on, are

material entities by nature, and on this basis are not supreme, then, Somānanda argues, the same must
be said of speech. A mere sound, such as the sound of the ocean, is material. It manifests in a material
environment: indeed, the ocean produces sound, and in doing so it has no connection to conceptual
meaning per say. This means that the sound in question is merely a material phenomenon and, as such,
cannot be said to arise from the supreme any more than any other material phenomenon can. As such, a
mere sound is not imbuedwith cognitive power of any sort, with “seeing” (paśyantī). The same,moreover,
must be said of the organ of speech. A mere sound produced by a human voice is material and contains
no “seeing.” It is the product of an organ of action. Consequently, there is no basis for elevating the organ
of action associated with sound above the other organs of action.
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2.37

Thinking that (they might argue) nescience obstructs madhyamā and not
paśyantī, which is real, [Somānanda] says:

2.37. atha madhyamayā bāhyā bhāvā grāhyā hy avidyayā
tasyā eva hi saṃyogo buddhyā saṃkalpanātmanā

Now, you might argue that, through nescience, madhyamā cognizes exter-
nal entities,182 because it alone is connected to the intellect, which has a
conceptual nature.

(Objection:) By dint of nescience, the speech called madhyamā cognizes the
externally—the distinctly—appearing entities. It183 alone is connected to the
intellect, which has a conceptual nature, i.e., consists of the act of coming to
know objects, because only it appears in the mind, the path of the out-going and
in-coming breaths. Paśyantī, however, does not.184

2.38

[Somānanda] says that this, too, is wrong:

2.38. tatrāpi madhyamā kasya kāryaṃ paśyantyavasthayā
sā janyā hetunā kena śabalāṃ janayed asau

(Reply:) Even then, of what is madhyamā the effect? (Grammarians:) It is
produced by the condition of paśyantī. (Reply:) How could she produce the
variegated [madhyamā]?185

(Reply:) Even then, i.e., even when one accepts that madhyamā is connected
to nescience, the former being established at the level of the intellect, which

182Note that hi (ŚD 2.37b) is used merely as a verse-filler, and I have not rendered it in translation.
183This refers to madhyamā, not to avidyā.
184The argument here proposed is that paśyantī has no contact with nescience. Instead, an interme-

diate level of speech, madhyamā, has contact with it. This second level of speech, being associated with
the mind, as well as the vital breaths, is taken in by the illusions of nescience, while, according to the
present argument, paśyantī is not. (Chaturvedi understands the passage in a similar manner, for which
see Chaturvedi 1986: 50–51.) Note that, according to Bhartṛhari, madhyamā is speech associated with the
mind; it is speech that is not yet articulated, but that is already formulated mentally. Sequence exists in
it, but in a subtle form, and madhyamā is associated with the vital breaths (prāṇa), but in a subtle form
and at a stage that precedes articulation. See Iyer [1969] 1992: 66–67, 144 and 150. At the madhyamā
level, speech is divided into the object denoted by speech (vācya) and the speech that denotes the object
(vācaka). (See ibid.: 150.) Here, speech is “purely mental and is not audible to others. It is accompanied
by the subtle function of breath (prāṇa) and so it appears to have sequence. Being one with the mind,
which is sequence-less, it is also sequence-less, but appears to have sequence.” (See Iyer ibid.: 66–67.)
Also: “In the second, Madhyamā stage, the word and meaning are differentiated from each other, but
each one is still a unity.” (See ibid.: 67.) See also VPVṛ ad VP 1.159 for a description of madhyamā.

185Literally, “by what cause [hetu] does she produce the variegated?” In the following passage (ŚD
2.39), Somānanda will reject the possibility that paśyantī could be either the efficient (nimittakāraṇa) or
material (samavāyikāraṇa) cause of madhyamā.
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appears as the duality of object and agent of knowledge,186 madhyamā speech
is, being an effect since it is ephemeral,187 produced, i.e., accomplished, by the
very condition of paśyantī. This is because no other cause exists, as per the rule
stating “[speech], moreover, can be the effect of the previous speech alone.”188

Moreover, this being so, how could she, being of a pure nature, produce
madhyamā, which is variegated, i.e., besmeared by the multiple objects of
cognition?

2.39

[Somānanda] says that its production is in no way appropriate:

2.39. na hi tasyā nimittaṃ vā kāraṇaṃ samavāyi vā
nimittatve pṛthaktvaṃ syāt samavāye tadātmatā

Indeed, she is neither its efficient nor its material cause. If she were the
efficient cause, it would be distinct; if the material cause, then she would
have the same nature as it.

The force of the word “she” (ŚD 2.38d) should be understood in the present
verse.189 She, i.e., paśyantī, is not simply the efficient, heterogeneous190 cause
of it;191 nor is she the material cause, neither by being of the same class as nor
by being unseparated from it.192

186Utpaladeva here describes madhyamā as located at the level of the intellect, which is described
as “that which appears as the duality of object and agent of knowledge” (vedyavedakadvaitāvabhāsin).
Bhartṛhari frequently describes madhyamā speech as the level at which speech is divided into denotative
speech (vācaka) and the objected denoted by it (vācya). See Iyer [1969] 1992: 150. Somānanda, however,
does not use these terms with any frequency, although Utpaladeva does, for which see, e.g., ŚDVṛ ad ŚD
1.2, 1.24–25, and 1.29cd–33. The terms are also frequently used in the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ.

187That is, it only appears when it is produced by its cause. Thus, since it exists occasionally
(kadācidbhāva), it must be the effect of some cause.

188The source of this quotation has yet to be traced.
189In other words, one must understand asau, “she,” to be the logical subject of the sentence. The

commentary here tells the reader to supply the word in question from the previous verse.
190Vijātīya here suggests that paśyantī cannot be the efficient cause of madhyamā. The efficient cause

is normally different in nature from the effect, as, for example, the wheel on which a pot is made is
a cause that is different from the pot that is fashioned on it. (By contrast, the earth out of which the
pot is fashioned, the material cause, is not heterogeneous, but is the same type of entity as the effect,
the pot.)

191Kaul adds: “That which in the accomplishment of its effect has multiple accessory causes and is
separate (from what it creates) is called the ‘efficient’ cause, a loom, for example, in the production of
cloth” (yat kāryasiddhau bahūpakārakam asaṃbaddhaṃ ca, tan nimittākhyaṃ kāraṇaṃ yathā paṭotpattau
vemādi).

192Kaul adds: “That which in the production of an effect is permanently connected (to it) is a mate-
rial cause, for example the earth in the production of a pot, or milk (in the production) of curds” (yat
kāryotpattau nityam eva saṃbaddhaṃ tat samavāyikāraṇaṃ yathā ghaṭotpattau mṛttikā, dadhni vā kṣīram).
There are two possible types of material causes. The cause can either be of the same class of substance
(sajātīya) as the effect, or it can be the very same substance (avibhāga) as the effect. An example of the
former is milk that becomes curds. An example of the latter is thread that is woven into a cloth.
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If she were simply the efficient cause, there would be dualism.193 If, on the
other hand, she were the material cause, in the same way that milk is the mate-
rial cause of curds, the two194 would acquire the state of not being different
substances, since the forms of a material cause and its effect are of a kind.195

The two would then be neither the same nor different, temporal disparities
notwithstanding.196

On the other hand, if she were the material cause, in the manner of the
threads of a cloth, paśyantī and madhyamā, like the threads and the cloth,
would have an identical nature, because they would not be manifested as
distinct entities.197

2.40–41ab

And thus, having stated the logical fault,198 [Somānanda] says that even the state
of seeing fails to be produced in either of the two:199

2.40. tathāpy avidyayā yogaḥ paśyanty ātmānam eva cet
andhamūkaṃ jagad bāhye sarvam eva bhaviṣyati
2.41. indriyāder manovṛtteḥ sarvasyā eva lopitā

Even so,200 she is connected to nescience. If you argue that paśyantī
sees herself and nothing else, (we reply:) the entire world would (con-
sequently) become blind and dumb to external objects.201 Absolutely all
mental activity, which is initiated by the senses, would be destroyed.

193In other words, there would be two distinct entities, the cause (kāraṇa), i.e., paśyantī, and the
effect (kārya), i.e., madhyamā. Like the loom and the cloth it produces, the two would be utterly distinct if
paśyantī were simply the efficient cause of madhyamā. See also Kaul’s note 7, p. 61 of the KSTS edition:
“because the cause and the effect are distinct” (kāryakāraṇayoḥ pṛthaksthitatvāt).

194This refers to paśyantī and madhyamā, as is suggested by the fact that upadānopadeya is declined
in the dual, the compound in question referring to the “material cause and (its) effect.”

195Literally, the two “have a single continuum as form.” Utpaladeva here considers the possibility of
paśyantī being a material cause that is of the same class of substance (sajātīya) as its effect, madhyamā.

196In other words, the twowould be of a kind, in themanner ofmilk and curds, regardless of the time
elapsed in, e.g., the transformation from milk to curds, or, in the present context, the transformation of
a unitary entity into an apparently diverse universe.

197Utpaladeva here considers the possibility of paśyantī being a material cause that is the very same
substance (avibhāga) as its effect, madhyamā.

198That is to say, having shown that it is logically impossible for paśyantī to be either the efficient or
material cause of madhyamā, he says the following.

199Utpaladeva here suggests that the following shows that neither paśyantī nor madhyamā can be
understood to have cognitive powers when either is under the influence of avidyā. This argument, like
the preceding, constitutes a response to the grammarians’ possible objection (found on ŚD 2.37) that
nescience (avidyā) is contacted by madhyamā speech and not paśyantī.

200That is, even if paśyantī cannot logically be shown to be either the material or efficient cause of
madhyamā, she is nevertheless connected to it. It is also possible that Somānanda here wishes to suggest
that even if nescience is in contact with madhyamā alone, and not with paśyantī (as suggested in ŚD
2.37), this does not mean that paśyantī is not affected by nescience (avidyā), this because she must be a
material cause of madhyamā if the grammarians are to avoid the fault of dualism, and, as explained in
the commentary, this means that she relates to nescience in the same manner as does madhyamā.

201Utpaladeva glosses bāhya with bhinne ’rthajāte, and I follow his gloss in my translation. See the
commentary, below.
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Because paśyantī is either the same (class of) substance as202 or is identical
with madhyamā, she, like madhyamā, suffers the fault of being connected to
nescience, (which is a fault) because she loses her purity.203

Now, you might argue that paśyantī is absolutely pure: since she does not see
objects as distinct entities but rather (sees them) in the form of her own self, she
therefore does not suffer the fault of being connected to nescience.

(Reply:) Even if this were so, it would also be so for madhyamā, because of
her identity with it.204 It205 being thus, the entire world would become blind
to, i.e., incognizant of, the external, i.e., distinct, mass of objects, and would
become dumb, as well, because there would be no acquired knowledge from
utterances, etc.,206 since no one would be able to hear, if one were to subscribe to
your view.

It is not now like this, however. Therefore, pressing hard on the fact that this
is opposed by direct experience, [Somānanda] says: all mental activity, first set in
motion by the organs of knowledge, the eye, etc.,207 supported (as well) by the
eye, etc.,208 (and) focused on distinct objects,209 would be destroyed and useless,
and direct experience would be contradicted.210

2.41cd–42ab

Again considering something else, [Somānanda] says:

paśyantī kiṃ śarīre ’ntar bahiḥ sarvatra vā sthitā
2.42. antar avyāpitā tasyā bāhye kiṃ madhyamādinā

202Compare the present expression (ekayogakṣematva) with Utpaladeva’s commentary on ŚD 2.39:
abhinnayogakṣematā. The meaning of the expression is that two entities share the same fate; they are
linked: the term is etymologically associated with the practice of yoking cattle together (presumably to a
single stake).

203Shemust serve as one of the two types ofmaterial causes, because, as indicated in the commentary
to the previous passage, she cannot be the efficient cause of madhyamā, as this would lead to dualism;
nor can she not be the cause, because of the rule that a level of speech is produced only by the speech
preceding it. See ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.38.

204For this reason, madhyamā, like paśyantī, would see objects as identical with the self, rather than
seeing them as distinct entities.

205That is, madhyamā being, like paśyantī, incognizant of the variegated entities in the world, the
following obtains.

206The term vyutpatti should be taken to stand in contrast to pratibhā, innate knowledge, instinct. It
refers to acquired knowledge and is sometimes used to describe the process of learning to use language.
It could also be taken to mean “education.”

207The present passage offers an analysis of the compound indriyādi (ŚD 2.41a). Utpaladeva here
indicates that it is an exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compound describing “mental activity” (manovṛtti), literally
meaning “that which is first set in action by the organs of knowledge, the eye, etc.”

208This is a reference to the organs of knowledge, the jñānendriyas.
209This is a free translation of bhinnārthaviṣayā, which, being an exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compound,

literally means “having distinct things as its objects.”
210If madhyamā speech, the level at which word and meaning are first differentiated and at which

duality begins to form, were identical to paśyantī, then, as is the case at the level of paśyantī, these very
distinctions would be dissolved, thereby destroying the world as one experiences it.
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Does paśyantī exist internally within the body, or is she established exter-
nally everywhere? Internally, she is not all-pervasive; if externally, of what
use is madhyamā, etc.?

Does paśyantī exist internally within the body, i.e., at the level of egoity,211 or
is she also established externally and therefore everywhere?

If the former is proper, she is limited; if the latter, what is the use of dis-
tinguishing her from speech in the form of madhyamā and vaikharī, given that
she pervades the madhyamā level, as well as that [level] which is made up of the
external objects of knowledge?212

2.42cd

prasaren nādabindvādisāpekṣā ced anīśvarī

If you argue that she proceeds with the assistance of nāda, bindu, etc.,213

(we reply:) she is not autonomous.

If you argue that paśyantī, operating with the assistance of bindu and nāda
in the form of the out-going and in-going breaths, proceeds with creation and
dissolution (of the universe), then we reply: even so, she would be neither all-
pervasive nor even non-dual. This means that she is not autonomous.

211The expression here used (ahantābhumi) makes use of a technical term, ahantā, which in the
Pratyabhijñā is contrasted with idantā. Once multiplicity begins to become apparent in the world, one
begins to distinguish oneself from other entities. “I-ness” (ahantā) refers to that which one considers
to be oneself, “that-ness” (idantā) to that which one considers external. Although Somānanda does not
make regular use of these terms, Utpaladeva does, as does his grand-disciple, Abhinavagupta. See, e.g.,
ĪPVṛ ad ĪPK 4.3, ĪPK 3.1.8, and ĪPK (and ĪPVṛ ad) 3.1.5. Cf., also, ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.21cd–22ab (and note 108),
where Utpaladeva makes use of the term idantā.

212Idantāvedyamayi here refers to vaikharī, which extends all the way to the point of appearing as
distinct objects in the world. See ŚD 2.7–8ab.

213The word “etcetera” (ādi) possibly refers to sound (dhvani). It is likely that Somānanda here is
referring to a positively tantric interpretation of the VP: Bhartṛhari does not explicitly make this cor-
relation between nāda and bindu on the one hand and the two breaths on the other, nor does he
use these terms to explain the manifestation of sound. (George Cardona, personal communication,
May 2004.) Bhartṛhari does suggest, however, that the manifestation of speech takes place because
it is manifested by gross sound (nāda). See VP 1.100: “Just as a connection is accordingly accom-
plished between the perceiver and the thing perceived, it is exactly the same for sphoṭa and nāda,
although they are that which manifests and that which is manifested” (grahaṇagrāhyayoḥ siddhā yogy-
atā niyatā yathā / vyaṅgyavyañjakabhāve ’pi tathaiva sphoṭanādayoḥ). Note that the connection is not
permanent, the implication being that there is a specific restriction (niyati) between eye and color,
etc., and so also between sphoṭa and nāda. See also VP 1.149–150: “Since coarse sound [nāda] is cre-
ated sequentially, that nonsequential [speech] that is neither prior nor posterior is created as if it
has parts, in a sequential form. Just as a reflection that appears elsewhere seems to move because
of the activity of the water (in which it is reflected), so that is the condition of nāda and sphoṭa”
(nādasya kramajātatvān na pūrvo na paraś ca saḥ / akramaḥ kramarūpeṇa bhedavān iva jāyate. prati-
bimbaṃ yathānyatra sthitaṃ toyakriyāvaśāt / tatpravṛttim ivānveti sa dharmaḥ sphoṭanādayoḥ). Bhartṛhari
mentions the term bindu only once in the Vākyapadīya (VP 2.158cd): bindau ca samudāye ca vācakaḥ
salilādiṣu. For the tantric use of the terms, nāda and bindu, see Padoux 19901: 86–124. Cf. Kavirāja
1945–1946.
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2.43–44ab

2.43. pratidehaṃ pṛthak kiṃ sā sarvatraikyena vā sthitā
nānātvaṃ tatpṛthaktvena tadaikyāt samaśabdatā
2.44. śarīraiḥ pravibhāgaś cet tāny asatyāni te sthitiḥ

Is she established separately in each body, or everywhere as one? She
would be multiple as a result of being established separately; there would
be unity of speech as a result of her being unitary. If you argue that the
bodies divide her, (we reply:) your view214 is that they are unreal.

Moreover, she, i.e., paśyantī, must exist separately in each body or as one and
the same in every body.

If she exists separately, there would be many paśyantīs, and therefore there
would be no non-duality.

When she is unitary, (then,) because every living being would be connected
to the same paśyantī, a particular utterance, arising in the places of articulation
that were struck by the breaths directed by the efforts of just one speaker,215

would be uttered by absolutely everyone, even by those who are sitting silently.
Otherwise, she would not be unitary, because, as a result of somewhere failing
to produce the same effect, her nature would be divided.216

Now, you might argue that, although she is unitary, she, like a crystal, is
divided by the bodies.217

We reply: not so. Your view stipulates that they218 are unreal,219 and, to put
it plainly, something unreal, i.e., something that has no form,220 cannot be of
service anywhere.

214Kaul glosses the term in question, sthiti, with “the restriction of your śāstra” (śāstraniyama).
215My translation of ekatrāpi vaktari tatpūrvaka◦ is idiomatic. Literally, this means “(directed by the

efforts) dependent on him, although in a single mouth.” The compound X-pūrva(ka) is an exocentric
(bahuvrīhi) compound that can come to mean “dependent on X”; in other words, it can be synonymous
with X-apekṣā. Here it is used adjectivally in a descriptive (karmadhāraya) compound, describing the
efforts in question. They are (articulatory) efforts “dependent on him” that, “although located in a single
mouth,” are uttered by all. The translation here is meant to capture this meaning in idiomatic English.

216If paśyantī were unitary, then anything uttered by one person would be uttered by everyone. If
paśyantī produced sound in one place but not another, then as a result of producing different phenom-
ena in different places, paśyantī would be divided as well. I have emended the text here, replacing the
masculine, genitive pronoun, tasya, with a feminine, genitive pronoun (tasyāḥ) that refers to paśyantī.
Otherwise, the sentence would suggest that the particular sound, and not paśyantī, would not be unitary
as a result of not universally producing a single effect.

217The argument here considered suggests that, just as the various objects that are placed near a
crystal change or “divide” the appearance of the same, so too does paśyantī appear differently when
different bodies come into close proximity with her. Kaul explains, “The meaning is: just as a crystal
[sphaṭikaratna], although unitary, appears differently by nature, because it takes on the colors of the
various [entities], so also does paśyantī” (yathā sphaṭikaratnaṃ svarūpata ekam api tattadrāgoparāgeṇa
bhedenāvabhāsate, tathā paśyanty apīty arthaḥ). Note that Utpaladeva might refer here to VP 3.3.40–41.

218This refers to the bodies.
219Kaul refers the reader to VP 1.1cd to support this claim.
220The present expression, “that which has no form” (akiñcidrūpa), is an exocentric (bahuvrīhi)

compound.
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2.44cd–45ab

avibhāgetyādikena lakṣaṇena sulakṣitā
2.45. paśyantī yadi varṇyeta lakṣaṇaṃ tadvilakṣaṇam

If you argue that paśyantī has been described properly with attributes such
as “she is without distinction,”221 (we reply:) the attribute (in question) is
an attribute that is absent222 from her.

Moreover, if you say paśyantī has been described properly—by avoiding defi-
nitions that are too narrow or two broad223—with attributes such as:

avibhāgā tu paśyantī sarvataḥ saṃhṛtakramā (VP 1.167ab)

and paśyantī is nondistinct, (and) is in every way one whose sequence is
contracted,224

then we reply: the attribute (in question), being absent from [paśyantī], is just
too marvelous. This is a mockery, since an absent attribute is the attribute of an
attribute insofar as it is absent.225

2.45cd

Regarding this, [Somānanda] says:226

avibhāgā kathaṃ sā syād yataḥ paśyanty asau smṛtā

How could she be nondistinct, since you consider her to be “seeing?”

Given that you consider paśyantī to be directed toward distinct objects of
sight, how could she be nondistinct, since the consequence of this would be

221See VP 1.167ab, and ŚD 2.11ab, where Somānanda quotes this passage. See also ŚD 2.45cd and
ŚD (and ŚDVṛ ad) 2.48cd–49.

222I take vilakṣaṇa in tadvilakṣaṇa to refer to an “absent attribute,” or, perhaps, to a “nonattribute.”
223The Sanskrit reads suṣṭhv avyāptyativyāptiparihāreṇa lakṣitā. This is a gloss of sulakṣitā, inter-

preting the prefix (upasarga) su, literally meaning “good, well,” to refer to the fact that the description
is neither inadequate in extent (avyāpti) nor overly general (ativyāpti). Note that Somānanda contrasts
sulakṣitā (ŚD 2.44d) with vilakṣaṇa in ŚD 2.45b.

224As noted above, this is a quotation of VP 1.167ab. The second half of the verse reads: svarūpajyotir
evāntaḥ sūkṣmā vāg anapāyinī. Iyer translates this as follows: “It is the Inner Light, the subtle word,
imperishable.” (See Iyer 1965: 126.)

225I remain unsure of my translation of this passage, which reads: yato vilakṣaṇaṃ lakṣaṇasya yal
lakṣaṇaṃ tadvigamāt. I think the idea is as follows. If an object is said to be, e.g., “not blue,” then “not
blue” is not an attribute of the object in question. All that has been said of the object in question is what it
is not. Instead, “not blue” describes “blue;” it tells us that the color is absent. As such, “not blue” conveys
an attribute, i.e., absence, of the attribute in question, i.e., of blue, which does not really describe the
object in question.

226Somānanda here comments further on the grammarians’ description of paśyantī, in particu-
lar the one found in VP 1.167ab, concentrating on their description of her as a “nondistinct” entity
(avibhāgā).
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that she would not resemble the words you use to describe her, and vice
versa.227

2.46–47ab

For instance:

2.46. yāni paśyati kiṃ svākyarūpadikkālabhāgaśaḥ
atathā yadi paśyantī mithyā paśyantyudāhṛtā
2.47. yathārūpeṇa paśyantī nirvibhāgā kathaṃ bhavet

Does she see those228 in amanner that accords with their respective forms
and physical and temporal locations? If “seeing” is not thus, she would be
erroneously called paśyantī.229 How (on the other hand) could paśyantī be
nondistinct if she sees properly?230

One should supply “that she set out to see”: does she see those objects of sight
that she set out to see in a manner that accords with their respective forms and
physical and temporal locations? For this is appropriate.231

If, however, “seeing” is not thus, i.e., if she is otherwise, then paśyantī is
erroneous, i.e., exists in the form of an erroneous cognition; alternatively, what
is meant is that paśyantī is erroneously called paśyantī.232 However, she would
then be undivided, because the distinct objects of sight would not exist.233

227The Sanskrit reads yato lakṣyalakṣaṇapadayor anyonyavirahaḥ, and my translation is idiomatic.
More literally, the passage means “there is [i.e., would be] a mutual distinction of the word for the
attribute and the thing described thereby.” Given that the grammarians say that paśyantī sees distinct
objects, she must register this diversity in herself (ŚD 2.46–47ab). As such, she must have within her,
as it were, the distinctions that she sees. Therefore, she cannot be called “nondistinct.” To do so would
be to destroy the concomitance of the word denoting an attribute and the entity possessing it: though
paśyantī distinguishes between the various objects she sees, she would be described as the absence of
such distinction (avibhāgā).

228That is, the objects of sight.
229Utpaladeva notes that the present expression has two possible meanings, the second being “that

which you call paśyantī would be erroneous.” I here translate as I do because the concern at hand is
the attributes that the grammarians attribute to paśyantī, a line of argumentation beginning with ŚD
2.44cd–45ab.

230I here translate paśyantī twice, once as a proper noun and once as a verbal form referring to the
act of seeing.

231That is, this is the only appropriate way for paśyantī to see the objects in question.
232Utpaladeva suggests that ŚD 2.46cd can be read in two ways. First, the passage may be under-

stood to suggest that if paśyantī does not see worldly objects in their respective forms, etc., then she is
erroneous, because she would not properly see the world. In the second interpretation—wherein mithyā
is taken adverbially to describe paśyantyudāhṛtā—it is the act of calling paśyantī “seeing” that is erro-
neous. Here, as elsewhere, Utpaladeva gives significant weight to the etymological meaning of the term
paśyantī, as does Somānanda. See also, e.g., ŚD 2.20cd–22ab.

233The present expression involves a sort of backhanded concession, for while admitting that paśyantī
would be undivided (avibhaktā) if she were not to see the objects of sight in their respective forms, etc.,
Utpaladeva indicates that shewould be thus only at the cost of sacrificing her nature as seeing: the distinct
objects of sight (bhinnadṛśyavastu) would not exist in this instance. This line of argumentation constitutes
a critique of the grammarians description in VP 1.167 of paśyantī as avibhāgā, which Utpaladeva quoted
in ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.44cd–45ab.
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On the other hand, in accordance with her nature as “seeing,” paśyantī, which
conforms to the distinct objects of sight, sees properly, i.e., either in a man-
ner that accords with the forms (in which they appear)234 or in a manner that
does not transgress her nature.235 As [Somānanda] has said, “how could she be
nondistinct?”236

The derivative svākya simply stands for svaka, “their own.”

2.47cd–48ab

bhaviṣyantaṃ vartamānaṃ kathaṃ paśyanty anāgatam
2.48. anyadigdeśagenānyadigdeśe saty adarśanam

How can paśyantī see a future entity that has not yet come into existence as
an entity that is present? Something in one physical and temporal237 loca-
tion cannot see that which exists in another place and at another moment
in time.238

First of all, any agent of cognition, being one who experiences objects that
are suitably proximate both physically and temporally, has an experience in

234The present expression, yathāsthitena rūpeṇa, glosses yathārūpeṇa (ŚD 2.47a), translated adver-
bially in the verse with “properly.” The idea here is that paśyantī sees the objects of sight (the dṛśyavastus)
in accordance with their forms. In other words, yathārūpa is here understood by Utpaladeva to describe
the conformity of paśyantī’s seeing to the objects of sight. A second interpretation, one that suggests
the adverbial construction in question points to a conformity of paśyantī’s seeing to her own nature (as
“seeing”), is offered immediately following this one. Note that the verb to see is implied by the literal
meaning of paśyantī: “the seeing one.”

235Insofar as she is “seeing,” it does not transgress her nature (svarūpānatikrama) to conform to the
appearance of the distinct objects of sight. Here, we are given a second interpretation of yathārūpa (ŚD
2.47a), which, in the present interpretation, refers to the form of paśyantī, as opposed to the form of the
objects seen, as was the case in the preceding interpretation (for which see, supra, note 234).

236In other words, it is asked how paśyantī can be described as “nondistinct” when she sees a diversity
of objects. Her very name implies that she sees this diversity of objects, moreover, as paśyantī is a present,
active participle, meaning “seeing,” which of course suggests not only the presence of a subject-object
dichotomy, but also the presence of multiple objects of sight.

237The text here literally reads “space and place.” See ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.73cd–74ab for a gloss of the
terms in question.

238Somānanda here is making an argument about the time at which paśyantī performs the act of
seeing. Insofar as the term paśyantī is a present participle, it connotes an act of seeing occurring in a
present moment of time and in a fixed location. Yet paśyantī must, according to the grammarians, be
all-seeing. How, then, it is asked, can she see entities that appear to be spatially and temporally distinct?
As the commentary suggests, there are two ways of breaking the sandhi in ŚD 2.48ab. The first possibility
is that anyadigdeśagena should be read as one word, declined in the instrumental, and saty adarśanam
should be read as two words. The second possibility is that anyadigdeśage (ŚD 2.48a) is a word declined
in the locative, followed by the negative particle, na, and satyadarśanam (ŚD 2.48b) is a compound. See
the commentary and notes, following.
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himself.239 Regarding this, how could “seeing” see a future object—that which
has not come to her,240 i.e., that which she simply has not (yet) reached—as an
entity that is present, i.e., in the state of being present, which is to ask how she
can be correct seeing.241

So, when something is located in one fixed physical space, that which is
located in another fixed physical space cannot be seen properly, which means
that paśyantī is not correct seeing.242 Also: a cognition in one physical and tem-
poral location cannot see the object being cognized when it exists in another
place and at another moment of time.243

And thus, how could paśyantī, seeing what is present, i.e., only what is suit-
ably proximate physically, see a future entity that has not come (to her), i.e., that
she has not (yet) reached, and is located in another place?244 And you hold that
she is omniscient!245

Here, place and time are mutually designatory.246

2.48cd–49

atha sādhāraṇaṃ jñānaṃ tādṛk kiñcana paśyati
2.49. tathāpi tadvibhedena bhedatā tadabhedataḥ
na kiñcana gṛhītaṃ syāt tathānyā saṃhṛtakramā

239Themeaning of the present expression remains somewhat obscure to me, but apparently the idea
is that the individual experiences entities by being present in his own person.

240Note that I take tadanāgatam to be a compound. It is also possible that the present term is not
a compound, in which case one would translate “that which has not yet come into existence,” which
glosses (on this reading in an unilluminating manner) anāgata in ŚD 2.47d.

241Kaul glosses: “The meaning is that seeing as present an entity that she has not yet reached is an
error” (aprāptasya vartamānatve darśanaṃ bhrāntir ity arthaḥ).

242Utpaladeva here interprets ŚD 2.48ab to read: anyadigdeśage nānyadigdeśe satyadarśanam.
243Utpaladeva here interprets ŚD 2.48ab to read: anyadigdeśagenānyadigdeśe saty adarśanam.
244Note that the verb to see is implied in the etymological meaning of paśyantī.
245The point of this verse is to suggest that the spatial and temporal limitations implied by the term

paśyantī challenge the grammarians’ notion that she is supreme: insofar as the term paśyantī suggests
an act of seeing, it requires the presence of a distinct agent and a distinct object of seeing. Both must
be spatially and temporally located. As such, paśyantī must be located in a particular place and time.
Any entity thus situated cannot be supreme: she would not be able to see spatially or temporally distant
objects.

246In other words, whenever Somānanda refers to time, he refers to space as well, and vice versa.
Thus, when he says digdeśa, which literally means “direction and place,” he should be taken to refer
to both space and time. Note that Utpaladeva glossed anyadigdeśaga, above, with anyadigdeśakālagata,
thereby suggesting that deśa, “place,” should be understood to refer to kāla, “time.”
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Now, you might argue that she sees such a one247 that is a generic, indefi-
nite248 cognition. Even so, it249 would be distinct, because they are distinct.
If she were undifferentiated,250 nothing whatsoever would be cognized.
And (you say) she is also something else, she is saṃhṛtakramā.251

(Objection:) There exist absolutely distinct cognitions that grasp the spatially
and temporally distinct objects.252 She, i.e., paśyantī, sees in them such a one
that is single, generic,253 which is able to pervade all of those cognitions;254 it is
indefinite, i.e., indeterminate; it is what remains of the determinate cognitions

247Both Kaul and Caturvedi understand the present passage to explain themanner by which paśyantī
sees future entities. The argument here presented is that she sees the generic properties of the cogni-
tions in question, she sees a cognition that sees the particular cognitions. As such tādṛk here refers to
the future objects of cognition mentioned in ŚD 2.47cd–48ab. See Chaturvedi 1986: 57. Kaul explains
(KSTS edition, p. 68) as follows: “[Somānanda] here says that it is with the following concern in mind
that he says what is said in ŚD 2.48cd–49: (Grammarian:) it is indeed a cognition of a particular entity
which here represents future entities, etc.; but paśyantī has a generic form, nor is a representation of
a future entity, etc., possible in her [tatra]. Thus, since she is not divided by time, we do not speak
of the insane idea that she truly sees an entity of an unknown and different place” (atrāha viśeṣajñā-
naṃ hīdaṃ yad atra bhaviṣyadādikālavyapadeśaḥ, paśyantī tu sāmānyarūpā, na tatra bhaviṣyadādivyapadeṣo
’pi saṃbhavatīty akālakalitatvān na satyadarśanam ajñātaparāśayasyonmattabhāṣaṇam ity āśaṅkyāha atha
sādhāraṇam iti.).

248Note that Gnoli translates kiñcana with “indeterminata.” See Gnoli 1959: 70. I reserve this term
for aniyata, with which Utpaladeva glosses kiñcana, below.

249The pronoun here refers to the generic cognition.
250Somānanda here considers the possibility that the generic (sādhāraṇa) cognition is not differenti-

ated from other cognitions. To my knowledge, Bhartṛhari does not conceive of cognition in the manner
presented here. He does, however, make a distinction between particular objects, in which the particular
qualities (guṇas), such as color, reside, and the general class (jāti) to which they belong. What Somā-
nanda here proposes is akin to suggesting that, rather than seeing the particular objects, paśyantī sees
this general class of objects (jāti). For example, rather than seeing a particular cow that appears in a par-
ticular moment in time, paśyantī (which after all is, gramatically speaking, a present participle meaning
“seeing”) sees the “cowness” of the cow, which is the same in every cow. (For the concept of jāti in the
VP see Iyer [1969] 1992: 78 and 101–102.)

251Having considered the problems arising from the description of paśyantī as “nondistinct” (avib-
hāgā), Somānanda here suggests that problems arise from her being labeled saṃhṛtakramā. This is a
continuation of Somānanda’s critique of Bhartṛhari’s description of paśyantī in VP 1.167ab: avibhāgā tu
paśyantī sarvataḥ saṃhṛtakramā. See ŚD 2.44cd–45ab, and following.

252Following Harunaga Isaacson’s suggestion, I punctuate before rather than following sā paśyantī.
253The adjective in question, sādhāraṇa, is contrasted with asādhāraṇa, below, and points to the

general, universal nature of the cognition in question.
254The compound in question, sarvatajjñānaprapañcanavyāpanakṣama can be translated more liter-

ally with “which is capable of pervading the proliferation of all of those cognitions.” The idea is that
it is here proposed that paśyantī might not cognize the particular objects directly; she does not see the
aforementioned, temporally and spatially distinct cognitions directly, but rather cognizes a general cog-
nition the content of which is the class (jāti) of the object cognized, rather than the particular object in
itself.
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it perceives, blue, yellow, etc.255 She sees that,256 which means paśyantī sees
everything.

(Reply:) Even so, since the specific, determinate cognitions of blue, etc., are
distinct, it257 would also be distinct, that is, be differentiated and not uniform,
because it would not be separated from them.258 Accordingly, if this were so,259

nothing whatsoever, future entities, etc.,260 would be cognized, this because
paśyantī, not being separated from the cognition of a future object, would
cognize it261 at that very moment.262

Alternatively, like the cognition of blue, yellow and so on, paśyantī herself
would be differentiated, because she, too, would be made variegated by the
temporally distinct objects,263 blue, etc.

Now, you might argue that she is not variegated by future entities, etc.,
but rather knows absolutely no divison, as she has pure consciousness as her
form. (We reply:) Hence, because she is undifferentiated, she perceives nothing

255It is also possible that paridṛśyamānanīlapītādiniyatajñānottara means “higher than the determi-
nate cognitions it perceives, blue, yellow, etc.”

256That is to say that she sees the generic cognition. It is also possible that the neuter pronoun tat
is nominative and not accusative, in which case tat paśyati sarvaṃ paśyantīty arthaḥ would mean “it [i.e.,
the generic cognition] sees everything [=all of the determinate cognitions], which means paśyantī sees
everything.”

257That is, this refers to the generic cognition, the sādhāraṇa cognition.
258That is, it is not separated from the specific cognitions. Utpaladeva here suggests that, even when

cognizing the generic cognition rather than the specific cognitions of future entities and the like, paśyantī
nevertheless sees the specific qualities of the particular cognitions in question, this because she sees the
general form of them in the generic cognition in question. As such, the generic (sādhāraṇa) cognition is
not uniform, but rather is varied in the samemanner as the various determinate cognitions are varied. To
offer an example: while a cognition of the generic (sādhāraṇa) form of the color “blue,” i.e., of the class
(jāti) “blueness,” allows one not to see the particulars of a specific (asādhāraṇa), determinate (niyata)
cognition of, say, a blue pot, cognition of the class “blueness” neverthelessmay be differentiated from that
of, say, “yellowness.” The same, moreover, can be said of the lack of temporal distinction in the generic
cognition.

259This refers to the possibility that the generic (sādhāraṇa) cognition is indeterminate (aniyata).
260See also ŚD 2.47cd–48ab.
261The present passage refers to the future object mentioned in the compound anāgatārthajñānāvi-

bhinnā. It is possible that one should read tat for tam and take the accusative pronoun to refer to the
generic cognition (sādhāraṇajñāna). See also Kaul’s note 8, p. 68 of the KSTS edition: tadabhedata ity
arthabhāgaṃ vivṛṇoti tathā ceti. ayaṃ bhāvaḥ. viśiṣṭajñānodaye ’pi yadi sā sādhāraṇī tarhi tadabhedato
viśiṣṭajñānodaye ’py atītānāgatādiviśeṣābhāvāt, tataś ca nānāgatāvekṣaṇam iti kim atra dṛśyaṃ nāmeti.

262This refers to a present moment of time, because paśyantī is, grammatically, a present participle
referring to the act of seeing. This is an oft-noted problem with the way in which the grammarians
describe her, a line of argumentation begun in earnest in ŚD 2.44cd–45ab, and also in ŚD 2.20ab and
2.20cd–21ab. Here, the problem is articulated as follows: If the grammarians are right that paśyantī
sees only a generic cognition, one that is indeterminate (aniyata), unclear as to its differences with other
cognitions of, say, other colors, or entities existing in othermoments of time, then what it sees is spatially
and temporally indistinct. As a result, paśyantī would not see anything at all, because she would not
distinguish future objects from present ones, etc. Without the mutual distinction of the objects of sight,
nothing can be seen.

263Literally, ◦bhaviṣyadvartamānārtha◦ means “the future and present objects.”
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whatsoever, in the form of blue, or otherwise. Hence,264 how could she be
“seeing?”

And they maintain that paśyantī is identified by another attribute: she is
saṃhṛtakramā.

2.50–51

2.50. saṃhṛtaḥ krama ity asyāṃ saṃhartā jāyate paraḥ
yayā kramaḥ saṃhṛto vā kim ātmany aparatra vā
2.51. ātmanaḥ sakramatvaṃ syād anyatrāparasaṃgamaḥ
kiṃ pūrvaṃ sakramābhūt sā rūpadvitvaṃ prasajyate

If saṃhṛtakramā means “in whom sequence is concluded,” another who
stops it is produced. Alternatively, she is the one by whom sequence is
concluded. How? Within herself or elsewhere? (If the former:) She her-
self would have sequence; when elsewhere, she would be connected with
something else. (Objection:) Couldn’t she have sequence at an earlier
time? (Reply:) That produces the unwanted consequence of having two
forms.

The word iti (ŚD 2.50a) should be construed as out of sequence, in this way:
“saṃhṛtaḥ kramo ’syām iti.”265 Thus, if saṃhṛtakramā is an exocentric [bahuvrīhi]
compound with a locative meaning that refers to paśyantī—she is the one in
whom sequence is contracted—then you will have to rely in this case on another
object that stops it.266 This contradicts your own view.

Alternatively, saṃhṛtakramā is an exocentric compound with an instrumental
meaning—it is by paśyantī that sequence is concluded—but in this way, since
a locus is needed, there is the alternative that it is concluded either within her-
self or elsewhere, and when the grammatical construction is: the conclusion of
sequence occurs in she herself, she267 herself would have sequence. Now, if you
(instead) argue that it occurs elsewhere, (we reply:) she is (thus) connected to a
second thing, and that results in the fault of dualism.

Now, you might argue that, because she is sequential at an earlier time,
sequence is subsequently concluded, i.e., suppressed, within herself alone, and
it is not concluded elsewhere since that would lead to the fault of dualism.
(Reply:) Even so, this would occasion the fault of her having two forms, a
sequential one and a nonsequential one.

264Kaul glosses: “this means: because there is no action” (karmābhāvād ity arthaḥ).
265In other words, Utpaladeva here explains that Somānanda has placed the word iti out of the nor-

mal word order in the verse, formetrical reasons, and it should be read following asyām, even if it appears
before it in the verse.

266That is, there must be another who causes the contraction of sequence within paśyantī. The
possibility that she herself contracts the sequence is considered, below.

267Note that the pronoun in question is not feminine in gender because it refers to the neuter word
ātman.
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2.52

[Somānanda] suspects his opponent will judge that when he said,

How could she be nondistinct, since you consider her to be “seeing?”268

he refuted her nondistinct nature (only) on the basis of the fact that, simply
because she sees, she requires an instrument for the act of seeing.269

2.52. athātmanā sā svātmānaṃ paśyantī nirvibhāgaśaḥ
bhāge karaṇarūpatvāt pāratantryaṃ jaḍātmatā

Now, you might argue that, seeing herself by means of herself, she is free
of every distinction. (Reply:) Because she exists as the instrument in one
part, she is dependent on another, (and) has an insentient nature.

(Objection:) Seeing nothing but herself and by means of herself alone, she
exists free of every distinction, i.e., free of any distinct, entirely separate part,270

which means she exists as nothing but the powers of object, instrument, etc.271

(Reply:) Even under those circumstances, because she exists in the formof the
instrument, etc., in one, that is, a second, part the nature of which is the power
of the kārakas, she herself is dependent on another, and she acquires an insen-
tient nature, because only that which has consciousness as its form possesses
an independent nature. This should be examined in the Īśvarapratyabhijñā.272

2.53–54

The opponent says:

2.53. ātmānam ātmanā hanti devadatto yathā tathā
bhaviṣyaty atra tatrāsya svāṅgair eva vibhāgitā
2.54. hastādeḥ karaṇatvaṃ hi mastakādeś ca karmatā
kartā manaḥsvāvayavī nāmūrtāyā idaṃ punaḥ

268The present passage is a quotation of ŚD 2.45cd.
269In other words, Somānanda now considers the possible objection that paśyantī is herself the

instrument for the act of seeing.
270The present phrase, viśiṣṭād atyantapṛthagbhūtād bhāgān niṣkrāntā, seems to offer a sort of ety-

mological gloss of nirvibhāgaśaḥ, glossing the prefix (upasarga) vi with viśiṣṭa (=atyantapṛthagbhūta) and
echoing the prefix nis with niṣkrāntā.

271In other words, Somānanda’s opponent might suggest that paśyantī is nothing other than the very
agent of seeing, and she sees nothing but herself, without any instrument external to herself. In other
words, she merely embodies the power of the various kārakas necessary for the act of seeing.

272Entities that are employed by other entities are not considered to be independent. Thus, an instru-
ment of action (karaṇa), used by the agent, is dependent on the will of that agent. Therefore, when
paśyantī is the instrument, she, or at the least a part of her, is not independent. Utpaladeva discusses the
independent nature of consciousness in ĪPK 1.5, especially 1.5.13. Cf. ŚD 2.57, as well as the Introduction
(section 13), for a discussion of the difference between the point of view rejected here and that of the
Pratyabhijñā.
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Just as Devadatta kills himself by means of himself, so it is here. (Reply:)
Under those circumstances, he is divided by his own limbs, for the hand,
etc., is the instrument of the action, and the head, etc., is the object of the
action. The agent is the “self” who has these limbs and (is connected with)
the mind. This, however, is not the case for her, who is immaterial.

(Objection:) “Just as the division between object, etc., exists in Devadatta
himself, so it is here.”273

(Reply:) This is not so. Devadatta has an extended form because he is mate-
rial;274 he is divided into parts by his own various limbs, i.e., by those things
referred to by the word “self” that you used (in the verse).275

Accordingly, the hand, or another limb, furnished with a sword or the like, is
the instrument of the action. The head, or the heart, etc., being injured, is the
object of the action. The agent is sva,276 i.e., the self, connected with the mind.
Being connected to the hand, etc., it is he whom you mention as one who has
limbs, simply because this is all that it means to be a “self.”

By contrast, you speak of paśyantī as being immaterial, as the form of pure
consciousness, and, since she is (therefore) not an extended entity, (you say) she
does not depend on limbs to act. Hence, she herself must be (partially) insen-
tient, because one part of she herself would be the instrument of action and
so on.277

2.55

2.55. paśyanty adṛṣṭam ātmānaṃ dṛṣṭaṃ vādṛṣṭatā katham
paśyantyā darśanaṃ dṛṣṭe na ca vā hy upapadyate

Paśyantī sees herself as something that has not been seen or as something
that has been seen. How could paśyantī be that which has not been seen?

273That is to say, as in Devadatta, in paśyantī too there is a division into object, agent, etc.
274That is to say that, unlike paśyantī, a human being is mūrta, i.e., has a material form with dis-

tinctive parts. Paśyantī, if she were supreme and one, could not have such a form. See the Introduction,
section 7.

275In saying “Devadatta kills himself [ātmānam] by means of himself [ātmanā],” the word “himself”
(ātman) refers not to a single entity but rather to a materially formed, extended entity that has distinct
parts. The word ātman does not refer to a single entity of the kind that paśyantī would have to be if she
were supreme.

276Utpaladeva here suggests that sva (ŚD 2.54c) means ātman, “the self.”
277In the grammarians’ view, like Śiva in the Pratyabhijñā, paśyantī is said to be pure consciousness.

As such, she is not an extended entity, unlike Devadatta’s material body. Therefore, the grammarains
cannot claim that a distinct part of her is the instrument of seeing, etc., unless they admit that a part of
her is insentient, or in other words employed by the fully conscious part of paśyantī.
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And, on the other hand, seeing is certainly not appropriate for that which
has been seen.278

Moreover, does paśyantī see herself as something that has not been seen pre-
viously or as something that has been seen? Neither of the two is suitable since
paśyantī, which has prakāśa as her form, is never not seen, that is, is never not
shining forth; and if she herself has been seen, it makes no sense for her to
proceed again to the act of seeing.279

Moreover, it is not the case that the nature of paśyantī is different at every
moment, on which account there would be a use to her (repeatedly) performing
the act of seeing (herself) every single moment; nor is her nature limited by
space and time.280

2.56

2.56. paśyantaṃ sā kim ātmānaṃ paśyantī jaḍam eva vā
jaḍe jaḍatvam evāsyāḥ paśyato hy anavasthatā

278Gnoli translates the second vikalpa as follows: “Né d’altronde é ammissibile che la Veggente ripeta
l’azione di vedere a proposito di una cosa che é giá stata vista.” (See Gnoli 1959: 71. Chaturvedi translates
in a similar manner. Cf. Chaturvedi 1986: 60.) Here, Somānanda criticizes the grammarians’ view by
noting the problems related to paśyantī being the object (karma) of the act of seeing. In ŚD 2.56, Somā-
nanda will consider the problem of paśyantī being the agent (kartṛ) of the act of seeing. If paśyantī is the
object of cognition, then she must see herself either as something she has experienced previously or not.
If the former, then there is no purpose to seeing herself a second time. If the latter, then paśyantī’s status
as the light of consciousness would be compromised.

The KSTS edition reads paśyanty adṛṣṭam ātmānaṃ dṛṣṭaṃ vā dṛṣṭatā katham. By contrast, I suggest
that 2.55b reads dṛṣṭaṃ vādṛṣṭatā katham, allowing one to read the negative prefix (a-) with dṛṣṭatā, viz.,
adṛṣṭatā. Otherwise, Somānanda would have twice presented the possibility that paśyantī sees herself as
a seen entity. Note also that, following Utpaladeva’s commentary, I punctuate after paśyantyā in 2.55c
and understand it to be declined in the genitive singular, the form being paśyantyāḥ prior to the appli-
cation of the rules of euphonic combination (sandhi). I do not understand the word to be declined in
the instrumental case, requiring it to be construed with what follows, although this is also possible, and
Somānanda might have intended both interpretations. Finally, one should also note that the argument
put forward here is similar to the one found in ŚD 2.25cd–26ab, excepting that here the fact that the
object in question is paśyantī herself is considered. In ŚD 2.25cd–26ab, the argument focused on the cre-
ation of the objects, while the question here emphasizes the perception of paśyantī in the form of the
very objects she sees. Put differently, ŚD 2.25cd–26ab focuses on the identification of paśyantī and the
means that produces the perception in question, while the present focuses on paśyantī as the object of
perception.

279According to Kaul, this is because it would lead to an infinite regress, but this does not seem
to be what Somānanda intends to say. Rather, the point is that there is little use in seeing something
that is already seen. Perhaps Somānanda and Utpaladeva have in mind the (Mīmāṃsaka) definition of a
pramāṇa, which suggests that a validmeans of cognitionmust reveal something that had not been appre-
hended previously: anadhigatārthagantṛ pramāṇam. See, also, Kaul’s note 4, p. 72 of the KSTS edition:
anavasthā hi tathā syāt.

280The argument seems to be that, insofar as she is omniscient and omnipresent, a paśyantī who
has seen herself previously—and there would be nothing else to see—would experience the world in
such a manner as never to experience something new. It is, one surmises, for this reason that it is not
appropriate for paśyantī to see herself as something that has already been seen.



190 The Ubiquitous Śiva

Does paśyantī see herself as seeing or as simply insentient? If insentient,
then she simply has an insentient nature. (If seeing:) Indeed, there is an
infinite regress of ones who see.281

Moreover, does she see herself, given that she exists in the form of prakāśa
and has seeing as her nature, as seeing or as insentient, that is, as not being in
the form of prakāśa?

If it282 is insentient, she would be insentient as well;283 but, since her nature
is prakāśa, the self (she sees) also sees, and it does not see something different,
but only (sees) itself. Hence, it also shares in the alternative above,284 which
leads to a state of infinite regress, because no condition exists that is a repose
from seeing.

2.57

2.57. kiñcit paśyati vā sūkṣmaṃ tad asmaddarśanānvayaḥ
karmatve pāratantryaṃ syāt tasyā eva nijātmani

Alternatively, she sees some subtle entity, in which case you adopt our
point of view; if she is the object, it is she who would be dependent on her
own self as another.

Alternatively, you might argue that she does not see a different,285 coarse
object of sight that has a distinct nature, be it blue, yellow, or otherwise, but she
instead sees arising as the object of sight some subtle, that is, inconceivable,
entity that does not have an autonomous form, i.e., one that does not enter into
the seer;286 and she (therefore) does not see—she does not appear as the very
form of the agent of seeing—who is made up of the objects of sight,287 i.e., (she
does not appear as) what one may call “seeing.”

281Here, Somānanda criticizes the grammarians’ view by noting the problems related to paśyantī
being the agent (kartṛ) of the act of seeing. In ŚD 2.55, Somānanda considered the problem of paśyantī
being the object (karma) of the act of seeing.

282The pronoun in question refers to the self (ātman) that paśyantī sees; for this reason, it is a
masculine and not a feminine pronoun (here declined in the locative case).

283If paśyantī sees herself as an insentient self, then she is by definition insentient.
284That is to say that when paśyantī sees herself she sees herself as “seeing.” This object of cognition,

being itself a conscious, seeing agent that sees itself, must either see itself to be sentient or insentient,
and so on, ad infinitum.

285Following Harunaga Isaacson’s suggestion, I read yadi vā bhavadbhir nānyan nīlāpītādi for yadi
vā bhavadbhir nānyanīlāpītādi. Two manuscripts (G and J) witness this reading.

286In other words, it is not the case that the object comes to the seer from a distinct, separate place;
rather, it is, in this view, inherent in the nature of the seer’s consciousness, just as the contents of a yogi’s
vision are inherent in his consciousness.

287In other words, it is not the case that paśyantī sees herself by virtue of being the agent, object,
instrument, etc., of seeing, but rather she sees a subtle entity in a manner similar to a yogi “seeing” his
own consciousness. (This is the manner in which the Pratyabhijñā describes consciousness, for which
see ŚD 1.44–45ab and ĪPK 1.5.7; cf. the Introduction, sections 13 and 14.) This is to say that she does not
see in the manner considered on ŚD 2.53–54.
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(Reply:) For that reason, you must accept our point of view. You (therefore)
must abandon the meaning of (the word) paśyantī, which refers to the division
of action, agent, object, and time.288

However, if you (instead) accept that she is truly the object of sight, the sub-
stratumbeing she herself in the formof a subtle agent of seeing, (then) the same,
unitary self that would be independent (on that view), this because it would be
the agent who sees, would be dependent insofar as it would (also) be the object
of seeing. This is contradictory.289

2.58–59

2.58. sphoṭa eva hi paśyantī tadanyā vā dvayaṃ bhavet
tadanyatve tadaikye vā tad aṅgulyagrarūpayā
2.59. vākyagatyātra satyatvaṃ labhyate na viśeṣatā
āptānāptavicāro vā sarvathaiva nivartate

Paśyantī is either the same as sphoṭa or is different from it.290 If she is dif-
ferent from it, that would produce dualism. On the other hand, if she is
the same as it, then truthfulness would be obtained here by understand-
ing a sentence in the form “(one hundred herds of elephants reside) on
the tip of my finger”:291 there would be no distinction (of true from false

288The point is that paśyantī, “seeing,” suggests an agent, object and moment of seeing, etc.
289This is so because it would be both dependent and independent. Utpaladeva here argues that

the grammarians cannot simply posit that paśyantī, “seeing,” sees herself in a manner analogous to the
mundane act of seeing: paśyantī cannot simply see herself in the same manner as, for example, one is
able to see one’s own arm. (This problem was similarly addressed in ŚD 2.53–54.) Moreover, while the
grammarians could take the position of the Pratyabhijñā—namely, that all cognition is analogous to the
visions of a yogi—they nevertheless would have to explain the meaning of the word “seeing.” See also
ŚD 2.81.

290In the present (ŚD 2.58–59) and subsequent (ŚD 2.60–61ab) passages, Somānanda examines
the relationship between paśyantī and sphoṭa. The latter term refers to the denotative power of speech.
The grammarians distinguish the meaning of speech from the sounds (the dhvanis) that convey that
meaning. The former is sphoṭa, often referred to variously as the word-sphoṭa (padasphoṭa), the sentence-
sphoṭa (vākyasphoṭa), etc. The idea is this, namely, that words and sentences are composed of a number of
sounds—words often are composed ofmultiple syllables, and sentences are often composed of a number
of words. Yet, the meaning the given word or sentence conveys is singular. If I say “I am hungry,” for
example, a number of sounds, and words, are required to convey a single, unitary idea, the fact of being
hungry. The term sphoṭa refers to this meaning, conveyed by the sounds comprising the sentence. In the
present passage, Somānanda queries the relationship of sphoṭa to paśyantī: are they identical, or are they
distinguishable? The former creates the problem of all propositions being true by virtue of the identity of
any expressed sphoṭa with paśyantī, whichmust be real. The latter precipitates dualism. In ŚD 2.60–61ab,
Somānanda will ask how the real sphoṭa could be made perceptible by the ultimately unreal sounds, a
position that is held by various thinkers from the time of Bhartṛhari. These arguments, in sum, again
call into question the nature of the universe as conceived by the grammarians, this time by pointing to
the ontological problems associated with the grammarians’ language philosophy. Note that the emphatic
particle hi (ŚD 2.58a) here serves as a verse-filler (pādapūraṇa).

291In other words, by saying “one hundred herds of elephants reside on the tip ofmy finger” (aṅgulya-
gre hastiyūthaśatam āste), the statement would refer to something real, as much as any true statement
would refer to something real. This would be the case because, if one does not distinguish between sphoṭa
and paśyantī, there would be no distinction between denotative speech and the reality that paśyantī sees.
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statements). Even the deliberation on (whether something is conveyed by)
reliable or unreliable persons would come to a complete halt.

If you accept both sphoṭa and paśyantī as eternal, then paśyantī must either be
the same as sphoṭa, the difference being merely one of semantics, or (she must
be) different from it.292

Of these choices, there would be dualism if (you accept) the alternative that
she is different.293

On the other hand, if you accept that they are the same, then that [truthful-
ness] which is associated with paśyantī, i.e., the state of being one who sees real
objects, would be obtained here, i.e., in the world, by understanding the sen-
tence sphoṭa of “one hundred herds of elephants reside on the tip of my finger,”
and no (such erroneous) sphoṭa, in as much as it would be a real act of seeing
called paśyantī, could be distinguished from a sentence that is affirmed as true.

However, if (you accept) the alternative that she is different, the fact that
sphoṭa has an unreal object is not a defect, even though it is real,294 but, given
that the sphoṭa (that paśyantī sees) would be a real object insofar as paśyantī is
unitary, the (resulting) erroneousness of paśyantī’s nature, being in the form of
pure consciousness, would be a defect for certain.295

Even the deliberation on whether something is conveyed by a reliable per-
son or conveyed by an unreliable person would then come to a complete halt,
because all [utterances], without distinction, would be correct.

[Somānanda] also implies here that, like the multiplicity of paśyantī previ-
ously described,296 the eternal sphoṭa would be multiple, and that results in the
destruction of non-duality.

(In other words, the argument seems to be that, while not all sphoṭas are true statements, insofar as they
would be real by virtue of their identity with paśyantī, they would have to denote something real.) As a
consequence, it would be impossible to distinguish true from untrue statements.

292Utpaladeva suggests with “or (she must be) different from it” (tato vānyā) that tadanyā (ŚD 2.58b)
is an ablative determinative (tatpuruṣa) compound.

293Following the suggestion of Harunaga Isaacson, I punctuate the commentary as follows: śab-
damātrabhedāt, tato vānyā. tatra dvaitaṃ syād anyatvapakṣe. aikye vā. The KSTS edition is punctuated as
follows: śabdamātrabhedāt, tato vānyā, tatra dvaitaṃ syāt. anyatvapakṣe aikye vā.

294Kaul explains: “because one accepts nescience” (avidyopagamāt). There is no defect in the sphoṭa
seeing unreal objects that are made apparent by nescience (avidyā), this because the sphoṭa is, in the
view under consideration, not the same as paśyantī; however, insofar as paśyantī sees the sphoṭa, there is
a fault in the present argument, as is explained in what follows.

295One can posit that nescience (avidyā) causes unreal objects to exist, which are in turn cognized by
the sphoṭa, and thus one can posit that sphoṭa sees the unreal objects. However, a problem arises with this
formulation, for even if sphoṭa and paśyantī are not identical, as is here suggested, insofar as Brahman
in the form of paśyantī cognizes the sphoṭa, because the latter is real paśyantī would see the real sphoṭa.
Since the sphoṭa sees unreal objects, paśyantī, in seeing that which registers the appearance of unreal
objects, would see erroneously, i.e., it would see that which does not exist.

296See ŚD 2.43–44ab and Utpaladeva’s commentary thereon. There, Somānanda suggests that
paśyantī would be multiple if she were divided by the various bodies in which she appears. The same
would be true of sphoṭa.
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2.60–61ab

2.60. sphoṭasyāsatyarūpair hi padādyair vyaṅgyatā katham
paśyantyāḥ satyarūpāyā asatyair vyaṅgyatā na ca
2.61. tādṛgvyañjanasāpekṣā sā na kiñcana jāyate

Indeed, how can sphoṭa be made perceptible by words, etc.,297 that are
unreal? Nor can paśyantī, which is real, be made perceptible by that which
is unreal. Depending on such manifestation, she becomes nothing at
all.298

How,moreover, can the supremely eternal, real sphoṭa bemade perceptible by
words, phonemes, and sounds that are impure,299 have no nature whatsoever,
(and) are powerless and of many different kinds; for if they300 were capable of
illuminating the real [sphoṭa], they would (also) be real. In addition, even if sphoṭa
were of the nature of paśyantī, it equally would be unreasonable for it to make
the unreal perceptible.

Made perceptible by that which is unreal, that is, by that which is of the nature
of nescience, as color is (made perceptible) by light, she, being incapable of illu-
minating herself, would simply be nothing at all, that is, she would be one whose
very nature is similar to nescience, this considering the fact that nesciencewould
be the very form of such a manifestation.

2.61cd–62

paśyantī vā pramāṇena kenāsau pratipādyate
2.62. pratyakṣasyāgocaratvād anumānaṃ pradūṣitam
bhavadbhir eva nāptasyānanubhūtārthavaktṛtā

Also, by what means of knowledge do you establish paśyantī, given that
she is out of the range of direct perception? You yourself have censured
inference; (and) a reliable person cannot speak about objects he has not
experienced.

Also, by what means of knowledge do you establish paśyantī?
First of all, direct perception does not apply here,301 because she surpasses the

range of the eye, etc.,302 and of the mind; nor does inference make her known

297Etcetera (ādi) here refers to the sphoṭa of phonemes (varṇasphoṭa) and of sentences (vākyasphoṭa).
298Somānanda here criticizes the doctrine of the Sphoṭanityatvavādins, whomaintain that the sphoṭas

are eternal and not different from Brahman. In ŚD 2.78–79ab, he criticizes the view of the Śabdanityat-
vavādins, who argue that Brahman is identical with speech, which is eternal, and the sphoṭas are distinct
and ultimately unreal.

299The term in question, upapluta, literally meaning “overflowing,” “afflicted,” etc., connotes the
impure nature of the words, phonemes, and sounds that results from the fact that they are unreal.

300This is to say that if words, etc., were capable of illuminating sphoṭa, the following would obtain.
301That is to say, it does not apply with regard to establishing the existence of paśyantī.
302The word “etcetera” (ādi) here refers to the other organs of knowledge (jñānendriyas).
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correctly, because you yourself disparage it in VP 1.32.303 Not even a reliable
person can speak about objects he has not experienced. That, too, is (therefore)
not a valid means of knowledge.

2.63–64ab

2.63. atha svānubhavenaiva paśyantīṃ paśya yuktitaḥ
evaṃ tarhy aparasyāsau paśyantī karmatāṃ gatā
2.64. yo hi paśyati paśyantīṃ sa devaḥ paramo mataḥ

Now, you might argue that one should see paśyantī through contem-
plation, through nothing but one’s own experience. It thus follows that
paśyantī becomes the object of something else, for you (must) consider he
who sees paśyantī to be the supreme God.

Now, if you say to me, “see paśyantī through contemplation, that is, through
the intentness of yogic samādhi, with the experience within you as the means
of knowing her,” it thus follows that paśyantī becomes the object of some-
thing else, i.e., of the means of knowledge referred to as one’s own experience,
and thus she, whom you accept as the supreme reality, would not be so.304

The reason for this is that he alone who sees (everything,) even that all-seeing
one, reaches the highest goal at that time,305 and you must consider him to be
God, because he is elevated above everything, and therefore you abandon your
view.306

2.64cd–65ab

pratibhā kathitā yā vā sānumānaṃ na tac ca te
2.65. na cāpi pratipādyasya kādācitkapratīkṣaṇam

Alternatively, you might suppose it to be intuition. (We reply:) That is an
inference, and you do not accept that;307 nor is that which is taught seen
(only) occasionally.

303The verse in question reads: avasthādeśakālānāṃ bhedād bhinnāsu śaktiṣu / bhāvānām anumānena
prasiddhir atidurlabhā. For a translation of the verse, see ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.33cd.

304That is to say that she would not be supreme.
305That is to say that he reaches the highest goal when he sees paśyantī.
306In other words, the grammarians would have to admit an entity superior to paśyantī, which contra-

dicts the doctrine that Brahman exists in the form of paśyantī. It is also possible that tataś ca darśanatyāgaḥ
could be translated, “and following that, he stops seeing.” In other words, he sees paśyantī, after which
nothing remains to be seen. This is the less likely interpretation, however.

307That is to say that the grammarians do not accept the validity of inference. The present expression
could also be interpreted to mean that the grammarians do not accept that intuition is inferential, but
this seems the less likely interpretation, as Somānanda has repeatedly suggested that the grammarians
do not accept the validity of inference to prove paśyantī. See ŚD 2.33 and 2.62b, as well as reference to
the same in ŚD 2.78–79ab.
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Now, you might argue that intuition is the means of knowing paśyantī. We
reply: intuition is an appearance308 that has no (precisely definable) cause. Sim-
ilar to thinking, “there is water in the well,” for example, it is not a valid means
of knowledge.309

Now, you might argue that intuition is simply an indefinite condition of the
self310 in the form, “it informsme thus.”311 We reply: insofar as one knows some
other object because one is certain that a particular condition of the self is invari-
ably concomitant with the thing to be proven,312 that313 is simply an inference,
and you do not accept that.314

However,315 when one is not certain of the invariable concomitance, one does
not know (the object in question), and logically, the experience, i.e., the intuition,
of what the reliable person teaches when he says “see paśyantī” might occur at
certain times, but not always. And thus, there would exist an interrupted view
of her, that is, she would not shine forth continuously, and you do not think that
one sees her in time.316

308The term in question, prabhāsana, is derived from the same verbal root as the word for intuition
(pratibhā).

309It is likely that Utpaladeva here refers to the practice of intuiting the proper location to dig a
well, this in order to illustrate one type of intuition, the one born from practice (abhyāsa). As such, this
passage might rather be taken to refer to this type of intuition. Note that there are six types of intuition,
according to Bhartṛhari: intuition occurring as the result of one’s nature (svabhāva), intuition through
Vedic learning (caraṇa), through practice (abhyāsa), intuition resulting from yoga, intuition born from a
previous birth (adṛṣṭa), and intuition through the grace of a special person (viśiṣṭopahita). See Iyer [1969]
1992: 86–94.

310In other words, it is an indefinite cognition that occurs in the self; it is ātmasthiti.
311In other words, if the grammarians argue that intuition (pratibhā) is something that cannot be

defined objectively, but only experienced subjectively, then the following response is given.
312That is, it is always present when that which is to be proven, i.e., paśyantī, is present, and vice

versa.
313This refers to intuition (pratibhā).
314In other words, the grammarians do not accept the validity of inference to prove paśyantī. Alter-

natively, as indicated in the notes to the relevant verses of the commentary’s source-text (the mūla), the
present passage could also be understood to suggest that the grammarians do not accept that intuition
is inferential in nature. This seems unlikely, however. The point of the present passage is rather to sug-
gest that one knows paśyantī by way of inference when intuition functions invariably as the means of
knowing her. In the following passage, Utpaladeva considers the possibility that intuition does not func-
tion invariably in this capacity. See ŚD 2.61cd–62 and ŚD 2.33cd for further discussion of the use of
inferential reasoning by Bhartṛhari.

315In the previous passage, Utpaladeva considered the possibility that intuition functions invariably
as a means of knowledge (pramāṇa) for paśyantī. Here, he considers the possibility that intuition does
not function invariably in this capacity.

316Put differently, if intuition is the means of knowing paśyantī, and if intuition only serves to
show her on an occasional basis, then knowing her only could occur erratically, despite her continu-
ous presence. Thus, when the teacher explains the nature of paśyantī to the student, telling him to “see
paśyantī (which is the highest reality),” one would only see it occasionally, and it would not appear on
the occasions when the erratically appearing intuition is absent. This, however, is not what the gram-
marians themselves say about paśyantī, which is described as an entity not seen merely on an occasional
basis.
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2.65cd–67ab

svātmanātmānam atha cet paśyantī sā bhaviṣyati
2.66. tadānīṃ pratipādyasya kim āyātaṃ svavīkṣaṇāt
vaktavyam eva tasyāpi paśyantīṃ paśya yā svayam
2.67. ātmānam eva jānāti tathāpy asyāsti karmatā

Now, you might argue that paśyantī sees herself by means of herself.317

In that case, what would be the use of your teaching, since she reveals
herself?318 Also, it should only say, “see paśyantī, who cognizes herself of
her own accord.” Even then, it319 would be an object.

If you maintain that paśyantī’s seeing is not (proven) by (one’s own) direct
experience, etc.,320 but rather that paśyantī sees herself by means of herself,
that is, not by means of a separate experience, then we reply: even if this were
so, what unforeseen result would you, the teachers, produce with your teach-
ing, since she makes herself known on her own accord?321 And thus, you true
teachers322 would instead have to express your teaching in this way: “see the pre-
viously unseen paśyantī, which sees herself of her own accord.”323 And even so,
as before,324 she would have to be the object of the experience associated with the
teaching: she would be that which is seen by an absolutely limited experience,
one that is appropriate for the dualistic condition, for she would be limited on
account of being taught,325 the result of which is that the paśyantī you consider
to be supreme would have fallen (to that dualistic level). Neither is it the case

317This is to say that paśyantī herself is the means of knowledge (pramāṇa) that proves her.
318Note that Utpaladeva glosses with “what unforeseen result would you, the teachers, produce with

your teachings, since she makes herself known on her own accord?” (pratipādyasya bhavadbhir upadeṣṭṛ-
bhiḥ kim apūrvaṃ kāryaṃ svayam eva tasyāḥ prathanāt). The idea is that a teaching (upadeśa) should
teach something that is not already patently obvious. Kaul says as much in his gloss, note 7, p. 79 of
the KSTS: “For, an instruction has the characteristic of an injunction, because it is something that must
be expressed, and it is characterized as something that makes known something (previously) unknown.
If it is known just by virtue of itself, then be done with (self-)praise saying you teach something dif-
ferent” (upadeśo hy avaśyavaktavyatvād vidhilakṣaṇaḥ, sa cājñātajñāpanalakṣaṇaḥ. svayam eva jñāte ’lam
anyopadeśakathāvarṇanayā).

319This, according to Utpaladeva, refers to paśyantī’s nature, for which see the commentary, below.
320Here, the word “etcetera” (ādi) refers to inference (anumāna), the report of a reliable person (āpta),

and intuition (pratibhā).
321If paśyantī reveals herself on her own accord, then what is the purpose of crafting a teaching to

explain her? She would be self-evident.
322Note that Utpaladeva sarcastically refers to the grammarians as “true,” i.e., honest, teachers,

following Somānanda’s practice. See, e.g., ŚD 2.1 and the notes thereon.
323Cf. ŚD 2.55 and 2.56.
324See ŚD 2.63–64ab as well as ŚD 2.52–54.
325I here take the word pratipādya, “the teaching,” to be bhāvanirdeśa, i.e., to refer to the state of being

in question, “the fact of being taught,” in this case.
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that, at that time,326 the teaching, the teacher, and paśyantī are one,327 because
of which the fault of her being an object would not occur.

Moreover, it thus being the case that she is an object, her self-luminosity
would be destroyed,328 and again,329 it follows that that which illumines her
would be primary. Even if her prakāśa were not separated from her,330 she would
be impure, because, as a result of “see paśyantī, who sees herself by means of
herself,” she would embrace the level of vivarta.331

With asyāsti [Somānanda] refers to paśyantī’s nature.332

2.67cd–68ab

asatyaḥ pratipādyo ’sminn asatyaḥ pratipādakaḥ
2.68. asatyasyopadeśatvam asatyena parīkṣyate

(Objection:) The teaching is unreal here; the teacher is (also) unreal.
(Reply:)We scrutinize the fact that something unreal is taught by someone
unreal.

(Objection:) Absolutely everything other than paśyantī, the proliferation of a
teaching, etc., is unreal here, that is, in our view.

(Reply:) How, then, is paśyantī proved, and for whom and by what means
of knowledge?333

2.68cd–69ab

yena sā vā pramāṇena sthāpyate tasya satyatā
2.69. tatsatyatve dvisatyatvam asatyatve na kiñcana

326This refers to the moment when the grammarians teach the nature of paśyantī.
327The term aikadhya, here used in the sense of oneness or unity, is slightly uncommon, though it is

used with some frequency in Abhinavagupta’s long commentary on the Īśvarapratyabhijñākārikās. See,
for example: ĪPVV (commentary on the Tattvasaṃgraha section), p. 388 (vol. 3) of the KSTS edition.

328I take svayaṃprakāśatākṣatiḥ to be a single compound. The KSTS edition, by contrast, reads:
svayaṃ prakāśatākṣatiḥ. The idea is that, when paśyantī is an object, she does not reveal herself, but
rather she is revealed by something else, the grammarians’ teaching in this case. This is similar to the
line of argument offered in ŚD 2.63–64ab.

329A similar objection was raised in ŚD 2.63–64ab, where it was suggested that the one seeing
paśyantī would be supreme.

330This is to say that even if it were not the case that paśyantī were illumined by another, supe-
rior entity, the following problem would arise. Note that I render “her” (tasyāḥ) twice in the present
translation.

331If there is truly only one paśyantī, and if she sees herself as distinct and multiple entities, then
she must see herself as something that divides herself in some illusory manner, leading to impurity.

332In other words, the neuter gender of the genitive pronoun asya is explained by the fact that it
refers to the nature of paśyantī, the term “nature” (svarūpa) being neuter in gender, and not to paśyantī
herself, which is a feminine proper noun.

333These questions will be taken up separately in the following pair of passages. In ŚD 2.68cd–69ab,
Somānanda considers the problem of an unreal means of knowledge; in ŚD 2.69cd–71, he considers the
problems associated with an unreal knower of paśyantī.
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Also, there is the (question of the) reality of the means of knowledge that
establishes her. If it were real, there would be two real entities.334 If unreal,
then there is nothing at all (that can be established).335

Also, if you maintain that the means of knowledge that establishes her is
real, then that incurs the reality of two entities, paśyantī and the means of
knowing her.

If the means of knowledge were unreal, nothing at all could be established.

2.69cd–71

sādhuśabdasamuccārāt kasya svargādiyogitā
2.70. paśyantyāś ced avidyātvaṃ tadbhogaunmukhyayogataḥ
madhyamāder jaḍāyāḥ kiṃ bhogena śabalātmanaḥ
2.71. tasmād asādhuḥ sādhuḥ syāc chabdavidyāphalapradaḥ
evaṃ vyākaraṇasyāpi samuccheda upaiti te

For whom does the uttering of correct speech lead to heaven, etc.?336

If for paśyantī, she would have nescience as her nature, because she
would be associated with the eagerness for those enjoyments.337 If it is
for the variegated madhyamā, etc., which are insentient, what is the use of
the enjoyment?338 On that account, the proper [speech], which gives the
reward for knowing speech, would be improper; in this way, even your
grammar would dissolve.

The grammarians have said that the use of correct speech leads to heaven
and liberation: “A single word used in accordance with the science (of grammar)
becomes a wish-fulfilling cow in the heavenly world.”339 And:340

The supreme good nature of Prajāpati operates in those men in whom
proper, good speech is established. The great energy, which has Prajāpati’s

334That is, both paśyantī and the means by which she is known would be real, thus creating an
unwanted dualism.

335This passage takes up the question of the status of the means of knowledge, the first of two
questions Somānanda raises in objection to the grammarians’ position, summarized in ŚD2.67cd–68ab,
viz., that everything other than paśyantī is unreal.

336In this passage, Somānanda considers the problems associated with an unreal agent of action
(kartṛ), the second of a pair of questions raised in ŚD 2.67cd–68ab. Somānanda addressed the first, the
question of the problems associated with the ontological status of the means of knowing paśyantī, in ŚD
2.68cd–69ab.

337That is, she would be associated with the desire to take up a place in heaven, etc. If paśyantī is
granted liberation, then she must be bound in the world of transmigration (saṃsāra) prior to liberation,
which by definition means she is ignorant (avidyātva) prior to her enlightenment.

338The point here made is that the various enjoyments would not have any use because madhyamā
and the rest are insentient, and an insentient entity cannot enjoy heaven or other rewards. Note that while
both śabalātman and madhyamādi are masculine, jaḍā (ŚD 2.70c) is a feminine adjective that reflects the
gender of madhyamā.

339The present passage closely parallels Patañjali’s Mahābhāṣya, commentary on A 6.1.84.
340The following is a quotation of VP 1.126–127.
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nature, is concealed by the subtle elements alone;341 (but,) when wise
people die,342 it returns to its own source.

First of all, who is this so-called343 agent who uses proper speech, to whom
the fruit of that [action], called “heaven,” accrues? If paśyantī, being intent on that
reward, is the agent, she would be impure because, since she would be eager to
enjoy heaven, she would (necessarily) be in contact with nescience.344

(Objection:) The conduct345 takes place in the madhyamā and vaikharī con-
dition(s), at which346 one can perceive what is desired and not desired, because
one is eager (there) to acquire and avoid (such entities).

Reply: Not so, for the supreme agent of cognition is separated from the
objects;347 thus, this means that the very enjoyment in question could not arise,
because, when a dualistic condition exists as a result of madhyamā and the rest348

having distinct parts, they349 are insentient insofar as they exist as the variegated
form of nescience, and as a result there could be no enjoyment whatsoever that
leads to the level of the supreme reality.350

Therefore, a proper word used, which yields enjoyment, etc.,351 i.e., the
fruit (gained) from the knowledge of proper speech, would on the contrary be
improper, that is, impure, because paśyantī would acquire an impurity.352 And

341Mention of the “subtle elements” (tanmātras) here refers to the five elements, speech, touch,
form, taste, and smell. They correspond with five organs of sense (jñānendriyas) capable of cognizing
each. Moreover, they are the subtle qualities associated with the five gross elements (mahābhūtas), ether,
air, fire, water, and earth. The correlation with the mahābhūtas is cumulative: ether reflects the presence
of the first tanmātra, air of the first and the second, fire of the first three, etc.

342Literally, “when there is the separation [bhede] of wise men [viduṣām] from (their) bodies [śarīra].”
343The present phrase is a rendering of iti.
344The point here expressed is that if paśyantī herself is the agent who uses proper speech, then she

would be expectant of and striving for the rewards associated with the use of proper speech, i.e., heaven
and liberation. If this were true, then paśyantī would be impure: she would have to be in contact with the
world, which requires a connection with nescience. What is more, she by definition would be ignorant,
as an omniscient entity does not strive for liberation.

345That is, the conduct that is necessary for acquiring rewards and liberation takes place in a
condition inferior to that of the (purportedly) non-dual paśyantī.

346Here, following Harunaga Isaacson’s suggestion, I read iṣṭāniṣṭopalambhabhāji as a compound in
the locative, singular, literallymeaning “that which takes part in the ascertaining of desired and undesired
[entities].”

347That is to say that there is no contact with mundane things at the level of paśyantī.
348This refers to vaikharī, the third level of speech.
349This refers to madhyamā and vaikharī.
350The idea here expressed is that, insofar as madhyamā and vaikharī are insentient, they cannot

experience the delight of attaining the rewards conferred on those who use correct speech. They cannot
experience heaven, etc., because they are insentient, their insentience being the logical consequence of
their being illusory, the very appearance of nescience. Finally, they are nescience itself insofar as they are
multiple, variegated. In short, the problem in question is again one of the relationship of the divine agent
to the (unreal, according to Somānanda’s read of the grammarians’ view) world he manifests. The divine
cannot properly have contact with an unreal world, and he cannot experience the delight of escaping that
world when he is not somehow directly involved with that world, as he is in Somānanda’s view.

351The term ◦ādi here refers to heaven and liberation.
352That is to say that she would acquire the impurity of duality.
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in this way, because she would make one impure,353 even your grammar, the
fruits of which being as you described them, would dissolve, that is, would be
something absolutely to be avoided.

2.72–73ab

2.72. vaiyākaraṇatāṃ tyaktvā vijñānānveṣaṇena kim
bhavatām aprastutena na kevalam ihoditam
2.73. vijñānābhāsanaṃ yāvat samīkṣāyām udāhṛtam

Having given up being a grammarian, what is the use of your investigation
of cognition, which is not (even) the matter at hand for you?354 It is not
only here355 that you state your false knowledge, but you also declare it in
the (Śabdadhātu-)samīkṣā.

Having given up being a grammarian, which is nothing but the activity of
teaching correct words, which cause the cognition of meaning, there is no use
whatsoever for your investigation—which is not (even) the matter at hand for
you, i.e., which you are not supposed to do—into “correct cognition,” one that
your śāstras, which aim at spiritual liberation, pursue.

Moreover, it is not only here356 that the learned Bhartṛhari speaks of his false
“correct cognition” by referring to paśyantī, but he does so in the Śabdadhā-
tusamīkṣā as well.357

2.73cd–74ab

dikkālādilakṣaṇena vyāpakatvaṃ vihanyate
2.74. avaśyaṃ vyāpako yo hi sarvadikṣu sa vartate

Omnipresence is destroyed by spatial, temporal, and other attributes; for
the one who pervades inevitably exists everywhere.358

353That is to say that she would make the practitioner impure.
354As Utpaladeva explains, grammarians are supposed to concern themselves with grammar, not

the processes of cognition and other such philosophical concerns.
355It appears that with iha, meaning literally “here,” Somānanda refers to the VP, and perhaps also

to it’s primary commentary, the VPVṛ (if Somānanda knew it).
356As in the verse, “here” (atra) probably refers to the VP and VPVṛ, the authorship of both being

attributed by the Pratyabhijñā authors to Bhartṛhari.
357Note that ŚD 2.73cd–74ab is not a quotation of the ŚDhāSam but a criticism of it. Utpaladeva

provides the quotation in full in his commentary.
358Literally, the text says it exists “in all the directions” (sarvadikṣu). Here, Somānanda criticizes

Bhartṛhari’s description of Brahman in a passage of the ŚDhāSam that is identical to NŚ 1.1: dikkālādy-
anavacchinnānantacinmātramūrtaye / svānubhūtyekamānāya namaḥ śāntāya tejase. (See Iyer [1969] 1992:
10.) In referring to this passage, Somānanda wishes to criticize the grammarians for their inability to
explain how their monistic, transcendent Brahman can be manifested in such a manner as to provide a
soteriological experience for the individual practitioner. His approach here is rhetorical: he criticizes the
terminology that Bhartṛhari uses in the above-quoted propitiatory verse (maṅgala). In ŚD 2.74cd–75ab
Somānanda questions the possibility of the unity of the practitioner’s experience. He criticizes the possi-
bility that an endless deity can have any experience in ŚD2.75cd–76, where he also questions the apparent
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dikkālādyanavacchinnānantacinmātramūrtaye
svānubhūtyekamānāya namaḥ śāntāya tejase

Homage to the image of pure, endless consciousness, which is not limited
by space, time, etc., to the one of whom the only means of knowledge is
one’s own experience, to (the one in the form of) energy, the one who is
peaceful.359

As a result of the aforementioned attributes,360 delimitation by space, that is,
place,361 and time exists, i.e., the fact of being distinguished exists, which is pro-
hibited. This, moreover, is not logically coherent: since themeaning is that there
is one who is spatially and temporally limited,362 it must be delimited (by them).
Otherwise, it would not be omnipresent, etc.,363 when all of the spatial, tempo-
ral, and other attributes exist; for, the one who pervades inevitably is present
everywhere364 and should be eternally delimited by all (moments of) time (past,
present, and future).

With (the word) “omnipresence” [Somānanda] has pointed to something that
he has not explicitly taught.365

2.74cd–75ab

If they maintain that spatial and temporal limitations do not exist, then they
should state asmuch explicitly and not vaguely, and even that is not viable. Thus,
[Somānanda] says:

svānubhūtir vartamānakālenāsya vibhāvyate
2.75. evaṃ kālānavacchedaḥ katham asyodito hi taiḥ

contradiction in describing the deity as both peaceful and active. Finally, in the same passage he takes
issue with Bhartṛhari’s reference to a material icon (mūrti) as representative of the divine. Somānanda’s
underlying argument is that the grammarians cannot account for the relationship between an eternal
deity and a world of temporally and spatially diverse entities.

359This is NŚ 1.1, quoted by Utpaladeva to open his commentary on ŚD 2.73cd–74ab.
360Kaul defines a characteristic (lakṣaṇa) as the narration of an entity’s peculiar nature: asādhāraṇas-

varūpakathanaṃ lakṣaṇam.
361Cf. ŚD 2.48a–b and the relevant commentary for the use of the terms here in question, viz., dik and

deśa. Here, Utpaladeva is merely making clear that dikkāla◦ (ŚD 2.73c; NŚ 1.1a) means what Somānanda
intended it to mean when he twice used the term dikdeśa in ŚD 2.48a–b.

362Parimitadeśakāla is a bahuvrīhi compound referring to Brahman.
363“Etcetera” (-ādi) here refers to the eternality of Brahman.
364As mentioned above in the notes to Somānanda’s text, the term here used, sarvadikṣu, literally

means “in all the directions.”
365This is to say that, just as Brahman’s omnipresence is impossible in the grammarians’ system,

so too is its eternality. Thus, Utpaladeva suggests that by using the word “omnipresence” (vyāpakatva)
Somānanda secondarily indicates (upalakṣaṇa) as much. Therefore, when Somānanda says dikkālādi-
lakṣaṇena vyāpakatvaṃ vihanyate in ŚD 2.73cd, he wishes to refer to the destruction of Brahman’s
omnipresence and eternality both.
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The experience one has of it366 appears in the present. Thus, how can they
say that it is not limited by time?367

Indeed, the one who dwells in the world of transmigration, the agent of cog-
nition, is located in a moment of time, and it is only in that present moment
of time, since he is not situated at that time in the future, etc.,368 that the expe-
rience one has of it is observed. Thus, how is it not limited even by temporal
distinctions?369

2.75cd–76

anantasyānubhūtiḥ kā paricchedaṃ vinātmanaḥ
2.76. anante ’vagamaḥ kutra tejastve śāntatā katham
asarvagapramāṇaṃ hi mūrtir no lakṣyate citaḥ

What experience can there be of the endless [Brahman] without its being
divided? Where is there understanding in an endless entity? If it is energy,
then how can it be peaceful? For, consciousness does not appear as having
a limited measure or as an image.370

Since six ontological categories are accepted in the doctrine of the dualists,371

space and time must exist.372 Therefore, endlessness must be said to be the
cessation of space and time,373 and thus what experience is there of one of
indeterminate physical and temporal location,374 which means that it is not
appropriate for the two to be connected to it.375

366That is, of Brahman as described in the ŚDhāSam (NŚ 1.1), where Brahman is said to be
“[consciousness] that is not limited by time, space, etc.” (dikkālādyanavacchinna◦).

367Somānanda again criticizes Bhartṛhari’s description of Brahman in the ŚDhāSam. See ŚD
2.73cd–74ab and Utpaladeva’s commentary on the same.

368The present passage remains a bit unclear, and my translation reads as if the word order of the
text were tadā bhaviṣyadādinā rather than bhaviṣyadādinā tadā.

369It is impossible for Brahman not to be temporally distinguished if one has an experience of it in
a particular moment of time. Otherwise, Brahman would cease to exist at certain moments of time, i.e.,
when one has an experience of it. See also ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.75cd–76.

370Somānanda continues his critique of NŚ 1.1, here questioning Bhartṛhari’s description of Brah-
man as endless (ananta), the possibility of an energetic (tejastva) deity being peaceful (śānta), and the
possibility of the existence of a stone image that is “pure consciousness” (cinmātramūrti).

371That is, in the system of the Naiyāyikas, etc. Kaul glosses “in the doctrine of the dualists” (bhe-
davāde) with “in the thought of the Naiyāyikas, etc.” (naiyāyikādimate). Here, Utpaladeva is appealing
to the authority of the Nyāya in explaining the nature of the mundane world. The term dhātu normally
refers to the five elements, the mahābhūtas, but later on (in Yājñavalkyasmṛti) a sixth element, Brahman,
is added to the head of the list. The six categories, then, are: (1) Brahman, (2) “ether” (ākāśa, kha), (3)
“wind” (vāyu, anila), (4) “fire” (agni), (5) “water” (jala), and (6) “earth” (pṛthivī, bhū). See YājSmṛ 3.145ab.

372Literally, the text says “there must be a connection with space and time.”
373This present compound, deśakālaparyavasāna, could be translated “the limit of space and time.”
374Aparyavasitadeśakāla is an exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compound that refers to Brahman.
375In other words, Brahman is not connected with either space or time. Alternatively, the passage in

question could mean that the individual’s experience of Brahman and Brahman itself are not connected.
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For instance, where in an endless thing, i.e., in what portion, can there be
understanding in the absence of such376 division of it, i.e., its nature,377 given
that its parts are indeterminate?378 Yet, the cognition of endlessness appears as a
grasping determinately only of a thing whose beginning and end and length and
width cannot be seen, having first excluded things that can be seen completely,
but it is not possible for an endless, undivided form to appear. Indeed, cognition
is certainty regarding finite379 forms.

If it has an energetic form,380 (then,) given that it is not the case that
it does not appear,381 how can it be peaceful? So, what is (the meaning of)
this statement: “(homage) to (the one in the form of) energy, the one who is
peaceful?”382

Also, what is the use of figurative speech? Consciousness is not a substance
of a limited measure, nor is it an image, i.e., a solid entity. So, why do you say
“(homage) to the image of (pure, endless) consciousness?”383

2.77

2.77. atraiva śabdanityatvavādino rūḍhatāṃ gatāḥ
anādinātha tenaiva śabdatattvena tulyatā

Those who profess the doctrine of eternal speech have become famous for
this very proposition.384 Now, there is a similarity (of this view) with the
very one who is beginningless, who has speech as its true nature.385

Others, themselves grammarians, hold that the eternal [Brahman], which has
speech as its nature, is absolutely different from sphoṭa, and they are famous for
that very proposition.386

376Kaul glosses iyattā, literally “the fact of being so much,” with “by space and time” (deśena
kālena ca).

377Utpaladeva here glosses ātman (ŚD 2.75d) with svarūpa.
378In other words, it is impossible to experience an endless entity, because there would be no cog-

nizable part of it to cognize. A single, endless entity, because it lacks in every distinction, cannot be
registered in experience.

379Literally, the text says “fully concluded.”
380Here, Utpaladeva suggests that the grammarian might argue, in a manner similar to the Śaivas,

that the divine appears in many forms because it is active.
381Nirābhāsatvābhāva literally means “the nonexistence of the state of being without appearances.”
382See NŚ 1.1d, quoted in ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.73cd–74ab. The point is that Brahman cannot simultane-

ously be energetic and peaceful.
383See NŚ 1.1b, quoted in ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.73cd–74ab.
384Literally meaning “in this alone,” I here render atraiva idiomatically with “for this very proposi-

tion.”
385Somānanda here suggests that the Śabdanityatvavādins, who hold that Brahman is speech but is

distinct from sphoṭa, can be criticized in the same manner as the Sphoṭanityatvavādins, those who hold
that Brahman is speech in the form of sphoṭa. See ŚD 2.58–71.

386Literally meaning “in that alone,” I here render tatraiva idiomatically with “for that very pro-
position.”
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Now, because of the absence of a means of knowledge, etc., they err in that
[view], as well, in a way similar with (the view of) it being in the form of paśyantī,
being beginningless and endless, (and) being one who has speech as its true
nature, or (the view of) it having sphoṭa as its nature.

2.78–79ab

Therefore, [Somānanda] says:

2.78. āptānāptabhāṣitatve viśeṣo nāsti śabdagaḥ
nityatve śabdatattvasya vyaṅgyatvaṃ dhvanibhir na ca
2.79. vyomavac cen na tulyatvaṃ sadā vyomny anumeyatā

Whether uttered by a reliable person or an unreliable person, speech is not
differentiated if that which has speech as its true nature is eternal. Nor can
it be made perceptible by sounds. If you argue that it is like the ether, (we
reply:) there is no similarity. The ether is always inferred.387

Even what is uttered by an unreliable person would similarly be a validmeans
of knowledge,388 because one cannot differentiate (parts of) eternality.389

387This criticism is meant to parallel the criticism of the Sphoṭanityatvavādins in ŚD 2.58–62. In
ŚD 2.58–59, we are told that if sphoṭa is different from paśyantī, then dualism persists. On the other
hand, if it is identical to the latter, then all sphoṭas are equally real, the consequence of which is the
fact that any statement, however ridiculous, would be true. Thus, the words of a reliable person would
be no better than those of an unreliable person. In ŚD 2.60–61ab, Somānanda argues that, even if the
grammarians argue that paśyantī, which is real, is identical to sphoṭa, they cannot claim that the latter
is made perceptible by unreal words and sounds. Finally, Somānanda suggests that speech cannot be
inferred in ŚD 2.61cd–62.

The first two arguments—the ones concerning the utterances of reliable and unreliable people and
the manifestation of a real entity by unreal ones—are in this passage applied to the arguments of the
Śabdanityatvavādins, those who think that Brahman is speech, but is distinct from the sphoṭas. The third
argument is also invoked, but Somānanda does so indirectly. Here, Somānanda considers the possible
objection that, when Brahman has speech as its nature, it can be known in the same manner as the
existence of the ether is known from the sounds that are manifested in it. This, Somānanda argues, is
not a good analogy, because the ether is not directly perceived but is inferred. We have already seen that,
on Somānanda’s view, the grammarians do not accept inference as a valid means of knowledge (ŚD 2.33,
2.62b, and 2.64cd–65ab), except in mundane matters. In addition, it would seem that Somānanda, in
arguing that ether is not an entity that appears in one’s direct experience, also wishes to suggest that the
ultimate goal cannot be the inference of Brahman but rather it must be constituted by a direct experience
of it. This last point should be taken in the context of the arguments Somānanda makes concerning the
nature of religious experience in ŚD 2.72–76.

388That is, the statement of an unreliable person would be valid in a manner similar to the way in
which a statements of a reliable person is valid.

389Nityatvāviśeṣāt may be taken literally to mean “because of the nondifferentiation of eternality.”
Thus, the present passage suggests that if speech (śabda) is eternal and exists in the form of Brahman, as
the Śabdanityatvavādins suggest, then it is impossible to distinguish the words of reliable people from
those of unreliable people.
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Neither is it appropriate that the eternal [Brahman] could ever be make per-
ceptible by sounds, because, since it always has the same form, the state of being
unmanifested would be connected to that which is manifested.390

Now, if you argue that, just as soundsmake the ether perceptible, even though
it is eternal and unitary, or (just as) pots, etc., (make perceptible) the space in
pots, etc., so too is the nature of speech (made perceptible), then we reply: no.
There is no similarity here,391 since ether is always inferred by the quality of
sound, etc., but it is not a visible appearance cognized by direct perception.

2.79cd–80

bhavatpakṣe na kiṃ nyāya eṣa āyāti cec chive
2.80. tathā rūpānurūpatvāt prasūteḥ śivarūpataḥ
satyatvāc ca na tulyatvam ato ’smāt praviramyatām

If you argue: Doesn’t the same maxim392 apply to Śiva in your view, (we
reply:) because it comes forth in conformity to his form (and) in the form
of Śiva and because it is real, there is no similarity. Hence, this [criticism]
should be withdrawn from this.393

If you argue: Doesn’t the maxim, the fault of being real and so on, apply
to Śiva, as well, in the alternative (view) of your Śaiva non-dualism, as it does
to speech (in our system), then we reply: no. When the entire world comes
forth from Śiva’s form394 in conformity to Śiva’s form, and as a result of being
connected to all of his powers, it simply exists in the form of Śiva, and for this
very reason, it is real, as will be explained in detail.395

Therefore, there is no similarity of Śaiva non-dualism with the alterna-
tive (view) that speech is non-dual. Therefore, you must desist from leveling
this criticism.

390In other words, the unmanifested (avyakta) Brahman would be connected to the manifested
(vyakta) sounds.

391Here, I follow Kaul’s interpretation of the term na and render it twice. See Kaul’s explanation:
“The word ‘no’ in ‘then we reply: no’ is used in the manner of the crow’s eyes. (That is: like a crow, which
has wide-set eyes, it looks, so to speak, in two directions simultaneously.) It means that their argument
is not logical, and it is used to say that it is not (an argument that is) similar to this (the Śaiva) one.” (tan
neti naśabdaḥ kākākṣivad yojyaḥ. tan neti bhavadvacanam ayuktam ity arthaḥ. na hi tulyam atreti yojyam).

392The term in question, nyāya, is difficult to render exactly. Literally meaning “law, rule, method,”
it here refers to the manner in which Somānanda has heretofore criticized the grammarians.

393That is, it should be withdrawn from this, the Śaiva non-dual view. Note that there is an echo of
ŚD 1.12ab in this verse.

394With tataḥ śivarūpāt Utpaladeva notes the ablative meaning of śivarūpataḥ (ŚD 2.80b).
395The present passage refers to Somānanda’s long description of the manner in which the world is

the real manifestation of Śiva’s very form. See chapter 4 of the ŚD.
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2.81

Thus, having mentioned this undesirable implication,396 [Somānanda], consid-
ering paśyantī herself, says:397

2.81. atha nāmnaiva paśyantī sphuṭam eva jaḍā tataḥ
jñānaśaktiḥ smṛtā bhaṅgyā strīliṅgavyapadeśataḥ

Now, youmight argue that she is “seeing” only by name, that you consider
her to be the power of cognition merely because she is designated by the
feminine gender. (We reply:) As a result, she is clearly insentient.398

Now, you might argue that, since there is error in associating (the nature
of paśyantī) with the meaning (of the word) “seeing,” you hold that paśyantī is
merely a name, i.e., is arbitrarily named, and, by themere appearance of the fem-
inine gender,399 you consider her to exist in the form of the power of cognition,
which is associated with Brahman.

396This passage refers to the proposition, put in themouths of Somānanda’s grammarian opponents
(ŚD 2.79cd–80), that his own view suffers the same faults as that of the grammarians.

397Here, Somānanda considers the possibility that the grammarians will argue that the term paśyantī
should not be taken literally, as Somānanda has been so apt to do in the preceding arguments. Kaul com-
ments: “There is a possible objection: Be done with raising your objections (to our view, saying), ‘you
must explain, what is paśyantī?’ For, it is not the case that the meaning (of a word) is always etymolog-
ical, since there are also words like (the meaningless name) Ḍittha. And therefore, the reference here
to paśyantī is similarly just by the force of common usage, like kuśala and so on (for Śiva), and you
shouldn’t say: ‘what use is this?’ Nevertheless, she is designated by the word paśyantī, because she has
the power of cognition as her form, simply because she is referred to in the feminine gender. Refut-
ing this as well, [Somānanda] says ‘Now, you might argue,’ etc.” (nanu kṛtaṃ bhavaddoṣāropaṇena kiṃ
paśyantīti kathyatām iti. na hi sarvatra yaugiko ’rthaḥ saṃbhavati. santi hi ḍitthādayo ’pi śabdāḥ. tataś ca
rūḍhimahimnaiva kuśalādivad atrāpi paśyantīnirdeśaḥ. na ca vaktavyaṃ kim anena tathāpi paśyantīśabdena
vyapadeśyaṃ, strīliṅganirdeśād eva jñānaśaktirūpatvād asyā ity api nirasayann āhāthetyādi). Note that, to
reiterate, reference here to “Ḍittha” is meant to invoke a term—a proper name, in this instance—that
has no etymological meaning, but nevertheless possesses denotative power.

398The word order in this verse is unusual. I have translated in the following order: 2.81a, c and d,
and, finally, b. There is no reason that Somānanda could not have presented 2.81b for 2.81d, and vice
versa, but this is not what is given in the KSTS edition. It is possible that the text is corrupt. All of the
manuscripts that I have consulted, however, agree with the reading of the KSTS.

Somānanda here anticipates that the grammarians might argue that paśyantī is merely a word, one
that does not describe the entity in question, but rather simply refers to the power of cognition. Somā-
nanda responds by pointing out that, if this were the case, then paśyantī would have to be insentient. The
argument is a rhetorical one (about which, see the Introduction, section 14). If the term in question does
not describe the entity in question, then the entity in question cannot be considered to have the qualities
that the term denotes, in this case sentience. Paśyantī, the present participle of a transitive verb, refers
to something that is “seeing,” and by implication, knows or cognizes an object. If, on the other hand,
the entity in question possesses the qualities denoted by the term, then the term accurately describes the
entity in question.

399In other words, it is not the meaning of the term in question that suggests she is Brahman’s
power of cognition, but merely the gender of the term in question that suggests as much.
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As a result, this fails because, being unassociated with seeing, she is con-
sequently insentient, and, as you know,400 something insentient cannot be the
power of cognition.401

2.82–83

2.82. śabdasya viṣayākhyasya miśratvenendriyasya tu
sarvadarśanavijñānaśūnyatā padavedinām
2.83. yasmād anādinidhanaṃ śabdatattvaṃ parā hi vāk
paśyantyā varṇyamānatve haste grāhyaikatāpatet

By conflating speech, which is cognized as the object, and the organ,
the knowers of words402 are ignorant of every (other) philosophical
view,403 since, in describing paśyantī—“indeed, (Brahman,) beginning-
less and endless, it has speech as its true nature, is (paśyantī,) supreme
speech”—there arises404 the consequence that the handwould be one with
its object.405

By conflating, i.e., by identifying, speech, the cognition of which406 is in the
form of the object, that is, the object of the action (of seeing), and the organ that
knows it,407 which is well-known as the instrument of the action in the form of

400“As you know” renders the flavor of iti.
401In other words, the entity called paśyantī, because it is not associated with the qualities suggested

by the meaning of the term, is not “seeing,” but rather is insentient. For this reason, paśyantī cannot be
the power of cognition.

402This is a reference to the grammarians. It suggests that the grammarians should focus on
explaining language, rather than philosophical matters. See ŚD 2.72–73ab.

403Utpaladeva glosses vijñānaśūnyatā with ajñānatā, which Kaul glosses with anabhijñatvam, and
I follow this interpretation in my (slightly free) translation. Sarvadarśanavijñānaśūnyatā padavedinām
could more literally be translated, “the knowers of words are devoid of an understanding of every (other)
philosophical view.” In identifying the organ and the object of cognition, the grammarians contradict
every other philosophical understanding of the matter.

404I interpret 2.83d to read haste grāhyaikatāpatet, not haste grāhyaikatā patet, meaning that I
understand the verb to be āpatet, not patet.

405Somānanda here suggests that the grammarians identify Brahman-as-speech, the object of cog-
nition, with paśyantī, which is that which cognizes speech. The identification of the two is justified on
the basis of Somānanda’s interpretation of the grammarians’ view of Brahman: it is both “one who has
speech as its true nature” (śabdatattva), as it is described in the first verse of the Vākyapadīya, and it
is identical with paśyantī, who is “supreme speech” or parā vāk. The former is that which is cognized
(grāhya), the latter that which cognizes (grāhaka), and thus, the two are equated. Put differently, Somā-
nanda here suggests that the grammarians identify paśyantī with śabda, the instrument of action, as
opposed to vāc, the organ of action. In doing so, they identify the instrument and the object of action,
which is unheard of in Indian philosophy.

406Here, the relative pronoun, yasya is an objective genitive, not a subjective genitive. Note also that
the commentary here glosses ākhya with pratīti. As the terms are virtually synonymous, and given that
I have uniformly translated both with “cognition” throughout, I have not rendered this gloss in the
translation, though the reader should be aware of its existence.

407Literally, tasyendriyasya means “the organ (of knowing) of it.” In other words, I take sa to be a
possessive genitive referring to śabda, and my idiomatic translation is meant to reflect as much.
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speech—since they say that the two408 are one when they say things like “begin-
ningless and endless”—the knowers of words, i.e., the grammarians, achieve
thereby—by that conflation—an ignorance of every (other) philosophical view.
For it is not the case in any philosophical view, be it that of the Sāṅkhya or
another, that the mundane409 organ (of action) and object (of that action) are
thought to be identical.

And in this way, in describing speech as supreme, beginningless and endless,
unitary—the last because theirs is a non-dual doctrine—even the hand, that is,
the organ of action, is consequently the same as that which it grasps, i.e., the
object (it grasps).

2.84–88

Even if you say that paśyantī is Brahman’s power of cognition, then in as much
as you accept that, you also have to accept another410 that is more subtle. Thus,
[Somānanda] says:

2.84. paśyantī hi kriyā tasyā bhāgau pūrvāparau sthitau
etad draṣṭavyam ity eṣo vimarśaḥ pūrvato bhavet
2.85. yathā kartuḥ kulālāder ghaṭaḥ kārya itīdṛśaḥ
vimarśa icchārūpeṇa tadvad atrāpi saṃsthitam
2.86. sā sthitā pūrvatas tasyā icchāyāḥ prasaraḥ katham
yāvan na sūkṣma ullāsaś citaḥ kāryonmukhaḥ sthitaḥ
2.87. tasyā api sāmarasye vyavasthāvān sthitaḥ śivaḥ
evaṃ bhavatprakriyāyā api sūkṣmatarā sthitiḥ
2.88. sthitā sā na punaḥ satyā vāco vāyugamātmanaḥ
iṣyate brahmarūpatvaṃ ghaṭāder api kathyatām

Indeed, paśyantī is an action that has earlier and later parts. The thought “I
should look at this” must be earlier. Just as an agent of action, a potter, etc.,
thinks such a thought, in the form of a desire, as “I should make a pot,” so
it is the same here, as well.411 That [desire] exists first of all. How could that
desire come forth before the subtle joy of consciousness, which is eager
for the effect of the action, exists? When that, for its part, is in a state of
unity, Śiva is established as the one possessed of that condition. In this
way, there is a condition more subtle than even the process of creation.412

You should accept that it exists, and you should not hold that real speech,

408Kaul suggests that this dual word refers to Brahman and paśyantī as the śabdatattva and vāktattva,
respectively. The important point is that one is the cognizer (grāhaka), the other the thing cognized
(grāhya). See also ŚD 2.2–4.

409The adjective here used is vyāvahārika.
410The neuter pronoun anyat could well refer to Brahman.
411That is, it is the same with regard to Śiva’s reflective awareness (vimarśa) prior to manifesting the

universe.
412See ŚD 1.3–4. This is the quiescent condition of Śiva prior to creation.
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consisting of themovement of air, is of the nature of Brahman. (If you do:)
That must also be said of of pots, etc.413

Indeed, paśyantī, by nature the act of seeing, has an earlier part and a later
part, and the earlier is the thought “I should look at this,” the nature of which
must be the desire (to act), like that of a potter, etc., in the production of pots,
etc.414

It is the samehere, as well: everything exists in this way. In this way,moreover,
the desire is the first condition of the act of seeing, and how could that desire,
for its part, come forth, in the manner previously explained,415 in the absence
of the extremely subtle joy, characterized by an eagerness for the desired objects
of cognition and action that is connected to the nature of consciousness?

As for that [consciousness], as you know,416 Śiva Bhaṭṭāraka, being without
sequence, is established as the one possessed of, i.e., as the locus of, the state of
unity—the unity of penetration417—of consciousness, abiding in the sequence
or the absence thereof418 of delight, eagerness, will, cognition, and action.419

In this way, that is, even according to your thinking that she is the power
of cognition, there also exists another condition, a supreme form, that is more
subtle than the process of “seeing” that is characterized by becoming.420 Thus,
you must also admit to that [condition], as well, and you should not hold that
real speech, consisting of the movement of air, is of the nature of Brahman.421

Holding such a view,422 you will have to say the same for pots, etc., as well, there
being no distinction vis-á-vis the fact of being manifested.

2.89–91

2.89. yathā sarvapadārthānāṃ bhagavacchivarūpatā
tadvad vāgindriyasyāpi na punaḥ sā parā daśā

413Note that I read the verb iṣyate in ŚD 2.88c twice, once with sthitā sā in ŚD 2.88a, and once with
brahmatattvaṃ in ŚD 2.88c.

414In other words, a pot maker does not make something out of clay until he chooses to do so. In
the same way, one does not look at something prior to having a subtle, internal impulse to do so.

415This could refer to the process of manifestation described in ŚD 1, esp. ŚD 1.7cd–8.
416This is a rendering of the force of the particle iti.
417Literally, samāveśaviṣaya means “relating to penetration” or “the range of penetration.” Com-

pounds ending in viṣaya are often exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compounds, but this one is not.
418Due to sandhi, one can also read krama for akrama. Thus, one can translate either “the absence

of sequence” or “the sequence.”
419See ŚD 1.3–4.
420Bhavalakṣaṇāṃ prakriyām is a gloss of bhavatprakriyāṃ in ŚD 2.87c. More literally, this means,

“the procedure concerning/relating to creation.”
421The argument made here cuts to the heart of Somānanda’s critique of the grammarians. If the

divine is conscious and not inert, then all activity must be preceded by the sort of desire, the volition
or will, here described. This simply is the nature of action, which is performed by independent agents
of action. See the Introduction, section 5; cf. section 13, subsection entitled “Somānanda’s Arguments
against the Grammarians’ paśyantī.”

422That is to say, by holding the view that real speech is Brahman, the following obtains.
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2.90. kaṇṭhādau vadane vāyor vyāpāro vāgrutasya sā
karaṇaṃ nādarūpādiśabdasyāsti śivātmatā
2.91. tasyāpi kathitā pañcatattvadīkṣāvidhau kvacit
na vāca iṣyate tadvat tasmāt sarvaṃ śivātmakam

Just as every object exists in the form of the Lord Śiva, so too does the organ
of speech. However, it is not the supreme condition. It is the instrument
for the sound of speech, the activity of air in the mouth, in the throat, etc.
(Objection:) Speech in the form of nāda, etc., also has Śiva-nature, as is
said of it in places in the five-tattva initiation rite. (Reply:) We do not hold
the same for (the organ of) speech. Thus, everything has Śiva-nature.423

Even if you argue that, just as all objects, within the range of cognition
because they enter into consciousness, ultimately exist in the form of the
Supreme-Lord-as-consciousness,424 so too does the organ of speech, as well,
because it is included among all of the (aforementioned) objects of cognition,
this because it would not be real, etc.,425 if it were not an object of cognition, (we
reply:) even so, the condition of the organ of speech is not supreme, because
it arises by means of the power of māyā, that is, by the noncognition of Śiva’s
non-duality.

This is to say that it is the instrument that does the work of striking the throat,
the palate, and so on, i.e., some location in the mouth, with air, which is the
cause of the manifestation of speech, called sound, and this is without a doubt
a mundane condition,426 consisting of duality.

Now, if you argue that mantric speech, whether coarse in the form of nāda,
subtle, or supreme, is of the nature of Paramaśiva, then we reply: we accept that
this is stated in the five-tattva initiation rite, i.e., in the śāstra on initiation, but it
is not the case that, in this way, speech, i.e., the organ of action, is supreme, nor
is it appropriate that the world is made up of it.427 Hence, it is fitting only that
everything is comprised of Śiva alone. That is what [Somānanda] has said.

423Cf. ŚD 1.48. The point here made is that Śaiva non-dualism is correct, while that of the
grammarians is not.

424More literally, cillakṣaṇaparameśvararūpatā means “the fact of being in the form of the Supreme
Lord, whose mark is consciousness.”

425The term etcetera (ādi) in the compound asatvādi probably refers to the effable nature of speech.
426That is, it is the aparāvasthā.
427The initiation by five tattvas is a Saiddhāntika rite. An example of this may be found in the eighth

chapter of the Sārdhatriśatikālottaratantra. (See edition of Bhatt 1979: 62–86.) Although this text does not
speak explicitly of the identity of speech with Paramaśiva, it does point to knowledge of themantras as the
path to liberation. See Sārdhatriśatikālottaratantra 8.37cd–38ab: pṛthivādyabjanāḍīr vai śabdādiguṇavāyu-
bhiḥ / ātmādhidevatā mantrāñ jñātvā muktas tu mocayet. The point of the present passage, of course, is
that the opponent wishes to suggest that Somānanda must accept the supremacy of speech, because
the Śaiva scriptures that he takes to be authoritative do so, as well. Somānanda of course rejects this
argument, because he distinguishes everyday speech from the divine form of speech associated with
Śiva himself. The same issue is taken up again in some detail on ŚD 3.10–15ab.



Chapter Three of the Śivadṛṣṭi and Śivadṛṣṭivṛtti:
The Arguments against the Śāktas

The (Pratyabhijñā) doctrine of non-duality having been established, [Somā-
nanda], immediately following his consideration of paśyantī, now turns his
attention to philosophically proximate1 proponents of (a related form of ) non-
dualism.2 Accordingly,3 they say:

1The term here used, svayūthya, literally means “one’s possession” or “belonging to one’s own
troop/herd.” Kaul glosses with svasamānajāti, “those being of the same class as one’s own.”

2Note that Kaul suggests that Somānanda does so not to contradict the Śākta point of view, this by
glossing pratīdanīm ārambhaḥ with na tu nirākaraṇam ity arthaḥ. My reasons for disagreeing with this
assessment is, simply, that it is clear that the Śāktas in question, namely Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna and those
who followed him, adopted to a substantial degree the philosophy of Bhartṛhari and the grammarians, in
particular the doctrine of the supremacy of the feminine power, paśyantī, something Somānanda finds
utterly untenable. Proof of the acceptance of the doctrine of paśyantī by the Śāktas criticized by Somā-
nanda herein may be found in ŚD 3.9 and the ŚDVṛ on the same passage, where Somānanda says as
much explicitly; in ŚD 3.15cd–16ab, where Somānanda considers a potential counterargument from the
Śāktas, one based on the assumption that paśyantī is the means to liberation; and in ŚD 3.30cd, where
Somānanda considers another objection of his Śākta opponents, who suggests that Śivamust be identical
with paśyantī insofar as he is experienced in/as the universe, an objection answered in ŚD 3.85cd–86ab
and 3.86cd–88ab. Finally, the reader is asked to compare ŚD 3.10a, where Somānanda argues that speech
cannot bemore than an organ of action, with ŚD 2.12cd–13ab and ŚD 2.89–91, where he leveled the same
argument against the grammarians.

Somānanda, then, does in fact criticize the Śāktas represented by Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna in the present
chapter. This does not mean, however, that he is opposed to all those who worship the goddess as the
supreme deity. In fact, Somānanda’s position is rather this, that to praise śakti as supreme is proper,
because Śiva and his powers are identical. Thus, when worshiping the goddess, one honors Śiva by
implication, the two being identical in every way. As the identity of the power and the possessor of it is
central to his view of the nature of reality, Somānanda has no place criticizing those who worship Śiva
by way of honoring his form as power (śakti). He can, however, strongly criticize the Śākta who does
not conceive of the goddess in this manner, as he has indeed done when suggesting (ŚD 3.4–5ab) that
the Śāktas’ system would suffer the fatal fault of reductio ad absurdum in the absence of the recognition
of śakti as a name for Śiva, for example. Simply, Somānanda is not antagonistic to those worshipers
of the goddess-as-śakti who understand her to be identical with Śiva. At the same time, he is highly
critical of those Śāktas who truly believe that the goddess-as-śakti is supreme to the exclusion of Śiva.
Those claiming the supremacy of paśyantī, the feminine divine in the form of “seeing” (i.e., the power
of cognition), of course fall into the category of philosopher-theologians who have earned themselves
Somānanda’s unbridled scorn. Cf. the Introduction, section 14. Note that my translation of pratīdanīm
ārambhaḥ with “now turns his attention to” is idiomatic, the passage literally meaning “now commences
with (his consideration of).”

3In other words, tathā ca should be understood here to mean that the Śāktas say the following in
accordance with their fidelity to non-dualism.
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yasyā nirupādhijyotīrūpāyāḥ śivasaṃjñayā
vyapadeśaḥ parāṃ tāṃ tvām ambāṃ nityam upāsmahe

We worship you constantly, Ambā, you who are the supreme mother, the
form of limitless light, the one whom people call “Śiva.”4

3.1

Regarding this, [Somānanda] says:

3.1. atha śakteḥ parāvasthā yair bhaktyā parigīyate
yuktyā prakāśito devas tataḥ śaktidaśā yataḥ

Now, those who out of devotion proclaim that the supreme condition
belongs to śakti promote God under a pretense, because the śakti condition
immediately follows him.

It is simply (an act of) devotion to speak of the object that one thinks of as śakti
herself as the form of the supreme condition,5 because there otherwise would be
no way to specify the gender (of her name, śakti),6 for it7 is not separated from
Śiva,8 since there is no possessor of power other than him;9 although being
defined by a distinction (of her from him), this by dint of the signification (of

4The quotation is from the Tattvagarbhastotra (TGSt) of Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna, which is now lost.
My translation substantially follows that of Dyczkowski (19921: 123). On the source of the quotation,
see Dyczkowski 19921: 53; Torella 1994: xiv; and Sanderson 20071: 418, fn. 629. Cf. the Introduction,
section 14.

5The meaning of the present passage—śaktitvenaivābhimatasyārthasya parāvasthārūpābhidhānaṃ
bhaktir eva—is complex. Utpaladeva here is careful to indicate that the object (artha) praised by the Śāktas
as the supreme condition is thought by them to be the goddess in the form of śakti. It is not in fact śakti
but rather the supreme Śiva who is the possessor of the power(s) in question, according to Somānanda.
What this means is that Utpaladeva constructs the present passage to suggest both that the Śāktas praise
a form of the supreme condition and that they wrongly consider her to be the goddess, śakti, to the
exclusion of her identity with Śiva.

6Kaul glosses: “This means: ‘in the absence of the masculine gender being the unmarked one’”
(sāmānyaṃ puṃlliṅgaṃ vinety arthaḥ).

7This refers to the devotion, bhakti. To worship power, śakti, involves worship of Śiva himself by
implication, this because there is no distinction between the power and the possessor of the power (ŚD
3.2cd) in the Pratyabhijñā. See, supra, note 2.

8The text literally refers to the “possessor of power” (śaktimant) in the compound śaktimadabhinnā,
which can refer to Śiva alone and none other.

9The argument here put forward is that one cannot conclude that reference to the feminine divine
involves a distinction of her from Śiva, no more than a distinction may be made between a power and
the possessor of that power, the two being identical in the Pratyabhijñā. Rather, the use of the feminine
gender is merely the result of the conventions of grammar: the use of the feminine gender must be
the result of a transformation from the unmarked, masculine gender of the name of the deity. In other
words, worship (bhakti) of the supreme in the form of a feminine deity involves merely the semantics of
the gender of the various words for the divine. It is not, Utpaladeva suggests, the result of differentiating
the feminine śakti from the masculine Śiva. Moreover, if reference to the supreme form of the divine as
a feminine deity necessarily involved a distinction of the goddess from Śiva, then there would be no way
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her name), it10 is able to point to the one immediately preceding her, because
she is dependent on him.11

Because they themselves say that the śakti condition is “a minimal
swelling,”12 etc., one that immediately follows him, i.e., follows after the
supreme condition, the ones who praise the supremacy of śakti promote God,
i.e., Śiva, under a pretense, that is, by means of (the) genuine non-duality (of
Śiva and śakti), by means of (the expression of devotion to) that [śakti condition],
it being a quality he possesses, he being based in himself, independent.

There is, moreover, absolutely no reason to enter into questions regarding the
feminine gender, which is the marked gender; for masculinity is the unmarked
gender of both the feminine andmasculine [genders], while the neuter [gender],
it not being a way of speaking of the state of being empowered,13 does not merit
examinationwhen one refers to the Lord of the universe in such a(n empowered)
form. Thus, the power and the possessor of it are associated with the masculine
[gender] in order to express (their) non-duality.

3.2ab

3.2. tathā tadvyapadeśaś ced vyapadeśaḥ śivātmakaḥ

Thus, if you argue that a reference is made to him, the reference is related
to Śiva.14

to differentiate the grammatical genders of the various Sanskrit terms in question. This is so, because
a difference in gender would always necessitate a difference in the very nature of the entity in question.
For example, in this view any reference to Śiva’s powers, the powers being referred to by a term (śakti)
that is feminine in gender, would immediately suggest that they are utterly distinct from Śiva, whose
name is masculine in gender.

10That is, the act of devotion.
11In amanner similar to Somānanda’s overlapping pairs of powers (see the Introduction, section 5),

the argument here put forward suggests that śakti, power, is directly related to the agent who possesses
it, namely Śiva, as the former exists in a latent form in the latter.

12Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna, we are told, refers to śakti in this way. See ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 1.13cd–17. Cf. the
Introduction, section 14.

13Note that I understand the long ā of śaktatā to assimilate an initial short a, the so-called
alpha-privitive, of the following term. In other words, I understand the compound to be composed
of the following three words: śaktatā-aparyāya-rūpa. Thus, it speaks to the fact that the neuter gen-
der is not used to refer to the state of being empowered. To understand the compound not to include
the alpha-privitive would of course be to understand the compound to carry precisely the opposite
meaning.

14Here, Somānanda argues that, insofar as the Śāktas refer to śakti as one “people call Śiva,” this
demands that Śiva is also the referent, this on the argument that the masculine gender is primary, the
feminine being a modification of it. In other words, he is appealing to a norm of grammar to argue that
even the statement of the Śāktas points to the supremacy of Śiva, not the supremacy of the goddess. The
reference to śakti as one called Śiva is, of course, found in what I have labeled TGSt passage #1, which
was quoted by Utpaladeva in his introduction to ŚD 3.1, above.
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Thus, if you maintain that the feminine gender makes reference to Para-
maśiva himself,15 then that reference, according to the aforementioned rule,16

is itself actually17 a name for Śiva.

3.2cd–3

[Somānanda] says absolutely no difference exists:

na śivaḥ śaktirahito na śaktir vyatirekiṇī
3.3. śivaḥ śaktas tathā bhāvān icchayā kartum īdṛśān
śaktiśaktimator bhedaḥ śaive jātu na varṇyate

Śiva does not exist apart from śakti;18 śakti is not different (from Śiva).
And Śiva is empowered to create such19 entities at will. In Śaivism, no
difference whatsoever between power and the one possessing the power
is described.20

Even if Śiva does not exist apart from, i.e., absent of, śakti, are they one? To
this, [Somānanda] says, “śakti is not different (from Śiva).”21 For instance, even
in the everyday world, no difference (between Śiva and his power) exists as a
result of the manifold diversity (that is the universe itself), for Śiva is empow-
ered to create such ones, i.e., those created with difficulty, by his mere will;22 no
difference of power from the one who possesses it, since it is not present, is ever

15Utpaladeva here suggests that tadvyapadeśa in ŚD 3.2a is a genitive determinative (tatpuruṣa)
compound, with the pronoun tat referring to Paramaśiva.

16As Kaul notes, the aforementioned rule is the one that suggests that, according to the Sanskrit
grammarians, it is the masculine gender that takes precedent, the feminine gender being a modification
of it: puṃlliṅgaṃ sāmānyam iti nyāyāt. See p. 96, fn. 1 of the KSTS edition.

17This is a possible translation for kārya, “made, or done, fit right, etc.”
18As Kaul suggests, this is to say that there is no reason to assume use of the feminine gender

indicates a distinction between Śiva and his power: “He (here) indicates his own final view, viz., that
no mutual difference between the two [i.e., Śiva and śakti] is tenable, because of which a name in the
feminine gender would have to be used (to distinguish śakti from the masculine Śiva)” (na cānayoḥ
parasparaṃ bhedo yukto yena strīliṅgavyapadeśo ’py upapatsyata iti svamatena siddhāntayati). See p. 96, fn.
2 of the KSTS edition. In other words, because Śiva is, according to the Pratyabhijñā, identical to his
powers, reference to śakti does not differentiate her from him simply by virtue of reference to her with a
term of the feminine gender. See, supra, note 2.

19The Sanskrit, īdṛśa, literally means “endowed with such qualities.” See the commentary for
Utpaladeva’s gloss: atiduṣkara, i.e., “those created with difficulty.”

20The present passage closely echoes VBh 18. Cf. ŚSū 1.17.
21Utpaladeva here exercises the commentator’s prerogative to explain in greater detail what he sug-

gests is implied in the mūla, the source text on which he comments. Here, he wishes to account for the
apparent redundancy of ŚD 3.2cd. It is not sufficient, he suggests, merely to state that Śiva is never found
apart from his power, for to do so might suggest that the latter is a mere instrument of the former. He
suggests, then, that the second quarter-verse (pāda) makes it clear that the two are mutually inseparable,
which is to say they are identical.

22In other words, at the moment of the manifestation of the universe, there is no distinction to be
made between Śiva and the powers he uses to manifest reality. The two are one and the same. If there
is no distinction between Śiva and his powers in this apparently dualistic condition, then there is never
under any circumstances any distinction to be made of the one from the other.
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described in Śaivism, whether with respect to mutual difference or any other,23

as it is elsewhere in the philosophical systems that lack authority.

3.4–5ab

Pondering this itself, [Somānanda] says:

3.4. śakter eva svatantratvāt kartuṃ bhāvān vicitrakān
sāmarthyaṃ yadi kalpyeta tan nāmānantyam eva vā
3.5. bhede hi śaktiḥ kiṃ kāryaṃ karoty uta ca śaktimān

If you conceive of śakti’s very capacity to create variegated entities as being
the result of her independence, then (śakti is) a name (for Śiva); otherwise,
it is simply an infinite regress. For, if they are different,24 what object could
śakti make, and what about the one possessing śakti?

Regarding this,25 it is a fatal error if the instrument of action belongs to
one who is unempowered.26 If she is empowered, then, she being connected
to another power, śakti has to be a name for Śiva himself, who is the basis of
power.27

Now, if you argue that it is to a(nother) power that the real, undivided śakti
is connected,28 then we reply: it is that distinct śakti that must create the object.

23The term avāntara, “mutual difference,” refers to the type of difference whereby both A is not B
and B is not A. The particle api is here used to impart the notion that all forms of difference, be it mutual
difference or another, are ruled out in the examination of the relationship of power and the possessor
of it.

24Following the commentary, it is clear that bhede, a locative absolute construction comprised of a
single word, refers to the possibility that a difference exists between the power and the possessor of the
power in question.

25This is to say that the present passage considers the fact that there is no difference between Śiva
and his powers, as was mentioned in ŚD 3.3cd.

26According to Kaul, such a position would allow anything to be created from even a mere void,
the cause of any entity being devoid of the capacity to create the given entity. Kaul glosses: śūnyād api
sarvabhāvotpattiḥ syāt. aniṣṭāpattiḥ prasaṅgaḥ. See p. 97, fn. 3 of the KSTS edition.

27Here, Utpaladeva comments in ŚD 3.4a–c, suggesting that if the Śāktas understand śakti to be that
which creates, then she must either be empowered (śakta) or not. In the case of the former, śakti would
merely be a name for Śiva, i.e., for the possessor of power, and thus the Śāktas’ worship of the goddess
is done merely out of devotion and not to distinguish her from Śiva (the two being anyway identical
according to Śaiva theology). On the other hand, Utpaladeva suggests that it is impossible for the śakti
that creates to be devoid of power,meaning it is illogical to conceive of śakti as anything other than another
name for Śiva, the possessor of power. To conceive of her otherwise would demand that one consider the
power to create to be devoid of agency. As Kaul suggests, it is the very fact of being empowered that is not
different from Śiva’s nature, because there would be no discussion of being empowered unless there is
some connection to śakti. Kaul glosses: tad eva śaktatvaṃ yat svātmani śaktyavicchedaḥ, śaktisamavāyaṃ
vinā śaktatvasyaivānirvāhāt. See Kaul’s note 4, p. 97 of the KSTS edition.

28Note that I understand satyābhinnaśaktiyogas to be a single compound, while Ked.records the same
as two separate words, viz.: satyā bhinnaśaktiyogas.
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Otherwise, how could an unempowered [śakti] create?29 (However:) if [the latter
power] is (also) empowered, infinite regress would result from conceiving of
another śakti, because there would be no end (to the empowered powers).30

3.5cd–6ab

Moreover:

śaktimān eva śaktiḥ syāc chivavat karaṇārthataḥ
3.6. śakteḥ svatantrakāryatvāc chivatvaṃ na kvacid bhavet

Śakti, like Śiva, must be no one other than the possessor of power, because
there has to be an instrument of action.31 Śiva-nature would not exist any-
where as a result of śakti being possessed of an independent effect of
action.32

As for śakti, she, acting as a result of being associated with another power,
must be none other than the possessor of power;33 this is so because an instru-
ment of action that is the cause of creation must exist, which means that this is
so because she must be an agent, as is Śivabhaṭṭāraka.34

29In other words, it is the second śakti that must create the object in question, not the first, which
is not independently empowered in this view, but is only powerful insofar as it is the possessor of the
second śakti. Thus, the second śakti, which must be empowered, creates the object. Yet, this second
power, being like the first, itself is empowered only by being dependent on another, a third, śakti. This,
in turn, must depend on a fourth, and so on ad infinitum. On the other hand, if what we have labeled the
second power is instead conceived of as belonging to what we have labeled the first power, the two being
identical entities distinguished only by the semantics of discussing them, then what we have labeled the
first power is simply Śiva by another name. The first power is thus a perfect analog for Śiva, because its
identity and function are identical to those of Śiva.

30Utpaladeva, glossing Somānanda, here wishes to suggest that there can only be two śaktis, one
that accomplishes some action, and another that possesses or weilds the first. He wishes to suggest that
the Śāktas pay homage to the first śakti, the possessor of the latter one, which is to say they pay homage
to the possessor of power (śaktimant), i.e., to Śiva by another name.

31In other words, on the view that śakti is supreme, Śakti must be a name for Śiva, because there
must be an agent who wields the powers in question, who directs them and moves them according to
his/her will. In the absence of such an agent, there can be no instrument that is employed to create
anything. There would only be an infinite regress of powers relying on other powers, as argued above in
ŚD 3.4–5ab.

32The idea here expressed is simply this: there is no conceivable way for “power” (śakti) to create the
universe in the absence of a creator, an agent who possesses the power(s) in question. This is so because
the nature of Śiva, being the agent who possesses the powers and exercises his will, would exist nowhere.
There would be only a chaos of powers, an infinite regress of powers depending on other powers to create
the objective universe. Simply, there must be an order to the functioning of the powers, a “Śiva-nature”
that shapes all reality.

33The idea here explored relates to the hypothesis that only śakti creates, without the participation
of Śiva. In such an instance, śakti would herself be empowered (śaktā), lest she be impotent (see, supra,
ŚD 3.4–5ab), and thus she must be connected to some additional power (śakti) that is under her control.

34Put differently, there must be some agent who wields the powers. If śakti is not considered the
possessor of power, then there would be no cause for creation, no agent choosing how and when to act.
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Moreover, the independent, self-reliant effect of śakti’s action would not have
a basis in anything else.35 Thus, Śiva-nature would not exist anywhere at all.36

This is not appropriate for a Śaiva philosophy of those who are philosophically
proximate (to our Śaiva non-dualism).37

3.6cd

muñcato ’pi nijāṃ śaktiṃ svātantrye jñānam āpatet

As for him, if he, freeing his own power(s), were independent (of śakti),
his (power of) cognition would be compromised.38

If one were to accept Śivabhaṭṭāraka as freeing, i.e., as being separated from,
(his own) power(s) . . . in reality, there being independence . . . [the cognition]
acquires . . . the nonexistence of the state of being established as the object
of cognition, because it does not cause the object of cognition to appear, and
that . . .

Alternatively, if his own power were relinquished . . . for, that indepen-
dence . . . cognition would exist in that very manner . . . due to the power being
separated from the one possessing it, cognition would exist only with respect
to a single object; [Somānanda] in this way refers to the possessor of power as
something that arises from the cognition of that single object, the essence of the
everyday world, empowered, one that is similar to that [cognition].39

35Utpaladeva here wishes to suggest, following Somānanda, that the production of an effect of
action (kārya) by a power (śakti) in the absence of a possessor of the power in question (śaktimant) implies
that the effect would be independent. It would not be linked to the agency and therefore the volition of
the possessor of the power who has reasons for creating what he does. As a result, there would be no
particular order to the universe, which would merely be a vortex of powers producing results. An effect
that is not independent, then, is one that is not merely “self-reliant” (svanibandhana), but is linked to the
intelligent design, as it were, of the agent who created it.

36That is, Śiva-nature would not exist anywhere, because the effect of the action would be entirely
independent, totally separated from the volition of the possessor of power, the agent, who the Śāktas are
here imagined not to accept.

37Utpaladeva would like again to suggest that the differences between the two schools must simply
involve questions of semantics. The Śāktas cannot truly conceive of śakti as existing in the total absence
of Śiva, for to do so, as we have seen, would lead to infinite regress (ŚD 3.4), and moreover the goddess
as śakti would essentially perform all the functions of Śiva-the-possessor-of-power. In the absence of a
possessor of power, the effect of action would not be linked to any volition of the its creator. It would
be independent. The universe, as a result, would be chaotic. Therefore, the Śāktas must accept that
their śakti, the goddess as power, must be a possessor of power, an agent. The difference, in short, is
either a matter of nomenclature, not of true philosophical differences, or the Śāktas espouse an illogical,
unfounded view of the existence of an endless chain of pure power.

38In other words, if one considered Śiva to be autonomous on the basis of his being separated, albeit
willfully, from his own power, the following would obtain. Note that the possibility of śakti existing in
the absence of Śiva was considered in ŚD 3.5cd–6ab; the present passage considers the possibility of the
existence of Śiva without his powers. Note that the commentary to the present passage survives only in
fragments.

39The pronoun (tat) in tatsamāna refers to the aforementioned “cognition” (pratīti).



218 The Ubiquitous Śiva

3.7ab

Therefore, [Somānanda] says:40

3.7. na himasya pṛthak śaityaṃ nāgner auṣṇyaṃ pṛthag bhavet

Coldness is not separated from snow, heat cannot be separated from fire.41

Power, i.e., the fact of being empowered, is a quality of one who is empowered
thereby, and a quality cannot be separated from the one who possesses it, just
as the cold and hot touch of snow and fire, respectively, are not known in their
absence.42

3.7cd–8

mantrastambhanatāyāṃ hi nāsau vahnis tadocyate
3.8. hemādivad bhāsvaraṃ tad dravyaṃ tair vyabhicāritam
yady auṣṇyavyatirekatve dṛṣṭānto dāhakāśrayāt

Indeed,43 (one might object that) a fire is not said to be one when in
the state of being paralyzed by a mantra. Like gold, etc., it44 is a brilliant
substance.45 If you argue that these46 prove the erroneousness of our argu-
ment, (we reply:) the example would be a valid one if they were missing
their heat, because fire depends on being something that burns.47

40In other words, having considered the negative consequences of imagining śakti to exist apart
from Śiva (ŚD 3.5cd–6ab), on the one hand, and Śiva apart from śakti (3.6cd), on the other, Somānanda
now says the following.

41Cf. VBh 19 for a parallel passage associated with heat and fire. (The same is quoted in Dyczkowski
1987: 99, fn. 2.)

42It is not possible to know a cold or a hot touch in the absence of a cold or a hot substance. Similarly,
entities that are by nature cold or hot do not appear absent of such inherent qualities. Simply, power and
the one possessed of it are one and the same entity.

43Kaul suggests that the gist of this passage is to refute the argument that it is possible to consider
an entity devoid of its power. For example, the opponent suggests, there are instances of fire that is
devoid of heat, this state being the result of a spell cast on the fire. Nevertheless, the opponent suggests,
the entity in question continues to be “fire,” even absent its power, its capacity to burn. Not so, replies
Somānanda, because fire is what fire does, and fire absent its heat would not be fire per se, but rather it
would be some sort of brilliant object, as is gold. It would no longer be fire as such. The emphatic particle
hi is connective with the previous half-verse, suggesting the present passage (ŚD 3.7cd–8) will support
the aforementioned (ŚD 3.7ab) notion that fire is never separated from its heat, nor snow its cold touch.

44The present refers to fire in the absence of its power to burn.
45That is to say, it is not fire absent its heat. It is merely a brilliant object. Fire without the capacity

to burn is no fire at all.
46This, following Utpaladeva’s commentary, refers to gold, etc., or in other words the various “firey”

substances associated with the element of fire that nevertheless do not possess the capacity to burn.
47There are two parts to the present argument. In the first, Somānanda considers the possibility

that his opponent will suggest that a fire that has had its capacity to burn removed by a mantra can serve
as an example of an entity that exists apart from its power. (This is a possibility that neither Somānanda
nor Utpaladeva doubts in the present discussion, it should be added.) Somānanda’s reply is to suggest
that fire in that condition is no longer fire, but rather is merely a brilliant substance, like gold. That is,
fire absent its heat is akin to one or another of the substances found in the world that is associated with
tejas, the gross element (mahābhūta) of fire. (All entities are said to be associated with one or another
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(Objection:) One can say that a fire whose heat is paralyzed by a mantra is
a possessor of power that exists in the condition of being separated from its
power.48 Reply: Not so.49 This is not the nature of fire: when that does not exist,50

the heat of the fire is not found, in consequence whereof the fire, although it is
made up of light, is, like gold, etc., a brilliant substance at that time.

Now, if you argue that the possessor of a power can be said to be separated
from its power in precisely these, i.e., in such examples as gold, which consist
of nothing but light, the gross element called fire, we reply: not so.51 There is no
fault (in our argument), as fire, being hot only insofar as it burns, is used as an
example in the absence of its power; it is not a simple fire.52

3.9

3.9. śaivaiḥ sadbhir vāca eva paśyantyādikrame sthitāḥ
kalpitās tair aśaivatvam ātmanaḥ pratipāditam

The good53 Śaivas who imagine that speech itself abides in the sequence
beginning with paśyantī54 prove themselves not to be Śaivas at all.

Besides, those good ones who espouse the doctrine of (the supremacy of)
śakti, although they are committed to the philosophy of Śaivism insofar as they
say as much when they say “(we worship you constantly, Ambā, you who are the

of the five elements. As such, Somānanda’s first argument is to suggest that fire absent its heat is no
longer fire, but is simply an entity associated with the mahābhūta of fire.) Next, Somānanda anticipates
that his opponent will suggest that the very entities in the world that are linked to the mahābhūta of fire,
the tejas-like entities such as gold, are themselves examples of entities separated from their powers. This
is to say that the opponent suggests that all entities based in tejas are like fire absent its heat—they are
fire devoid of its capacity to burn.

Somānanda replies by suggesting that there is a fundamental difference between fire and such enti-
ties. Fire is only fire when it burns. To remove from it the power to burn is to transform it into an entirely
different entity. This different entity is akin to gold, which, though associated with the gross element tejas
is not associated with the power to burn. In other words, it is not possible to suggest that entities like gold
have had some capacity removed from them. They have not, because they never possessed the capacity
to burn. As for fire, it is simply no longer fire when it is absent its power to burn, but rather is an entirely
different entity, a brilliant object, like gold. Somānanda, then, ingeniously dismisses the possibility of
removing the power to burn from fire by associating such a modified form of fire with the mahābhūta of
fire, only subsequently to dismiss the possibility that such entities should be associated with the capacity
to burn at all.

48Utpaladeva here suggests that mantrastambhanatā (ŚD 3.7c) is an exocentric (bahuvrīhi) com-
pound.

49I here read the negative particle (na) twice, with both what precedes and what follows it
(dehalīdīpavat).

50By the standard rules of anaphora, “that” (tat) of “when that is absent” (tad-abhāva) should refer
to the nonexistence of the nature of fire (vahnitva).

51I here read the negative particle (na) twice, with both what precedes and what follows it
(dehalīdīpavat).

52For an explanation of this argument, see notes 46 and 47, above.
53The adjective in question, sat, is apparently used sarcastically, as it is in, e.g., ŚD 2.8c.
54That is, in the sequence of speech that includes the three levels highlighted by Bhartṛhari: paśyantī,

madhyamā, and vaikharī.
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supreme mother,) the form of limitless light, the one whom people call Śiva,”55

imagine that speech itself, which exists in a sequence of those [stages] named
paśyantī, madhyamā, and vaikharī, is the universe. Whence, having begun by
saying:

yāvan nonmeṣabhāg aṇuḥ
na tāvad arthe varteta sa conmeṣaḥ kriyā matā
kriyā ca nānārūpaiva

As long as the individual does not partake in the expansion of conscious-
ness,56 he does not relate to the object; and wemaintain that the expansion
of consciousness is an action, and an action must have a variegated form,

they go on to express their own discord with Śaivism:

svasvabhāvasthitiṃ muktvā tasmān nānyāsti sā daśā
śive yasyāṃ na vāgrūpaṃ sūkṣmam aprāptasaṃnidhi

Having abandoned the fixed condition of its own nature,57 the level (in
question) is (nevertheless) not different from [that nature], O Śivā, in
which exists the subtle form of speech the visibility of which is not yet
full-grown.58

3.10–12ab

For instance:59

3.10. śaive vāca indriyatvam atha nādādinoditā
tadabhyāse phalāvāptiḥ sūkṣmamantrasvarūpatā

55Utpaladeva here refers to the verse quoted in the avataraṇikā introducing ŚD 3.1.
56Literally, nonmeṣabhāk refers to the one that “does not participate in the opening of the eyes.”

This is a reference to Śiva as the yogin who by opening and closing his eyes creates and dissolves the
phenomenal universe.

57This presumably refers to the abandonment of the nature of the supreme level prior to the mani-
festation of the universe, the apparent implication being that manifestation requires this abandonment
of “the fixed condition of its own true nature” (svasvabhāvasthiti).

58This pair of passages, clearly taken from the beginning and end, respectively, of a larger excerpt
of text to which Utpaladeva would like to direct the reader’s attention, have been labeled by me as TGSt
passage #4a and #4b, respectively, in the Introduction (section 14, subsection entitled “Known and
Heretofore Unidentified Passages of the Tattvagarbhastotra”). The first passage may be understood to
signal the presence in the TGSt of the Spanda notion of the expansion of consciousness associated with
Śiva’s act of opening his eyes (unmeṣa) and the concept of action as a “variegated form” (nānārūpā), this
likely being a reference to the grammarians’ famous definition of action (cf. note 164 of chapter 1 of the
translation, as well as the Introduction, section 5). TGSt passage #4b, in turn, refers to a subtle form
of manifested speech that is apparently difficult to recognize. While this passage apparently offers an
argument for a certain continuity of the nature of existence, from some transcendental state to the man-
ifested one, it nevertheless also seems to point to the necessary abandonment of “the fixed condition”
of the very nature of some entity—perhaps śakti—that subsequently manifests the universe in the form
of speech. It seems, then, that the primary concern with the passage in question is the very declaration
that the universe is formed of speech.

59In other words, the following exemplifies the discord between thosewho hold that śakti is supreme
and the view put forward by Somānanda.
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3.11. kalpitā kālapādādau nādākhyaṃ yat paraṃ tv iti
parāparādibhedaś ca tatraiva pratipāditaḥ
3.12. ity anena varṇitātra vāca eva parātmatā

In Śaivism, speech is an organ. Objection: In the Kālapāda and elsewhere,
the attainment of rewards is conceived of as the state of having a subtle
mantric nature, when one is practiced in it: “that which is supreme, called
nāda . . .”60 Moreover, the division into the parāparā (condition), etc., is
taught in the very same [scripture]. Therefore, the supremacy of speech
itself is taught by this [scripture].61

Indeed, in Śaivism, as in the Sāṅkhya, speech is simply an organ of action
that exists in the extremely low condition of those people created by Śiva.62

Objection: By saying “for the one whose consciousness is absorbed in
nāda . . .”63 and so on, [scripture] says that the attainment of rewards, conceived
of as the state of having a subtle mantric nature, occurs through speech herself,
as in, for example, the Kālottara: “the supreme seed (of sound), called nāda”;
the state of (speech) being divided into the parāparā (condition), etc., is declared
(therein), as well. Therefore,64 speech herself is supreme, according to this, i.e.,
the Śaiva work (in question); how is this not appropriate?65

The word “and” in ŚD 3.11b is added metri causa.

60We may identify the source of the present quotation as the second verse of the [Śatika-]Kālajñāna,
which reads as follows: nādākhyaṃ yat paraṃ bījaṃ sarvabhūteṣv avasthitam. (See Goodall 2007: 130.) The
same is identical with the Sārdhatriśatikālottaratantra 1.5ab. The entire verse in question reads as follows
in the Sārdhatriśatikālottaratantra: nādākhyaṃ yat paraṃ bījaṃ sarvabhūteṣv avasthitam / muktidaṃ para-
maṃ divyaṃ sarvasiddhipradāyakam. We may tentatively translate: “The supreme seed (of sound), called
nāda, which exists in all which exists, leads to liberation, is supreme, divine, that which bestows all pow-
ers.” It is likely that it is to this verse that Somānanda’s opponent directs the reader’s attention. Note that
because Utpaladeva suggests that the passage in question includes the connective particle tu only as a
verse-filler, I have not rendered it in translation. See the commentary, below.

61Cf. ŚD 2.89–91 for an exceedingly similar argument.
62In other words, speech exists only as an organ of action belonging to those beings who Śiva cre-

ates after having first created the universe, etc. My translation is idiomatic. The text reads atyantādhas
tanadaśāyām, which literally means “at the extremely low level of progeny.” For the place of speech in
the hierarchy of tattvas as formulated by the Sāṅkhya, see, e.g., Larson and Bhattacharya 1987: 49–65.

63The source of this quotation has yet to be traced.
64The commentary here reads iti tasmāt. The former is a lemma (ŚD 3.12a) that is glossed by the

latter term. This suggests that ity anena (ŚD 3.12a) should be understood as two words, the first (iti)
meaning “therefore” (tasmāt), while the latter, as Utpaladeva goes on to gloss, should be taken to mean
“by this, i.e., by the Śaiva scripture (in question)” (anena śaivagranthena).

65In other words, given that the Śaiva scripture in question suggests that speech is supreme, how
can Somānanda and Utpaladeva object to the notion of the supremacy of speech? Note that the scripture
in question is one of the Śaiva Siddhānta, the dualist tradition often considered to be inferior in status
to the non-dual scriptures followed by practitioners of the Trika and other non-dual schools. See the
Introduction, section 12, for a discussion of this phenomenon.
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3.12cd–13ab

naitan na vācaḥ kathitaṃ patiśabdasya varṇitam
3.13. śabdasya viṣayākhyasya na kadācid udāhṛtam

(Reply:) Not so.66 This is not said of (the organ of) speech; it describes the
one whose name is “The Lord.” It is never said of sound, which is labeled
an object of sense.

Reply: This is not so; for, that is not said there67 of the organ of speech, which
is relegated to (the level of) the bound soul;68 nor is supremacy69 ever, i.e., any-
where, taught to belong to sound, which is labeled an object of sense. Rather, it70

is said to belong to the one who, beingmade up of great mantras, has a sonorous
nature when in the state of being the Lord, i.e., when the fact of being Īśvara is
accomplished.

3.13cd–15ab

tathā cāha kheṭapālaḥ śabdarāśer viśeṣatām
3.14. svāyambhuvasya ṭīkāyāṃ bāḍham ityādinā guruḥ
tathā mataṅgaṭīkāyāṃ vyākhyāniguruṇoditam
3.15. mantrāṇāṃ paraśabdānām uktaṃ vāco na jātucit

Accordingly, the guru Kheṭapāla says in the Svāyambhuvaṭīkā that a spe-
cial quality exists for the multitude of sounds: “Indeed . . .”71 Similarly,
the guru Vyākhyāni has said in the Mataṅgaṭīkā that the same belongs to
mantras, to supreme speech, never to (the organ of) speech.72

In his commentary on the scripture Svāyambhuva the guru Kheṭapāla speaks
of the multitude of sounds not in its common sense, that is to say, as simple
audible sound, but in its special sense as transcendental (sound), since it resides
within the power of the agent in the form of the Mantra. He does so in the
passage that begins after the challenge “Does the multitude of sounds have a

66In other words, Somānanda argues that it is not the case that the Śaiva scriptural sources suggest
that the organ of speech (vāgindriya) is supreme. ŚD 3.12cd–13ab constitutes Somānanda’s reply to the
objection he anticipated in the preceding passage, in ŚD 3.10b–12.

67This is to say that so much is not said in the (Sārdhatriśati-)Kālottaratantra.
68“Bound soul” is a translation of baddhāṇu.
69The Sanskrit here reads tat paratva. It is also possible that the present construction is a com-

pound wherein the demonstrative pronoun refers to Śiva, tatparatva in this instance being a genitive
determinative (tatpuruṣa) compound meaning “his [i.e., Śiva’s] supremacy.”

70The present term refers to “supremacy,” paratva.
71Kheṭapāla is a name for Sadyojyotis (about which see Sanderson 20062: 45, fn. 9). The present

quotation may be found in his Svāyambhuvaṭīkā, his commentary on the Svāyambhuvasūtrasaṃgraha,
commentary on 1.3. See note 73, below.

72The Mataṅgaṭīkā of Vyākhyāni is lost. The present quotation, moreover, is the primary evidence
of the existence of this little-known figure in the history of the Śaiva Siddhānta. See Sanderson (20062:
80–81, esp. fn. 53) for his discussion of Vyākhyāni and for his translation of ŚD 3.14cd–15ab, which I
have here followed in part.
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special nature?” with the words “Indeed (it has). There is one (form of sound)
that is identical with Śiva and another that is a bond (of the soul).”73

Similarly, the very same special quality is mentioned in the Mataṅgaṭīkā by
the guru named Vyākhyāni. Thus he has said: “. . . of the Mantras at the level of
the agent of cognition and of sounds on the highest level, never of the organ
of speech. For, the organ of speech is limited to the level of māyā. Sound,
however, if it has the form of the transcendental sense-datum, being one with
the gross element of ether in its transcendental nature, is what is meant by
the ‘face’ of the Supreme Lord in the (formulas of the) installation of the five
Brahma(mantras).”74 This, moreover, is shown in the Īśvarapratyabhijñā.75

3.15cd–16ab

tatra vā tadupāyatvāt paratvenopacāritā
3.16. kiraṇeṣu tathā coktaṃ nādabindvādinedṛśam

Alternatively, (you might argue,) regarding this:76 she is revered as the
supreme on account of her being a means. Accordingly, so much is said
in the Kiraṇa by way of (reference to) nāda, bindu, and so on.77

73The present translation is based on that of Sanderson 2007: 56–57, fn. 27. Filliozat’s edition (1994:
12, lines 2–3) records the passage as follows: kiṃ ca śabdarāśer viśeṣaś cābādhitaḥ śivātmako ’nyataraś ca
pāśātmakaḥ. As Sanderson notes (20062: 57, fn. 28), the passage is here corrupt, and the one known to
Somānanda and Utpaladeva would have read: kiṃ śabdarāśer viśeṣo ’sti. bāḍham. ekaḥ śivātmako ’nyaś ca
pāśātmakaḥ.

74The present translation, from “Thus, he has said” to “the five Brahma(mantras)” is based on that
of Sanderson (20062: 81, fn. 53). As Sanderson explains therein, Vyākhyāni is here referring to “the
Mantra element TATPURUṢAVAKTRĀYA in the sequence ĪŚĀNAMŪRDHĀYA/ĪŚĀNAMŪRDHNE
TATPURUṢAVAKTRĀYA AGHORAHṚDAYĀYA VĀMADEVAGUHYĀYA SADYOJĀTAMŪRTAYE in
the Vyomavāpimantra.” For this, Sanderson refers the reader to the Mataṅgapārameśvara, Kriyāpāda
1.72c–76b; and to the PTV on PT 26ab (mūrdhni vaktre ca hṛdaye guhye mūrtau tathaiva ca / nyāsaṃ kṛtvā):
mūrdhādīni bāhye tathocitarūpāṇi. vastutaḥ paraṃ brahmarūpābhihitapañcātmakavyomādidharaṇyanta-
satattveśānādisāracidunmeṣecchājñānakriyārūpāṇy eva mantraliṅgād yathā mantrā ĪŚĀNAMŪRDHNE
TATPURUŚAVAKTRĀYA AGHORAHṚDAYĀYA VĀMADEVAGUHYĀYA SADYOJĀTAMŪRTAYE iti.

75It is unclear to what Utpaladeva refers the reader here. There is no mention of the five-Brahma
initiation rite in the ĪPK or ĪPVṛ. There is similarly little discussion of the nature of the mahābhūtas or
tanmātras as they relate to Parameśvara, the Supreme Lord, in the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ. Perhaps the reader is
referred to ĪPK 3.1.10–11, where Utpaladeva outlines the structure of the external universe, including the
gross elements (mahābhūtas) or the “sense-data”/“subtle elements” (tanmātras), the universe there being
said to be the product of the cognition of the knowing subject. (It is there said that there are two types of
knowing subjects, moreover, including the limited one and the unlimited Śiva, the former, according to
ĪPK 3.1.9, itself ultimately being an object of the latter.) If this is the passage to which Utpaladeva here
refers the reader, then one should understand the present passage to point to two levels of sound, one at
the supreme level, in the mouth of the supreme Śiva, the other at the mundane level of the individual
agent of cognition, who is ultimately the product of Śiva’s very cognition.

76Here, tatra, literally ”there/in that,” should be understood to refer to the question of the supremacy
of speech.

77Somānanda’s reference to the mention of nāda, bindu, etc., in the KT may well refer to KT 3.23cd:
nādabindukhamantrāṇuśaktibījakalāntagaḥ. Goodall (1998: 290–291) translates: “He is in primal unvoiced
sound [nāda], in almost gross sound [bindu], in (the sound of) ether, in (the gross sound of) mantras (that
express Śiva Himself), in (the coarser mantra-souls called) aṇus, in the power (which controls those), in
the seed(-syllables such as Oṃ that precede the enunciation of mantras) [bīja], in the sound units (of the
seeds) [kalā], and in the end(-sounds such as the final nasalization of the seed syllable Oṃ).”



224 The Ubiquitous Śiva

Now, you might argue: paśyantī herself, by way of devotion, is conceived of
as supreme, because she is the means for acquiring speech in the form of the
supreme mantra. Accordingly, such78 a reverential theme is articulated in the
auspicious Kiraṇasaṃhitā by way of (reference to) nāda, bindu, and so on.79

3.16cd

tadupāyāt paratvaṃ ced dīpāder apy upāyatā

(Reply:) If you argue that she80 is supreme insofar as she is the means,81

(we reply:) lamps, etc., are also means.82

(Reply:) That83 is expressed differently in the Kiraṇa, etc. As you have formu-
lated the question,84 the supremacy that would result from her simply existing
in the form of a means would exist for even a lamp, etc., because they would
wrongly be considered to be supreme on the basis of being means for cogni-
tion. Thus, the doctrine of the supremacy of paśyantī is not appropriate for these
representatives of the (non-dual) Śaiva doctrine.85

78Note that evaṃvidha, “such/of such a kind,” is a gloss of īdṛśa (ŚD 3.16b), translated with “so
much,” above.

79The idea here expressed is that, insofar as the Kiraṇatantra refers to nāda, bindu, and so on, it
implies that paśyantī is supreme. Thus, asks the hypothetical Śākta opponent, why is his own declaration
of her supremacy problematic? The answer to this objection is given in ŚD 3.16cd. Note that KT 3.23cd
does not refer to paśyantī, but Rāmakaṇṭha does in his commentary thereon, where he quotes VP 1.166
in support of the notion that paśyantī is the equivalent of the supreme level of sound mentioned in the
verse of the KT in question. See KVṛ ad KT 3.23cd (Goodall 1998: 84–86, esp. 85; and 292–294, esp. 293).

80The present “she” refers to paśyantī, the referent of the pronoun (tat) in the ablative determinative
(tatpuruṣa) compound (tadupāya), she being the logical subject of the present, nominal sentence.

81Note that, following Utpaladeva’s commentary, I have translated tadupāya as though the text read
tadupāyatva, “because she is the means.” Somānanda uses the expression tadupāyatva in ŚD 3.15c, and
tadupāya here is clearly an abbreviation of the same, one that is here used for metrical reasons.

82The present passage serves as a response to the possible objection that speech must be supreme
by virtue of being the means to acquiring the power of the mantras. See supra, ŚD 3.15cd–16ab, and
Utpaladeva’s commentary on the same. Note that the passage of the KT in question (KT 3.23cd) suggests
that Śiva appears in the form of speech so that he may be experienced, known. Rāmakaṇṭha suggests
the same in his commentary on the passage in question. See KVṛ ad KT 3.23cd (Goodall 1998: 86, lines
35–36): tān etān mantrāvasthāviśeṣān puṃsām anugrahārthaṃ śarīratayā tadākāradhyeyatvena gato bha-
gavān. Goodall (1998: 296) translates: “The Lord resides in [gataḥ] these same [tān etān] particular aspects
of mantras (using them) as His bodies, in order to bestow compassion on souls, because their forms are
ones on which it is possible to meditate.”

83This refers to ”supremacy,” paratva.
84“As you have formulated the question” is an idiomatic translation of tatra, literally “in that” or

“regarding that.”
85Notice that Utpaladeva here allows for the possibility that the Śākta school in question cannot

accept the point of view that Somānanda attributes to them. There is, in other words, a difference in tone
apparent here between Somānanda’s and Utpaladeva’s treatment of the Śāktas. Somānanda is rather
more willing to discredit his opponent, while Utpaladeva sometimes appears to wish to suggest that the
Śāktas could not and therefore do not hold the views Somānanda imagines thempossibly to hold, because
they could not do so and remain committed to a position that is sympathetic to that of the Pratyabhijñā.



Translation Chapter Three 225

Moreover, per the manner just explained,86 the doctrine of an independent
power, althoughmentioned, is not accepted by these [Śaiva scriptural sources].87

3.17

3.17. tasmāt samagrākāreṣu sarvāsu pratipattiṣu
vijñeyaṃ śivarūpatvaṃ svaśaktyāveśanātmakam

Therefore, Śiva-nature, which consists in being penetrated by his powers,
should be understood to exist in every form (appearing) in any cognition.88

Therefore, i.e., as a consequence of the inappropriateness of the doctrine that
śakti alone exists, one should know that the Śiva-nature of the Lord, the possessor
of power, exists in absolutely every form that appears in any cognition, i.e., in
those (mundane cognitions) produced merely by organs (of knowledge) and the
mind. The teaching should be understood to be that [Śiva-nature] is made up of
the previously mentioned89 state of unity of all of his powers.

3.18ab

3.18. svaniṣṭhe śivatā deve pṛthivyādāv apīdṛśam

Śiva-nature exists in God, who is self-contained; the same exists in the
earth, etc., as well.

Just as Śiva-nature, i.e., the activity90 of all the śaktis, exists in the Supreme
Lord, who is self-contained, i.e., fixed in pure Śiva-nature, so also precisely the
same form exists for those (levels of reality) extending as far as the earth(-tattva),
as well.91

3.18cd–20

piṇḍe vā kaṭikāyāṃ vā kiṃ suvarṇatvam iṣyate
3.19. na bhūṣaṇe kuṇḍalādau yathā tatra svaśaktitaḥ
rūpakatvaṃ gataṃ hema na śaktyaiva svatantrayā

86Presumably, Utpaladeva here refers to the fact that speech is of different types, as is argued in ŚD
3.12cd–15ab.

87Reference to the “independent power” is perhaps meant to refer to the use of the term śakti in KT
3.23d, quoted above in note 77. It is more likely, however, that Utpaladeva had in mind KT 4.1–2, where
it is said that Śiva awakens Ananta, the attendant who does everything for Śiva to run the manifested
universe. Cf. KT 3.27, where Śiva is said to awaken Ananta with his power.

88The present verse echoes ŚD 1.5–6ab in part.
89See ŚD 1.3–4ff.
90As noted in ŚD 1.11b, the term here used, vilolatā, suggests that the powers are “unsteady, tremu-

lous,” or in other words they are active, vilolatā standing in contrast to the “state of unity” (sāmarasya)
mentioned in ŚD 1.3–4.

91The equal presence of Śiva-nature from the highest śivatattva down to the lowest of the thirty-six
tattvas was explained in ŚD 1.39–41ab.
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3.20. tathecchayā samāviṣṭas tathā śaktitrayeṇa ca
tathā tathā sthito bhāvair ataḥ sarvaṃ śivātmakam

Can one maintain, on the other hand,92 that the nature of gold may pos-
sibly93 exist in the ball on the (goldsmith’s) mat, but not in the ornament,
such as an earring?94 Just as gold takes form therein95 by virtue of its
own power, not as the result of an absolutely independent power, so also
the one penetrated96 by will and, in like manner, by the triad of pow-
ers,97 exists in various ways as the (many) entities.98 Hence, everything
has Śiva-nature.99

Indeed, it is not possible to say that the nature of gold exists only in the ball
that sits on the (goldsmith’s) mat, it simply having yet to acquire a form that
is manifested of a part of it as an ornament of one kind or another, or the like,
while it does not in the (very ornaments forged out of it,) earrings, etc. Rather,
it is only the gold, connected with the power to assume form, that exists equally
in every one of them.100 It is gold that exists as what is referred to as the ball,
and the same is the possessor of power that proceeds (into manifestation).101

92“On the other hand” serves to translate the connective particle vā that immediately follows piṇḍa
in ŚD 3.18c. In other words, I take vā to connect the present passage with the preceding, here suggesting
in a statement contrary to fact what would have to be true for the preceding declaration (in ŚD 3.18ab)
to be false—namely, that the same Śiva-nature exists in all entities from Śiva himself to the lowest of
tattvas.

93“Possibly” serves to translate the second vā in ŚD 3.18c.
94The question, then, is a rhetorical one: can the product differ fundamentally from its material

cause?
95That is, the nature of gold exists equally in the earring, etc., as it does in the ball of gold prior to

being forged.
96The language of “penetration,” as noted earlier, is common in the Pratyabhijñā and appears in

particular in the maṅgala verse (ŚD 1.1).
97The triad of powers refers to will (icchā), cognition (jñāna), and action (kriyā) (for which see ŚDVṛ

ad ŚD 1.6cd–7ab, where Śiva’s “triple nature” [tritayātman] is glossed by Utpaladeva as having the three
powers as its form: tritayātmanecchājñānakriyārūpayā). It thus strikes one as redundant for Somānanda
to refer to both the triad of powers and to the power of will. With the first reference to will, however,
Somānanda likely has in mind the first movement of will, eagerness or aunmukhya, which precedes the
full expression of the power of will (icchāśakti) and arises prior to any activity. Cf. ŚD 1.7cd–8; and see
the Introduction, section 5.

98My translation here, as in the rendering of Utpaladeva’s commentary, is idiomatic. Literally, the
passive construction suggests that the various entities establish Śiva in the present condition, which is
to say that even in manifesting entities, the manifestations show Śiva to be nevertheless possessed of
his powers, will, etc. I have thus translated in the active voice and given agency not to the entities in
question, but to Śiva himself. While a slight misrepresentation of the syntax, it is nevertheless justified
by Pratyabhijñā theology. See, e.g., ŚD 1.22–23 for an explanation of the equal presence of the powers in
Śiva, whether manifested or not.

99Compare the present passage to ŚD 1.46cd–47. The analogy of gold to Śiva’s consciousness is
again used in ŚD 3.44cd–45ab and in ŚD 3.49cd–50.

100Literally, sarvatraiva means “absolutely everywhere.”
101I take tathā tomean “and,” and the neuter gender of śaktimant indicates that it describes the neuter

term “gold” (suvarṇa). Thus, the idea is that gold—described byUtpaladeva, above, as vikārāpattiśaktiyuta,
literally: “connectedwith the power to assume form”—possesses within it the capacity to take shape. Gold
is therefore analogous to Śiva, the one wielding divine powers.
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On the other hand, the earring, too, proceeds, in a different manner (into
manifestation), it being fully a possessor of power; but it is not an independent
power that causes gold to take such a shape,102 because one does not observe
it103 separated from that.104 Moreover, the (present) dispute concerns (merely)
the name of the power when it takes the form of the gold that is being seen;105

and, moreover, [Somānanda] mentioned previously that the power of that, too,
is what is wished for in becoming the earring, and so on.106

Thus, like gold, the Supreme Lord himself is possessed of the aforemen-
tioned107 powers of will, etc., and he exists as all things in a variety of forms
with all their peculiar characteristics, the tattvas, the worlds, cause and effect,
etc. Hence, everything has that very Śiva-nature, but the same may not be said
of śakti-nature.

On the other hand, one speaks of a śakti-nature when one has in mind the
conventional division of powers: “the entire world is the powers.”108 In reality,
however, nothing but Śiva-nature exists.109

3.21–25

3.21. ityukte ’tra samākṣepaḥ pakṣasyāsya vidhīyate
ādau tāvad vikāritvaṃ śivatattvasya jāyate

102Literally, “the fact of being thus” (tathātva), or in other words the fact of having the particular
shape in question. Gold appears as such by nature, not as a result of some other power.

103This refers to the aforementioned power that is associated with the ornament in question.
104This refers to the gold that is possessed of the power to appear as the ornament, literally to “pro-

ceed (into manifestation).” This is to say that the power of the ornament to appear in the manifested
universe cannot be separated from the power of the gold, of which the ornament is made. By analogy,
all power exists ultimately in Śiva himself, even though all entities that are manifested in the apparently
diverse universe are themselves equally śaktimant, possessors of power.

105In other words, the gold appears as a brilliant object, regardless of what we call it. If one says “this
is gold” when observing a ball of gold, and one instead says “this is an earring” when looking at a golden
earring, the nature of the gold in each instance is the same, the difference being merely semantic.

106The present seems to suggest that the power of the gold to take form is based in the volition, the
power of will, associated with it. By analogy, all entities are created by Śiva’s very will. This was discussed
at length in the first chapter of the ŚD, as well as in the Introduction, section 5.

107See, e.g., ŚD 1.2–4, 1.6cd–8, 1.19–22, 1.24–25, 1.29cd–33, and 1.39–41ab; etc.
108The passage in question, according to Torella (1994: xxx, fn. 43), is from the Śrīmaṅgalāśāstra, a

work included in the list of Bhairavatantras given by the Śrīkaṇṭhīsaṃhitā. Cf. ĪPVṛ ad ĪPK 4.5: vastutaḥ
śaktivikāso viśvam.

109The present passage apparently suggests that there exists a moment in which Śiva-nature exists,
but śakti-nature does not. How otherwise to interpret Utpaladeva’s suggestion that everything is pos-
sessed of Śiva-nature, while the same cannot be said of śakti-nature. Doesn’t this contradict the idea
articulated, above (in ŚD 3.2cd–3ff.), that suggests that no distinction whatsoever may be drawn between
Śiva and his powers? The only plausible explanation for the present passage, which suggests that one
only speaks of the nature of the powers in the manifested universe, is that the present may be attributed
to Utpaladeva’s panentheism, for Somānanda surely would not object to expressing the śakti-nature of
all entities, so long as that nature as power were understood to be fully identical with Śiva himself, who
wields the powers.
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3.22. nānāvikārarūpeṇa jaḍataivam avasthitā
tathā sāvayavatvaṃ ca parādhīnatvam eva ca
3.23. kṣīravat pariṇāmitve śuddhāśuddhaparāpara-
nyūnatvādi vināśitvaṃ tathollaṅghananiṣkṛtiḥ
3.24. yatropari na hastādi neyam īśvarasaṃnidhau
tatra pādavihārādeḥ sphuṭam eva niṣiddhatā
3.25. evaṃ sati samagrasya vyavahārasya bhaṅgitā
tathaivaṃ saṃpravṛttau tu nimittakalanāpatet

The aforementioned having been stated, a thoroughgoing critique is now
directed at this view. First of all, the śivatattva changes.110 As a result of the
variegated, changing form, insentience similarly exists (there). Thus, it is
composed of parts and it is dependent on others. Given that a real transfor-
mation occurs, as with milk, a state of transformation exists (there), one
of purity and impurity, difference and similarity, inadequacy, and so on.
In addition, the expiation of sin (would be required): it is absolutely clear
that walking, etc., is forbidden on the place where the Lord is present, on
which there is neither a hand nor another (placed).111 This being so, all of
everyday existence is disturbed, and, in this way, there arises the question
as to the motive for manifestation.112

Having stated in this way113 that absolutely everything has Śiva-nature,
others, (accepting) this [view] being so,114 challenge this view in various ways.

First of all, this is the major fault: if the śivatattva, understood to be made
of consciousness and to be forever115 free from growth and deterioration, is the
nature of the universe, then it changes, i.e., it acquires a similarity with clay,
etc.116

Moreover, as a result of the variegated form of the perceptible objects, the
earth(-tattva), etc., it is insentient in the condition in question.

110Literally: “the fact that the śivatattva has a changing nature is produced (by the Śaiva point of
view).”

111Iyam, a feminine pronoun, should refer either to the feminine abstract noun niṣiddhatā in ŚD
3.24d or to ◦niṣkṛti in the preceding verse (3.23d). It is very possible the text is here corrupt.

112Note that I understand the connective particle (tu) found in ŚD 3.25c to be a verse-filler, and I have
therefore not rendered it in translation.

113That is, having described the existence of Śiva-nature in everything fromŚiva himself to the lowest
form of material existence, the following must be considered. See ŚD 3.18ab and 3.18cd–20.

114Note that I understand asmin sati to be a separate locative absolute clause, one meaning literally
“this being so” and referring, in a gloss of atra (ŚD 3.21a), to the notion that the opponent of the Śaiva
point of view accepts for the sake of argument the Śaiva tenet that everything is possessed of Śiva-nature.
Having done so, the opponent then proceeds to challenge the position by pointing to the unwanted
consequences it would necessitate.

115The Sanskrit here reads śaśvad eva.
116The implication here is that the śivatattva would be similar to other material causes, such as the

clay that is transformed into a pot, and so on. Insofar as it inheres in all entities, it must undergo a
transformation if it is to appear in a variety of forms. Clay serves an an example of an inherent cause (the
samavāyi-kāraṇa) in the satkāryavāda.
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Thus, i.e., in like manner, it is composed of parts. Although it has a unitary
form as consciousness, and even though it is the Lord, it is dependent on others
insofar as it is reliant on other entities when it produces and destroys (them)
and insofar as it is that which may be enjoyed.117

In accepting the doctrine of real, material transformation,118 it119 acquires
mutually exclusive forms, pure, impure, etc., in a manner similar to that of
milk and curds: just as milk, which is pure, is impure when transformed into
urine, so too is (Śiva’s) supremacy and greatness when in the condition of
material manifestation, and a lack of supremacy and an inadequacy exist in
the condition of the mass of created entities. Thus, insofar as it120 is itself
not different from that,121 it is itself destroyed when the earlier condition is
destroyed, that or one must resort to the doctrine of effects not existing in their
cause.122

In addition, there arises the unwanted consequence that one would have to
perform an act of penance for traversing the earth on foot, for spitting on it, etc.,
it being possessed of Śiva’s form. The action of placing the foot, etc., because vile,
is absolutely prohibited123 on that place on which neither the hand nor another,
i.e., as a place for running, etc., should be directed by another than the Lord, this
being the sort of activity in which he is close at hand.

This being so, moreover, i.e., walking and so on being restricted, all of every-
day existence is ruined; and insofar as Śivabhaṭṭāraka himself is the nature of the

117In other words, the śivatattva depends on other entities to create and destroy the universe, this
because one cannot conceive of the supreme and unitary divine principle as an entity that is sometimes
created and sometimes destroyed. The present also criticizes the Pratyabhijñā view of the śivatattva by
suggesting that a distinction of agent from object of cognition must be maintained in order to account
for the enjoyment of worldly delights and, more importantly, the pursuit of liberation, this because the
one who seeks such ends must, by definition, not have already achieved them. A similar argument was
put forward against the grammarians’ conception of paśyantī, for which see ŚD 2.69cd–71.

118Utpaladeva, following Somānanda, here refers to the doctrine of the real transformation of a cause
in the production of its effect, the pariṇāmavāda, which is accepted by the Sāṅkhya school. See Larson
and Bhattacharya 1987: 65–73.

119This of course refers to Śiva-nature.
120This refers to the śivatattva.
121That is, the śivatattva, in the present view, is not different from the mass of created entities.
122The reference here is to the asatkāryavāda, the doctrine of the absence of the effect in the cause,

which is the theory of causality to which the materialist Naiyāyikas and Vaiśeṣikas subscribe. (In that
view, the effect, water for example, is not inherent in the cause, hydrogen and oxygen in the present
example. Thus, the effect is a new entity produced by the materials that are combined to create it. This
of course is precisely not the view presented by Somānanda and Utpaladeva. On the asatkāryavāda in
the Nyāya and Vaiśeṣika schools see, e.g., Halbfass 1992: 55–58; cf. Potter [1977] 2005: 58–59.) Thus, the
objection here expressed is that insofar as there is a transformation of, e.g., milk into urine, a previous
condition is destroyed in establishing the subsequent one, the subsequent one involving the destruc-
tion of the preceding one. Insofar as it is, in the Pratyabhijñā, always the śivatattva that is present in
these transformations, the opponent suggests that the śivatattva itself is destroyed in the course of the
manifestation of the subsequent state. The example of milk and thick curds is a classical example of the
satkāryavāda, the doctrine that the effect is inherent in the cause, as the curds inhere in potential form in
the milk.

123Note that dūrotsāritā literally means “banished” or “removed.”
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universe, the motive for the manifestation of this condition must be examined,
given that he is not a proper locus for action, etc.124

3.26–29

What is more:125

3.26. nānāvādaiḥ svasiddhāntaiḥ sākam atra virodhitā
sarvabhāvaśivatvena nāstitā bandhamokṣayoḥ
3.27. tadabhāvād devaguruśāstrocchedo bhavet tarām
nirarthakatvaṃ śāstrasya karaṇe tannirūpaṇe
3.28. sarveṣām eva muktatve sthite kasyopadeśatā
dharmādharmau na saṃbaddhau śivasya na tayoḥ kṛtiḥ
3.29. tataś ca śivadharmāder vedāder akṛtārthatā
nimittasamavāyyādikāraṇeṣu samānatā

A contradiction exists herein126 with the various doctrines (of other
schools), as well as with your own settled opinion. Insofar as all entities
have Śiva-nature, bondage and liberation do not exist. As a result of their
nonexistence, God, the teacher, and the teachings are thoroughly under-
mined. There is no use in producing a teaching, nor in studying it: what
is taught, if absolutely everyone is liberated? Dharma and adharma have
no meaning, (and) Śiva does not create them, and hence Śiva, dharma,
and so on,127 as well as the Vedas, etc.,128 are unsuccessful. (Finally:) The
causes—efficient, inherent, and so on129 —are identical.

A contradiction exists with all (other) philosophical schools and with your
own settled opinion in the doctrine that everything has Śiva-nature.130 With

124In other words, one must explain why Śiva would create a universe in which one’s very existence
in it—the very mundane activity of the everyday world—is sinful. A similar argument concerning the
cause of manifestation was presented in opposition to the grammarians’ paśyantī, for which see ŚD
2.25cd–26ab and 2.26cd–28ab.

125As in ŚD 3.21–25, the following articulates objections that are put forward by the opponent who
accepts for the sake of argument the Śaiva doctrine that all things have Śiva-nature.

126The present refers to the view here criticized, namely, the one that posits that everything has
Śiva-nature.

127The term “and so on” (◦ādi) here is likely to refer to the teacher, the teaching, etc., to which
Somānanda has already referred herein.

128It is unclear to what the term “etcetera” (◦ādi) here refers. Utpaladeva refers only to the Vedas, to
the exclusion of any other textual sources.

129The term etcetera (◦ādi) here refers to the noninherent (asamavāyi) cause. See Utpaladeva’s
commentary, below, and my notes on the same, for an explanation of the various types of causes in
question.

130Somānanda similarly suggested that the grammarians’ view of paśyantī contradicts the settled
opinion of every other philosophical school (see ŚD 2.82–3). Note that in ŚD 3.63 Somānandawill suggest
that, despite the differing positions of his own philosophy and those of other schools, the present doctrine
is not defeated by the various opinions of other schools.
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respect to the first,131 this is so because you do not accept any of them, but all
of them are Śaiva by nature, since nothing else exists;132 and as for your own
settled opinion, this is (also the case) because you speak of mutually distinct
entities, māyā, pradhāna, action, etc., as the causes of the universe.133

Moreover, when one accepts that all entities have Śiva-nature, all living
beings, by virtue of being omnipotent,134 are forever liberated. Therefore,
bondage and liberation do not exist.135

And hence, given that no distinction exists of what should be avoided
from what should be allowed, etc., the means for reaching the (four) human
ends136—namelyGod, the teacher, and the teachings—would be destroyedmore
thoroughly than was done by the Materialists;137 for, one can accept those138

when some aim or object is apparent at some time for one, but if everything is
Śiva, then what means is there, and for whom?139

Accordingly, there is no use in producing and studying, i.e., in narrating and
hearing, the teaching. Given that absolutely everyone is liberated insofar as they
are possessed of Śiva-nature, what teaching is being taught? Even a teaching
that aims at dharma is not logical: because Śiva does not possess the bondage
of kārmamala,140 he does not meet with dharma or adharma, nor are the two of

131The present phrase is an idiomatic translation of tatra, which here should be understood to be
used in a partitive manner. This therefore exemplifies the contradiction that exists of the view of Śiva-
nature here under consideration with those of all the other philosophical schools.

132In other words, insofar as the Śaivas oppose the philosophical positions of other schools, these
positions may be distinguished from, may be said to conflict with, their own. This is the case despite the
fact that, insofar as all things have Śiva-nature, the philosophical positions of other, opposing schools
of thought also have Śiva-nature and thus also are ultimately real, meaning that to contradict them is to
deny the validity of Śiva-nature itself.

133Utpaladeva here explains the reason that the opponent suggests that Somānanda’s understand-
ing of Śiva-nature contradicts his own philosophy. Simply, he suggests, the opponent wishes to point to a
contradiction between the notion that everything is Śiva, on the one hand, and the notion that particular,
distinct entities, such as māyā, create the universe, which itself appears to be distinct from Śiva. It is not
possible for everything to have the nature of Śiva, on the one hand, and for there to exist other, mutually
distinct entities that create the universe and perform other such acts, on the other.

134The Sanskrit more literally refers to the fact that all living beings exist as or are possessed of all
the powers (sarvaśaktitva).

135Note that Somānanda assesses the problems with the pursuit of liberation when criticizing the
grammarians’ view of paśyantī in ŚD 2.69cd–71.

136The “human ends,” the puruṣārthas, are of course usually conceived of as four in number: the law,
or appropriate conduct in the world (dharma); wealth and power (artha); pleasure (kāma); and liberation
(mokṣa).

137The Materialists, the Cārvāka-Lokāyata school, understood there to be no aim in life other than
to enjoy life, for nothing after life on earth as it is known exists. For a useful collection of sources on the
Materialist school, see Chattopadhyaya 1990. For a summary treatment of the school’s philosophy, see
Frauwallner 1973–1974, vol. 2: 215–226.

138The pronoun tat in tadabhyupagama refers to the four acceptable goals of human action, the
aforementioned puruṣārthas.

139It is also possible that this passage means “then what means is there and for what [end]?”
140That is, given that Śiva is not afflicted by the kārmamala, the following obtains.
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them produced in Śiva, since erroneous cognitions, passion, etc.,141 are caused
by (human) behavior.142 In this way, moreover, Śiva, dharma, and so on, as well
as the Veda, have no use,143 because dharma has no use.144

And, insofar as Śiva-nature exists in (all of) the causes—inherent, noninher-
ent, and efficient145 —their mutual difference, which is declared in the other
teachings and known (in Śaivism), cannot exist.

3.30–32

Further:146

3.30. pṛthivyādikalpanayā kalpanāvān śivo bhavet
śivatattve sānubhave paśyantītulyatā tadā
3.31. icchāvatkāryasaṃpattyā punar icchāntarodgame
śivasya hetur vaktavyo yadarthaṃ sā navodgatā

141The term “etcetera” (ādi) probably refers here to hatred (dveṣa), the term commonly paired with
rāga. Note that the present rendering leaves unclear whether the initial member of the compound here
translated (mithyājñānarāgādikāraṇatva) is itself a coordinative (dvandva) compound or a descriptive (kar-
madhāraya) compound. In other words, it is unclear whether “erroneous cognitions” (mithyājñāna◦)
serves to describe “passion, etc.” (rāgādi), passion and the like being exemplars of erroneous cognitions,
or whether it is the first member of a list of entities caused by (human) behavior (pravṛtti), a list includ-
ing erroneous cognitions, passion, and the like. One senses, however, that the appropriate interpretation
demands that one understand the same to be a coordinative compound—passion, etc., are not erroneous
cognitions, but rather erroneous cognitions, passion, etc., are all equally the result of human activity.

142Here, Utpaladeva anticipates that their opponents will argue that, insofar as everything is pos-
sessed of Śiva-nature, neither dharma nor adharma can exist. This is so, they could argue, because no
being is afflicted by kārmamala, the impurity associated with a limited sense of one’s own capacity to act,
insofar as all beings are identical with Śiva himself. As such, there is no possibility that any living being
can experience those emotions and have those cognitions that require one to possess a limited sense of
self, a limited capacity to act, a prerequisite for emotional states such as passion or hatred, as well as for
erroneous cognitions.

143Utpaladeva here echoes the construction of ŚD 3.29b (akṛtārthatā) by slightly modifying the
compound to read akṛtaprayojanatā.

144As in the mūla, the distinction Utpaladeva makes in the commentary is between peculiarly Śaiva
religious institutions and Vedic ones. The point is that neither the orthodox Vedic practices nor the
esoteric and more powerful tantric ones have any use in a world in which everything has Śiva-nature.

145Utpaladeva here indicates that Somānanda has in mind the Nyāya system of causality in the
present passage, this by referring to the three causes accepted by the realist Naiyāyikas. One is the effi-
cient cause, the nimittakāraṇa, such as the potter’s stick with which he spins the wheel on which the pot
is formed, the stick being the efficient cause of the production of the pot. The other cause, the material
cause, is conceived of as being of two types. There is the inherent cause (samavāyikāraṇa), which is the
material cause that leads to the production of the effect in question, e.g., the clay that is the material
cause of the pot that is produced. In addition to this, the Naiyāyikas conceive of a separate cause for the
attributes of the pot in question, this because they conceive of a substance (dravya) as different from its
attributes (guṇas). The samavāyikāraṇa is a substance, the material cause of the dravya of the effect; the
noninherent cause (asamavāyikāraṇa) is the cause of the attributes of the product in question. In the
present example, the reddish color of the clay is the noninherent cause that leads to the reddish color of
the clay pot. See, e.g., Potter [1977] 2004: 54–58.

146Somānanda continues to recount an opponent’s possible objection in the following, and in doing
so he continues to enumerate what his opponent considers to be the unwanted consequences resulting
from the Śaiva doctrine that Śiva-nature is omnipresent.
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3.32. viśvasyāsatyarūpatvaṃ yair vākyair varṇitaṃ kvacit
śivoktais tair virodhaḥ syāt sarvasatyatvavādinaḥ

Śiva would be a fiction147 by dint of imagining the earth(-tattva), etc.148 If
the śivatattva is experienced, then it is the same as paśyantī. Now, because
he becomes the product of action, which is possessed of will, you must
state what causes Śiva to arise as a second (power of) will. Why does that
[second will] arise as something new? The view that everything is real is
contradicted by (certain) statements expressed (in the scriptures) by Śiva
(himself), which occasionally describe the universe as having an unreal
form.

When you maintain that, having endowed himself with the form of the earth
(-tattva), etc., he exists as such, Śivabhaṭṭāraka becomes a fiction; and (yet) you
maintain that he is free from change, because the variations (that make up the
universe) have nescience as their form, since the distinct things are absent.149

Now, (the opponent says:) if you argue that the śivatattva does not admit of
distinctions, but rather is experienced, because experience does not fail to con-
form with reality,150 (then he replies:) even if it were to have such a form,151 (we
must ask:) what does it experience? Itself or the self of another? Is it152 (expe-
rienced as) one that has not been experienced previously, or one that has been

147The present expression, “a fiction,” is a tentative translation of kalpanāvat (ŚD 3.30b). Kalpanā
can refer to a feigning, something created in the mind, a manufacturing of something, the assuming
of something to be real, a fiction, etc. Thus, it also implies a constructed or false nature. The present
translation meants to point to the contingent, changing, and indeed unreal nature of Śiva, the one that
the opponent posits would exist given that Śiva is said to exist as the very form of the manifold universe.
One could translate the present passage with “form” for kalpanā, given the repeated claim that Śiva
is formless (amūrta, amūrtatva), viz.: “Śiva would be possessed of a form by dint of the form of the
earth(-tattva), etc. (being of his own self.)”

148Kupetz (1972: 55) suggests that the present objection serves to compare the Pratyabhijñā “theory
that the world is a real form (klṛpta) of Śiva . . . with the Vedānta theory that the world is imaginary.” That
the intended opponent is a Vedāntin is not entirely clear, however. It is true thatUtpaladeva’s commentary
suggests that Śiva does not become an illusory entity by being manifested in the form of the tattvas. In
saying as much, moreover, Utpaladeva suggests that vikalpas have avidyā as their form and are not the
distinct, real entities that apparently exist in the everyday world. It is thus possible that Utpaladeva is
here referring to the Vedānta notion of nescience (avidyā) in explaining the objection at hand, but it is
not certain: avidyā is a term that is commonly used in the VPVṛ, as well, for example. Cf. Utpaladeva’s
commentary in ŚD 3.82cd–83.

149In other words, Utpaladeva explains, the opponent here argues that Śiva must be amultiple entity
that changes, one associated with the entities that falsely appear to be distinct, that is, the entities that
make up the manifested universe. He suggests that these must be of the nature of nescience (avidyā),
given that they appear to be distinct entities despite the fact that no distinct entity (bhinnavastu) is present.
Thus, he becomes a “fiction,” the appearance of that which is not truly present. The response to the
present objection is given in ŚD 3.82cd–83.

150My translation of ayathārtha is somewhat idiomatic. Literally, the term in question means
“incongruous” or “incorrect.”

151The pronoun tat refers to the śivatattva; evaṃrūpa is an exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compound referring
to the same. Finally, evaṃrūpe tasmin is a locative absolute construction.

152The present “it” refers to the “self” (the ātman) that is experienced.
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experienced previously?153 There is, moreover, a clear distinction of that which
is experienced from the one who experiences it.154 Hence, there is thus now
occasion to fault what you have said with regard to the primordial paśyantī.155

Now, since you maintain that, by dint of the (second,) specific will, the (initial
moment of) will that is the cause (of the creation of the latter will) desists, this
because, i.e., the cause being that, he becomes a product of action the nature
of which is the universe, (you must explain:) when another will arises with the
maintenance, dissolution, and so on (of the universe), as in the (mundane) cog-
nition of a cloth, etc., what is the cause, who is the one who utilizes that; because
an always new (power of) will, belonging to Śiva, who is turned toward some-
thing, proceeds when his initial nature ceases and when another, new nature
arises for him.156

And, all entities must be real when they exist in the form of the same Śiva;
and when this is so, the similarity of the world with Indra’s web of illusion,
described by the Śaiva learned works themselves,157 is contradicted.

3.33ab

About this [Somānanda] says:

3.33. ityākṣeparakṣaṇārtham atra pratividhīyate

153A similar line of argumentation was leveled against the grammarians in ŚD 2.55 and 2.56.
154In other words, the non-duality of the system is compromised by the distinction of the experi-

encer from the object experienced. This is of course precisely the problem articulated by Somānanda in
the second chapter, where the nature of paśyantī as seeing, he argued, presupposes the existence of an
inherent distinction of subject from object of sight.

155In other words, Utpaladeva here explains that their opponent would like to suggest that an occa-
sion here exists in which to rebuke the authors of the Pratyabhijñā for their searing critique of paśyantī:
their own system may be faulted in the same manner as Somānanda and Utpaladeva have suggested of
paśyantī, because both schools conceive of a subject-object distinction in describing the experience of the
everyday world.

156As indicated in the Introduction (section 14, subsection entitled “Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna as pūr-
vapakṣin, and Somānanda’s Arguments against the Śāktas”), the present constitutes a particularly
important counterargument to the philosophy of the Pratyabhijñā. In particular, the opponent asks about
the process of the development of the power of will. If it is the case, as Somānanda argues, that all entities
are possessed of the power of will (icchā/icchāśakti), as much as is Śiva himself, and if it is also true that
all entities are ultimately identical to Śiva himself, then how does themanifestation of the new, particular
form of will supersede the initial moment of will that leads to the effect in question? Put differently, the
opponent asks how Śiva, impelled by his power of will, can manifest entities that, in turn, are impelled
by their own powers of will, which are distinguishable from the initial moment of will that created them.
What occurs, in effect, they argue, is the production of a new nature (svabhāva) for Śiva himself, whose
will, and the objects he desires, change with the advent of the product of the previous action or cognition,
inspired by the preceding moment of will. The answer to this objection appears in ŚD 3.92cd–93ab.

157Literally, the present passage refers to “the very teachings related to the Supreme Lord” (pārameś-
varair eva śāstrair). It is indeed the case that a number of Śaiva scriptural sources refer to the illusory
nature of the universe. See, e.g., VBh 102, quoted in note 140 of the Introduction. See also section 8 of
the Introduction.
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The following is here dispatched in order to ward off the aforementioned
objection.158

For the purpose of protecting his own philosophy from such an extensive
objection, which was leveled by his opponent,159 or, (one may alternatively con-
strue:) for the purpose of protecting against,160 i.e., for the purpose of refuting,
this objection, [Somānanda] responds here, i.e., in the face of this objection,161

or, (one may alternatively construe:) here in his own philosophy.162

3.33cd–34

cidātmano hi sthūlasya sūkṣmasyātha vikāritā
3.34. kṣīramāyāprakṛtivad yāvatecchaiva yādṛśī
parasya tādṛgātmatvam utpadyetātra yogivat

Now, it is indeed the case that, being coarse or subtle, the one having con-
sciousness as his nature163 would change, as does milk, māyā, or prakṛti.
Here, (however,) like a yogin, the nature of the Supreme One arises as it
does only in as much as he wills it to be so.164

158My translation does not follow precisely the glosses provided by Utpaladeva, who offers a pair
of varying interpretations for two elements of the present expression: he analyzes the compound
(ityākṣeparakṣaṇārtha) found in ŚD 3.33a in two different ways, this based on two possible interpreta-
tions of the meaning of rakṣaṇārtha; and he offers two interpretations for the referent of the particle
atra, meaning “here.” Note that the objection, or objections, in question are the ones articulated in ŚD
3.21–32.

159The present is a gloss of ityākṣeparakṣaṇārtha, one suggesting an ablative relationship between
ākṣepa and rakṣaṇārtha: the following arguments are dispatched to protect Somānanda’s view from the
aforementioned objections.

160The present is also a gloss of ityākṣeparakṣaṇārtha, one that suggests a genitive relationship
between ākṣepa and rakṣaṇārtha: it is for the purpose of the defeat of the objections in question that
the following is dispatched.

161The present phrase is a gloss of “here” (atra) that appears in ŚD 3.33b, one that suggests the term
refers to the moment when the opponent’s objections have been raised.

162The present phrase is a second gloss of “here,” atra (ŚD 3.33b), and it is here suggested that the
term refers to the locus of Somānanda’s response, in other words the present chapter of the ŚD itself.

163The term here translated, cidātman (ŚD 3.33c), appears in none of the manuscripts consulted
for the present edition, as these manuscripts provide overwhelming evidence for the variant reading
tadātman, a reading that was even accepted in the published edition of the text, prior to being corrected
to cidātman in the errata of the KSTS edition. Given the state of the manuscript evidence, it strikes one as
likely that the present reading is the product of an emendation of the text made by Kaul, an emendation
probably made on the basis of the fact that the commentary strongly implies that Utpaladeva knew the
text to read cidātman and not tadātman (this because the commentary opens with cidātmanaḥ sthūlatve).
I accept this reading, even if it is an emendation, on the basis of the evidence in the commentary. (Note
that it is also possible that one of Kaul’s two manuscripts, either the Srinagar manuscript or his Madras
manuscript, attested to the reading in question.)

164Somānanda here begins to answer the string of objections enumerated in ŚD 3.21–32. The present
passage refutes the argument that there is change in the śivatattva, which is leveled against Somānanda’s
position in ŚD 3.21cd.
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If the one whose nature is consciousness were coarse, he would change with
the creation of the universe, just as milk does when curds are formed.165 If
instead he were subtle, it166 would be similar to māyā and prakṛti.167

Thus, in as much as, unlike the two,168 the Supreme Lord, whose nature is
consciousness, is neither coarse nor subtle, he is instead superior to both; for, a
connection to real transformation, be it coarse or otherwise, exists only for that
which is always entirely inert, not for one made up of consciousness. Instead,
the nature of the Supreme One exists simply as a condition that accords with
his wishes, as is the case with that which yogins create.

3.35–36ab

[Somānanda] says precisely this:

3.35. icchayā sarvabhāvatvam anekātmatvam eva ca
nātra svātmavikāreṇa janayed bhāvamaṇḍalam
3.36. tadicchāsāmanantarye tathābhūtātmatā yataḥ

Omnipresence andmultiplicity of nature exist bymeans of will.169 It is not
the case here170 that he produces the universe171 by transforming himself,
since his nature is as it is in immediate conformity with his will.172

Here, [Somānanda] describes both.173 Just as he maintains that, for yogins,
omnipresence, as well as multiplicity of nature, comes into existence by means

165That is, it would be a simple form of the satkāryavāda, a real transformation of the cause into a
real effect or product of the action in question, the effect being inherent in the cause. This is close to
the theory of causality to which Somānanda and Utpaladeva subscribe, the only difference being that
the “transformation” of cause into effect does nothing to change the innate nature of the former, this
because it is simply consciousness that is the cause, and its very nature is to be conscious of something,
which is precisely the means by which it manifests its effect. There is, in short, a distinction in the
contents of consciousness without the manifestation of a concomitant difference in the nature of the
same consciousness.

166The present term refers to the state of transformation (vikāritā) in question.
167The latter refers to the nature of mūlaprakṛti the primary evolute from which, according to the

Sāṅkhya, the entire material universe evolves.
168The referent of the numerically dual pronoun here is probably the fact of being coarse (sthūlatva)

and the fact of being subtle (sūkṣmatva), two conditions that require the existence of a subtle process of
change in order to produce their effects. Kaul, however, suggests that it refers to the object created and
the transformation that effected it. (See Kaul’s fn. 3, p. 111 of the KSTS edition: tayos tatkāryavikārayoḥ.)

169Note that I have not rendered the emphatic particle (eva) in the present translation. It appears
to me to be present only as a verse-filler (pādapūraṇa). To render it would lead to a translation perhaps
similar to the following: “Omnipresence and multiplicity of nature itself exist.” One senses that the force
of the term is weak, here, and, as mentioned, appears metri causa.

170“Here” (atra) refers to the Śaiva view articulated by Somānanda.
171Literally, bhāvamaṇḍala means “the circle of entities.”
172This is a continuation of the reply to the criticism leveled in ŚD 3.21cd–23c. Compare the present

passage with ŚD 1.44–45ab.
173That is, he describes the process of creation practiced by both Śiva and the yogin. Kaul says

the same (in fn. 1, p. 112 of the KSTS edition), as he glosses “both” with “the one whose nature is
consciousness [=Śiva] and the yogin” (ubhayoś cidātmayoginoḥ).
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of (their) will, so he understands the same for the Supreme Lord, as well. For,
the yogin does not produce the universe174 out of his own self in the manner
that the one who appears to be a potter produces175 what appears to be a pot out
of what appears to be a ball of clay—in stages, by the real transformation, the
modification of form, of the (clay that ismade into a) small176 stūpa of the King of
Śibi, for example.177 It is rather that there exists a certain desire for something,
which, immediately following it,178 exists as the nature of the (yogin’s) desire:
the wished-for object. It is the same for the one whose nature is consciousness,
as well.

3.36cd–39

He further says:

yathā na yogino ’stīha nānāsainyaśarīrakaiḥ
3.37. vibhāgas tadvad īśasya madhyotkṛṣṭanikṛṣṭakaiḥ
bhāvair nāsti vibheditvam athavāmbudhivīcivat
3.38. tatra vīcitvam āpannaṃ na jalaṃ jalam ucyate
na ca tatrāmburūpasya vīcikāle vināśitā
3.39. niścalatve ’pi hi jalaṃ vīcitve jalam eva tat
vīcibhis tad viśiṣṭaṃ cet tan naiścalyaviśiṣṭakam

174As in ŚD 3.35d, “universe” here serves to render bhāvamaṇḍala, literally “the circle of entities.”
175I here translate the verb janayati a second time. It was translated first where the yogin is the

subject of the verb and here when understanding “the one who appears to be a potter” to be the subject
of the same verb.

176I understand the -ka suffix of stūpaka here to mark the diminutive.
177Reference is here made to the stūpa, or burial mound, of the King of Śibi. The name is associated

with the Buddha in an incarnation as a compassionate being prior to his birth at Siddhārtha Gautama.
The King of Śibi was a great philanthropist who ransomed his own flesh and blood to save a pigeon,
which had landed in his lap, from the clutches of the hawk who was chasing it. (The two were in fact
Indra and Agni in disguise, having come to the king to test his virtue.) He in the end was required to
offer up his entire body to the hawk in order to match the magically heavy weight of the extraordinary
pigeon that landed on his lap. For his great act of generosity, the sacrifice of his own self in lieu of the
death of the bird, a beautifully adorned stūpa was said to have been built on the site where the very act
of sacrifice occurred. The present example thus serves to suggest that what is made from the clay is a
thoroughly intricate and ornate object, one requiring much detailed work on the part of the sculptor. See
Meiland 2009, vol. 1: 27–57. For an earlier edition of the Sanskrit text, see Kern 1943: 6–14. Note that a
similar example is given in Jayaratha’s commentary in TĀ 10.224cd–225ab.

178The present expression refers to the aforementioned desire. Note that the text is ambiguous here.
It is possible that tat-samanantaram is a compound, the translation of which is here offered. It is also
possible, however, that it is not a compound, in which case one instead reads tat samanantaram with
the neuter pronoun corresponding with the preceding relative pronoun (yat). On this reading, tat would
refer to the entity wished for and would be read in apposition with sthiti, suggesting the state of affairs
that would result from the yogin’s desire. In the end, one must understand both interpretations in order
fully to render the meaning of the sentence. This occurrence of the possibility of construing the present
passage in two ways, moreover, is by no means a unique event in the corpus of Pratyabhijñā writings
or, for that matter, in philosophical prose more generally, and it can indeed be said to be something of a
hallmark of the Pratyabhijñā authors’ style.
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Just as the yogin is not divided here179 by the bodies of a manifold army, so
also the Lord is not divided by the superior and vile entities, and those in
between.180 Put differently,181 it is like the ocean and the waves. There,182

the water that has become wavy is not called water, but the watery form is
not destroyed there in the moment it becomes wavy;183 for, water is only
water when it is wavy, or even when it is not wavy. If you argue that the
waves modify it, then we reply: stillness (also) is a modifier.184

Just as the nature of the yogin is not divided by the bodies of a manifold army
that condition him185—the elephants, chariots, cavalry, and foot soldiers—so
also the Supreme Lord is not divided by the superior and vile [beings], and those
in between186—the Gods, humans, those in between, etc.187—this in accor-
dance with the restriction that the form of all the powers, pure consciousness,
is unitary.

Put differently, the following is a very famous example: just as there is a dif-
ference in the way one talks about the ocean and the waves, even though they
are identical, so also for Śiva and the universe; for, when one speaks of those,188

water that has become wavy is not called “water,” but the fact of being water is
not destroyed there, i.e., in the wavy form. For thus, whether unmoving or in
motion with waves, it is simply water, because the waves are a property189 of
the water.

Now, if you argue that water that is modified by such waviness is not merely
water, then we reply: this may be so. However, the water is not destroyed
when it is modified by the fact of being wavy, because it remains in the
same condition. If the water were not to exist when modified by waves, the
fact of being water could not exist when modified by the fact of being still,
either. Thus, Śiva-nature is fully established even when it exists in the form of
(manifested) entities.

179The term iha, “here,” should be interpreted to mean “here [in the world].”
180Somānanda lists the three levels of beings in the following order: those in themiddle, the superior,

the vile. I have altered the order to reflect English idiom.
181The Sanskrit here reads athavā, literally “alternatively.”
182Tatra here refers to the example of water and waves.
183Literally, the text says “in the moment of the waves.”
184This passage continues Somānanda’s response to the criticism leveled in ŚD 3.21cd–23c. It is also

similar to ŚD 1.13cd–14ab and ŚD 1.18. Finally, a parallel passage may be found in VBh 110.
185That is, just as the yogin experiences no change in his nature by conjuring a manifold army in

his consciousness, so also the following obtains, as well.
186The coordinative (dvandva) compound found here, following the one found in ŚD 3.37b, lists the

levels of beings in a different order from the one rendered in the present translation. The text reads:
“those in between, the superior, and the inferior” (madhyotkṛṣṭanikṛṣṭaka). I have changed the order,
however, so as to conform to the idiom of the target language.

187The term “etcetera” (◦ādi) refers to the many types of beings that exist in the universe.
188Tatra, literally “there,” refers to the water and the waves.
189The term here used is viśeṣa.
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3.40–42ab

3.40. ata eva parecchāto na jaḍatvam avasthitam
pṛthivyāditattvagaṇe jaḍatvaṃ cet pratīyate
3.41. na yathā jaḍatā kvāpi tathāgre suvicāritaiḥ
varṇayiṣyāma evātra na ca sāvayavaḥ kvacit
3.42. kaścid astīti vakṣyāma etad apy agrataḥ sphuṭam

For this very reason,190 no inertness exists byway of thewill of the supreme
one. If you argue that inertness is recognized in the mass of tattvas begin-
ning with the earth(-tattva),191 (then we reply:) we will explain definitively,
later on, with well considered arguments, how there is no inertness any-
where at all here,192 and we will also state this clearly, later on, viz.: that
no one anywhere is composed of parts.193

For this very reason, i.e., by dint of the will of the Supreme Lord, similar as
it is to that of the yogin,194 no inertness exists in the mass of tattvas beginning
with the earth(-tattva), because it195 exits as a particular form of his will, and no
inert material cause exists for it, such as primordial materiality.196

Now, if you argue that inertness is recognized there197 in the form of the
“that-ness”198 that is described (in Somānanda’s work), then we reply: not so.We
will state, later on, with well-considered arguments, how in reality no inertness
exists anywhere, even though [Somānanda] describes a “that-ness.”199 We will

190That is, because Śiva, like the yogin, does not change when imagining the various beings of the
everyday world, the following obtains.

191The tattvas are often enumerated beginning with the lowest one, i.e., the earth-tattva, though they
are also sometimes enumerated in the reversed order, with the earth-tattva counted as the thirty-sixth
and last of the series, as in, e.g., ŚD 1.29cd–33.

192“Here” (atra)may be understood tomean both “here [in theworld]” and “here [in our philosophy],”
though the former is the better interpretation of the two.

193The present likely refers to the arguments put forward in chapter 5 of the ŚD.
194That is, just as the yogin imagines the various parts of an army without dividing himself, so too

does Śiva imagine the world of diversity without dividing himself. Both are the result merely of the power
of will.

195This refers to the mass of tattvas beginning with the earth-tattva (pṛthivyāditattvagaṇa).
196In other words, the present passage again repudiates any literal read of the schema of tattvas artic-

ulated in the various (often Trika) scriptural sources of tantric Śaivism; indeed, that schema adopts the
system of twenty-five tattvas enumerated in the Sāṅkhya, including the tattva referred to in the Sāṅkhya
as (mūla-)prakṛti or pradhāna, the primordial level of material existence, counted as the second of twenty-
five levels in the Sāṅkhya and as the thirteenth of thirty-six in the system of the Pratyabhijñā. Simply,
material existence is merely the product of Śiva’s consciousness. It should not be understood to exist
separately from his consciousness, which is to say from his very nature and being, in any way.

197“There” (tatra) should be understood to refer to themass of tattvas beginning with the earth-tattva
(pṛthivyāditattvagaṇa).

198Utpaladeva here uses the technical term idantā. See the Introduction (sections 6 and 7) for a
discussion of the uses of this term in the authored works of the Pratyabhijñā.

199As shown in the Introduction (sections 6 and 7), Somānanda nowhere uses the technical terms so
commonly found in the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ, as well as in Abhinavagupta’sœuvre, those contrasting “that-ness”
(idantā) from “I-ness” (ahantā). The idea here expressed, then, is merely the suggestion that Somānanda
understands Śiva to manifest an apparently diverse and distinct universe, apparently separate from Śiva
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also refute, later on, the faulty counterargument that the śivatattva is composed
of parts, even if it is the nature of everything, as there can be no one who is
composed of parts in any condition whatsoever. When he spontaneously abides
in the fact of being Śiva,200 andwhen he spontaneously abides in the condition of
being the universe,201 what is the use of considering the state of being enjoyed,
because of which the state of being composed of parts would exist?202

3.42cd–47

svecchāto bhāvarūpatve parādhīnā kutaḥ sthitiḥ
3.43. kṣīravad yadi vocyeta parādhīnaṃ jaḍaṃ bhavet
etayaiva diśā śodhyaṃ śuddhanyūnādidūṣaṇam
3.44. abhagne ’sya svarūpatve śuddhanyūnādikaṃ kutaḥ
patadgrahādike hemni hematvaṃ mukuṭādike
3.45. sthitam eva na hemno ’sya kācid asti vibheditā
caṇḍālasadmago vahnir na vahnir yadi kathyate
3.46. tad evaṃ syād athocyeta vahneḥ saṃskāracodanā
śāstreṣu varṇitā kasmāt kāryārthaṃ kāryam eva tat
3.47. na svarūpavibhāgo ’tra tathā tatra vyavasthiteḥ
saṃjñākaraṇamātraṃ tad vyavahārāya kalpitam

Given that he exists, by dint of his will, in the form of the entities, how is
existence dependent on another?203 If, for example, you say it is similar
to milk, it would be inert, dependent on another.204 The fault (attributed
to our system) that must be corrected—being pure, being diminished, or
the like—is precisely the result of this (wrong) point of view.205 How can
there be something pure, something diminished, etc., when his nature
is undivided? The fact of being gold simply exists in gold, (be it) in (the

himself, even if he does not do so by way of reference to these technical terms, which were coined by
Utpaladeva.

200The present passage refers to the fact that all entities exist in such a condition as to be nothing
but Śiva.

201A complement to the preceding suggestion that all entities exist in such a condition as to be
nothing but Śiva, the present passage further suggests that Śiva spontaneously exists in the form of the
universe and all that populates it.

202The present passage refers to the notion that a distinction between agent and object must exist
for one to enjoy the objects of one’s desires. Cf. ŚD 3.21–25, and the commentary on the same.

203Somānanda here responds to the assertion that the Śaiva non-dual doctrine would require a
dependence on another entity in order to explain the existence of a multiple universe. See ŚD 3.22d.

204See ŚD 3.23ab.
205This serves as a response to the criticism leveled in ŚD 3.24. What is meant, as the commentary

explains, is that any analogy with the sort of real transformation (pariṇāma) of a cause in the course
of producing its effect, as is the case in the traditional formulation of the satkāryavāda, leads one to
misapprehend the nature of causality in the Pratyabhijñā, which while being a form of the satkāryavāda
nevertheless does not acknowledge any change whatsoever in Śiva, he being the cause of the manifested
universe.
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form of) a golden spittoon,206 etc., or in (the form of) a tiara, etc. The
(fact of being) gold is in no way divided whatsoever. If you argue that a
fire installed in an outcaste’s house is not called fire, we reply: it should
be thus. Now, if you say that injunctions involving the rites of passage for
fire are explained in the (Śaiva) teachings, (we reply:) what is the goal of
the action? It is the action itself. There is no division of his nature, here.
It is the same for his abiding there: that is conceived of merely as the
assignation of a name for the purpose of everyday speech.207

By dint of his will, the existence of the one whose form is that of the entities
of the universe208 is not dependent on another, but rather is simply his own state
of desiring (to be thus).

If you say that the fact of existing in the form of the universe depends on the
real transformation of its cause, like the fact of existing in the form of curds is
the state of being a (transformed) form of milk, i.e., (if you say) the nature of the
universe depends on another, then (we reply:) it209 would be insentient, because
there is no evidence that Śiva210 is dependent, in as much as he is simply the
nature of consciousness when he exists in the form of the universe.211 The fault
(attributed to our view) that must be refuted—be it the fact of being pure or
impure, the fact of growing or diminishing, or the like—is precisely the result
of this (wrong) point of view, one that destroys the nature of (Śiva as) conscious-
ness.212 This is because the fault related to being pure, becoming diminished,
etc., does not exist for one whose own nature is thus,213 i.e., when he is one

206As Kupetz notes, patadgraha, “that which catches what falls,” could also refer to a begging bowl.
See Kupetz 1972: 178, fn. 5.

207The present passage can be read as a response to the criticism Somānanda anticipates in ŚD 3.25.
208Note that I understand viśvabhāvarūpa to be an exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compound referring to Śiva.
209The adjective “insentient” (jaḍa) here appears in the masculine, singular form, as it refers to the

nature (ātman) of the universe.
210Literally, the text refers here to “the one whose nature is consciousness” (cidrūpa).
211With the present, somewhat unclear, passage Utpaladeva wishes merely to suggest that it is not

possible for the universe to be the product of a real transformation of Śiva’s nature. This is so, he argues,
because any real transformation would involve the production of a new entity, one distinguishable from
its source (the distinction being one of the difference between the cause [kāraṇa] and the effect [kārya]).
Such a new, distinct entity would of necessity be insentient, unlinked to the power of consciousness,
because Śiva is totally independent, in this view. Such an outcome is of course unacceptable toUtpaladeva
and to all Pratyabhijñā thinkers, however, because they espouse an unyieldingmonism, one that suggests
that the entire universe exists merely as the contents of Śiva’s consciousness.

212Here, Utpaladevamakes reference to the notion that the Pratyabhijñā theory of causality, although
it is a form of the satkāryavāda, cannot be compared to traditional, materialist conceptions of the same.
Nothing changes, no real transformation of consciousness occurs, in the present view, because all of
manifestation is simply a function of consciousness witnessing the object of consciousness. It is simply
the nature of consciousness to appear as such, and nothing in that nature changes by doing so. Thus,
analogy with the satkāryavāda as it is normally conceived cannot fully explain causality as conceived in
the philosophy of Somānanda and Utpaladeva.

213The first clause of the sentence—svaṃ rūpaṃ yasya sa svarūpas tasya bhāve—indicates that svarū-
patva (in ŚD 3.44a) is an exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compound describing Śiva, the one who has such a
form.
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whose form is consciousness, i.e., for one who is in such a condition.214 The
nature of the gold in a tiara or a spittoon is equally gold.

For instance, if you argue that a fire that is installed in the home of an outcaste
is not (a pure) fire, we reply: this could be so, as well.215 Now, if you argue that,
if fire cannot be impure, then it is inexplicable why the rites of passage, replete
with themantras, are enjoined to it in the (Śaiva) teaching(s), this for the purpose
of accomplishing their (purifying) effect; thus, it must be possible that [fire] can
be impure, (we reply:) this is not so. The rite itself is simply established for the
purpose of everyday life, but there is no change in the nature of the fire. Rather,
it being established that fire is fixed in its nature, i.e., in its own form, the fact
of having that nature, i.e., the very fact of being fire, exists in every instance
(of fire).

Similarly, the universe has Śiva as its nature. Thus, division into the fact
of being supreme, coarse, and subtle, etc.,216 exists as a result of (Śiva) being
established in the form of the Lord, the subtle elements,217 the earth, etc.218

And thus, there being oneness everywhere, that219 is conceived of as merely
the assignation of a name for the purpose of everyday speech in the world
of transmigration.220

3.48–49ab

3.48. vyavahāro ’py avidyā no tathātveneśvarasthiteḥ
tenaiva vā tathā klṛptas tathā tadanuvartanam
3.49. na tatsvarūpabhedāya śāstraṃ yad vyavahāragam

214That is, tadavastha, an exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compound, refers to Śiva, who “has that condition,”
i.e., who is one whose form is consciousness.

215Here, the author is merely suggesting that it is legitimate, in everyday life, to affirm the existence
of distinct types of fire, their status depending on their context in the world. This is not to say, however,
that the fire in question has a different nature from, say, the pure fire of the sacrifice. The statement, then,
is philosophically relatively uncontroversial, but it raises questions as to the degree to which Somānanda
and, following him, Utpaladeva were willing to contradict (or even contravene) contemporaneous social
norms. The present passage suggests a ready willingness to acknowledge caste norms on the mundane
level, even if such distinctions on their view are, philosophically speaking, without basis.

216The term “etcetera” (◦ādi) refers to the other hierarchical schemas found in Śaiva scriptural
sources. This is not to suggest there are levels other than the aforementioned three in the present schema.

217The term here translated is tanmātra, which refers to the five subtle elements or objects of cogni-
tion, viz.: sound (śabda), touch (sparśa), color (rūpa), flavor or taste (rasa), and smell (gandha). These five
are counted as tattvas twenty-two to twenty-six in the thirty-sixfold Śaiva schema.

218“The earth, etc., should be taken to refer to the five gross elements, viz.: ether (ākāśa), air (vāyu),
fire (agni), water (jala), and earth (pṛthivi), the last five of the thirty-six tattvas. That they are listed here
beginning with the last of the five reflects the common practice of enumerating the tattvas beginning
with the thirty-sixth.

219The referent of the pronoun, tat, it being a lemma of the root text (ŚD 3.47c), is probably the effect
of action (kārya), mentioned in ŚD 3.46d. This is to say the present should be understood to refer to the
world of transmigration and all in it that is wrongly conceived of as pure, impure, etc.

220In other words, whether one describes a fire, and by analogy the universe itself, as either pure or
impure, or whether one describes Śiva as transcendent or immanent, as supreme, or coarse, or subtle,
these are all merely names for the same Śiva, names used in everyday speech merely by convention.
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As for the everyday world, it simply is not221 nescience, because the Lord
exists as such a condition. Also, he himself created it, as well as the confor-
mity to it, in this way.222 The teaching that is found in the everyday world
does not serve to divide his nature.223

Although used as an expression in the everyday world of transmigration,
“nescience” is (merely) a name; it is not a distinct object, because the Lord him-
self exists in such a condition, i.e., in such a condition as to be the nature of
worldly activity.

Also, the teaching, for its part, which teaches the rites of passage that are
observed in the everyday world, does not serve to divide Śiva’s nature.224 He
himself, i.e., Īśvara,225 created it in this way, i.e., he himself created the rites of
passage for the fire, etc., in this way; and he likewise created the conformity to,
i.e., the performance of, them.226 Hence, this very form has his (power of) will
as its nature; neither impurity nor division is imputed to the nature of Śiva.227

221Note that no (ŚD 3.48a) consists of the negative particle (na) combined with the emphatic particle
(u), this in accordance with the standard Sanskrit rules of euphony (sandhi).

222Presumably, Somānanda wished klṛpta (ŚD 3.48c) to refer to vyavahāra, “the everyday world” (ŚD
3.48a), with tat in the determinative (tatpuruṣa) compound, tadanuvartana (ŚD 3.48d), also referring to
the same.

223The present passage constitutes a continuation of Somānanda’s refutation of the counterargu-
ments presented in ŚD 3.21–32. In particular, the present passage advances the argument begun in ŚD
3.42cd–47, where Somānanda discussed the conventional nature of the rites of passage in the consecra-
tion of the sacred fire, because this passage suggests that what is taught in Śaiva texts does not serve to
divide his nature, just as the rites of passage (saṃskāras) for the fire do not divide the true nature of fire,
wherever it might appear.

224In other words, asUtpaladevawill explain inwhat follows, it is not the case that the Śaiva scriptural
sources describe any division in Śiva by articulating the processes for performing the rites of passage
(saṃskāras) for the sacred fire, etc. These are meant only for conventional use. They do not speak to any
qualitative distinctions in the nature of Śiva. Note that it is also possible that one should understand
śivatattva to be a proper noun, though this amounts semantically to saying the same thing: to say that
the śivatattva is not divided by what is taught in the teachings is to say the same of the very nature of Śiva
himself.

225The term Īśvara as elsewhere in the commentary, should be understood to refer to Śiva himself
and not to the īśvaratattva, the fourth of the thirty-six tattvas.

226Utpaladeva’s commentary here indicates that tadanuvartana (ŚD 3.48d) is a genitive determinative
(tatpuruṣa) compound. The referent of the pronoun tat here is tathāgnisaṃskārādiḥ kalpitaḥ. It is worth
noting, here, that kalpita glosses klṛpta in ŚD 3.48c, which itself describes vyavahāra (ŚD 3.48a). The
point of the present expression, then, is simply to state that Śiva himself has created the world in such
a manner that human beings conform to the conventions associated with rites of purification, caste
restrictions, and the like. Note that I here translate the singular tat with the plural “them,” which refers
to the rites of passage for the fire and the other conventions of the everyday world. The singular number
of the pronoun reflects the grammatically singular agnisaṃskārādi, an exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compound
describing the everyday world (vyavahāra) and meaning literally “the one that has the rites of passage for
the fire as its first.” The plural is here used to render the passage in idiomatic English.

227Here, Utpaladeva simply wishes to suggest that the appearance of the world as it is, along with
the concomitant restrictions associated with caste, rites of purification, the distinction of purity from
impurity, and the like, is precisely the form of Śiva’s very power of will. It appears as it does because
Śiva wills it so. Note also that it is again possible, as above (see note 224), that one should understand
śivatattva to be a proper noun.
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3.49cd–51ab

hemapiṇḍe hemataiva syāc cen na mukuṭādike
3.50. yujyate vaktum eva tad anityatvaṃ ca yat smṛtam
satkṛtau tad vinirṇeyaṃ yā collaṅghanacodanā
3.51. niyamānupraveśāya śive collaṅghanena kim

If the nature of gold were to exist only in the gold ball,228 not in the tiara,
etc., it would be appropriate to say just that.229 Also, what you think of
as its impermanence is completely removed when it is accepted that the
effect is inherent in the cause.230 Moreover, the injunctions231 regarding
(acts of) sin exist only in order to adapt oneself to convention,232 for what
sin is there in Śiva?233

It would be appropriate, moreover, to say that division exists when he exists
in the form of the universe if the nature of gold were to exist only in the ball of
gold and not in the tiara, etc. The word “only” should be understood to modify
“the gold ball.”234

Also, the perishability of the śivatattva that you think of as requiring a rite of
injunction, this as a result of the fact that the entities (in question), of which it235

228Following Utpaladeva’s commentary, I take eva in 3.49c to be placed out of the regular word order
(bhinnakrama), this for metrical reasons. Accordingly, it should be understood to modify hemapiṇḍa and
not hematā.

229In other words, it would be appropriate to suggest that some entities appearing in the everyday
world are filled with impurities, or the like, only if they were rightly understood to be qualitatively dif-
ferent from, to have a different nature than, their source, Śiva himself. (The gold ball is analogous with
Śiva, as the former is the source, as it were, of the goldsmith’s creations. The “tiara, etc.,” produced of
the gold ball, are analogous to the manifested universe, in the present example.) Since all are said to be
equally possessed of Śiva’s nature, this is simply not the case. Cf. ŚD 3.18cd–20 and 3.44cd–45ab for use
of the same analogy.

230This, of course, is a reference to the satkārya(-vāda), the doctrine that the effect is inherent in
the cause. Somānanda here wishes to argue that, insofar as he accepts that causality takes this form, it
follows that one cannot claim that the effect—the manifested universe—is different from its cause, Śiva.
As such, one cannot argue that certain entities in the world decay, lose their purity, over time. (Compare
the present with the preceding passages devoted to the same question, found in ŚD 3.42cd–47 and the
commentary thereon.)

231I here translate the singular “injunction” (codanā) with the plural, this to offer an idiomatic
translation of the text.

232The term niyamānupraveśa is difficult to render precisely in English. The idea here expressed is
the mere approximation of a true restriction, the reality being that no rites are required to purify entities
appearing in the world, or rectify one’s own transgressions therein, given the fact that everything is by
nature already pure.

233The present passage continues Somānanda’s response to the counterarguments put forward in
ŚD 3.21–32. In particular, the present passage responds to objections raised in ŚD 3.23d–24, wherein it
is suggested that one would sin by stepping on the earth, or by other similar acts, insofar as the earth is
understood to be Śiva himself.

234In other words, one should understand the emphatic particle (eva) appearing in ŚD 3.49c to mod-
ify “the gold ball” (hemapiṇḍa) and not “the nature of gold” (hematā), as one would expect given the syntax
of the verse. Simply, the emphatic particle (eva) is placed out of the regular word order (bhinnakrama) in
the verse, this for metrical reasons.

235That is, the śivatattva.
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is the nature, (allegedly) perish, is completely removed by accepting the doctrine
that the effect is inherent in the cause.236

Moreover, that which enjoins a rite of propitiation, the sin of walking, spit-
ting, etc., on Śiva, who is possessed of an omnipresent nature,237 serves to bring
about the everyday world of transmigration, the result of adapting oneself to
dharma and adharma in the form of restrictions that are formed by the power
of limitation,238 which is possessed of his nature.239 In reality, however, what in
the śivatattva is defiled by sin? That is to say nothing whatsoever (is defiled).

3.51cd–53ab

evaṃpravartane tasya na nimittasamudgamaḥ
3.52. yadi svarūpavibhraṃśāc chāktarūpādikalpanā
tad vaktavyaṃ nimittatvaṃ kimarthaṃ rūpam ujjhati
3.53. yāvatā sarvarūpāṇāṃ tatsvarūpasvarūpitā

Given that his activity is as it is,240 no motive arises for him (to act).241 If
the form of the empowered one, etc., were formed through a disturbance
in his nature,242 then one would have to address the nature of the motive:
why does he emit form, in as much as his nature assumes the nature of
all forms?243

236The logic here is as follows: insofar as the śivatattva is perfect, cannot be defiled, and insofar as
it is a cause that is inherent in that which it produces–the universe, in this case—it exists inherently in
the effect. Because the effect is similar to the cause, which means in this instance that the universe is as
pure as the śivatattva, it is therefore not possible that entities within the universe decay, lose their purity.
As such, there is no need to perform rites of expiation in order to purify the object in question: it can
never be impure in any way.

237Note that I understand sarvatrātman to be an exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compound describing Śiva,
the one whose nature (ātman) may be found everywhere.

238The term here used is niyatiśakti, which refers to the power by which Śiva limits one’s awareness
of one’s omnipotent and omnipresent agency. See Pandit 1997: 76.

239In other words, the power of limitation is inherent in Śiva’s nature. It is not a capacity that limits
him or divides him in any way.

240The present, locative absolute construction (evaṃpravartane) refers to the activity of Śiva’s con-
sciousness, which at his will immediately manifests the universe and all within it as it appears to the
mundane agents who inhabit it. It is simply Śiva’s nature to perform this activity; it is the nature of the
functioning of consciousness. In acting in this way, moreover, nothing changes within the nature of
Śiva, for which reason, Somānanda argues, the following obtains.

241This is offered in response to ŚD 3.25, where Somānanda considers the possible objection that
Śiva, who manifests an impure universe, has undiscernible motives for doing so.

242The term vibhraṃśa could more strongly suggest the “decline” or even the “cessation” or “end”
of Śiva’s nature.

243The present passage responds to the criticism leveled against Somānanda in ŚD 3.25cd, where the
opponent suggested that Śiva puts agents within the universe in an impossible situation: they constantly
face the dangers of performing impure acts, because there is no room in a universe composed entirely of
Śiva himself in which to enact the mundane (and often impure) activities that are indispensable to every-
day life. Why, the opponent asks, does Śiva create such a situation, such a universe? The reply comes in
the form of a counterfactual expression. Somānanda here argues that he would have to account for Śiva’s
motive for creation only if a real transformation occurred in Śiva. Since none exists, no motivation may
be discerned. Śiva simply acts in accordance with his nature. There is therefore no need to explain why
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Given that his activity, the maintenance of the universe, which is simply the
condition of being as it is,244 occurs in the complete absence of his form under-
going a birth, a real transformation, etc.,245 his motive cannot be criticized,
because no object exists that had not existed before. Were he, being of a peaceful
form, to assume another form246—that of an empowered one, for example—by
abandoning his Śiva-nature,247 then one would have to address, i.e., one would
have to question, themotive for (the creation of) some object, here:248 “why does
he emit form?” In as much as Śiva exists in a state of having a peaceful form,
and as the form of the universe, as well, nothing can be possessed of any nature
except Śiva’s.249

3.53cd–56

śaktitrayarūpatvaṃ sarve yasyāsty avasthitam
3.54. nimittaṃ kalpyate tatra nimittaṃ tatra kalpyatām
atathātve tathābhāvo yatra syād atha codyate
3.55. purā śāntasvarūpatvaṃ paścāt tādṛgavasthitiḥ
śānte śivatvaṃ sthūle ’pi śivatvaṃ yatra varṇitam
3.56. tatra kā śāntatā brūhi śānte kiṃ vastutā na te
vastutā cet tathābhūtaśaktitritayasaṃgamaḥ

(Objection:) You must consider the motive to exist as the condition of the
one whose nature—the triad of powers—exists in everything. You must

Śiva, who is pure, chose to create a purportedly defiled universe. Śiva did not create such a problematic
universe at all, but only one that appears in full accordance with his unchanging and pure nature.

244The long compound evamavasthānamātralakṣaṇajagatsthitipravartana may be translated more lit-
erally with “[his] activity, the maintenance of the universe, which is characterized by being nothing but
such a condition.” In other words, the present should be understoodmerely to suggest that Śiva’s activity
involves the perpetuation of the universe in the form in which it appears.

245The idea here expressed is that Śiva does not act in such a manner as to transform himself, let
alone some other entity, in the process of creation. His activity is purely the product of the power of will.
As such, it involves no creation, real transformation, or the like. The term “etcetera” (◦ādi◦) here likely
refers to the destruction or demise (maraṇa) of the entity in question. It is worth noting, however, that
two of themore recentmanuscript copies of the commentary (P and R) omit the term in question (◦ādi◦)
from the text.

246I here translate grahaṇa with “assume,” despite the fact that the term often refers to the act of
cognition in the ŚD and the ŚDVṛ. A similar construction, one using a form of the same verb (grah/grabh)
and rūpa as the object of the verb, may be found in ŚD 1.34.

247It is possible that śivatattva, the term here rendered with “Śiva-nature,” should be understood to
be a technical term referring to the śivatattva, the first of the thirty-six tattvas.

248“Here,” atra, can be understood to mean “here [according to this philosophy]” or “here [in the
world].”

249Literally, śivasvarūpeṇaiva svarūpavattvam means “the fact of being possessed of a naturemay only
result from Śiva’s nature.” What is expressed here is conceptually rather straightforward: insofar as Śiva
is the only one who exists, to exist is by definition to be Śiva himself. There is no difference in the nature
of Śiva when he appears to be quiescent or when he appears to exist in the form of the active universe.
This is, in short, a simple expression of Somānanda’s pantheism. Cf. ŚD 1.41cd–43 for reference to Śiva
as existing “as if” he were peaceful, bound by ignorance, etc. See also ŚD 1.34–43 for a description of
Śiva’s omnipresence.
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consider the motive in instances where some entity can come to exist
where it previously did not.250 So, youmust explain this:251 he has a peace-
ful nature at an earlier time, and he subsequently abides in such a one (as
the universe). (Reply:) Do tell, what is the peaceful nature, given that the
Śiva-nature we describe (of him) when he is peaceful is the (same) Śiva-
nature that exists when he is coarse, as well? What state of being a thing
does not exist when he is peaceful, according to you? If you argue that it
is the state of being a thing (itself), (we reply:) that is a unification of the
triad of powers as they are.

(Objection:) You must consider the motive to exist in the one for whom the
condition—being possessed of the nature of consciousness, which consists of
the triad of powers, will, etc.—exists in the condition of everything. This means:
What is it?Where is it set to work?How is it conceived of? This simply cannot be
assumed. Indeed, the motive must be considered on the occasion of the arising
of his nature in a place where his nature did not exist previously. So, i.e., in this
way, you must explain this: he has a peaceful nature—he exists in a form that
is not the universe—at an earlier time, and he subsequently exists in the form
of the universe. Thus, it must be said that a cause exists for that which had not
existed before.

Reply: not so. Where the Śiva-nature we describe when he is what we accept
as peaceful is the very Śiva-nature that exists when he is coarse, as well, i.e.,
when he exists as the form of the universe, what peaceful nature could exist
there, i.e., what is the nature of Śiva that could exist there? Do tell. For, even the
peaceful [Śiva-nature] is what you consider to be a thing, and a thing, consisting
of the state of being real, is a reality, is existent, which (in turn) is the nature of
the agent who creates. Moreover, agency is the state of having an independent
nature, which belongs to the one whose form is consciousness, the possessor of
the powers of will, etc. Thus, Śiva is all things.

3.57–59

3.57. aṅgārarūpe kiṃ vahnau vahnitā na kriyātmake
jvālādike ’tha sāvasthā niṣkriyājñānarūpiṇī
3.58. niricchā ca na śakyeta vaktum evaṃ kadācana
asti sthito ’sāv etasyām avasthāyāṃ śivo yadi
3.59. naiṣā kriyā bhavati kiṃ niricche kiṃ kriyā bhavet
nirjñāne vā tato jñeyaṃ nāśaktiḥ kācana sthitiḥ

250The idea here expressed is simply that one must identify the cause of the production of some
entity in instances where the entity in question did not exist in a previous moment. As this is not,
according to Somānanda, the nature of Śiva’s creative consciousness, the matter is of central concern
to understanding the theory of causality in the Pratyabhijñā, as Somānanda conceives of it. Note that I
follow Utpaladeva’s commentary in understanding tathābhāva to be a compound of two members, viz.:
tathā-bhāva.

251The subject, here understood to be the cause (nimitta), is inherent in the verb (codyate).
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Does the nature of fire exist in fire in the form of charcoal and not in
the nature of the action, burning, etc.?252 Now, you might argue that the
condition253 is not one that exists in the form of action and cognition,
and is one that is absent of will. (Reply:) He may never be spoken of
in this way.254 If you argue that Śiva is established in this condition,255

(we reply:) no. Does the action come into being in one who is absent
of will, and how could action arise in one who is absent of cognition?
Hence, the object of cognition never exists as a condition that is absent of
power.256

Does the nature of fire exist only in fire in the form of charcoal, but not in the
one that is penetrated by the action of burning, warming, etc.?257 Now,258 there is
only fire there,259 which is also Śiva: although he enters into260 the division that

252The present is clearly a rhetorical question used to counter the notion that Śiva-nature exists in
the “peaceful” condition of Śiva in his supreme state, but not in the “coarse” level where Śiva exists as the
universe. To believe as much, Somānanda suggests, would be essentially to believe that fire that exists in
posse does not exist in esse, which he argues is absurd.

253The present phrase refers to the condition of Śiva as the supreme Śiva, analogous with the unlit
charcoal in the present example.

254That is, it is never possible to speak of Śiva as devoid of his powers, as totally inactive, even at the
highest level. See ŚD 1.3–4 for a description of Śiva in the supreme condition, one that is replete with all
of his powers. Cf. ŚD 1.41cd–43, where Somānanda and Utpaladeva indicate that Śiva is “as if” peaceful,
the distinction between this condition and the condition in which he is manifested as the universe being
a matter only of convention.

255This is to say that Somānanda here anticipates that the opponent will argue that it is possible for
an entity to exist absent of the power of will, etc., in a sort of potential state, an existence in posse that
is devoid of these powers, even if the entity in question manifests itself in a fully empowered form in a
subsequent moment of time. As discussed in the Introduction (section 5, and passim), this is of course
an utterly untenable position to maintain, in Somānanda’s view.

256In the preceding (ŚD 3.57a–c), Somānanda argued that it is impossible to imagine the nature
of power—the power to burn, for example—that exists in potential form but not in the active form.
Subsequently (ŚD 3.57c–59), Somānanda rejects the possibility that the nature of a particular power may
exist in its active form but may be absent in the potential condition. Thus, he has here considered both
of the two possibilities, of a power in posse that does not exist in esse and of a power in esse that does not
exist in posse.

257As mentioned in the notes to the verses in question, the present argument asks simply whether
the nature of fire is present only in posse and not in esse. The answer is a resounding no, and by analogy,
the nature of Śiva is said to be present not only in the “peaceful,” supreme form of the deity, but also in
the form that appears as the universe.

258It appears at first glance that the present term here translated, atha, should be understood to be a
lemma (ŚD 3.57c), given its appearance immediately followingUtpaladeva’s interpretation of ŚD 3.57a–c,
but this is not the case. Utpaladeva again uses the same term to introduce an objection in the following
line of the commentary, this in the manner in which the term was used in the verse.

259Kaul suggests that “there” (tatra) refers to the ignited fuel, i.e., to the act of burning etc.: tatra
jvalanakriyāviśiṣṭe. In other words, Śiva is equally present in his premanifested state, at the level of the
śivatattva—here analogous to the unlit charcoal—and also in his manifested state, here analogous to the
ignited fuel in the process of burning.

260It is also possible that āviṣṭa should be understood passively to refer to the fact that Śiva’s unitary
nature is “penetrated” by apparent multiplicity. Cf., e.g., ŚD 1.1 and the commentary on the same.



Translation Chapter Three 249

is that entity, he is only Śiva.261 This is communicated bymeans of the condition
of the action.262

Now, you might argue: Śiva-nature may exist in the one who acts,263 because
the powers make action possible; the state of being peaceful, on the other hand,
is devoid of action, absent of cognitions of the objects of cognition, and, because
no cause exists to produce an effect, devoid of will, the desire to act; therefore
it is not Śiva.264 (Reply:) He may never be spoken of in this way, because he is
always united265 with the act of coming into existence.266

If you argue that, in the absence of coarse action, we accept that Śiva exists
in a peaceful condition, as well, then (we reply:) he does. Does the action, in the
form of the existence of entities, etc., fail to come into being? It must come into
being! And action by nature involves an actor, and an actor is independent, is
fully sentient. Since independence is activity that accords with one’s own will,
and because he exists as such, it follows that will must exist here [in Śiva], the
mark of which is his desire to exist and to remain in existence.267

How, moreover, could action come into existence as long as he does not
understand such action, such coming into being, or such persistence?268

[Pāṇini] teaches that verbs like bhavati “to be, to become” end with a verbal end-
ing.269 Therefore, that which is to be known by someone simply never exists
devoid of the powers of will, etc.

261That is, he enters into the state of being the active fire, but in doing so his nature is unchanged.
262This is to say that any entity that appears in the world is Śiva, because Śiva is the only agent, the

only one who acts, and entities appearing in the world are active. With this, Utpaladeva’s gloss of ŚD
3.57a–c is completed.

263Note that the term here translated, sakriya, is an exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compound referring to
Śiva.

264If one argues, in other words, that the peaceful Śiva is devoid of all powers—if one argues, by
analogy, that the power to burn that exists in esse does not exist in posse in the charcoal—, then the
following reply is given.

265Note that I interpret bhavanakriyāviraha, an ablative of cause, to include a negative particle
(a-): bhavana-kriyā-aviraha. (To suggest that Śiva is absent the act of creation would contradict Śaiva
theology.)

266In other words, it is not appropriate to speak of Śiva as utterly peaceful. He is active, even in his
quiescent condition, for it is his nature to be thus.

267The present passage, then, is a detailed explanation of why the so-called “peaceful” state involves
the full presence of the powers of will, cognition, and action.

268See A 3.4.65 for the use of the verbal root jñā with the infinitive, as exemplified herein. Note, also,
that I understand tathā to apply in a distributive manner to all three infinitives in the present passage.

269See A 1.3.1, where Pāṇini defines verbs as those “beginning with bhū”: bhvādayo dhātavaḥ. See
also A 1.4.14 (suptiṅantaṃ padam), where Pāṇini defines terms ending with verbal endings as inflected
words. Finally, see A 3.4.78, where the verbal endings are enumerated. The point of this argument is that
Pāṇini suggests that the verb to be is an action. He does so because he teaches that the verb is conjugated,
and the conjugation of the verb signals the identity of the agent who performs the action in question.
Simply, existence is itself an action. Cf. ĪPK 1.5.17, where Utpaladeva discusses the role of verbal suffixes
in defining the nature of action.
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In addition, Śiva-nature is the fact of possessing the powers of will, etc.
It is taught in the Īśvarapratyabhijñā,270 moreover, how [Śiva] creates nothing
different from Śiva-nature when a pot exists, the Himālayas exist, the world
exists.271

3.60–61

3.60. atha citratvam atrāsti bhāvapuñje na tac chive
śivasya tat svarūpatvaṃ vaicitryaṃ yat parasparam
3.61. apekṣya bhāvavaicitryaṃ tasya tebhyo vicitratā
sarvaṃ śivātmakaṃ yadvat kathanīyam ihāgrataḥ

Now, if you argue that the multiplicity that exists here272 in the multitude
of entities does not exist in Śiva,273 (we reply:) the mutual difference is
the nature of Śiva’s nature. With regard to the variegation of entities, his
multiplicity exists through them. Everything is of the nature of Śiva in a
manner that we will explain here,274 later on.275

Now, you might argue: one sees a mutual difference of entities (here in the
world); so, how is this possible in Śiva, i.e., in the one who is the unitary form
of consciousness?276

(Reply:) Even there,277 the mutual difference of entities is the variegated
nature of Śiva himself; and, with regard to the variegation of those, i.e., of the
pots, cloth, etc.,278 his multiplicity appears through them, i.e., by dint of
their existence, even though he exists as the one who is the unitary form of
consciousness.

Everything, moreover, being of the nature of consciousness, is of the nature
of Śiva in a manner that we will explain, later on, i.e., in a manner conforming
to logic.

270See, e.g., ĪPK 2.4, esp. 2.4.20 and the ĪPVṛ thereon. Torella also refers the reader to ŚD 4.32–33ab,
where Somānandamakes essentially the same argument, but with regard to the functioning of the gram-
matical elements (kārakas) that are deployed when speaking of an entity that does not exist, such as the
horn of a hare.

271In other words, Śiva creates only himself when he produces the effects of a limited agent, some-
thing large within the world, or even the world itself. It is always only Śiva who acts. As Somānanda says
in the verse, “the object of cognition never exists as that which is absent of power.”

272“Here,” atra, should be understood to mean “here in the world.”
273That is, if the opponent argues that the multiplicity appearing in manifestation does not exist in

Śiva when he is in the supreme condition, then the following answer is given.
274“Here,” iha, should be understood to mean “here [in the Śivadṛṣṭi].”
275See ŚD 4.1ff. for Somānanda’s explanation of how everything is possessed of Śiva-nature.
276Note that cidekarūpa is an exocentric (bahuvrīhi) compound that literally means “he whose unitary

form is consciousness.”
277This is to say that the following obtains even in themanifested universe, in the world of apparently

multiple entities.
278The present construction, teṣāṃ ghaṭapaṭādīnāṃ vaicitryam, indicates that bhāvavaicitrya (ŚD

3.61a) is a genitive determinative (tatpuruṣa) compound, one in which the term bhāva should be
understood to refer to the “entities” that exist in the everyday world, namely, pots, etc.
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3.62

3.62. jalāharaṇaśaktaś ca ghaṭo yadi na bhaṇyate
ghaṭaḥ kevala evātra tad evaṃvidham ucyatām

Moreover, if a pot is not said to be capable of holding water here,279 the
pot being in no way connected to anything else, then it should be stated
in this way.280

If, moreover, a pot is not said to be capable of holding water here, i.e., in
the world, but rather is not connected to anything else, that is, is a pot that is
fully absent of being penetrated by the action in question, then this, for its part,
should be stated in a way that reflects this exclusively: “Śiva, being in no way
connected to anything else, does not exist as the form of the universe.”

Insofar as it is not thus,281 it follows that Śiva alone exists absolutely
everywhere.

3.63–68ab

3.63. nānāvādair no virodhaḥ kathanīyam ihāgrataḥ
uktaṃ vā kālapādādāv āgopālāṅganādinā
3.64. tad aikyaṃ kheṭapālo ’pi prāha yā kācana sthitā
śaktiḥ padārthajātasya devadevasya sākhilā
3.65. śaktiśaktimatām uktā sarvatraiva hy abheditā
eko rudra itītyādi śrutāv uktaṃ tathā paraḥ
3.66. puruṣaḥ sarvam evedam itihāsādiṣūditam
maheśasyāṣṭamūrtitvaṃ yāvat pārthivamūḍhatā
3.67. so ’rodīd iti vede ’sti nārthavādo nirarthakaḥ
vidhyaṅgatvena cet sattā nāsatyasyāṅgatā sthitā
3.68. arthavādād api phalaṃ rātrikratuṣu darśitam

There is absolutely282 no contradiction as a result of the (existence
of) various (opposing) doctrines, as we will explain here,283 later

279As Utpaladeva indicates in his commentary, “here,” atra, should be understood to mean “here [in
the world].” What Utpaladeva does not mention is that he construes atra with the clause appearing in
ŚD 3.62ab, even though the term appears in ŚD 3.62c, out of the normal word order. This is simply the
result of the author’s need to conform to the metre in the verse of the ŚD.

280The present argument is made by analogy. The idea is this: to understand Śiva to be merely
existent, inactive and utterly disengaged with the world—to understand him, in a word, to be utterly
“peaceful”—is the equivalent of understanding a pot to be totally unengaged with the world that sur-
rounds it, incapable of action therein. If this is the vision of Śiva expressed in Śaiva scriptures, they
should have come out and said so explicitly, but they do not. Note that the passage of text following the
present one (ŚD 3.63–68ab) goes on to show that various Śaiva scriptural sources describe Śiva as an
active, and not merely peaceful, deity.

281In other words, insofar as the Śaiva scriptures do not describe Śiva in this way, the following
obtains.

282Note that I understand no to be the combination of the negative particle (na) and the emphatic
particle (u), not the enclitic form of the first-person plural pronoun.

283“Here,” iha, should be understood to mean “here [in the Śivadṛṣṭi].”
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on.284 Instead, the oneness that is expressed in, e.g., the Kālapāda with
“down to cowherds, women,” etc.,285 is what Kheṭapāla declares, as well:
“All powers of all things are entirely the power of the God of Gods.”286

For, the powers and the possessor of power are said to be undivided
all the time, without exception. It is stated in scripture287 that “the one
Rudra (is this universe),” etc.,288 and “the supreme person is all of this
without exception.”289 It is (similarly) stated in the Itihāsas, etc.,290 that
“the eightfold nature of Maheśvara exists down to the degeneracy of the
earth-tattva.”291 TheVeda says “he howled”;292 this is notmeaningless sup-
plemental text.293 If you argue that its294 truthfulness is the product of the
fact that it is an auxiliary to the injunctions, (we reply:) that which is untrue
is not established as an auxiliary: a result is shown in the sacrificial rites
to the night, even if by (reference to) the supplemental text.295

Moreover, [Somānanda] will explain later on that there is absolutely no con-
tradiction of the non-duality of Śiva as a result of the (existence of) various
(opposing) philosophical systems.296

284Somānanda continues to answer the string of objections enumerated in ŚD 3.21–32. The sug-
gestion that a unitary Śiva is contradicted by the multiplicity of philosophical views is suggested in ŚD
3.26ab. See 3.74cd–76ab for an explanation of the existence of a multiplicity of mutually contradictory
philosophical views in a unitary Śiva.

285The present passage refers to the Kālottaratantra. The verse in question may be identified as
Sārdhatriśaktikālottaratantra 1.6cd–7ab.

286The source of the quotation is unknown. Sanderson (20062: 57, fn. 29) suggests that it could be
part of the lost Rauravavṛtti. My translation is here based on Sanderson’s, found in the article here cited.

287The term here used, śruti, refers to the orthodox and commonly accepted scriptural sources, such
as the Vedas.

288The source of this quotation is Yajurveda 8.6.10.
289The source of this quotation is Śvetāśvataropaniṣad 3.15. The same is quoted by Sadyojyotis in his

introduction to the first verse of the third chapter of the Nareśvaraparīkṣā: tathā ca śrutiḥ. puruṣa evedaṃ
sarvaṃ yadbhūtaṃ yac ca bhāvyam.

290According to Utpaladeva, “etcetera” (ādi) here refers to the Purāṇas.
291The term in question is a name of Śiva, understood to have an eightfold form, one including five

elements, themoon, the sun, and the patron of the sacrifice, the yajamāna. (See: TAK, vol. 1, 155–156.) The
same is referred to by Bhaṭṭa Nārāyaṇa in his Stavacintāmaṇi, verse 78, and in Kṣemarāja’s commentary
on the same; ĪPVV, vol 3, p. 166. Here, however, Somānanda refers to the presence of the name in
the epics.

292This is a reference to the Śatapathabrāhmaṇa 6.1.3.8.
293The term translatedwith “supplemental text”, arthavāda, is one commonly found in theMimāṃsā

and is based in that school’s exegetical vision. One common formulation of the idea referred to here
suggests that three types of text appear in theVeda: vidhis, or injunctions for the performance of particular
rites on particular occasions; mantras, which are used in the performance of said rites; and arthavāda,
“explanatory” or “supplemental text” that serves to reinforce the conviction of the sacrificer to perform
the rites, but that should not be taken literally. It is against this idea that Somānanda here argues: when
the Veda refers to Rudra’s activity, it does so because Rudra actively engages the world. Such expressions
are not merely explanatory, but are to be taken literally.

294That is, the present passage concerns the truthfulness of the arthavāda.
295This last statement refers to the use by Jaiminīya Mīmāṃsakas of arthavāda passages to justify

the performance of the rite in question.
296See ŚD 3.74cd–76ab.
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Instead, this much is expressed in our very own settled opinion, with expres-
sions in the Śrī Kālottara and elsewhere, such as the following, that Śiva-nature,
in the form of mantras, exists of (all) beings:

“Cowherds, women, children (all) speak it always.”297

The gurus teach the unity of Śiva, as well. Accordingly, the guru Kheṭapāla
declared, “All powers,” etc.298

Moreover, since the very power of the God of Gods is said to be the power of
real things, and power and the possessor of power are not divided, this amounts
to saying that the real thing is the God of Gods himself.299

The same is expressed, moreover, as the unity of Rudra: “The one Rudra is
this [universe]”;300 and it is similarly stated in the Veda that “the supreme person
himself is all of this.”301

In addition, Maheśvara’s eightfold nature is stated in the Purāṇas, Itihāsas,
and elsewhere, where even degeneracy, in the form of the extremely base earth-
tattva, is (said to be comprised of) his very nature.

And the Veda expresses his unity with “he howled,” even though they (here)
express Rudra’s power.302 It is not logical to say that this [expression], for its
part, is a supplemental text whose meaning is untrue insofar as its purpose is to
promote accordance with the (Vedic) injunctions. How could the supplemental
text that is truly auxiliary to (Vedic) injunctions have an unreal meaning? For,
supplemental text is that which only expresses its own meaning, and there is no
erroneousness of meaning in the Veda.303 The Jaiminīyas, moreover, teach that
there exists a result of the sacrificial rites to the night, which exists as a result of
one’s accordance to it, simply on the authority of the supplemental text.304

297The present is an abbreviated quotation of Sārdhatriśatikālottara 1.6cd–7ab. The verse there reads:
āgopālāṅganā bālā mlecchāḥ prākṛtabhāṣiṇaḥ / antarjalagatāḥ sattvās te ’pi nityaṃ bruvanti tam. The verse
in question refers to the unity of speech, down to mundane speech.

298See, supra, note 286.
299There can be perhaps no clearer expression of the identification of the process of manifestation,

of activity, with the object that is implicated in the action in question: the active divinity and the world of
objects that accomplish the range of activities of the universe are one and the same.

300See, supra, note 288.
301This is a reference to the Ṛgveda and the famous Puruṣa Sūkta hymn. Ṛgveda 10.90.2 reads: puruṣa

evedaṃ sarvaṃ yad bhūtaṃ yac ca bhavyam / utāmṛtatvasyeśāno yad annenātirohati.
302See, supra, note 292.
303What Utpaladeva here wishes to suggest, I think, is that arthavāda, according to Mīmāṃsaka

exegetical principles, must express only what it expresses; it cannot shed light on anything in the world
other than what is contained in the semantics of the expression in question. This being so, it would be
impossible for text that is untrue to express anything that could motivate the practitioner to action. The
Veda, simply, is not filled with lies.

304In other words, the Jaiminīya Mīmāṃsakas invoke passages that are classified as supplemen-
tal text, arthavāda, to establish both the need to perform and the potential fruits of performing the
sacrificial rites to the night (rātrikratu), which would be impossible to do if the arthavādas were truly
meaningless. They therefore must correspond in some direct and significant manner with reality, and,
as such, reference to Rudra as an active deity should be understood accurately to describe the divine.
The entire discussion found here seems to relate to what is said of the matter in the Śabarabhāṣya on
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3.68cd–69

bandhamokṣau na bhidyete sarvatraiva śivatvataḥ
3.69. vijñānam īdṛk sarvasya kasmān na syād vimohitā
saivaiṣā sā ca saṃsāro bandhamokṣāv ataḥ sthitau

(Objection:) Bondage and liberation are not distinguished, because Śiva-
nature is absolutely all-pervasive.305 Why isn’t everyone possessed of such
understanding?306 (Reply:) This is simply the nature of delusion, and
that307 is the world of transmigration. Hence, bondage and liberation
exist.308

Given that bondage and liberation do not exist when everyone is possessed of
Śiva-nature, does absolutely everyone understand himself or herself to be Śiva?
Such a cognition does not exist. This is what [the opponent] says.

(Reply:) With regard to this, too, as it is said that that is itself the nature
of delusion—“that, moreover, which is characterized by ignorance is the world
of transmigration, which is said to be bondage,”309 for instance—bondage and
liberation exist in the form of ignorance.

3.70

3.70. vibhinnaśivapakṣe tu satye dārḍhyaṃ paratra naḥ
pratītimātram evātra tāvatā bandhamokṣatā

If, on the other hand, the view that Śiva is dividedwere true, stability would
exist elsewhere.310 For us, the degree to which bondage and liberation exist
is simply a measure of one’s perception, here.311

If, on the other hand, one were to accept the view that absolutely all entities
exist separately in the form of Śiva, this because they are (distinct) agents insofar
as they are connected with the powers, will, etc., then in that case, i.e, when the

the Mīmāṃsasūtras of Jaimini, ad 1.2.1–30. The Bhāṣya quotes the phrase “he howled” (so ’rodīt) as an
example given by a pūrvapakṣin of meaningless text. See Jha 1973, vol. 1: 51–73.

305The present is a rearticulation of the objection raised in ŚD 3.26cd, followed by Somānanda’s
reply.

306In other words, the interlocutor asks how one could remain unaware of one’s own liberated state,
given that everything and everyone has Śiva-nature.

307The present term refers to the nature of delusion (vimohitā).
308A parallel passage to the present may be found in VBh 135. Cf. also ŚD 7.87cd.
309The present quotation remains untraced.
310In other words, if one accepts the thesis that Śiva-nature exists individually in the various beings

appearing in the world, rather than being one and the same Śiva-nature, then one would have to accept
that the divided entities found in the world are individually stable and autonomous. This would lead,
philosophically, to a divided world. It would, however, permit one to understand bondage and liberation
to involve a real transformation of an autonomous individual from one state of being to another, rather
than a mere change in perspective. This, however, is not how Somānanda conceives of bondage and
liberation, or of the nature of reality for that matter.

311“Here” (atra) presumably should be understood to mean “here [in the world].”
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view that Śiva is divided is true, stability would exist in the distinction of objects,
this in accordance with the manner in which it appears.312

But when the nature of the unitary Śiva alone is reality, then, this being
our view, no stability exists for distinction, but rather liberation is the mea-
sure of one’s cognition of Śiva’s non-duality, while bondage is the noncog-
nition of the same. Thus, the degree to which they exist is a measure of
one’s perception, but it is not the case that the nature of bondage and lib-
eration exists as a result of bondage and liberation being mutually distinct
things.313

3.71

3.71. nāsatye satyabuddhitvakhaṇḍanātrāsti kācana
kathanaṃ sarvasāmyāya vivādihananāya ca

It is not at all the case, here,314 that a real perception dismisses that which
is unreal. The expression (of Śiva’s unity) serves to establish the equality
of everything and to defeat our opponents.

Neither is it the case, here, that a real cognition dismisses, in the form of
error,315 the unreal entities, as is stated in the Veda,316 since the multiplicity
or unity of absolutely all entities exists once it is established that they possess
Śiva-nature.

As for the expression of unity as the nature of Śiva, that serves to establish the
equality of everything with the śivatattva, i.e., it serves to prevent the elevation or
diminution (of some entities over others); or, if there are those who do not admit
the Śiva-nature of entities, then it serves to defeat our opponents who subscribe
to that view.

3.72

3.72. tathā tathā śivāvasthā svecchātaḥ sa tadātmakaḥ
tadātmatve nāsti bandhas tadabhāvān na mokṣaṇam

312In other words, apparently distinct entities would truly be distinct, in a manner corresponding
precisely to the manner in which this very distinction of objects appears in the world.

313One should note that the present consideration of two alternatives (vikalpa), one suggesting that
Śiva-nature is undivided, the other that it exists separately in each and every entity found in the world, is
precisely the one considered in relation to the grammarians’ paśyantī in ŚD 2.43–44ab. The argument
here made is straightforward: bondage and liberation are not truly distinct conditions or states of being,
but rather exist only because they are perceived to exist. Ultimately, there is no stability to this, or any
other, distinction, however.

314“Here” should be understood to mean “here [in our settled opinion].”
315In other words, the present passage anticipates the idea that the dismissal is based on the fact

that the cognition of the unreal entities comes to be understood to be erroneous.
316Here, vedoktavat likely refers to that which is stated in the Vedānta, though precisely which form

of the Vedānta remains unclear. Note that Somānanda shows no cognizance of Śaṅkara’s philosophy in
his summary critique of the Vedānta, found in ŚD 6.6–15.
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The condition of Śiva exists in these various ways, of his own will. That
has his nature.317 Its nature being thus, there is no bondage; since that
does not exist, there is no liberation (either).318

Even when duality exists, the condition of Śiva exists in this way, i.e., in a
dualistic form, by dint of his will. Moreover, that, i.e, the duality, has Śiva as
its nature, and in this way, the duality being of the nature of Śiva, there is no
bondage; since that does not exist, there is no liberation, either, the latter being
dependent on the former.

3.73–74ab

3.73. kimarthaṃ guruśāstrādi cet tathā tadavasthiteḥ
devasya śāstrād bodhena kiṃ prayojanam eva ca
3.74. kimarthaṃ bhavatārabdhaṃ śāstraṃ bodhāya kasya vā

Objection: Of what use is the teacher, the teaching, etc., given that he
abides in them as he does, and what is the very purpose of the awareness
of God that is derived from the teaching? Of what use is the teaching that
you have begun, and for whose awareness is it?319

(Objection:) Of what use is the teacher, the teaching, the religious practices,
etc., given that liberation does not exist, this because Śiva himself abides (in
them) as he does,320 i.e., as the formof duality? For, awakening through scripture
has no purpose for a god who is eternally awoken. Other teachings are for those
who are seated (around the teacher);321 by contrast,322 of what use is it that you

317This is to say that duality has the nature of Śiva. The present translation of ŚD 3.72ab follows
Utpaladeva’s interpretation. In the absence of the commentary, onemight wish to interpret the half-verse
differently fromUtpaladeva, however. Inmy reading, themost natural way to understand the verse would
differ from that of Utpaladeva in two ways. First, I would take svecchātaḥ with what follows rather than
what precedes it: in this interpretation, the syntax would accord with themeter, for such an interpretation
asks one to punctuate at the caesura. Second, Utpaldeva understands the third-person pronoun (sa) here
to refer to duality (bheda), while one might prefer to understand it to refer to Śiva. This interpretation
would render the following translation: “The condition of Śiva exists in these various ways. [Śiva] is
possessed of such natures of his own will.”

318The present passage constitutes Somānanda’s definitive answer to the criticism, leveled in ŚD
2.26cd, that Śaiva non-duality would compromise their understanding of bondage and liberation. His
answer, in a word, is that neither truly exists, because Śiva truly is the nature of everything.

319Somānanda here responds to the criticism anticipated in ŚD 3.27–28ab, where the author antici-
pates that one could object that, insofar as his philosophy posits that all things have Śiva-nature, it would
follow that all would be liberated, and therefore there would be no need for teachings, for a guru, or for
a God.

320Utpaladeva’s commentary here indicates that tadavasthiti (ŚD 3. 73b) is an ablative of cause:
śivasyaivāvasthiter hetor.

321In other words, a śāstra is normally composed for the edification and indeed spiritual emancipa-
tion of the unenlightened disciples of the teacher, who composes the learned work for their sake. (This,
indeed, is the reason Utpaladeva gives for the composition of the present commentary on the ŚD, for
which see his maṅgala, verses 2–3, at the beginning of the ŚDVṛ.) Given that all are enlightened, then,
there is no reason to undertake the composition of a śāstric work.

322The present expression renders the particle vā, which here appears, prima facie, to be a lemma (ŚD
3.74b). Given the syntax of the commentary, however, where Utpaladeva uses vā to contrast the teachings
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yourself, a proponent of the unity of Śiva, have begun a teaching; for whose
awareness is it?

3.74cd–76ab

sa evetthaṃ svecchayāste tatkartṛtvena bodhyataḥ
3.75. sa eva buddharūpatve tathā bhavati tatkṣaṇam
sa eva saṃprajāyeta tadanuṣṭhānatatparaḥ
3.76. phalaṃ vā tadanuṣṭhāne sa eva hi tadā bhavet

(Reply:) He alone, by his will, exists in this way,323 as that agent,324 for the
one who is to be enlightened, and he alone exists at that moment in the
form of the enlightened one. He alone can exist as the one who is totally
devoted to being in accordance with it. Also, he alone can arise as the result
of according with that [teaching].325

(Reply:) God alone, by his will, i.e., for no particular reason,326 exists in this
way.327 This is precisely what [Somānanda] demonstrates: he exist as that agent,
i.e., as those such as ourselves, who author learned works for the one who is to
be enlightened, i.e., having first taken the form of one who is to be enlightened,
in the form of the student.

And he also exists at the very same moment in the form of the enlightened
one.

And he exists as the one who is intent upon the religious practices of the
teaching.

And he alone exists, in due time, as the form of the result (of such religious
practices), be it a material reward, one of pleasure, or another.

3.76cd–78ab

vāditvaprativāditve kasmāc cet tasya tatsthiteḥ
3.77. vyavahārāya vā sarvaṃ vyavahāro na vastugaḥ

and teachers of other schools with Somānanda and his own, it is unclear precisely howUtpaladeva wishes
to explain the use of this term in the ŚD itself. The contrast made in the commentary is not made in
Somānanda’s text. Thus, given the syntax of Somānanda’s text, I there render the particle in a man-
ner suggesting it contrasts two questions, the one regarding the purpose of the scripture, the other
the question of for whom it is composed, even though this is not recommended by the syntax of the
commentary.

323In other words, Śiva alone exists as the diverse entities in the universe.
324In other words, Śiva himself is the teacher, the one the very telos of whom the opponent

questioned in ŚD 3.73a.
325I understand the emphatic particle (hi) in ŚD 3.76b to be a verse-filler, and thus have not rendered

it in the translation.
326Because Śiva is completely free, there is no particular purpose to his manifestation. His desire to

be manifested is the only reason for it. The question of the reason for the existence of manifestation was
addressed in ŚD 3.25cd and in ŚD 2.25cd–26ab and 2.26cd–28ab, the latter pair of passages of course
appearing in the midst of Somānanda’s critique of the grammarians’ paśyantī.

327Utpaladeva here glosses ittham with anena prakāreṇa, though the two expressions carry essentially
the same meaning.
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svarūpaṃ vastugaṃ viddhi vyavahāro na jātucit
3.78. tatheśvaravyavasthānād avastvābhāsarūpataḥ

If you ask why truthfulness and erroneousness exist, (we reply:) this is so
because he exists as both. However, everything serves the everyday world;
(and) the everyday world is not a real thing. Know that his nature is a real
thing; the everyday world is nothing at all, because the condition of the
Lord is only thus, the form of the appearance of unreal things.

(Objection:) Given that no division of the (various) philosophies can exist if
he were unitary, wherefrom truthfulness and erroneousness? After all, you refer
to “the defeat of our opponents?”328

Reply: This, too, is so because he himself exists in this way. However, every-
thing, i.e., the teaching, the proponent of it, the one propounding an opposing
view, etc., serves the everyday world of society, and the everyday world of soci-
ety, consisting of the noncognition of his non-duality, is not a real thing. On the
other hand, what appears by way of his nature is only that which is by nature a
real thing in the form of Śiva.329 The everyday world, however, is never a real
thing, but rather is only confusion.330 As for the unreal thing, it has nothing
but the Lord as its nature, this resulting from his abiding in the form of the
appearance of that unreal thing. For this very reason, in the manner expressed
in the Īśvarapratyabhijñā, that which appears, although it is not a real thing, is
the very form of consciousness: it is merely said to be an unreal thing, because
no appearing exists externally.331

3.78cd

Regarding this, [Somānanda] says:

sarvam ekena rūpeṇa yad vicāryaṃ tathāgrataḥ

328Cf. ŚD 3.71d, where Somānanda uses the term vivādihanana.
329There is, of course, no real contradiction, according to the Pratyabhijñā, in the present pair of

declarations. The “everyday world of society” (lokavyavahāra) is not real (avastu), according to Somānanda
and Utpaladeva; and they simultaneously maintain that everything that appears is, indeed, real (vastu).
This is so because all that appears is only Śiva himself. At the same time, the appearance of diversity is
merely the product of the absence of the cognition of unity, an absence being of itself nothing whatsoever.
Whatever one sees in the world is absolutely real insofar as everything that appears is Śiva himself. The
only unreality is the failure to recognize this, and this failure to recognize the unity of all things is the very
“everyday world” the reality of which Somānanda and Utpaladeva deny. See the Introduction, section 13,
subsection entitled “Bhartṛhari’s avidyā and Utpaladeva’s abhedākhyāti.”

330The confusion (bhrama) involved is of course the failure to recognize the non-duality of all
phenomena. It is simply the noncognition of Śiva’s non-duality (abhedākhyāti).

331This very well could be a reference to ĪPVṛ ad ĪPK 1.5.6, where Utpaladeva denies the reality of the
external object, affirming only the appearance (ābhāsa) within consciousness to be real. Furthermore, he
underscores the unreality of multiplicity in that passage, refuting, according to Torella, the Vaibhāṣika
notion of aggregation being the basis of the appearance of entities. See ĪPVṛ ad ĪPK 1.5.6. Cf. Torella
1994: 115–116, fn. 15. Torella 1994: 149, fn. 10 also refers the reader to the same passage in a note to ĪPVṛ
ad ĪPK 1.8.5.
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The way in which everything exists in a unitary form will be considered
later on.

The way in which everything, i.e., the real entity and the unreal entity, exists in
the form of Śiva will definitely be considered later on.332

3.79

3.79. dharmādharmaiś ca saṃbandhas tathā tacchivasaṃsthiteḥ
tatphalāphalayogena yuktatā tasya tatsthiteḥ

The connection,moreover, with dharma and adharma exists in themanner
that it does because Śiva abides in them.333 That he exists as both explains
the fact that he is connected (to them) on account of the reward or lack of
reward that results from them.334

The connection is with the result of the two or, due to incompleteness, the
opposite, i.e., the connection is with the result that is the absence of the result.335

Alternatively, there is no connection with the result,336 or again an alternative:
the connection is with the result of an adharma one did not wish for, the negative
result of adharma.337 For this reason, the customary state of being connected or
not being connected is the result of Śiva’s condition being thus.338

At all times, whatever appears is possessed of nothing but Śiva’s nature in
the form of consciousness.

3.80–82ab

3.80. nimittasamavāyyādivaicitryāt tadvicitratā
kāraṇasyaikarūpatve na doṣas tritayātmatā

332The discussion in question is found in ŚD 4. See, esp., ŚD 4.7cd–9, where Somānanda suggests
that even erroneous cognitionsmay be understood to be real, this insofar as they appear in consciousness.
As such, he suggests, the distinction of erroneous cognitions from correct cognitions only serves the
everyday world, though ultimately the distinction is a false one, as both types of cognition appear in the
form of Śiva’s consciousness.

333Note that the reading found in ŚD 3.79b, tacchivasaṃsthiteḥ, finds a close parallel in ŚD 3.76d,
wherein is found tasya tatsthiteḥ. (A similar construction—tathā tadavasthiteḥ—also exists in ŚD 3.73b,
but there the commentary tells us to understand it as a part of the opponent’s critique and not as the
protagonist’s reply to the objection, as it is in ŚD 3.79b.)

334The present passage is a response to the objection anticipated in ŚD 3.28cd and following.
335The present passage interprets tatphalāphala-yoga as an instrumental determinative (tatpuruṣa)

compound, wherein tat-phalāphala is itself a genitive determinative (tatpuruṣa) compound and phala-
aphala, itself the second member of that compound, is a coordinative (dvandva) compound.

336The present passage apparently reads aphalayoga as one member of the compound, referring to
the “fruitless connection” with the result (tatphala).

337The present passage suggests that tatphalāphalayoga refers to the existence of a connection (yoga)
with the absence of a result (aphala), the absence being the result (phala) of the action in question (tat).

338Utpaladeva indicates in the commentary that tatsthiti (ŚD 3.79d) is an ablative of cause: tatsthiter
hetoḥ.
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3.81. na rājājñā samādiṣṭā svayaṃ vā sa nimittakam
samavāyi tadicchaiva tadyogaḥ sahakāraṇam
3.82. tasyaiva vā trirūpatvaṃ vyapadeśāt tathāvidham

There is no fault in the fact that he is possessed of a tripartite, variegated
nature as a result of the multiplicity of (causes,) the efficient cause, the
inherent cause, etc., if the cause (of these causes) has a unitary form. Royal
dictates are not enjoined equitably. Put differently,339 he is the efficient
cause; it is his will that is the inherent cause; (and) the connection to him is
the auxiliary cause.340 Put differently, what is designated a tripartite nature
and exists in this manner belongs to him and no other.341

If the unitary Śiva alone is the cause, his variegated nature,342 referred to as
his tripartite nature, being the result of the multiplicity of the natures of the
efficient cause, the inherent cause, and the extrinsic cause, is not a fault, this in
the manner already explained.

It is not the case that all royal dictates are enjoined equitably, i.e., in the same
way, but it is rather that, while they equally take the form of a royal decree, they
are otherwise different. Similarly, he exists as all the causes, be it in the form of
a thread or in the form of a connection.343

Put differently, he himself is, first, the efficient cause; his will is the inherent
cause; and he himself is what connects the parts,344 because his will is connected

339“Put differently” serves idiomatically to translate vā.
340Based on Utpaladeva’s gloss of the passage in question, I understand tadyoga to be an exocen-

tric (bahuvrīhi) compound referring to Śiva, literally the one “whose connection is with those [auxiliary
causes].”

341The present passage constitutes a response to the objection Somānanda anticipated in ŚD 3.29cd,
namely that all the various types of causesmust be identical if Śiva is understood to be one. Cf. ĪPK 1.5.10,
which suggests that apparent multiplicity is the result of an underlying unity that is found in Śiva.

342The present phrase, tasya vicitratā, indicates that tadvicitratā (ŚD 3.80b) is a genitive determinative
(tatpuruṣa) compound.

343The present passage refers to Śiva existing in the form of the various causes. The argument, again,
is analogical: a king issues many decrees in addressing an array of concerns, but they share the same
nature, viz.: the authority of being the order of the king. Similarly, Śiva, although one, exists in the form
of all the various types of causes. Reference to Śiva as a cause in the form of a thread makes reference
to the material cause that is the same substance as the effect (avibhāganimitta), just as the threads are
identical with the swatch of cloth they produce. This is therefore a reference to the samavāyi or inherent
cause. Reference to Śiva as the form of the saṃyoga refers to the notion that some (material) entity must
exist, according to the Nyāya, that connects distinct entities and qualities. See, infra, note 344 for a brief
explanation of saṃyoga; see also, supra, note 145 for an explanation of the various types of causes here
in question.

344In the classical Naiyāyika formulation, saṃyoga is one of the qualities (guṇas), the second of the
six categories (padārthas) of real entities. In this view, there must exist some quality that connects two
substances, at least one of whichmust be amaterial entity. This is the saṃyoga, the contact or connection,
of the substances in question. As Potter explains it: “Contact is, according to Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika, a quality
which inheres in two substances under conditions such that the product of the two individuals is greater
than zero but smaller than either of the two (where ‘product’ is here being used in its mathematical or
set-theoretical sense). That is, the product of two individuals is the individual (if any) which exhausts
their common content.” See Potter [1977] 2004: 52; cf. ibid.: 70–72; and Halbfass 1992: 70–82. That it
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to the reality of the thing, the pot, etc. This means that he is the auxiliary cause
and the inherent cause.

Put differently, even though he is unitary, that which in the manner already
mentioned is designated, that is, is spoken of as, his tripartite nature is the
nature of the noncognition of the non-duality of all of the distinct entities that
are the everyday world.345

3.82cd–83

na pṛthivyādike tasmin kalpanā saṃpravartate
3.83. tathātvenaiva klṛptatvāt tadā tat kalpanā bhavet
tad eva tatkalpitaṃ kiṃ satye nāmāstu kalpanā

A fiction does not come forth in the (form of the) earth(-tattva), etc.,
because he is produced in that very manner. That would be a fiction
only under other circumstances.346 How is it something that is merely
imagined? When it is real, it can only be said to be imagined.347

Moreover, it is not a fiction that Śiva-nature exists in the whole aggregate of
entities, which are cognized as the form of the earth(-tattva), etc. It is rather
that the śivatattva itself is truly produced as the form of the earth(-tattva), etc.
That348 would be a fiction, i.e., would be imagined, only when that which has
some form is ascertained as that which does not have the form in question, as in,
for example, the realm of fantasy. Insofar as Śiva himself is, in reality, the earth
(-tattva), etc., since everything is Śiva himself in bodily form, what is (merely)

is here stated that saṃyoga may be identified with Śiva himself suggests that Śiva is that which connects
distinct entities in the universe. This is a point Utpaladeva argues at length in the ĪPK, where he suggests
that Śiva is the only one who can connect distinct svalakṣaṇas. See esp. ĪPK 2.2.

345In other words, it is mere talk to distinguish parts of Śiva. The everyday world might appear as
such, because one understands it to be thus, but in reality everything is only one.

346The present phrase is an idiomatic rendering of tadā tatkalpanā bhavet, literally “the thought
of that arises at that time.” I here translate in accordance with Utpaladeva’s commentary. Utpaladeva
interprets the present passage by referring to instances where something fictitious is imagined. See the
commentary, below.

347The present passage constitutes a response to the objection Somānanda anticipated in ŚD 3.30ab,
namely that Śiva would exist as that which is not real, as a “fiction” (kalpanā), by appearing in the form
of the multiple universe. Reference to Utpaladeva’s distinction between kalpanā or vikalpa, on the one
hand, and vimarśa, on the other, is perhaps of use in explaining the present passage. Utpaladeva suggests
that vikalpa, conceptualization, involves the perception of an entity via the exclusion of its opposite (ĪPK
1.6.3), this in amanner that evokes the apoha theory of the Buddhist epistemologists. Conversely, vimarśa,
although consisting of speech (vāgvapu), is not dualistic (ĪPK 1.6.1). Although vikalpa relies on knowing
something and its opposite, there can be no opposite of vimarśa (ĪPK 1.6.2). In fact, vimarśa produces
vikalpa, with the help of māyā (ĪPK 1.6.4–5). Similarly, Somānanda here suggests that the world is not a
“fiction” (kalpanā), but is real, the very form of Śiva; and the apparent duality appearing in it is the result
of Śiva’s nature: this is how he appears. It should be noted, however, that Somānanda contrasts kalpanā
with the fact of being real (satyatva), not with reflective awareness (vimarśa).

348The present expression should be understood to refer to the earth-tattva. It is also at least possible
that it may be taken to refer to the śivatattva. The theological point is of course that no distinction of the
two is possible.
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imagined to be Śiva? This means that there is nothing whatsoever that exists
as such.

Now, [Somānanda] says that what is imagined truly exists there. In that case,
to say that it is imagined is, in reality, only to give it a name.

3.84–85ab

[Somānanda] illustrates the very same:

3.84. kaṭake ’sti suvarṇatvaṃ kuṇḍale kalpanāsti kim
citravahnāv aśokādau kalpanā rājate kvacit
3.85. klṛptakalpanayor bhedaṃ ye na jānānti naumi tān

Is the nature of gold that exists on the (goldsmith’s) mat imagined in the
earring?349 One sometimes imagines fire to appear in a picture of fire,
in an Aśoka tree, etc. I bow to those who do not perceive the difference
between that which is produced and that which is imagined.350

Is the nature of gold that exists on the (goldsmith’s) mat real, but imagined
in the earring? This means that this is simply not so.351

One sometimes, i.e., on occasion, imagines fire to appear in a picture of fire,
in the red of the flowers of an Aśoka tree, etc. This means that Śiva, who is pro-
duced as the form of, i.e., is endowed with the form of, the earth(-tattva), etc.,
himself exists there.352 That which is imagined, moreover, is he himself simply
wishing to be thus, i.e., to exist in that form. Therefore, [Somānanda] playfully
says that they are to be praised who are not conversant with the semantic distinc-
tion between that which is produced, i.e., that which one accomplishes oneself
and thus is a success, and that which is imagined, i.e., that which is not of the
nature of the entity in question and thus is in the form of pure imagination.353

349As in ŚD 3.18cd–20, the present analogy is to a ball of unformed gold that sits in the goldsmith’s
studio, on a straw mat, prior to being crafted into jewelry or the like. It subsequently is crafted into some
recognizable object but of course retains its very nature as gold.

350The present passage continues the reply of ŚD 3.82cd–83 to the objection raised in ŚD 2.30ab,
that Śiva is merely a fiction if he manifests the universe in his consciousness.

351Contrast the present example with Śaṅkara’s understanding of gold, for example. As Kupetz
(1972: 55–56) explains, Śaṅkara understands the gold in two distinct entities—a rucaka and a svastika,
each types of golden utensils—to be mutually distinct entities, excepting their identity qua being gold. It
is only by destroying the notions regarding the entities, their names, etc., that one can see them as equally
made of gold. The same, by analogy, is true of all appearances and Brahman. Kupetz explains the dis-
tinction as follows: “Śaṅkara’s theory of superimposition is clearly opposed to Utpala’s position. Utpala
seems to believe that various gold ornaments are identical as such; at least he never denies the reality of
their respectively distinct forms. The manifestations of the everyday-world are identical with supreme
consciousness, he claims, even in their distinctive forms as mutually isolated subjects and objects.” Cf.
BrSūBhā 4.1.14.

352This is to say that it is Śiva who appears as real entities in the world; he exists not only in his
unmanifested form, but he also exists equally in his manifested form as the entire universe.

353Responding to the criticism anticipated in ŚD 3.30ab—namely, that Śiva must be a fiction, an
imagined entity, if he appears in the form of the earth-tattva, etc.—Somānanda and Utpaladeva distin-
guish something that is truly produced from something that is merely imagined. The gold in a golden
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3.85cd–86ab

śivatattve sānubhave na paśyantyā samānatā
3.86. yato gāndhikasaugandhyavat paśyann avikalpakaḥ

The śivatattva, if it is experienced, is not the same as paśyantī, because,
seeing analogously to the perfume vendor and perfume, [Śiva] is devoid of
conceptualization.354

The śivatattva, the nature of which is consciousness, which brings forth the
universe, (and is one) whose form is the experience of the universe, is not
the same as paśyantī, which is flawed in the ways already mentioned.355 Since,
i.e., just as, a perfume vendor, not knowing the perfumes, with their countless
good-smelling substances, individually,356 abides in a state in which he knows

ball appears in all of the entities forged out of it. In all instances the gold is real, regardless of its particular
form. The same is true, they suggest, of Śiva, who appears as all entities in the form of consciousness.
In contrast to this are imagined or conceptualized entities, such as the fire that appears to burn when
one glances at the mass of red flowers covering an Aśoka tree. In such instances there is a marked
difference between what is imagined, on the one hand, and what is real, on the other hand, but both
appearances—of real fire and of fire imagined to appear in one’s perception of the red flowers of the
Aśoka tree—are real insofar as they are manifested in Śiva’s consciousness. It is therefore possible that
Somānanda’s homage to those who fail to perceive the distinction between what is produced and what
is imagined was not intended sarcastically, but rather was meant to signal the unity of all appearances
qua their very Śiva-nature. Utpaladeva, however, emphasizes the reality of the distinction.

354The present passage constitutes a reply to the objection anticipated in ŚD 3.30cd. The argument
here put forward suggests that Śiva does not experience the world as a series of distinct phenomena,
but rather experiences the mass of entities in the world as a single, albeit variegated, whole. As such,
the present argument is similar to the one put forward in ŚD 2.48cd–49, wherein Somānanda considers
the possibility that the grammarians might argue that paśyantī sees a generic cognition. The present
argument may be distinguished from that one, however, by the fact that Somānanda there understood
the grammarians to suggest that the “generic” cognition they saw corresponded with the class of the
entity (the jāti) cognized. Here, the idea is rather that Śiva sees all entities as a whole, regardless of their
respective class. One might object that the present argument nevertheless could be put forward by the
grammarians themselves, and as such their conception of paśyantī is as plausible as Somānanda’s theory
of a unitary Śiva. To this Somānanda has already replied (cf. ŚD 2.79cd–80), as follows. Śiva is not similar
to paśyantī because the universe that he experiences is real, is Śiva himself, and accords with his very
nature. If the grammarians accept that paśyantī sees a subtle entity that is not different from the agent
who sees it, Somānanda argues (ŚD 2.57), then they simply put forward an identical argument to that of
the Śaivas. However, to do so is to deny the meaning of the word “seeing,” which implies a division of
agent, object, etc.

Note that it is possible that Somānanda (and Utpaladeva) had Bhartṛhari in mind when composing
(and commenting upon) the present verse. See VP 2.89: yathaivaikasya gandhasya bhedena parikalpanā /
puṣpādiṣu tathā vākye ’py arthabhedo vidhīyate. The Ṭīkā of Puṇyarāja on the present verse reads as follows:
srakcandanādāv eka upasanniviṣṭa gandhaḥ. tasya tv apoddhārasamāśrayeṇa bhedaḥ kalpyata ayaṃ puṣpa-
gandho ’yaṃ candanagandha ityādi, tathā vākya evārthāpoddhārasamāśrayeṇa padārthabheda upapadyata
ayaṃ devadattapadārthaḥ, ayaṃ gopadārtha ityādi.

355The aforementioned flaws with paśyantī are detailed in chapter 2 of the ŚD and in the Introduc-
tion, section 13.

356The term here used, iyattā, may more literally be translated with “as only so much.” What is
meant is that the perfume vendor, sitting next to the gamut of good scents, does not smell each of them
individually, but rather experiences the smell of all of them as a whole.
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all of them simultaneously, so too does Śiva exist (in a condition) devoid of con-
ceptualization, as he sees all entities in the absence of (any distinction of) place,
time, or sequence, as (both) what is expressed and what expresses it. The expe-
rience of the complete self,357 which is nothing but “I am,” exists because these
[entities] shine forth. The way in which he is devoid of conceptualization, even
though he is possessed of the reflective awareness, “I am,” can be known from
the Īśvarapratyabhijñā.358

Even though the perfume vendor and another (unexperienced) person have
the same experience of the individual perfumes, the perfume vendor does so
with a delight for the scents, while it is the other who simply lacks the same.359

In this way, the fact that the universe is brought forth is made possible; the
present exemplifies only that much.

3.86cd–88ab

satyāni svātmarūpāṇi paśyato na samānatā
3.87. paśyantyātho śivāvasthā kriyāphalasamāptitaḥ
kriyāyā vātha prārambhe kalpanīyā praśāntatā
3.88. astu sāpi na bhedāya yathā tat praviniścitam

Seeing those [things] that are real as the form of his own self, he is there-
fore not the same as paśyantī. Now, if you argue that we conceive of Śiva’s
condition as peaceful prior to either the consummation of the fruit of the
action or the action (itself), (we reply:) although that may be so, this does
not result in dualism, as has been made clear.360

Neither the condition called Sāda361 nor the Īśvara condition362 is the same as
paśyantī: (in both cases) the cognitive agent sees those things that are absolutely
real, which lie within him because they do not alter him insofar as he thinks
“I am everything.”363 In paśyantī, by contrast, which is similar to the condition

357The term here translated is pūrṇāhaṃbhāva.
358Perhaps Utpaladeva here has in mind ĪPK 1.6.1, where he suggests that the reflective awareness

“I” cannot be conceptual.
359This is to suggest, by analogy, that Śiva is more readily capable of enjoying the experience of the

mass of entities thatmake up the universe, while the average person is often incapable of the same degree
of relish in the experience. What is experienced, however, is precisely the same universe, precisely the
same Śiva-nature.

360The present passage constitutes a response to the objection, anticipated in ŚD 3.30cd, that Somā-
nanda’s understanding of Śiva is equivalent to the grammarians’ of paśyantī when both are thought to
be the object of experience.

361This is a reference to the third tattva, the sadāśivatattva. Cf. ŚDVṛ ad ŚD 2.1, where the same term
is used to refer to the sadāśivatattva. See also ĪPK (and ĪPVṛ ad) 3.1.2 and Torella 1994: 190, fn. 4 for the
various interpretations of the term here translated.

362This is a reference to the fourth tattva, the īśvaratattva.
363In the sadāśivatattva and the īśvaratattva, Śiva identifies with the universe by saying “I am every-

thing.” Sometimes the relationship between subject and object is said to be reversed in the move from
the third to the fourth tattva, the expression being as it is represented here at the level of the sadāśivatattva
and being “everything is me” (ahaṃ sarvam) at the level of the īśvaratattva.
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of deep sleep, the absolutely distinct [entities],364 being suitable for the world
of transmigration, are present in a seminal form. One must supply: “even (in
the condition) beyond deep sleep, they are fully made of paśyantī’s nescience, in
their view.”365

Now, if you argue that we conceive of Śiva’s condition as what may be called
peaceful at the initial and final moments of the act of cognition,366 and that we
say that that367 exists in a form that is devoid of the powers of will, etc., that is not
experienced, (and) that has an insentient form, then we reply: not so. For, that
condition may exist, but it is not also true that he is devoid of all of his powers
at that time, in consequence whereof that [peaceful condition] would be distinct
from the nature of Śiva.368 Rather, a connection to the powers of will, etc., exists,
in an extremely subtle manner, in all of the conditions (of Śiva). This was proven
in the first chapter itself.369

3.88cd–90ab

na ca vāsty antarāle ’tra sā daśā yā hi kevalā
3.89. prāk kriyāphalaniṣpatteḥ samanantaram eva yat
prasarpaty aparecchaiva punar anyā tathāvidhā
3.90. na kadācana tasyāsti kaivalyaṃ śaktiśūnyakam

Nor is it the case here that there is an isolated condition in the interval prior
to the consummation of the fruit of the action,370 since a subsequent will
moves forward immediately following the consummation of the fruit of
the action,371 as does another of the same qualities (following that). He
never exists in a state of isolation that is devoid of his powers.372

364What is meant is that the entities in question are mutually distinct and, in all likelihood, what is
also meant is that the entities in question are at some level different from paśyantī.

365Put differently, paśyantī sees distinct objects of sight, as explained in detail in ŚD 2, while Śiva
sees entities that are unified with his very self. Note that the fact that it is here suggested that something
must be supplied leads one to the conclusion that the present passage ismarginalia thatmade its way into
Utpaldeva’s Vṛtti: there is nothing in the mūla that could accommodate the material here identified as
supplemental material. Rather, it seems that the present passage could have been added to the previous
lines of the commentary itself.

366On the initial and final moments of cognition, cf. ŚD 1.5–6ab and Utpaladeva’s commentary on
the same.

367The feminine, singular pronoun (sā) refers to Śiva’s condition (śivāvasthā).
368The term here translated with “from Śiva’s nature,” śivatattva, could also be taken to be a proper

noun referring to the first of the thirty-six tattvas.
369Note that Utpaladeva’s commentary here suggests that praviniścita (ŚD 3.88b) may be understood

to be short for prathamāhnika eva niścita. The presence of the powers in all the conditions was articulated
in particular in ŚD 1.3–4, 1.5–6ab, and 1.6cd–7ab.

370The emphatic particle, hi (ŚD 3.88d), is here used as a verse-filler.
371Note that I read kriyāphalaniṣpatti with both what precedes and what follows it (dehalīdīpavat).
372The present is a reply to the objection, anticipated in ŚD 3.31, that one must explain why Śiva’s

power of will arises repeatedly in the act of manifestation.
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Nor is it the case here that a condition could exist that is peaceful—which
appears as the absence of the powers—in the interval prior to the beginning of
a second action, since, i.e., because, a subsequent will moves forward imme-
diately following the consummation of the fruit of the action, one that is the
cause of the actions of the utterly clear, supreme consciousness; and there is no
absence (of the powers) at that time. Also, it is immediately following the con-
summation of the fruit of that (second) action that (yet) another [condition] of
the same qualities, i.e., will itself, is set in motion. Why prattle on?373 In both
instances, the one whose form is consciousness never exists in a state of isola-
tion, one that appears as an interval, in a form thatmay be said to be devoid of his
powers.

3.90cd–91ab

For instance:

yatrātmānubhavāniṣṭhā tatrecchā ca na kiṃ bhavet
3.91. athānubhavanaṃ nāsti jaḍā sā na prasajyate

Moreover, how could will not exist when there is no conclusion to one’s
experience of the self? Now, if you argue that there is no experience (there),
(we reply:) that does not involve that being insentient.374

How could the action of will not exist for the sake of the action that is (Śiva’s
very) experience, when there is no conclusion to one’s experience of the self,
i.e., where there is no cessation of delight (in experience)? For, there can be no
experience in the absence of the desire to experience.

Now, if you argue that no experience of the self exists (in the “peaceful”
moments immediately preceding and following a cognition), which means that
it does not appear (there), (we reply:) that does not involve that being an insen-
tient condition, i.e., it cannot be so.375 This must be thought of in reference to
what this is and where it occurs; for, the reflective awareness “I” is an experience
of the self, and that is itself the very state of not being insentient, which, in the
manner expressed in the Īśvarapratyabhijñā, communicates the impossibility of
characterizing that which is insentient.376

373In other words, a consideration of the second and third appearances of the power of will suffices
to exemplify the entire, limitless process.

374The present continues Somānanda’s response to the objection he anticipated in ŚD 3.31, namely,
that he must explain why Śiva’s power of will manifests itself repeatedly.

375In other words, the present passage suggests that it is simply not the case that a condition exists
in which Śiva is absent his powers.

376The entire Jñānādhikāra of the ĪPK is devoted to the question of the nature of the self and its
functioning in cognition. See in particular ĪPK 1.4, where the matter is dealt with in relation to the
functioning of memory.
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3.91cd–92ab

upalāder jaḍatve ’pi śivatvaṃ te kathaṃ sthitam
3.92. yathā na tatra jaḍatā tathāgre pravicāryate

(Objection:) How, according to you, is Śiva-nature fixed in stones377 and
the like, despite the fact that they are insentient? (Reply:) How there is no
insentience in them will be explained thoroughly later on.378

Now, if you argue that, despite the fact that they are insentient, we do not
associate insentience with stones and the like, because we accept that they have
Śiva-nature, (we reply:) what fault is there in this? It is rather that there is no
fault in this at all!

How there is no insentience in stones and the like will be explained thor-
oughly later on,379 that is, very soon. Thus, this unity that unfolds in the manner
that was explained earlier has been described at length.380

3.92cd–94ab

saphalāyāṃ samāptāyāṃ kriyāyāṃ samanantaram
3.93. kriyāntarecchāsaṃbhūtau tan nimittam anantatā
yato ’sti śivaśaktīnāṃ tāś ca nityam avasthitāḥ
3.94. saranty eva svabhāvena tat saratprakṛtiḥ śivaḥ

When another will arises in an action immediately following a completed
action that has had its effect, the cause is ceaseless, since it belongs to
Śiva and his powers. Moreover, those [powers] exist eternally. They simply
emerge in accordance with their nature. Hence, Śiva is one whose nature
emerges.381

The cause is ceaseless where, immediately following a completed, coarse
action that has had its effect, will arises in another action that has its effect,
and so on ad infinitum, since [the cause] belongs to Śiva and his powers.

Moreover, Śiva’s powers, being eternally engaged in their activity, simply
emerge in accordance with their nature; and since the powers proceed (in this

377The term here translated with “stones,” upala, could also refer to precious stones or jewels, but
this seems unlikely. The idea here conveyed is that it is difficult to imagine that what appears to be truly
inert is in fact imbued with consciousness.

378See ŚD 4, where Somānanda details his arguments for the presence of Śiva-nature in everything.
379Note that Utpaladeva’s commentary here suggests that pravicāryate should be understood to

mean prakarṣeṇa vicāryate, meaning “will be explained thoroughly.” I have translated accordingly in
my rendering of the passage of the ŚD in question.

380The present passage probably refers the reader to ŚD 1, where Somānanda explained how Śiva’s
powers manifest the form of the universe.

381The present passage continues Somānanda’s reply to the objection, anticipated in ŚD 3.31, that
he must explain the reason for the recurrence of the manifestation of Śiva’s will in/as the universe. Note
that ŚD 3.94b is quoted in PTV ad PT 1 (p. 14 of Singh’s edition).
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way), Śiva, being thus, is one whose nature emerges,382 because he is one who
appears as such. This is expressed in the following manner:

Otherwise, however, the generation (of images) would be independent, in
accordance with their character.383

Thus, a second method is expressed for the expansion.384

3.94cd–95ab

On the other hand,385 [Somānanda] says:

īśvarasya svatantrasya kenecchā vā ’pi kalpyate
3.95. vibhavāmodabāhulyam athavoktā nimittatā

On the other hand, by what could the will of the independent Lord be
doubted? Alternatively, the manifoldness of the one possessed of the
delight of power may be said to be the cause.386

On the other hand, by what could his will be doubted, or not? Independence,
first of all, is a certainty simply as a result of the nature of the Lord. The universe,
consisting of that,387 is simply of such a condition. This much being so, it is
established as that much.388

Alternatively, even though he is independent, he is one for whom there exists
a particular nature, one for whom there exists an endless appetite for his own
power in the form of the emission of his nature as the universe. It is he, as has

382The commentary here indicates that saratprakṛti (ŚD 3.94b) is an exocentric (bahuvrīhi)
compound.

383The present is a quotation of SpKā 35. My translation is based on that of Dyczkowski 19922: xvii.
384In other words, Utpaladeva here wishes to suggest that Somānanda offers two distinct explana-

tions for the unending appearance of the universe in all its forms. The first involves the immediacy
of the arising of a subsequent cause following the one that precedes it (ŚD 3.92cd–93c). The second
explanation appeals to the notion that the powers emerge as they do simply by nature (ŚD 3.93d–94ab).
Somānanda quotes the SpKā in support of the second explanation, as the passage in question speaks to
the nature of the yogin’s perception. The yogin is aware in the waking and dreaming states of the fact
that his own consciousness creates the objects he experiences. Were he not aware, the yogin would be
similar to a man in the world, one who experiences reality without being cognizant of his true identity
as the supreme creator. In either case, the powers continue to manifest the images one experiences in
the waking and dreaming states. In other words, the present passage exemplifies the fact that the powers
simply emerge by nature, as argued in ŚD 3.93d–94ab.

385Here, Utpaladeva contrasts the idea expressed in the following with what precedes it. He has
already described the flowing nature of Śiva’s powers, which cause Śiva to appear in themyriad universe.
In what follows he reiterates the unchanging quality of Śiva’s nature.

386The present passage concludes Somānanda’s reply to the counterargument, anticipated in ŚD
3.31, that Somānanda must explain why Śiva’s will repeatedly asserts itself.

387Tat in the compound tanmaya refers to the aforementioned nature of the Lord (īśvaratva).
388The argument here is presented in a sort of telegraphic style but is clear enough. Utpaladeva

wishes to suggest that Somānanda has here argued that it is impossible to doubt the existence of Śiva’s
will.
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been fully expressed, earlier,389 who is always the cause of the emission of the
nature of the universe. Thus, in this way, there is no fault as regards the cause
of the arising of a new will.390

3.95cd–96ab

viśvatucchatvavākyānāṃ vairāgyādyarthavādinām
3.96. tātparyeṇa na doṣo ’sti nānācittvaṃ na kalpate

No fault exists with the intention of the (scriptural) expressions regard-
ing the insubstantiality of the universe, (and) which speak of dispassion,
etc., as the goal. We do not conceive of the existence of a variegated
consciousness.391

We do not contradict the (scriptural) utterances that speak of the universe as
unreal, as similar to a bubble,392 even if they are uttered by Śiva, in consequence
whereof no fault exists (in our view) as a result of any distance between our
deliberations on the nature of the unitary Śiva and these [utterances], which
explain the uses of dispassion, nonidentity with the self, etc.393

Moreover, the unwanted consequence—that the nature of consciousness is
variegated—does not apply when everything has Śiva-nature.394

389See, e.g., ŚD 1.1 and ŚD 1.2 and Utpaladeva’s commentary thereon.
390The present interpretation relies on an emendation of the text here of nāsti for the nāstīti found in

the four manuscripts of the commentary (G, J, P, and R) and in Ked.. The point here made is that there is
no fault in Somānanda’s argument for the persistent reemergence of the power of will in all phenomena
in the universe. To accept the reading as found in the published edition and the manuscripts would
require one to understand the text to suggest precisely the opposite notion.

391The present passage constitutes a reply to the objection, anticipated in ŚD 3.32, that Somānanda’s
conception of Śiva as one who creates the universe out of himself contradicts the descriptions of Śiva
found in scripture.

392This is meant to be an example of something fleeting, a bubble that appears at one moment and
disappears in the next. Perhaps Utpaladeva has in mind the following verse (Kaṭha Upaniṣad 2.1.11),
which is also quoted in Rāmakaṇṭha’s commentary on NP 1.3: ekaṃ brahma paraṃ satyaṃ neha nānāsti
kiñcana / idaṃ pheno na kiñcid vā budbudo vā na kiñcana. (The same analogy was used in the RT 5.279,
as well, as quoted in the Introduction, section 4.) Yet, it is rather more likely he had a (heretofore
unidentified) Śaiva tantric source in mind, given reference to Śiva as the one offering the utterance
in question.

393As noted in the Introduction (section 8), Somānanda might well have the VBh in mind when
making the present argument. See, e.g., VBh 102 (quoted in note 140 of the Introduction).

394Here, Utpaladeva, following Somānanda, wishes to argue that consciousness is not multiple in
nature, because it can cognize apparently multiple entities without becoming divided when, and only
when, everything cognized is equally the same Śiva. Thus, to reiterate the unity of consciousness here
is to suggest that the vision of Śiva furnished in Somānanda’s ŚD does not contradict the unity con-
ceived in the scriptural passages that promote dispassion and a disengagement with the manifested
universe.
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3.96cd–97ab

For instance:395

ekasminn eva dehe tu vibhedāt paramāṇugāt
3.97. ekatvāc chivarūpasya doṣo ’yaṃ bhedavādinām

According to those who maintain a dualistic view, a fault arises from the
fact that the form of Śiva is unitary, because it is divided by the extremely
small atoms found in just a single body.396

(Objection:) There are as many Śivas in just a single body as there are
supremely small atoms. In this way, multiplicity must exist as a result of the
multiplicity (of the atoms), even though it is found in the supremely small
atoms.

(Reply:) This, too, the opposing view that there is an infinite number (of
Śivas), is not a fault. Thosemany objects, extremely small atoms, etc., exist (only)
in the form of the unitary Śiva. Therefore, how does multiplicity exist? For, Śiva
does not exist in the form of the pots, etc., but rather the pots, etc., have Śiva
as their form. Hence, there is no division of the one whose form is conscious-
ness, because there is no division of place, time, and nature. This is taught in
the Īśvarapratyabhijñā.397

There are those who perceive the atoms to be (mutually) distinct, however,
and for them Śiva-nature exists by the nature of those atoms; and it398 is covered
by impurity.399 Hence, if, due to the force of the cognition as expressed here, they
manifest Śiva-nature, then there are many Śivas.400 Moreover, they are located
in the body, and, since the atoms consist of him, are there not supremely small

395With the present, Somānanda apparently offers an example from a dualist Śaiva scriptural source.
In other words, the present means to serve as an example of an instance where a Śaiva scripture that
appears to contradict his theology does not. (Somānanda dealt with the concern—conformity to all
scriptural sources—in ŚD 3.95cd–96ab. The issue was first raised as a potential objection in ŚD 3.32.)

396The present argument apparently anticipates a possible argument made by an opponent who
argues that a scriptural source suggests that multiple atoms exist, thereby requiring Śiva to be divided
thereby. Somānanda denies that this requires Śiva to be multiple in nature: the atoms have Śiva-nature;
it is not the case that Śiva has an atomic nature. Note that I do not translate the connective particle (tu)
found in ŚD 3.96c, as it appears merely as a verse filler (pādapūraṇa).

397See ĪPVṛ ad ĪPK 2.1.7, where Utpaladeva suggests that nothing appears distinct from Śiva, not
even an atom. See also ĪPK (and ĪPVṛ ad) 2.4.2, where Utpaladeva suggests that no insentient reality
may be a cause, not even an atom. Causality is therefore nothing but being the agent and the object of
the action in question.

398The present reference is to the aforementioned Śiva-nature (śivatā) of the atoms in question.
399The idea here expressed is that an opposing school imagines Śiva-nature to be present in/as dis-

tinct atoms. That Śiva-nature is difficult to discern is the result of the presence of impurities somehow
connected with it, presumably via the impurity of duality, which must be removed before the Śiva-nature
in question is purified and made cognizable.

400There are apparently many Śivas, in this view, because he is manifested by a diversity of mutually
distinct atoms.
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atoms in the bodies of the atoms (as well)? Therefore, there are no Śiva-atoms.401

Thus, the view that the nature of consciousness is such that it possesses diverse,
extremely small atoms is wrong. Hence, this fault exists only for them.402

3.97cd–99

ekādhiṣṭhānato vāpi teṣām api na dūṣaṇam
3.98. āntare kṛmicaitanye citratā svāmibhṛtyavat
tāvad ekacitsvarūpaśivaprasaraṇena vā
3.99. pātañjalādīśvareṇa na sāmyam avibhedataḥ
iha tadvan na vijñeyaṃ tasmāt sarvaṃ sthitaḥ śivaḥ

Another interpretation is that there is no fault for them, either, since (in
their view) there exists a single locus (for the multiple atoms). The varie-
gation that exists internally in (e.g.,) the awareness of a spider is similar to
a master and his servant. Alternatively, it is so much because Śiva, whose
nature is unitary consciousness, emerges. There is no similarity here403

with the Īśvara of the system of Patañjali, etc., since there is no duality
(in our system). The same is not known (in other schools of thought).
Therefore, Śiva is established as everything.

Another interpretation is that the variegated nature of consciousness is not a
fault for them, i.e., for those holding the view that there is a diversity of atoms,
because, as is the case in the non-dual Śaiva view, they404 have as their locus
Śiva in the form of unitary consciousness, this because an absolutely unitary
figure who has a variegated nature unfolds by means of his own māyā. We have
also considered this in great detail in the Īśvarapratyabhijñā, itself.405 Moreover,
the noncognition of non-duality is divided in different degrees, depending on
the preponderance of enjoyment in the subtle body.406 The variegation in the
awareness of, e.g., a spider is the result of the fact that the consciousness has
a double nature, empowered and unempowered, the forms of which are of a
master and his servant.407

401The argument here is unclear. It appears that Utpaladeva wishes to suggest that the atoms them-
selves are made up of infinitesimally small atoms. As such, there is no end to the layers of atoms, and
as such one cannot say that Śiva-nature is encapsulated in such atoms. Why this leads one to conclude
that there are no Śiva-atoms that exist/come into existence, however, is unclear.

402Here, Utpaladeva simply dismisses the argument that the atoms divide Śiva.
403That is to say, in the Śaiva view in question.
404This is the implied subject of the nominal sentence, “they” referring to the atoms in question.
405Utpaladevamay well have ĪPK 3.2 inmind, here. That “daily lesson” (āhnika) deals with the nature

of reality and the effect of māyā on the unenlightened cognizer. It does not deal explicitly with the atoms,
however.

406On the nature of the subtle body (puryaṣṭaka), see note 83 of chapter 1 of the present translation.
See, also, ĪPK 3.2.14.

407In other words, the spider, like a master, is conscious, has agency, and has an independent nature.
Its web, like the servant is not conscious and has no independent agency. A similar theme is taken up in
ŚD 4.2cd–3 and 4.4–5.
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Alternatively, so much, i.e., real change, down to the multiplicity of spiders
and the like, is the result of the emergence of Śiva, whose nature is unitary
consciousness. In this view, the division is the result of Śiva, i.e., due to the
preponderance of consciousness as the support of the subtle body,408 because
he alone has such a form. For this very reason, multiplicity exists, by dint of
the power of māyā, from the nonextension of this unity, though in reality he
is undivided.

There is no similarity with the Pātañjala Īśvara, who is a type of individual,
and there is no similarity with what is established by the Vaiśeṣikas, etc., because
duality is accepted there.409 Here,410 however, (we accept) non-duality.411 The
same is not known in their view of Īśvara.412 Hence, absolutely everything, i.e.,
the mass of entities, is established as having Śiva as its nature, because every
fault is avoided when this is the case. This is definitive.

408I am unsure of the meaning of this passage.
409That is, in the schools in question, the systems of the followers of Yoga, the Vaiśeṣikas, etc.
410That is to say, here on the Śaiva view.
411Literally, abheda is an adjective, not an abstract noun.
412This should be taken to refer to the Īśvara of the Sāṅkhya and Yoga schools.
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{ ALPHABETICAL INDEX OF THE HALF-VERSES
OF ŚD 1–3 }

akṣādivṛttibhir hīnaṃ deśakālādiśūnyakam 2.4cd
aṅgārarūpe kiṃ vahnau vahnitā na kriyātmake 3.57ab
ajñāteṣu na sṛṣṭiḥ syād iṣṭaṃ krīḍādikaṃ na ca 2.26ab
ata eva parecchāto na jaḍatvam avasthitam 3.40ab
atathātve tathābhāvo yatra syād atha codyate 3.54cd
atathā yadi paśyantī mithyā paśyantyudāhṛtā 2.46cd
atraiva śabdanityatvavādino rūḍhatāṃ gatāḥ 2.77ab
atropāsanayā siddhir devatāyogiteti cet 2.15cd
atha citratvam atrāsti bhāvapuñje na tac chive 3.60ab
atha nāmnaiva paśyantī sphuṭam eva jaḍā tataḥ 2.81ab
atha madhyamayā bāhyā bhāvā grāhyā hy avidyayā 2.37ab
atha śakteḥ parāvasthā yair bhaktyā parigīyate 3.1ab
atha sādhāraṇaṃ jñānaṃ tādṛk kiñcana paśyati 2.48cd
atha svānubhavenaiva paśyantīṃ paśya yuktitaḥ 2.63ab
athātmanā sā svātmānaṃ paśyantī nirvibhāgaśaḥ 2.52ab
athānubhavanaṃ nāsti jaḍā sā na prasajyate 3.91ab
athāsmākaṃ jñānaśaktir yā sadāśivarūpatā 2.1ab
athocyate prakriyāsau sāṅkhyādiracitā na sā 2.18ab
anantaraṃ hi tatkāryajñānadarśanaśaktitā 1.20cd
anantasyānubhūtiḥ kā paricchedaṃ vinātmanaḥ 2.75cd
anante ’vagamaḥ kutra tejastve śāntatā katham 2.76ab
anādinātha tenaiva śabdatattvena tulyatā 2.77cd
anādinidhanaṃ brahma śabdatattvaṃ yad akṣaram 2.9ab
anālocanato dṛṣṭe visargaprasarāspade 1.10ab
aniruddhecchāprasaraḥ prasaraddṛkkriyaḥ śivaḥ 1.2cd
antaḥ kramo hṛdādeś cet prāṇādeḥ kiṃ na satyatā 2.14cd
antaḥpaśyadavasthaiva cidrūpatvam arūpakam 2.3cd
antar avyāpitā tasyā bāhye kiṃ madhyamādinā 2.42ab
andhamūkaṃ jagad bāhye sarvam eva bhaviṣyati 2.40cd
anyadigdeśagenānyadigdeśe saty adarśanam 2.48ab
apekṣya bhāvavaicitryaṃ tasya tebhyo vicitratā 3.61ab
aprabuddho niṣkalaś ca kvacit pralayakevalī 1.43ab
abhagne ’sya svarūpatve śuddhanyūnādikaṃ kutaḥ 3.44ab
arthavādād api phalaṃ rātrikratuṣu darśitam 3.68ab
alakṣitasvarūpāyā avidyātvaṃ kathaṃ sthitam 2.32cd
avaśyaṃ vyāpako yo hi sarvadikṣu sa vartate 2.74ab
avācyatvena bhavatāṃ tasyā rūpaṃ kuto gatam 2.32ab
avidyāsyāḥ svadharmaḥ kiṃ paradharmo ’thavā bhavet 2.28cd
avibhāgā kathaṃ sā syād yataḥ paśyanty asau smṛtā 2.45cd
avibhāgā tu paśyantī sarvataḥ saṃhṛtakramā 2.11ab
avibhāgetyādikena lakṣaṇena sulakṣitā 2.44cd
asatyaḥ pratipādyo ’sminn asatyaḥ pratipādakaḥ 2.67cd
asatyayāpi satyasya saṃbandho ’tīva durghaṭaḥ 2.23cd
asatyasyopadeśatvam asatyena parīkṣyate 2.68ab
asatyān satyarūpā vā kathaṃ sṛjati kalpyatām 2.28ab
asatyā yadi paśyantī paśyantī brahma citratā 2.24ab
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asatye satyadṛṣṭyaiva paśyantyāṃ malinātmatā 2.27cd
asarvagapramāṇaṃ hi mūrtir no lakṣyate citaḥ 2.76cd
asti sthito ’sāv etasyām avasthāyāṃ śivo yadi 3.58cd
astu sāpi na bhedāya yathā tat praviniścitam 3.88ab
asmadrūpasamāviṣṭaḥ svātmanātmanivāraṇe 1.1ab
ātmanaḥ sakramatvaṃ syād anyatrāparasaṃgamaḥ 2.51ab
ātmapracchādanakrīḍāṃ kurvato vā kathañcana 1.32ab
ātmabodhī vikalavat kvacid vijñānakevalī 1.43cd
ātmānam ātmanā hanti devadatto yathā tathā 2.53ab
ātmānam eva jānāti tathāpy asyāsti karmatā 2.67ab
ātmaiva sarvabhāveṣu sphuran nirvṛtacid vibhuḥ 1.2ab
ādadat tena tenaiva rūpeṇa pravibhāvyate 1.35cd
ādau tāvad indriyatve sthitā vāk karmasaṃjñite 2.12cd
ādau tāvad vikāritvaṃ śivatattvasya jāyate 3.21cd
āntare kṛmicaitanye citratā svāmibhṛtyavat 3.98ab
āptānāptabhāṣitatve viśeṣo nāsti śabdagaḥ 2.78ab
āptānāptavicāro vā sarvathaiva nivartate 2.59cd
ārambhe dṛṣṭim āpātya tad aunmukhyaṃ hi gamyate 1.14ab
āste vijñānarūpatve sa śabdo ’rthavivakṣayā 2.6ab
icchayā sarvabhāvatvam anekātmatvam eva ca 3.35ab
icchāvatkāryasaṃpattyā punar icchāntarodgame 3.31ab
iti cec carcyatāṃ tāvat paśyantī yujyate yathā 2.20ab
itthaṃ śivo bodhamayaḥ sa eva paranirvṛtiḥ 1.39ab
ity anena varṇitātra vāca eva parātmatā 3.12ab
ityākṣeparakṣaṇārtham atra pratividhīyate 3.33ab
ityādivākyaracanais tair evaṃ pratipāditam 2.11cd
ity āhus te paraṃ brahma yad anādi tathākṣayam 2.2ab
ityukte ’tra samākṣepaḥ pakṣasyāsya vidhīyate 3.21ab
indriyatve ’pi sāmānye pāṇyāder brahmatā na kim 2.13cd
indriyāder manovṛtteḥ sarvasyā eva lopitā 2.41ab
iṣyate brahmarūpatvaṃ ghaṭāder api kathyatām 2.88cd
iha tadvan na vijñeyaṃ tasmāt sarvaṃ sthitaḥ śivaḥ 3.99cd
īśvarasya svatantrasya kenecchā vā ’pi kalpyate 3.94cd
uktaṃ vā kālapādādāv āgopālāṅganādinā 3.63cd
upalāder jaḍatve ’pi śivatvaṃ te kathaṃ sthitam 3.91cd
ekatvāc chivarūpasya doṣo ’yaṃ bhedavādinām 3.97ab
ekasminn eva dehe tu vibhedāt paramāṇugāt 3.96cd
ekādhiṣṭhānato vāpi teṣām api na dūṣaṇam 3.97cd
eko rudra itītyādi śrutāv uktaṃ tathā paraḥ 3.65cd
etad draṣṭavyam ity eṣo vimarśaḥ pūrvato bhavet 2.84cd
etayaiva diśā śodhyaṃ śuddhanyūnādidūṣaṇam 3.43cd
eteṣv eva prasaṅgeṣu sarvaśaktivilolatā 1.11ab
evaṃ kālānavacchedaḥ katham asyodito hi taiḥ 2.75ab
evaṃ tarhy aparasyāsau paśyantī karmatāṃ gatā 2.63cd
evaṃ na jātucit tasya viyogas tritayātmanā 1.6cd
evaṃpravartane tasya na nimittasamudgamaḥ 3.51cd
evaṃ bhavatprakriyāyā api sūkṣmatarā sthitiḥ 2.87cd
evaṃ bhedātmakaṃ nityaṃ śivatattvam anantakam 1.49ab
evaṃ vyākaraṇasyāpi samuccheda upaiti te 2.71cd
evaṃ sati samagrasya vyavahārasya bhaṅgitā 3.25ab
evaṃ sarvapadārthānāṃ samaiva śivatā sthitā 1.48ab
evaṃ sarvasamutpattikāle śaktitrayātmatā 1.22ab
evaṃ sarveṣu bhāveṣu yathā sā śivarūpatā 1.46cd
eṣa eva hi vijñeyo nyāya icchāṃ prati sphuṭam 1.29ab
aunmukhyasya ya ābhogaḥ sthūlaḥ secchā vyavasthitā 1.17ab
aunmukhyābhāvatas tasya nivṛttir nirvṛtiṃ vinā 1.25ab
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kaṭake ’sti suvarṇatvaṃ kuṇḍale kalpanāsti kim 3.84ab
kaṇṭhādau vadane vāyor vyāpāro vāgrutasya sā 2.90ab
kathanaṃ sarvasāmyāya vivādihananāya ca 3.71cd
karaṇaṃ nādarūpādiśabdasyāsti śivātmatā 2.90cd
kartā manaḥsvāvayavī nāmūrtāyā idaṃ punaḥ 2.54cd
karmatve pāratantryaṃ syāt tasyā eva nijātmani 2.57cd
kalpitā kālapādādau nādākhyaṃ yat paraṃ tv iti 3.11ab
kalpitās tair aśaivatvam ātmanaḥ pratipāditam 3.9cd
kaścid astīti vakṣyāma etad apy agrataḥ sphuṭam 3.42ab
kāraṇasyaikarūpatve na doṣas tritayātmatā 3.80cd
kiṃ pūrvaṃ sakramābhūt sā rūpadvitvaṃ prasajyate 2.51cd
kiñcit paśyati vā sūkṣmaṃ tad asmaddarśanānvayaḥ 2.57ab
kiñciducchūnatā saiva mahadbhiḥ kaiścid ucyate 1.16ab
kimarthaṃ guruśāstrādi cet tathā tadavasthiteḥ 3.73ab
kimarthaṃ bhavatārabdhaṃ śāstraṃ bodhāya kasya vā 3.74ab
kiraṇeṣu tathā coktaṃ nādabindvādinedṛśam 3.16ab
kutsite ’kutsitasya syāt katham unmukhateti cet 1.11cd
klṛptakalpanayor bhedaṃ ye na jānānti naumi tān 3.85ab
kevaleśadṛḍhatvena kvacit kevalaśambhutā 1.42cd
kriyāntarecchāsaṃbhūtau tan nimittam anantatā 3.93ab
kriyāyā vātha prārambhe kalpanīyā praśāntatā 3.87cd
kriyāśaktisamābhogāt kadācit sthūlavedanāt 1.31ab
krīḍan karoti pādātadharmāṃs taddharmadharmataḥ 1.38ab
krīḍayā duḥkhavedyāni karmakārīṇi tatphalaiḥ 1.36ab
kṣīramāyāprakṛtivad yāvatecchaiva yādṛśī 3.34ab
kṣīravat pariṇāmitve śuddhāśuddhaparāparanyūnatvādi 3.23ab
kṣīravad yadi vocyeta parādhīnaṃ jaḍaṃ bhavet 3.43ab
gacchato nistaraṅgasya jalasyātitaraṅgitām 1.13cd
gṛhṇāty athāvidyayā vā sāpy asyāḥ katham āsthitā 2.22cd
goḥ stanāt pātataḥ kṣīre vikāras tata eva hi 1.18ab
ghaṭaḥ kevala evātra tad evaṃvidham ucyatām 3.62cd
ghaṭādigrahakāle ’pi ghaṭaṃ jānāti sā kriyā 1.24ab
ghaṭādirūpair vyāvṛttā gṛhyate cakṣurādinā 2.8ab
caṇḍālasadmago vahnir na vahnir yadi kathyate 3.45cd
citravahnāv aśokādau kalpanā rājate kvacit 3.84cd
cidātmano hi sthūlasya sūkṣmasyātha vikāritā 3.33cd
cidrūpāhlādaparamo nirvibhāgaḥ paras tadā 1.4cd
jaḍe jaḍatvam evāsyāḥ paśyato hy anavasthatā 2.56cd
jalāharaṇaśaktaś ca ghaṭo yadi na bhaṇyate 3.62ab
jānāti jñānam atraiva niricchor vedanakṣatiḥ 1.24cd
jñātān sṛjaty asau tān vā neti jñāteṣv adarśanam 2.25cd
jñānaṃ bodhamayaṃ tasya śivasya sahajaṃ sadā 1.27cd
jñānaśaktiḥ smṛtā bhaṅgyā strīliṅgavyapadeśataḥ 2.81cd
jñānaśaktis tadarthaṃ hi yo ’sau sthūlaḥ samudyamaḥ 1.21ab
jvālādike ’tha sāvasthā niṣkriyājñānarūpiṇī 3.57cd
tataś ca śivadharmāder vedāder akṛtārthatā 3.29ab
tatkarmanirvṛtiprāptir aunmukhyaṃ tad vikāsitā 1.20ab
tattvānyatvair avācyā vā yady avidyābhidhīyate 2.30cd
tattvonmeṣaprasaraṇe bhavet saṃbandhabhāginī 2.18cd
tatphalāphalayogena yuktatā tasya tatsthiteḥ 3.79cd
tatra kā śāntatā brūhi śānte kiṃ vastutā na te 3.56ab
tatra cet sūkṣmakalanā sarvatra kalanāgrataḥ 2.14ab
tatra pādavihārādeḥ sphuṭam eva niṣiddhatā 3.24cd
tatra mithyāsvarūpaṃ cet sthāpyāgre satyatedṛśām 1.46ab
tatra vā tadupāyatvāt paratvenopacāritā 3.15cd
tatra vīcitvam āpannaṃ na jalaṃ jalam ucyate 3.38ab
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tatrāpi madhyamā kasya kāryaṃ paśyantyavasthayā 2.38ab
tatsatyatve dvisatyatvam asatyatve na kiñcana 2.69ab
tathā cāha kheṭapālaḥ śabdarāśer viśeṣatām 3.13cd
tathā tathā śivāvasthā svecchātaḥ sa tadātmakaḥ 3.72ab
tathā tathā sthito bhāvair ataḥ sarvaṃ śivātmakam 3.20cd
tathā tadvyapadeśaś ced vyapadeśaḥ śivātmakaḥ 3.2ab
tathā tasya vyavasthānān nānārūpe ’pi satyatā 1.49cd
tathātvenaiva klṛptatvāt tadā tat kalpanā bhavet 3.83ab
tathā nānāśarīrāṇi bhuvanāni tathā tathā 1.34ab
tathāpi tadvibhedena bhedatā tadabhedataḥ 2.49ab
tathāpy avidyayā yogaḥ paśyanty ātmānam eva cet 2.40ab
tathā prabhuḥ pramodātmā krīḍaty evaṃ tathā tathā 1.38cd
tathā bhagavadicchaiva tathātvena prajāyate 1.45ab
tathā mataṅgaṭīkāyāṃ vyākhyāniguruṇoditam 3.14cd
tathā rūpānurūpatvāt prasūteḥ śivarūpataḥ 2.80ab
tathā sāvayavatvaṃ ca parādhīnatvam eva ca 3.22cd
tathecchayā samāviṣṭas tathā śaktitrayeṇa ca 3.20ab
tatheśvaravyavasthānād avastvābhāsarūpataḥ 3.78ab
tathaivaṃ saṃpravṛttau tu nimittakalanāpatet 3.25cd
tad akṣaraṃ śabdarūpaṃ sā paśyantī parā hi vāk 2.2cd
tadanyatve tadaikye vā tad aṅgulyagrarūpayā 2.58cd
tadabhāvād devaguruśāstrocchedo bhavet tarām 3.27ab
tadabhyāse phalāvāptiḥ sūkṣmamantrasvarūpatā 3.10cd
tadātmatve nāsti bandhas tadabhāvān na mokṣaṇam 3.72cd
tadānīṃ pratipādyasya kim āyātaṃ svavīkṣaṇāt 2.66ab
tadāsthāpravikāso yas tad aunmukhyaṃ pracakṣate 1.15cd
tadicchā tāvatī tāvaj jñānaṃ tāvat kriyā hi sā 1.3cd
tadicchāsāmanantarye tathābhūtātmatā yataḥ 3.36ab
tadupāyāt paratvaṃ ced dīpāder apy upāyatā 3.16cd
tad evaṃ prasṛto devaḥ kadācic chaktimātrake 1.29cd
tad evaṃ syād athocyeta vahneḥ saṃskāracodanā 3.46ab
tad eva tatkalpitaṃ kiṃ satye nāmāstu kalpanā 3.83cd
tad aikyaṃ kheṭapālo ’pi prāha yā kācana sthitā 3.64ab
tadrūpatvena vā paśyan sthitaḥ śānta iva kvacit 1.42ab
tad vaktavyaṃ nimittatvaṃ kimarthaṃ rūpam ujjhati 3.52cd
tadvad vāgindriyasyāpi na punaḥ sā parā daśā 2.89cd
tadvicārāya rāddhāntaḥ saṃpraty eṣa vidhīyate 2.12ab
tasmāt samagrākāreṣu sarvāsu pratipattiṣu 3.17ab
tasmāt sarvapadārthānāṃ sāmarasyam avasthitam 1.23cd
tasmād asādhuḥ sādhuḥ syāc chabdavidyāphalapradaḥ 2.71ab
tasmād dhiraṇyagarbhādiyogasāṅkhyetihāsatām 2.16cd
tasyā api sāmarasye vyavasthāvān sthitaḥ śivaḥ 2.87ab
tasyā eva hi saṃyogo buddhyā saṃkalpanātmanā 2.37cd
tasyā evātmadharmatvam iṣṭaṃ na parabodhake 1.28cd
tasyāḥ pūrvāparau bhāgau kalpanīyau purā hi yā 1.19cd
tasyātmatā brahmatā vā vaktuṃ śakyā na sādhubhiḥ 2.13ab
tasyāpi kathitā pañcatattvadīkṣāvidhau kvacit 2.91ab
tasyecchā kāryatāṃ yātā yayā secchaḥ sa jāyate 1.16cd
tasyaiva vā trirūpatvaṃ vyapadeśāt tathāvidham 3.82ab
tātparyeṇa na doṣo ’sti nānācittvaṃ na kalpate 3.96ab
tādṛgvyañjanasāpekṣā sā na kiñcana jāyate 2.61ab
tāni dṛṣṭvānusṛjati sṛṣṭvā vānuprapaśyati 2.26cd
tāvad ekacitsvarūpaśivaprasaraṇena vā 3.98cd
tāvad yāvat parā kāṣṭhā yāvat paśyaty anantakam 2.4ab
tenaiva vā tathā klṛptas tathā tadanuvartanam 3.48cd
dikkālādilakṣaṇena vyāpakatvaṃ vihanyate 2.73cd
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dṛśiḥ sakarmako dhātuḥ kiṃ paśyantīti kathyatām 2.21ab
dṛśyante ’tra tadicchāto bhāvā bhītyādiyogataḥ 1.45cd
devasya śāstrād bodhena kiṃ prayojanam eva ca 3.73cd
dveṣye pravartate naiva na ca vetti vinā citam 1.25cd
dharmādharmaiś ca saṃbandhas tathā tacchivasaṃsthiteḥ 3.79ab
dharmādharmau na saṃbaddhau śivasya na tayoḥ kṛtiḥ 3.28cd
na kadācana tasyāsti kaivalyaṃ śaktiśūnyakam 3.90ab
na kiñcana gṛhītaṃ syāt tathānyā saṃhṛtakramā 2.49cd
na ca tatrāmburūpasya vīcikāle vināśitā 3.38cd
na ca tasya tayā yoga iti ced aparasthitau 1.26cd
na ca na kṣīram ity eṣa vyapadeśo ’sti tatkṣaṇam 1.18cd
na ca vāsty antarāle ’tra sā daśā yā hi kevalā 3.88cd
na cānumānam iṣṭaṃ te ’py avasthetyādidūṣaṇāt 2.33cd
na cāpi pratipādyasya kādācitkapratīkṣaṇam 2.65ab
na cāsti sādhanaṃ kiñcin mṛdādīcchāṃ vinā prabhoḥ 1.44cd
na caunmukhyaprasaṅgena śivaḥ sthūlatvabhāk kvacit 1.17cd
na tatsvarūpabhedāya śāstraṃ yad vyavahāragam 3.49ab
na nivṛttā na caunmukhyaṃ nivṛttaṃ nāpi nirvṛtiḥ 1.22cd
na paraṃ tadavasthāyāṃ vyavasthaiṣā vyavasthitā 1.5ab
na pṛthivyādike tasmin kalpanā saṃpravartate 3.82cd
na bhūṣaṇe kuṇḍalādau yathā tatra svaśaktitaḥ 3.19ab
na yathā jaḍatā kvāpi tathāgre suvicāritaiḥ 3.41ab
na rājājñā samādiṣṭā svayaṃ vā sa nimittakam 3.81ab
na vāca iṣyate tadvat tasmāt sarvaṃ śivātmakam 2.91cd
na śivaḥ śaktirahito na śaktir vyatirekiṇī 3.2cd
na so ’sti pratyayo loke yaḥ śabdānugamād ṛte 2.10ab
na svarūpavibhāgo ’tra tathā tatra vyavasthiteḥ 3.47ab
na hi tasyā nimittaṃ vā kāraṇaṃ samavāyi vā 2.39ab
na himasya pṛthak śaityaṃ nāgner auṣṇyaṃ pṛthag bhavet 3.7ab
nātra svātmavikāreṇa janayed bhāvamaṇḍalam 3.35cd
nānātvaṃ tatpṛthaktvena tadaikyāt samaśabdatā 2.43cd
nānāvādaiḥ svasiddhāntaiḥ sākam atra virodhitā 3.26ab
nānāvādair no virodhaḥ kathanīyam ihāgrataḥ 3.63ab
nānāvikārarūpeṇa jaḍataivam avasthitā 3.22ab
nāsatye satyabuddhitvakhaṇḍanātrāsti kācana 3.71ab
nityatve śabdatattvasya vyaṅgyatvaṃ dhvanibhir na ca 2.78cd
nimittaṃ kalpyate tatra nimittaṃ tatra kalpyatām 3.54ab
nimittatve pṛthaktvaṃ syāt samavāye tadātmatā 2.39cd
nimittasamavāyyādikāraṇeṣu samānatā 3.29cd
nimittasamavāyyādivaicitryāt tadvicitratā 3.80ab
niyamānupraveśāya śive collaṅghanena kim 3.51ab
nirarthakatvaṃ śāstrasya karaṇe tannirūpaṇe 3.27cd
niricchā ca na śakyeta vaktum evaṃ kadācana 3.58ab
nirjñāne vā tato jñeyaṃ nāśaktiḥ kācana sthitiḥ 3.59cd
nivāsīni śarīrāṇi gṛhṇāti parameśvaraḥ 1.37ab
niścalatve ’pi hi jalaṃ vīcitve jalam eva tat 3.39ab
nīrūpatā nirvṛtir vā śaktitritayayogitā 1.47ab
naitan na vācaḥ kathitaṃ patiśabdasya varṇitam 3.12cd
naiṣā kriyā bhavati kiṃ niricche kiṃ kriyā bhavet 3.59ab
nyāyādibhir na tulyatvaṃ tair hi yā prākṛtī matiḥ 1.28ab
pañcaprakārakṛtyoktiśivatvān nijakarmaṇe 1.12cd
patadgrahādike hemni hematvaṃ mukuṭādike 3.44cd
padārthatvena bhagavān sarvatraiva tadātmatā 1.41ab
parasya tādṛgātmatvam utpadyetātra yogivat 3.34cd
parasya śāstrāniṣṭasya svatantrā vā tathāpi sā 2.29cd
parāparādibhedaś ca tatraiva pratipāditaḥ 3.11cd
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parāparādibhedo ’tra śraddhadhānair udāhṛtaḥ 1.48cd
paśyantaṃ sā kim ātmānaṃ paśyantī jaḍam eva vā 2.56ab
paśyantī kiṃ śarīre ’ntar bahiḥ sarvatra vā sthitā 2.41cd
paśyantī jāḍyam āyāti lakṣitā tarhi lakṣitā 2.31cd
paśyantī yadi varṇyeta lakṣaṇaṃ tadvilakṣaṇam 2.45ab
paśyantī vā pramāṇena kenāsau pratipādyate 2.61cd
paśyantī hi kriyā tasyā bhāgau pūrvāparau sthitau 2.84ab
paśyanty adṛṣṭam ātmānaṃ dṛṣṭaṃ vādṛṣṭatā katham 2.55ab
paśyantyāḥ satyarūpāyā asatyair vyaṅgyatā na ca 2.60cd
paśyantyāḥ satyarūpāyās tatsatyatve na darśanam 2.27ab
paśyantyātho śivāvasthā kriyāphalasamāptitaḥ 3.87ab
paśyantyā darśanaṃ dṛṣṭe na ca vā hy upapadyate 2.55cd
paśyantyā lakṣitāsau vā na vā yadi na lakṣitā 2.31ab
paśyantyā varṇyamānatve haste grāhyaikatāpatet 2.83cd
paśyantyāś ced avidyātvaṃ tadbhogaunmukhyayogataḥ 2.70ab
pāṇyādīndriyavan naitad brahma vāgindriyaṃ bhavet 2.17cd
pāṇyādeś ced dharādyātmā vāco vāyvātmatā na kim 2.36ab
pātañjalādīśvareṇa na sāmyam avibhedataḥ 3.99ab
piṇḍe vā kaṭikāyāṃ vā kiṃ suvarṇatvam iṣyate 3.18cd
purā śāntasvarūpatvaṃ paścāt tādṛgavasthitiḥ 3.55ab
puruṣaḥ sarvam evedam itihāsādiṣūditam 3.66ab
pṛthivyādikalpanayā kalpanāvān śivo bhavet 3.30ab
pṛthivyāditattvagaṇe jaḍatvaṃ cet pratīyate 3.40cd
pratidehaṃ pṛthak kiṃ sā sarvatraikyena vā sthitā 2.43ab
pratibhā kathitā yā vā sānumānaṃ na tac ca te 2.64cd
pratītimātram evātra tāvatā bandhamokṣatā 3.70cd
pratyakṣasyāgocaratvād anumānaṃ pradūṣitam 2.62ab
pravṛttasya nimittānām apareṣāṃ kva mārgaṇam 1.13ab
prasaren nādabindvādisāpekṣā ced anīśvarī 2.42cd
prasarpaty aparecchaiva punar anyā tathāvidhā 3.89cd
prasūyate svacidrūpapramukhaṃ pārthivāntakam 1.40cd
praharṣāvedasamaye darasaṃdarśanakṣaṇe 1.9cd
prāk kriyāphalaniṣpatteḥ samanantaram eva yat 3.89ab
phalaṃ vā tadanuṣṭhāne sa eva hi tadā bhavet 3.76ab
bandhamokṣau na bhidyete sarvatraiva śivatvataḥ 3.68cd
bahirbhāvān visṛjyādau paścāt paśyati sātha kim 2.24cd
bibharti rūpam icchātaḥ kadācij jñānaśaktitaḥ 1.30ab
bibhrad bibharti rūpāṇi tāvatā vyavahārataḥ 1.33ab
buddhiṃ vinā kathaṃ bodhaḥ sā buddhiḥ prakṛteḥ prajā 1.26ab
bodhasya svātmaniṣṭhasya racanāṃ prati nirvṛtiḥ 1.15ab
brahmatattvaṃ parā kāṣṭhā paramārthas tad eva saḥ 2.5cd
bhavatām aprastutena na kevalam ihoditam 2.72cd
bhavatpakṣe na kiṃ nyāya eṣa āyāti cec chive 2.79cd
bhavaty unmukhitā cittā secchāyāḥ prathamā tuṭiḥ 1.8cd
bhavadbhir eva nāptasyānanubhūtārthavaktṛtā 2.62cd
bhaviṣyaty atra tatrāsya svāṅgair eva vibhāgitā 2.53cd
bhaviṣyantaṃ vartamānaṃ kathaṃ paśyanty anāgatam 2.47cd
bhāge karaṇarūpatvāt pāratantryaṃ jaḍātmatā 2.52cd
bhāvair nāsti vibheditvam athavāmbudhivīcivat 3.37cd
bhedabuddhyanumānāc cel lakṣitā tarhi lakṣitā 2.33ab
bhede hi śaktiḥ kiṃ kāryaṃ karoty uta ca śaktimān 3.5ab
madhyamā kathyate saiva bindunādamarutkramāt 2.6cd
madhyamāder jaḍāyāḥ kiṃ bhogena śabalātmanaḥ 2.70cd
mantrastambhanatāyāṃ hi nāsau vahnis tadocyate 3.7cd
mantrāṇāṃ paraśabdānām uktaṃ vāco na jātucit 3.15ab
maheśasyāṣṭamūrtitvaṃ yāvat pārthivamūḍhatā 3.66cd
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māyārūpam itītyādiṣaṭtriṃśattattvarūpatām 1.32cd
muñcato ’pi nijāṃ śaktiṃ svātantrye jñānam āpatet 3.6cd
yata icchati taj jñātuṃ kartuṃ vā secchayā kriyā 1.19ab
yato gāndhikasaugandhyavat paśyann avikalpakaḥ 3.86ab
yato ’sti śivaśaktīnāṃ tāś ca nityam avasthitāḥ 3.93cd
yatrātmānubhavāniṣṭhā tatrecchā ca na kiṃ bhavet 3.90cd
yatropari na hastādi neyam īśvarasaṃnidhau 3.24ab
yathā kartuḥ kulālāder ghaṭaḥ kārya itīdṛśaḥ 2.85ab
yathā na tatra jaḍatā tathāgre pravicāryate 3.92ab
yathā na yogino ’stīha nānāsainyaśarīrakaiḥ 3.36cd
yathā nṛpaḥ sārvabhaumaḥ prabhāvāmodabhāvitaḥ 1.37cd
yathārūpeṇa paśyantī nirvibhāgā kathaṃ bhavet 2.47ab
yathā sarvapadārthānāṃ bhagavacchivarūpatā 2.89ab
yadā tu tasya ciddharmavibhavāmodajṛmbhayā 1.7cd
yadi svarūpavibhraṃśāc chāktarūpādikalpanā 3.52ab
yad ekataraniryāṇe kāryaṃ jātu na jāyate 1.23ab
yady ābhāsān bahirbhūtāṃs tān sato ’py asato ’pi vā 2.21cd
yady auṣṇyavyatirekatve dṛṣṭānto dāhakāśrayāt 3.8cd
yayā kramaḥ saṃhṛto vā kim ātmany aparatra vā 2.50cd
yasmāt tair ucyate sadbhir evaṃ vastupravṛttaye 2.8cd
yasmād anādinidhanaṃ śabdatattvaṃ parā hi vāk 2.83ab
yāni paśyati kiṃ svākyarūpadikkālabhāgaśaḥ 2.46ab
yāvatā sarvarūpāṇāṃ tatsvarūpasvarūpitā 3.53ab
yāvat samagrajñānāgrajñātṛsparśāsv api 1.5cd
yāvat sthūlaṃ jaḍābhāsaṃ saṃhataṃ pārthivaṃ ghanam 1.33cd
yāvan na sūkṣma ullāsaś citaḥ kāryonmukhaḥ sthitaḥ 2.86cd
yuktyā prakāśito devas tataḥ śaktidaśā yataḥ 3.1cd
yujyate vaktum eva tad anityatvaṃ ca yat smṛtam 3.50ab
yena sā vā pramāṇena sthāpyate tasya satyatā 2.68cd
yogaśāstreṣu sarveṣāṃ devatāsiddhiyogitā 2.16ab
yoginām icchayā yadvan nānārūpopapattitā 1.44ab
yo hi paśyati paśyantīṃ sa devaḥ paramo mataḥ 2.64ab
rūpakatvaṃ gataṃ hema na śaktyaiva svatantrayā 3.19cd
rūpaprasārarasato garhitatvam ayuktimat 1.12ab
lakṣyate bodharūpeṇa na tathā caraṇādikam 2.19cd
vaktavyam eva tasyāpi paśyantīṃ paśya yā svayam 2.66cd
varṇayiṣyāma evātra na ca sāvayavaḥ kvacit 3.41cd
vartamānasamārūḍhā kriyā paśyantyudāhṛtā 2.20cd
vastutā cet tathābhūtaśaktitritayasaṃgamaḥ 3.56cd
vākyagatyātra satyatvaṃ labhyate na viśeṣatā 2.59ab
vāditvaprativāditve kasmāc cet tasya tatsthiteḥ 3.76cd
vicitraracanānānākāryasṛṣṭipravartane 1.8ab
vijñānam īdṛk sarvasya kasmān na syād vimohitā 3.69ab
vijñānābhāsanaṃ yāvat samīkṣāyām udāhṛtam 2.73ab
vijñeyaṃ śivarūpatvaṃ svaśaktyāveśanātmakam 3.17cd
vidyātvavidyeśānatvamantramantreśvarātmatām 1.31cd
vidyā na bhavatīty evaṃ tattulyā kācid āpatet 2.34cd
vidhyaṅgatvena cet sattā nāsatyasyāṅgatā sthitā 3.67cd
vināśitvaṃ tathollaṅghananiṣkṛtiḥ 3.23cd
vibhavāmodabāhulyam athavoktā nimittatā 3.95ab
vibhāgas tadvad īśasya madhyotkṛṣṭanikṛṣṭakaiḥ 3.37ab
vibhinnaśivapakṣe tu satye dārḍhyaṃ paratra no 3.70ab
vimarśa icchārūpeṇa tadvad atrāpi saṃsthitam 2.85cd
vimarśānubhavenaiṣā yathā vāk prathamaṃ śritā 2.19ab
vivartate ’rthabhāvena prakriyā jagato yataḥ 2.9cd
viśvatucchatvavākyānāṃ vairāgyādyarthavādinām 3.95cd
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viśvasyāsatyarūpatvaṃ yair vākyair varṇitaṃ kvacit 3.32ab
visargoktiprasaṅge ca vācane dhāvane tathā 1.10cd
visṛjya rūpaṃ gṛhṇāti protkṛṣṭādhamamadhyamam 1.34cd
vihāya śāstraracanā jātucin na virājate 2.17ab
vīcibhis tad viśiṣṭaṃ cet tan naiścalyaviśiṣṭakam 3.39cd
vaikharī kathyate saiva bahirvāsanayā kramāt 2.7cd
vaiyākaraṇatāṃ tyaktvā vijñānānveṣaṇena kim 2.72ab
vaiyākaraṇasādhūnāṃ paśyantī sā parā sthitiḥ 2.1cd
vyavahārāya vā sarvaṃ vyavahāro na vastugaḥ 3.77ab
vyavahāro ’py avidyā no tathātveneśvarasthiteḥ 3.48ab
vyomavac cen na tulyatvaṃ sadā vyomny anumeyatā 2.79ab
vrajato muṣṭitāṃ pāṇeḥ pūrvaḥ kampas tathekṣyate 1.14cd
śaktiḥ padārthajātasya devadevasya sākhilā 3.64cd
śaktitrayarūpatvaṃ sarve yasyāsty avasthitam 3.53cd
śaktimān eva śaktiḥ syāc chivavat karaṇārthataḥ 3.5cd
śaktiśaktimatām uktā sarvatraiva hy abheditā 3.65ab
śaktiśaktimator bhedaḥ śaive jātu na varṇyate 3.3cd
śakteḥ svatantrakāryatvāc chivatvaṃ na kvacid bhavet 3.6ab
śakter eva svatantratvāt kartuṃ bhāvān vicitrakān 3.4ab
śaktyā nirvṛtacittvasya tadabhāgavibhāgayoḥ 1.7ab
śabdabrahmaṇi niṣṇātaḥ paraṃ brahmādhigacchati 2.10cd
śabdasya viṣayākhyasya na kadācid udāhṛtam 3.13ab
śabdasya viṣayākhyasya miśratvenendriyasya tu 2.82ab
śarīraiḥ pravibhāgaś cet tāny asatyāni te sthitiḥ 2.44ab
śānte śivatvaṃ sthūle ’pi śivatvaṃ yatra varṇitam 3.55cd
śāstreṣu varṇitā kasmāt kāryārthaṃ kāryam eva tat 3.46cd
śivaḥ karotu nijayā namaḥ śaktyā tatātmane 1.1cd
śivaḥ śaktas tathā bhāvān icchayā kartum īdṛśān 3.3ab
śivatattve sānubhave na paśyantyā samānatā 3.85cd
śivatattve sānubhave paśyantītulyatā tadā 3.30cd
śivasya tat svarūpatvaṃ vaicitryaṃ yat parasparam 3.60cd
śivasya hetur vaktavyo yadarthaṃ sā navodgatā 3.31cd
śivoktais tair virodhaḥ syāt sarvasatyatvavādinaḥ 3.32cd
śūnyayā bādhyate citraṃ paśyantī darśanātmikā 2.35cd
śaive vāca indriyatvam atha nādādinoditā 3.10ab
śaivaiḥ sadbhir vāca eva paśyantyādikrame sthitāḥ 3.9ab
sa eva buddharūpatve tathā bhavati tatkṣaṇam 3.75ab
sa eva saṃprajāyeta tadanuṣṭhānatatparaḥ 3.75cd
sa evātmā sarvadehavyāpakatvena vartate 2.3ab
sa evetthaṃ svecchayāste tatkartṛtvena bodhyataḥ 3.74cd
saṃjñākaraṇamātraṃ tad vyavahārāya kalpitam 3.47cd
saṃprāptā vaktrakuharaṃ kaṇṭhādisthānabhāgaśaḥ 2.7ab
saṃbhatsyamānāni tathā narakārṇavagahvare 1.36cd
saṃhṛtaḥ krama ity asyāṃ saṃhartā jāyate paraḥ 2.50ab
sacittvaṃ saṃsthitaṃ nityaṃ kathanīyaṃ tathāgrataḥ 1.47cd
satkṛtau tad vinirṇeyaṃ yā collaṅghanacodanā 3.50cd
satyatvāc ca na tulyatvam ato ’smāt praviramyatām 2.80cd
satyatve darśanabhraṃśo hy asatye satyatā katham 2.22ab
satyāni svātmarūpāṇi paśyato na samānatā 3.86cd
satyā vāsāv asatyā vā satyatve darśanakṣatiḥ 2.23ab
satyā vā syād asatyā vā na madhyāyāḥ samanvayaḥ 2.34ab
satyā sṛjaty asatyāni vicitram abhidhīyate 2.25ab
satyaiva yadi vidyānām abhāvas tarhi śūnyatā 2.35ab
sadāśivatvam udrekāt kadācid aiśvarīṃ sthitim 1.30cd
saphalāyāṃ samāptāyāṃ kriyāyāṃ samanantaram 3.92cd
samavāyi tadicchaiva tadyogaḥ sahakāraṇam 3.81cd
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sa yadāste cidāhlādamātrānubhavatallayaḥ 1.3ab
saranty eva svabhāvena tat saratprakṛtiḥ śivaḥ 3.94ab
sarvaṃ śivātmakaṃ yadvat kathanīyam ihāgrataḥ 3.61cd
sarvataḥ kramasaṃhāramātram ākāravarjitam 2.5ab
sarvadarśanavijñānaśūnyatā padavedinām 2.82cd
sarvabhāvaśivatvena nāstitā bandhamokṣayoḥ 3.26cd
sarvam ekena rūpeṇa yad vicāryaṃ tathāgrataḥ 3.78cd
sarvasyāntaḥparāmarśapūrṇatāsti pravartane 2.15abv
sarveṣām eva muktatve sthite kasyopadeśatā 3.28ab
sā kriyāśaktir uditā tataḥ sarvaṃ jagat sthitam 1.21cd
sā ca dṛśyā hṛduddeśe kāryasmaraṇakālataḥ 1.9ab
sā janyā hetunā kena śabalāṃ janayed asau 2.38cd
sādhuśabdasamuccārāt kasya svargādiyogitā 2.69cd
sā buddhir yat punaḥ sūkṣmaṃ sarvadikkaṃ vyavasthitam 1.27ab
sāmarthyaṃ yadi kalpyeta tan nāmānantyam eva vā 3.4cd
sā sthitā pūrvatas tasyā icchāyāḥ prasaraḥ katham 2.86ab
sindhuśabdādivac chabdo na paśyantyādike bhavet 2.36cd
susūkṣmaśaktitritayasāmarasyena vartate 1.4ab
saiva conmukhatāṃ yāti secchājñānakriyātmatām 1.39cd
saiva śāktaśarīrādinārakāntaṃ hi bhūtatā 1.40ab
saivaiṣā sā ca saṃsāro bandhamokṣāv ataḥ sthitau 3.69cd
so ’rodīd iti vede ’sti nārthavādo nirarthakaḥ 3.67ab
sthānānurūpato dehān dehākāreṇa bhāvanāḥ 1.35ab
sthitam eva na hemno ’sya kācid asti vibheditā 3.45ab
sthitā sā na punaḥ satyā vāco vāyugamātmanaḥ 2.88ab
sthitaiva lakṣyate sā ca tadviśrāntyā tathā phale 1.6ab
sphoṭa eva hi paśyantī tadanyā vā dvayaṃ bhavet 2.58ab
sphoṭasyāsatyarūpair hi padādyair vyaṅgyatā katham 2.60ab
svadharmatve ’syā mālinyaṃ paradharme ’pi kasya sā 2.29ab
svaniṣṭhe śivatā deve pṛthivyādāv apīdṛśam 3.18ab
svarūpaṃ vastugaṃ viddhi vyavahāro na jātucit 3.77cd
svaśivatvam ivājānan paśvātmavyapadeśataḥ 1.41cd
svātantryād durnivāraiva svatantraḥ kena vāryate 2.30ab
svātmanātmānam atha cet paśyantī sā bhaviṣyati 2.65cd
svānubhūtir vartamānakālenāsya vibhāvyate 2.74cd
svāyambhuvasya ṭīkāyāṃ bāḍham ityādinā guruḥ 3.14ab
svecchāto bhāvarūpatve parādhīnā kutaḥ sthitiḥ 3.42cd
hastādeḥ karaṇatvaṃ hi mastakādeś ca karmatā 2.54ab
hemapiṇḍe hemataiva syāc cen na mukuṭādike 3.49cd
hemādivad bhāsvaraṃ tad dravyaṃ tair vyabhicāritam 3.8ab
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{ INDEX OF KEY AUTHORS, TERMS, AND TEXTUAL
REFERENCES }

All references below are to page numbers of the book. If a term appears in the footnotes of a page, the
reference indicates as much with: n. ( = “notes”). No reference to the appearance of a given term in
the notes is made on pages on which the same term appears in the main body of the text, nor is any
indication given where a term appears multiple times on the same page.

Abhinavagupta 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 12, 15, 17, 21, 34n.,
36, 40n., 42, 43n., 46n., 50, 52n., 56n., 65n.,
104n., 105n., 107n., 141n., 152n., 162n., 178n.,
197n., 239n.

action, power of see: kriyā
adhvan see: śuddhādhvan
ahaṃkāra 101n., 111n.
ahantā 34, 42, 102n., 162n., 178n., 239n., 279n.,

326
āhlāda (cf. ānanda) 107, 108, 114n., 279, 280
Aklujkar, Ashok 165n.
āmarśa, parāmarśa, pratyavamarśa, related terms

61n., 66n., 101n., 107n., 114n., 117n., 129n.,
141n., 150n., 157, 158n., 276n., 279, 280n.,
283, 285, 286n., 28, 291, 306, 312, 313, 331n.,
387n., 389

amūrta(tva), and related terms 43, 141n., 187,
188n., 200n., 201, 223n., 233n., 299, 332, 341,
343

anākhya, “the nameless” 56
ānanda(śakti) 28n., 44n., 47n., 106n., 107n.,

108n., 113n., 116n., 119n., 127n., 128n., 137n.,
276n., 279, 280, 282, 284n., 289, 290, 291,
294, 297, 298, 313n.

anavasthā/anavasthatā 189, 333, 353
anumāna 8n., 37, 107n., 170, 171n., 193, 194,

196n., 321, 336, 337
apāna (“in-going breath”) 111n., 153, 157, 184n.,

308, 313, 324, 326
aparāvasthā 30, 40, 133n., 210n., 281, 285, 292,

294, 349
arthakriyā 37, 143n.
arthavāda 251, 252n., 253n., 380, 381
asatkāryavāda 229n.
Aṣṭādhyāyī 249n.
aunmukhya, (power of) “eagerness” 25–31, 32–33,

36, 38, 39, 42n., 44, 54, 57, 62–64, 69n.,
88n., 100n., 116n., 118–123, 124–125, 126–128,
131n., 139n., 148n., 198, 226n., 284, 286–291,
294, 305, 339–340, 347

Avantivarman 20n., 52

avasthās (“conditions”) see: parāvasthā,
parāparāvasthā, aparāvasthā

avidyā (cf. nescience) 61, 64–66, 74, 84n., 117n.,
149n., 151n., 163, 164n., 167n., 168, 169,
170n., 171n., 172n., 174, 176, 192n., 198n.,
233n., 242, 258n., 307, 309, 312, 316, 319, 320,
321, 322, 323, 324, 325, 336, 339, 340, 366, 373,
374, 390

bandha (“bondage”) 45n., 230, 254, 255, 364, 365,
381, 382, 383

Bhartṛhari 9, 16, 17, 27n., 33, 34, 38, 42n., 53,
59–67, 68, 77, 106n., 115n., 117n., 122n.,
125n., 149n., 150n., 151n., 152n., 153, 154n., 155,
158n., 159n., 161n., 163n., 164n., 165n., 170n.,
174n., 175n., 178n., 184n., 191n., 195n., 200,
201n., 202n., 211n., 219n., 258n., 263n., 341

Bhāskara 115n., 116n.
Bhattacharya, Ram Shankar 159n., 161n., 221n.,

229n.
Bhaṭṭa Kallaṭa 52n., 53–56, 102n.
Bhaṭṭa Nārāyaṇa 252n.
Bhaṭṭa Pradyumna 16, 67–76, 77, 120, 211n.,

213n., 234n., 350n.
Bhaṭṭa Rāmakaṇṭha 52n., 59n., 224n., 269n.
bhoktṛ 41n., 55, 60, 151n., 283, 307
bindu (cf. nāda) 152, 153, 178, 223, 224, 308, 309,

326
bliss (= ānanda, āhlāda) 28, 40, 44n., 47, 106n.,

107, 108, 113, 116n., 119n., 123, 124, 127n., 128,
131, 137, 139, 148n.

bondage see: bandha
Brahman (as conceived by “The Grammarians”)

44n., 59–67, 73, 146, 150, 152n., 153n., 154, 155,
156, 157n., 158n., 159, 160, 163n., 164, 168,
170n., 172n., 173n., 192n., 193n., 194n.,
200n., 201n., 202, 203, 204n., 205, 206, 207,
208, 209, 262n., 306, 307n., 308, 309, 310,
311, 312, 313, 314, 317, 319, 343n., 345, 346,
347
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Brahmasūtrabhāṣya 262n.
brahmatattva 41n., 151, 152, 155, 156, 164,

209n., 284n., 308, 311, 312, 317
Bṛhaspati 1n.
buddhi 46n., 101n., 111n., 128, 129n., 149n.,

152n., 156n., 292, 293, 318, 324
buddhīndriyas 111n., 312
Buddhist Epistemologists 8, 9, 10, 16, 32, 36–38,

39, 44, 76, 104n., 105n., 261n.

Cabezón, José 17n.
Cardona, George vii, 59n., 178n.
Cārvāka (= Lokāyata), Philosophical School 8n.,

106n., 231n.
causality see: asatkāryavāda, satkāryavāda
Chatterji, Jagadish Chandra 3n., 14n., 15n., 18n.,

21n., 22n.
Chattopadhyaya, Debiprasad 231n.
Chaturvedi, Radheshyam 22n., 151n., 163n.,

174n., 184n., 189n.
cidrūpa 55, 102n., 107, 138, 150, 241n., 279, 280,

282, 283, 298, 302, 306, 307, 331, 372,
377, 385, 386, 391, 394, 395

cit (“consciousness”), cittā, and related terms
40, 49n., 62n., 102n., 104, 105n., 107, 108,
113, 114, 116n., 117n., 120n., 121n., 123n.,
124n., 126, 131n., 134n., 138, 143n., 144, 150n.,
158n., 202, 208, 223n., 235, 236n., 241n.,
250n., 269, 275, 276n., 277, 278, 279, 280,
282, 283, 285, 286n., 288, 289, 291, 293, 295,
298, 302, 305, 306, 307, 313n., 323n., 331, 338,
343, 346, 347, 348, 357, 363, 367, 368, 369,
372, 376, 377, 379, 385, 386, 389, 391,
394, 395, 396

cognition, power of see: jñāna
consciousness see: cit
Cunningham, Major-General Sir A. 20n.

deha 101n., 136, 150, 179, 296, 307, 326, 327, 394
delight, power of see: nirvṛti
Devīpañcaśataka (=Kālīkulapañcaśataka) 56, 56n.
Devyāyāmalatantra 40n.
Dezső, Csaba 20n.
Dharmakīrti 8, 9, 10, 32n., 36, 37, 76, 77, 105n.,

115n., 143n., 144n.
dhyāna 46, 47n., 48, 158n., 312
Dignāga 105n., 115n.
Dunne, John 105n.
Dwivedi, R. C. 22n.
Dyczkowski, Mark vii, 2n., 6n., 17n., 21n., 22n.,

33n., 41n., 42, 48n., 51n., 53n., 54n., 56n., 57n.,
69n., 70n., 102n., 107n., 111n., 150n., 212n.,
218n., 268n.

eagerness, power of see: aunmukhya

five-tattva initiation rite see: pañcatattvadīkṣā

Gaur, Albertine 84n.
Geertz, Clifford 95
Gnoli, Raniero 3n., 6, 7n., 44, 45n., 62, 107n.,

116n., 120n., 122n., 125n., 126n., 136n., 143n.,
144n., 145n., 166n., 184n., 189n.

Goodall, Dominic vii, 52n., 58n., 59n., 84n.,
221n., 223n., 224n.

Govindarāja, Krama Guru 56n.
grāhaka 101n., 140n., 142n., 149n., 152n., 158n.,

207n., 208n., 291, 299, 300, 308, 311
grāhya 140n., 142n., 149n., 152n., 154n., 158n.,

174, 178n., 207, 208n., 299, 300, 307n.,
308, 309, 311, 323, 324, 325n., 343, 345,
346

Grammarians, The 9, 10, 16, 27, 34, 38, 41, 42n.,
43, 44, 59–67, 67–76, 77, 78, 106n., 109n.,
110n., 122n., passim (throughout ŚD Ch. 2
translation and notes), 211n., 214n., 220n.,
229n., 230n., 231n., 234n., 255n.,
257n., 263n., 264n.

guṇas 33, 55, 122n., 141n., 184n., 210n., 232n.,
260n., 299, 344

Halbfass, Wilhelm 229n., 260n.
Hanneder, Jürgen 107n.
Hattori, M. 105n.
Hiraṇyagarbha 159, 160n., 313
homa 46, 47

icchā, (power of) “will” 8, 19n., 25, 27, 28n., 32,
39, 40, 41, 43n., 45n., 48n., 49n., 53, 57, 62,
63, 76, 84, 101n., 102n., 107, 108n., 113n.,
115n., 119n., 120n., 122, 124n., 126, 127n., 128,
129n., 130, 131n., 132, 139n., 143, 144n., 148n.,
149n., 202, 208, 214, 215n., 226n., 232, 234n.,
236, 247, 260, 276, 278, 279, 280, 282, 283,
286n., 287, 288, 289, 290, 291, 292, 293,
294, 301, 302, 305, 316, 323n., 344, 346, 347,
352, 366, 368, 369, 370, 371, 374, 376, 377,
378, 382, 387, 392, 393,

idantā 34, 42, 162n., 178n., 239n., 316, 326, 371
indriya see: jñānendriya, karmendriya
insentience, insentient beings/entities see: jaḍa
Isaacson, Harunaga vii, 5n., 165n., 184n., 190n.,

192n., 199n., 342n.
Īśvarapratyabhijñākārikās (ĪPK) see: Index of

References to the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ
Īśvarapratyabhijñā-ṭīkā (or -vivṛti) (ĪPṬ) 3, 118,

121, 286, 288,
Īśvarapratyabhijñāvimarśinī (ĪPV) 4n., 17–18,

34n., 37n., 101n., 105n., 108n., 280n.
Īśvarapratyabhijñāvivṛtivimarśinī (ĪPVV) 4n.,

13n., 17–18, 34n., 37n., 101n., 197n., 252n.
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Īśvarapratyabhijñāvṛtti (ĪPVṛ) see: Index of
References to the ĪPK and ĪPVṛ

Iyer, K. A. S. 3n., 42n., 59n., 122n., 149n., 150n.,
152n., 153n., 155n., 159n., 163n., 165n., 170n.,
174n., 175n., 180n., 184n., 195n., 200n.

jaḍa, jaḍatā, and related terms 41n., 74, 105n.,
121n., 130, 187, 189, 198, 206, 228,
239, 240, 241n., 266, 267, 286n.,
292, 294, 295, 302, 331, 332, 333, 339, 340,
345, 362, 363, 368, 370, 371, 372, 390,
391, 392.

jāgrat 41n., 54n., 111n.
japa 46
Jayadrathayāmala 52n.
Jayaratha 15n., 21, 22n., 56n., 237n.
Jha, Ganganath 254n.
jñāna (power of) “cognition” 2, 14n., 25, 28, 39,

40, 41, 52, 57, 62, 63, 70n., 76, 102n., 105n.,
106n., 107, 109n., 110, 111n., 112n., 113n.,
120n., 123, 125n., 126, 127n., 128, 130, 131n.,
138, 146–150, 183, 184n., 185, 206, 207, 217,
223n., 226n., 232, 247, 276, 278, 279, 280,
281, 282, 288, 289, 290, 291, 292, 293, 294,
298, 299, 300, 304, 305, 307n., 321, 322, 328,
329, 330, 341, 345, 346, 347, 348, 353, 354, 365,
377, 382, 394

Jñānanetra(nātha) 52n., 57n.
jñānendriyas 127n., 177n., 193n., 199n.
jñātṛ/jñātā 41n., 101n., 105n., 109n., 110, 112n.,

125n., 141n., 281, 293

kāla(śakti) 42, 111n., 114n., 115, 121n., 137n., 151,
181, 183n., 184n., 194n., 200, 201, 202n., 283,
284, 286n., 292, 305n., 307, 308, 311, 315, 321,
325, 328, 329, 330, 333, 334, 337, 341, 342, 343,
384, 389, 394

Kālasaṃkarśiṇī 51, 56
Kalhaṇa 20
Kālikāstotra 57n.
Kālīkula, Tantric School 51–52
Kālīkulapañcaśataka 56
Kālottaratantra 58–59, 221, 222n., 252n., 253, 357,

380
Kapila 159n., 160n.
karaṇas (“causes”)

– asamavāyikaraṇa 230n.,
232n., 365, 387

– samavāyikaraṇa 174n.,
175, 228n., 232n., 260, 324, 325, 365, 387

– nimitta(karaṇa) 116, 174n., 175, 228, 230,
232n., 245, 246, 247n., 259, 260, 267, 268,
285, 286, 294, 324, 325, 337, 351, 353, 362, 363,
364, 365, 375, 376, 386, 387, 392, 393

karmendriyas 68, 161n., 173n., 314, 357

kartṛ/kartā 29n., 41n., 48n., 54n., 55n., 101n.,
105n., 121n., 136n., 141n., 187, 189n., 190n.,
198n., 257, 276, 277, 284n., 286n., 291,
300n., 315, 332, 334, 340, 353, 359, 377, 378,
382, 384

“Kashmiri Shaivism” 2
Kaul, Madhusudan 22n., 27n., 48n., 61n., 81,

86–87, 89n., 99n., 101n., 102n., 103n., 106n.,
107n., 111n., 114n., 116n., 117n., 119n., 120n.,
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