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In the Sanskrit tradition of the Rāmānuja School, Meghanādārisūri, an older 
contemporary of Veṅkaṭanātha, is one of the few authors of the past whose philosophical 
doctrine is known not only through isolated citations but in the form of a fully preserved 
text: Nayadyumaṇi. It was first printed in 1956 in Madras (1), and consists of twelve 
treatises devoted to individual problems, which were possibly already summarized by 
the author under this title, and which allow a relatively good picture of his teaching. It is 
noteworthy that Meghanādārisūri evidently belongs to a different tradition of teachers 
from that in which Veṅkaṭanātha stands. According to tradition, Meghanādārisūri is one 
of those who goes back to Śrīrāmamiśra (2), to which he also seems to refer in the intro-
ductory verses to Nayaprakāśikā (3), his commentary on Rāmānuja’s Śrībhāṣyam. 

His doctrine of the sentient subject Meghanādārisūri unfolds in the Pramey-
anirūpaṇam, the last of the texts contained in Nayadyumaṇi, in which, following 
Yāmunamuni (4), he makes the I-object (ahaṃartha) as the Ātman the subject of his 
analysis, first by rejecting false teachings, especially of the Lokāyata. His actual investi-
gation of the doctrine of the nature of the jīva follows then in the NDy p. 238, 25—248, 
23, subsequent to the conceptual characterisations of his definition of the jīva, with which 
he had initiated his investigation: “The jīva is the eternal and real subject of cognition 
(jñātā), whose essence is cognition, which is of the atomic smallness, and the body of 
Brahman” (5). 

It is remarkable that Meghanādārisūri calls this subject of cognition (jñātā) jīva, 
both in its definition and in the remark concluding the discussion “Therefore it is estab-
lished that the jīva is as we have said” (6) while he only speaks of the Ātman in the in-
quiry itself, except in the places where he exposes his own doctrine. One wonders what 
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the reason for this is. Obviously both concepts are not identical in their meaning and 
the concept of the Ātman, except in the polemics, serves for the explanation of the jīva, 
so that one may suppose the term “jīva” means the Ātman, as it actually is its reality 
in the living entity, while the Ātman designates the “I”-object as such without, however, 
consisting only of its definite reality. 

It is also noticeable in the definition that the last determination of the jīva, namely 
that it is the “body” of Brahman (brahmaśarīrabhūtaḥ) is not mentioned anymore in the 
investigation itself, even though Meghanādārisūri gives even the reason for mentioning 
the concept in the definition (7) and the body-definition of Rāmānuja, to which he dedi-
cated a separate, albeit short treatise in the Nayadyumaṇi (8). Therefore it may not be 
farfetched to presume that Meghanādārisūri did not want to explicitly discuss this 
ultimately theological problem in his philosophical Prameyanirūpaṇam, which deals 
with the categorial objects of cognition. But if one wants to understand his doctrine of 
the spiritual subject of the living being as such, Meghanādārisūri's understanding 
of Rāmānuja's body-definition and thus his statement that the jīva is the body of the 
Brahman, is indispensable for its evaluation; in spite of the jīva being an independent 
category as a substance, it is this what actually justifies the ontological relational unity 
of the sentient subject with the divine Paramātman, which is fundamental to the school. 

Rāmānuja had clearly defined the body by means of his definition (9), thus making 
it suitable for a conceptual reflection in theology. The conceptual reception of the defi-
nition by Meghanādārisūri three hundred years later is therefore not only significant 
to the thinker himself, but it is also a valuable testimony as to how the body concept 
of Rāmānuja was received and evaluated aside from the teaching tradition of Veṅkaṭa-
nātha, in the face of how sparse the surviving literature of the early school is. 

Thus, possibly for the first time, Meghanādārisūri poses the question of the logical 
value of this definition, questioning it with a certain historical detachment. In the treatise 
Śarīralakṣaṇanirūpaṇam mentioned above, he wonders if Rāmānuja's body-definition 
is not too narrow and therefore flawed. For plants are also bodies of living beings, but 
have neither a life breath (prāṇa) nor activity (kriyā). “But also in [animals such as] 
cattle, etc., a gradation of sentience [‘Geistigkeit’] is observed, and the word ‘body’ also 
does not express a specific form of appearance (ākṛtī), because in insects, etc., no 
common (ananuvṛtta-) form of appearance is observed; it is also revealed that the 
[individual] Ātman is the ‘body’ of the [Paramātman]” (10). 

The objection is a serious one. Not only does Rāmānuja's definition seem not to 
apply to some bodies (avyāpti), nor is there any common or similar form of appearance 
(ananuvṛttākṛtā), which in Viśiṣṭādvaita replaces the Vaiśeṣika category of the universal 
generic (sāmānya). And in the case of the individual Ātman being the “body” of the 
Paramātman it is not there in any case, due to its invisibility. Meghanādārisūri solves 
this difficulty with the help of a short remark: “Therefore, the use (pravṛtti) of the word 
[‘body’] is [justified] — as in the case of eternity — because it is an upādhi” (11). 
This very short statement reveals the change in Meghanādārisūri’s understanding 
of Rāmānuja’s body-definition by bringing into focus the conceptual value of the defined 
object: The object of the definition is not the physical body as such, but a concept, and 
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this concept is an upādhi. The eternity mentioned by Meghanādārisūri as an example 
of an upādhi refers to a passage in his Nayaprakāśikā, which shows what is meant by 
the concept of upādhi in the case of the eternity of time. There he responds to the objec-
tion of an adversary that time has been handed down in the tradition as eternal and 
therefore as an independent reality: “[This] is not so, because the thought and language 
use of ‘time’ has as the cause only the place having the ‘connection with the light of 
the sun’, etc. as an upādhi and the linguistic usage of the ‘eternity’ is possible because 
it has no destruction without continuation” (12). 

The argument of Meghanādārisūri becomes comprehensible, if one understands 
what is meant by the concept of upādhi. Taking into account his analysis of time and 
the example of the eternity, one would like to understand the term, as it is used here, 
as a concept, which was obtained by the interaction of objectively given circumstances 
and by its content, which makes circumstantial conditions appear as a new, self-contained 
reality. In this sense the body which Rāmānuja defines, in the understanding of Megha-
nādārisūri, is not the concrete, physical body of a particular living being, but that which 
makes the physical reality of a being appear as a body: the three-fold relationality 
defining the nature of the body, and in the case of each and every respective body is 
understood by Meghanādārisūri as an upādhi. 

Thus, Meghanādārisūri does not question the body-concept of Rāmānuja when he 
analyses the concept, in accordance with the formal-conceptual requirements of contem-
porary discourse of his times, and defines it as an upādhi but conceptualizes it more 
sharply, and thereby obtains a grasp of the term that is also valuable for the theological 
reflection of the school. For although the “body” of the jīva in the saṃsāra is the circum-
stance-condition of the Ātman, which disappears at the time of death, for the Ātman as 
the “body” of the Paramātman it has, in its meaning, a totally different modality [Befind-
lichkeit], even if Meghanādārisūri does not address it in the present context. Although 
it remains a circumstance-conditioned modality [Befindlichkeit] of the Ātman, yet it 
neither has a beginning, nor an end. The Ātman is, as an eternal substance, never given 
otherwise than as the “body” of the Paramātman (apṛthaksiddha) and therefore is — as 
it were — “being wanted” [verfügt] by the Paramātman as its “body”. How this can be 
assumed is explained by Meghanādārisūri in another passage when he discusses how 
the omnipresent Paramātman can come into contact (saṃyoga) with the shapeless 
(aparichinna), individual Ātman: 

The contact (saṃyoga) of the highest [Ātman] with the thought of the jīva (jīvadhiyā) 
takes the form of an immediate permeating (vyāpararūpa), as in the case of wood and fire. 
Therefore the śruti [says]: ‘By permeating everything Nārāyaṇa is present’. This penetrating 
from the inside (antarvyāpti) of an atomic (aṇu-) substance is possible, because of his 
infinite subtleness. Therefore the śruti says: ‘he is subtler than an atom’, because permeating 
is easy for him. For when permeating from within, the subtleness of the permeating one 
is necessary. Being permeated (vyāpyatvam) results from the fact of being to-be-supported 
and to-be-directed, as well as from the fact of being the rest (śeṣatva), because [in the śruti] 
is revealed that the Supreme is the Ātman of all, and because it is revealed that other than 
him is his body. Because being-the-body and being-the-Ātman correspond to being 
supported, etc., or being the one who supports, etc. In the immediate permeating, however, 
it is [understandable] that it is another being, because it is cognized by [another] means 
of cognition (13). 
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This text is important for Meghanādārisūri’s understanding of the body-concept 
of Rāmānuja, because it shows how he specifically conceived this determination as an 
upādhi: a particular being, whether sentient or non-sentient, is not a “body” due to its 
being, but due to being permeated by a spiritual being “from within” (antarvyāpti) and 
is thus “supported” and “directed” by the latter and is the “rest” to him, just as if it were 
taken possession of, forming with it a relational unity. That this happens since the concept 
of the body is an upādhi, is the conceptual-formal expression of the fact that the spiritual 
being, which makes it to be a body, is its enlivening principle. This is certainly the case 
with the body of the individual Ātman. In the individual Ātman as the body of the 
Paramātman, however, a problem arises. Given that the latter is eternal and sentient 
as a categorial being, one wonders what can be the enlivening principle, when it makes 
it into its (i.e. Paramātman’s) body. Even though the fact of being the body of the 
Paramātman could be the a priori condition for the individual Ātman as a categorial 
being, there is no statement of Meghanādārisūri in this regard. It is rather that being 
the life-giving principle of making the respective substance the body happens in such 
a way, that also the individual Ātman, as the body of the Paramātman, is permeated 
within by him (antarvyāpti) and thus forms with him a relational unity, on which its 
ontological dependence on the Paramātman is founded, and to which the individual 
Ātman a posteriori must correspond ethically and spiritually, in categorial action (14). 

In the Prameyanirūpanam Meghanādārisūri begins the actual study of the jīva after 
refuting the teachings of those who deny that the Ātman is an independent being. He 
starts with an extensive pūrvapakṣa of the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika which is for him the least 
acceptable doctrine of the Ātman: 

The Ātman had neither knowledge as its nature (jñānasvarūpa) nor is it an eternal subject 
of knowing (jñātā), because in [the stage of] a deep sleep etc., neither the Ātman nor its 
knowledge appears. But if [both] do not appear, one cannot say that the Ātman is like that. 
For the nature of the knowing subject is always to be the substratum of knowing. But then 
it is not possible for knowing to arise because of the contact of the senses with the objects. 
Nor is knowing in sleep based on experiencing the thought of well-being (sukha) and 
of oneself at the time of sleep when one [thinks] on awakening: ‘I slept well’, because it 
conflicts with the psychic situation of the lack of knowledge in your sleep when you say 
‘I did not know anything’. Rather, the [thought] ‘I have slept well’ is the subsequent 
well-being caused by sleep [by] actually [thinking]: ‘I have slept in my sleep as well as I feel 
now’. That is why the Śruti [says]: “In truth, I do not recognize myself [thinking] now ‘I am 
this one’ (15)’ and ‘having passed away there is no consciousness anymore’” (16), they 
teach that both in deep sleep and in emancipation there is no cognition. If the [Ātman] were 
in its nature cognition and the subject of cognition then it should be omniscient and 
independent from the senses, because it is all-present and in contact with all things. The 
assumption that the Ātman is atom-small and moves there is not right, because it is more 
complicated (gauratva). [...] In the case when the body alone is moving, this is easier. 
Since one perceives the enjoyer [of the adṛṣṭa] in a distant place, the connection with the 
[omnipresent] Ātman, like the adṛṣṭa, is there. Namely, this is rooted by the adṛṣṭa and 
does not have the adṛṣṭa as a cause that is elsewhere. [...] Therefore the Ātman is omni-
present, dull (jāḍaḥ) and possesses the sentience only accidentally (17). 

The text is a concise summary of the opponent’s doctrine of the Ātman, which 
Meghanādārisūri, in his survey at the beginning of the analysis of the jīva (18) has 
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mentioned as the first of the doctrines to be refuted, and the refutation of which forms 
a structure for his own teaching. After clarifying the Śruti quotations (19) uttered by 
the opponent as an argument for his doctrine, he picks up on the main argument of the 
adversary that the Ātman in deep sleep has no knowledge and therefore the not-knowing 
as the nature: 

Even if the activity of appropriation is lacking, because there is no object to be known, 
the Ātman is, in its essence, cognition (jñānasvarūpa), since the ‘I-object’ (ahaṃartha) 
shines as ‘I’. The knowing is independent from another one shining. On the other hand lamps 
etc. are not self-luminous, because they require the cognition. The thought and language use 
of ‘shining’ in their case is only a co-cause of knowing, therefore [your] thesis is refuted 
because also at another time, when the appropriation does not happen, the luminosity of 
the [apperceiving] consciousness of the testimony of the Ātman is there (20). 

In order to refute the opponent’s argument, Meghanādārisūri distinguishes here 
two independent aspects in the human cognizing: on the one hand the apperceiving 
recognition of the I-object (ahaṃartha), and, on the other hand, the ‘knowing’ which 
is grasping of the object, which becomes a conscious realization due to the fact that 
the jīva is the subject of knowing. The apperceiving knowing of the subject, which for 
Meghanādārisūri is the nature of the I-object (the ahaṃartha) is ultimately the knowing 
consciousness of the Ātman, which therefore also makes the subject aware of the object 
grasped in the act of cognition, and thus makes the act of acquiring become knowledge, 
which act of acquiring knowledge could not do (21). This knowing, which belongs 
to the nature of the I-object, is independent from the act of knowing, and therefore 
eternal (22). Thus Meghanādārisūri can show how the subject itself can experience 
his well-being even in deep sleep without such an act: 

In this way, even though there is no activity of the external or internal psychic apparatus, 
[also for the knowledge] ‘I have slept well’, due to the fact that it is the property-bearer 
of the well-being and [this] is an experience of the I-object ( ahaṃartha), on the ba-
sis of a [superior] representation that is [the I-object], by its very nature it is the cognizing 
subject of [this] knowledge (23). 

This distinction of ‘knowing’ as substance-like, independent phenomenon, and of 
the Ātman as its apperceiving subject (ātmasākṣika) makes one first think of the Sāṃkhya 
but it is basically different from its epistemology. While in the Sāṃkhya of the classical 
time the Puruṣa is an eternal inaffectible principle of sentience (cetana), that exists for 
itself in emancipation (see kaivalya), the Ātman, the object of the self-referential word 
‘I’ (ahamarthaḥ), is a dynamic relational subject, which by its nature is not only cogni-
tion, but also the subject who actively recognizes the object grasped by cognition. 
Meghanādārisūri speaks in another quotation of the fact of “being the knower of 
knowledge” (jñānajñātṛtva). He returns, in another passage, to this “being the knower 
of knowledge”, and makes it clear as such, by justifying it: 

Nor is it that the Ātman, in order to know an object, requires another [faculty] of cogni-
tion, if he, according to its nature shines as knowing. Because it is the I-object, which is 
by its nature inwardly turned. Since [this] is in the space of the heart, objects appear in 
its light because of [its] atomic smallness, because of the contact [of ‘knowing’] with the 
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objects such as pots etc., for the sake of the supporting substratum. [And] the appearance 
of the knowing subject, [when cognising] ‘I have slept well’ belongs to the apperceiving 
knowledge of the Ātman (ātmasākṣika). ‘Knowing’ has no subject, there is no luminosity 
solely on the basis of [its] self, even if being the subject of knowing is the proper nature 
[of knowing]. Also this belongs to the apperceiving knowing [of the Ātman]. Even if one 
gets the knowledge ‘I know’, the ‘knowing’, different from the I-object, which is the 
supporting substratum, is only for the sake of this substratum of ‘knowing’, as in the case 
of [the knowledge] ‘he does’, the fact of being active and of being the subject (24). 

This text is important. However, if one wants to understand the idea of Meghanā-
dārisūri in its implications, the explanation of this text must go further. Already the very 
concept of the atomic smallness (aṇutvam) is not immediately obvious. How should 
one think of the sentient Ātman as atomic small? Does a spiritual being have a spatial 
size at all? Meghanādārisūri is well aware of the problem and solves it elsewhere, 
possibly for the first time and with concepts which are available for him: 

The supporting substratum (āśraya) [of the knowing of a particular thing] is, according 
to the śruti ‘this atomic small (aṇuḥ) Ātman one should recognize by the mind’ (25). This 
designation does not arise because of its connection with the manas, but because of a meta-
phorical usage (lakṣaṇāpatteḥ). Because the object of the [word] ‘I’ (ahaṃ iti arthasya) 
appears (prakāśa) only within the body, not elsewhere, it is proven that it is limited 
(paricchinnatvam). [But] even though it is limited, it is not of the extension of the body, 
because [only] the openness (vikāsādivikārāpatteḥ) of [‘knowing’], etc., is changed, when 
it enters the gross [material] body. Therefore, it is ‘atom-small’. [But even if] it is also atom-
small, a painful sensation in the feet, etc., is possible by means of ‘knowing’ (26). 

Meghanādārisūri expresses himself strangely concise and indirect. Why? We do not 
know it: probably not because he was not sure of his ideas. They seem to be consistent 
on closer inspection. but possibly the adequate concepts are missing. This could indicate 
that he formulates these ideas here for the first time and could not rely on any correspond-
ing tradition. At any rate, we are only dependent on our interpretation without having 
an explicit statement from his side. In order to show the metaphorical character of the 
word anutvam, he begins with clear facts, namely that the self-referring word ‘I’ 
(ahamityarthaḥ) is the knowing subject (dharmibhūtajñānam), and that it appears only 
in the sphere of one's own body, and not elsewhere. From this it follows that it is 
“limited” (paricchinna-). But what does the paricchinatvam mean here? To clarify this, 
he adds: “it is, though limited, not of the extension of the body” (27), which he explains 
with the words “because a change of the openness (of ‘knowing’, etc.) occurs when 
entering the gross [material] body” (28). But this makes no real sense. Unless one 
understands this additional sentence in the sense that only when entering into the material 
body, there occurs a change in the openness of knowing and the circumstances that 
condition it, and therefore the Ātman already before and independently of this should 
be limited, and therefore ‘atom-small’ (29). The argument is then logically reasonable, 
but does not explain how this limitation of a sentient being is to be thought out of itself. 

If, however, another passage of Meghanādārisūri is included in the interpretation, 
with which he justifies, in the first passage quoted here, why the I-object (ahaṃartha) 
whose essence is knowing, needs further act of cognition in order to cognize an object, 
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it becomes possible to understand the concept of being limited according to its content. 
As a reason for this, Meghanādārisūri mentions there that the I-object is turned inward 
in accordance with its being, (30) thus equating factually the pratyaktvam with the 
paricchinnatvam. Thus, “limitedness” is not defined as being limited by something else, 
but as an inward-turned, self-centered being of the respective I-object, which establishes 
the relational individuality of its own self. 

Thus, the word aṇutvam gains its metaphorical meaning, namely that the I-object 
as a spiritual reality has no spatial extension, and therefore is shapeless (amūrta-), but 
that through its individual inwardness can still be localised in space; when it is in the 
saṃsāra, in the physical area of the heart (31). 

This analysis of what is meant by the word aṇutvam goes far beyond a clarification 
of a linguistic expression. It brings, through its meaning we have put forward, in the close 
relationship to the concept of individuality, if it is not really identical with this concept. 
This “being-oneself”, which results from the self-limitation of the “inner space” as I-
relatedness, gives it its value as a relational partner of the Paramātman, making it the 
sole subject of acting, and makes it the “place”, where the Paramātman can immedi-
ately encounter it. How this is to be substantiated, Meghanādārisūri sums up at the end 
of a longer argumentation by saying: 

[This] shapelessness, by virtue of being atom-small, is revealed in [the statements] of 
the śruti... Does it not then appear that the Ātman, when it is shapeless, cannot get in contact 
with the distant object of pleasure which has the adṛṣṭa as its cause, and thus does not 
attain it? [No!] The getting in contact of the Supreme with the thinking of the jīva penetrates 
[it] from the outside and from the inside, as in the case of the wood being penetrated by 
the fire. Therefore the śruti says: ‘having permeated everything, Nārāyaṇa is present’. And 
this penetrating of the atom-size substance is [possible] because of its exceeding, great 
fineness. ... For, permeating from within requires the exceeding fineness of the permeating 
one (32). 

This penetrating is ultimately the relationality of the Paramātman with the jīva, 
which makes the jīva the body of the Paramātman. Eventually, it also is this individual 
inwardness that makes it possible to show the respective acting and thus the indi-
vidual destiny of the I-object as one’s own (33). 

If one returns to the text in which Meghanādārisūri argues for the necessity of 
a further independent principle of knowing, it appears striking that it is due to the atomic 
smallness of the I-object (anutva of the ahaṃartha), because this one (ahaṃartha), 
by virtue of the subject-related-inwardness (pratyaktvam), requires a mediating principle 
in order to bridge the distance to the external object, yet in spite of the duality, the reality 
of knowing should be one alone. Meghanādārisūri is aware of this problem. Already 
as substances, “knowing” and the I-object (ahaṃartha) form a unity. Although they are 
each independent eternal substances, they do not unite with the other by contact 
(saṃyoga), but by the fact that they never occur independent of each other (apṛthaks-
thitatvāt), and form a unity of the supporting substratum and the one being supported 
(āśrayāśrayībhāva): 

Even though the Paramātman and its ‘knowing’ are omnipresent, they are both a rela-
tional oneness of a supporter and being supported, because they never occur separately 
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(apriddhaksiddhatvād). In their activity (sphūrtiḥ), on the other hand, there is no dependence 
[of the two] on another means of cognition, insofar as it occurs only on its own due to 
the self-luminosity. There is no difference between ‘knowing’ and the Ātman. The 
illuminating of another object, however, [in the knowledge] results from the ‘knowing’ 
which is a property [of the Ātman] (svadharmabhūtajñānam). Its [knowing] luminosity 
happens on its own, but not for itself (svasmai) though it is knowing, but it occurs by its 
nature only as a consequence of its being for its supporting substratum [the Ātman]. Due to 
its being, the Ātman is not dependent on being grasped by means of cognition, because it is, 
due to its being the I-object (ahaṃarthaḥ), established as real (siddhaḥ). Regarding the 
knowledge of its properties such as atomic smallness etc., there exists such a dependence, 
also with regard to another Ātman, insofar as it is a property-bearer, because such one cannot 
be grasped through the I-consciousness of the other. The ‘knowing’ which is a property 
(dharmabhūtajñānam), though it is cognition, is perceived as luminous in its being for [its] 
substratum (34). 

This passage is the oldest textual proof of the school's Sanskrit tradition known 
to me, in which one seeks to explain conceptually why the substantial ‘knowing’ grasps 
its object out of itself (svataḥ), yet does not do so ‘for itself’ (svasmai) but for the I-
object, the jīva, which is its supporting substratum (āśrayam) (35). In contrast to the 
luminosity (prakāśa) of the ‘knowing’, as Meghanādārisūri says, svaniṣṭhaḥ, (36) 
“the self-knowledge of the jīva is in relation to itself”. One is tempted to translate: 
“being at oneself”; this corresponds to what he means by pratyaktvam, “turned inward”, 
that is, ultimately “self-aware”; because the jīva, by his limited individuality (aṇutva) 
cannot go out of itself, but “in itself” remains. This cognition is independent of cognitive 
means because it is siddhaḥ, “being certain” due to its I-awareness. The term siddhaḥ 
cannot mean ‘proven’, it must mean an aspect of the jīva itself, because it is independent 
of any other act of knowing, that is, it can only be aware of itself as such, or, as Me-
ghanādārisūri says in the latter place (37), be ātmasākṣikaḥ, the one that testifies to 
oneself. One first thinks of the witnessing of the sāṃkhyist Puruṣa. However, this is 
not possible because of its ontological relationality to the Paramātman as its ‘body’, and 
the relatedness to the own body as a body-having. The term svaniṣṭhaḥ, or the self-
testifying ‘inwardness’, can only mean the jīva insofar as it is in consciously apper-
ceiving awareness of every mediated knowledge. 

With this, Meghanādārisūri has fundamentally set the keystone to his outline of 
the onto-theology of the human subject. The unity of the cognition of the subject is not 
only de facto presupposed as eternal, separated, non-occurring independently (apṛthaks-
thitatva) but structurally grounded in itself and therefore understandable. Only the I-
object is in the possession of its being, so that it can be the apperceiving principle of 
knowledge and thus its supporting substratum (āśraya). It alone is a consciously acting 
subject, for whom the ‘knowing’ grasps the object and thus assumes the function of 
the senses, etc. 

The senses no longer have a mediating function, but are merely openings through 
which ‘knowing’ can emerge. Meghanādārisūri discusses this in a brief excursus, sum-
marizing the aspects of ‘cognition’ (dharmabhūtajñāna) important to him in the context 
of his doctrine of the human subject: it is the ‘cognition’ that, by virtue of its ontological 
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uniting relation of the ‘supporter and being supported’ (āśrayāśrayibhāva) with the I-
object, is the reason of its openness (vikāśa) for everything (38). However, this ‘knowing’ 
is limited to the cognition by means of the sensory organs, due to the karman when 
entering the saṃsāra: “Therefore, because the object, to be illumined [in the knowledge], 
depends on ‘knowing’, this [‘knowing’] requires contact with the latter, and it is nar-
rowed by the karman in the saṃsāra, the organs of senses such as the eye, etc., are 
the gates of going out of the body” (39). Thus, Meghanādārisūri seems to have denied 
the senses their cognitive function and assigned it to cognition, even though one should 
not imagine the sensory organs as empty openings, but rather as a kind of filter that 
influences and differentiates the modality of the outward cognition. 

Meghanādārisūri is also aware of this when, in spite of his remark that the sensory 
organs are, as it were, gates through which cognition can go out of the body, on the 
occasion of the double form of appearing of the one fire-substance mentioned by him 
as analogy, for instance as the glitter of the gems and as a flaming fire, he says: 

In the same way, in the case of knowing and its supporting substratum (āśrayaḥ), we 
also [assume] a twofold form of cognition [of these], although it is only one single knowing, 
insofar as it has passed through one [of the sense organs], is not perceived as omnipresent 
and as not eternal but in the state of being-returned is correctly proved to be such, and has 
therefore, because of the different co-cause, only one fixed object (40). 

But what was the inner logic that had led Meghanādārisūri to assume that this 
cognition grasps its object not for itself (svasmai) but for its supporting substratum 
(āśrayaḥ): the I-object? Apparently, the ontological unity of the I-object and the cogni-
tion, which, in spite of the fact that this ‘cognition’ can only be a substance, can be 
thought of only as an analogy with a quality, because of the fact of never existing 
separately (apṛthaksthitatva) of the two (41). As cognition, it could grasp its object, 
as a quality which, as such, existed only because of its substratum; it could only be 
activated by its substratum, according to its intention, and therefore it is functioning 
only ‘for this’, and not ‘for itself’ (svasmai), should not two subjects arise (42). 

This ontologically complex unity becomes understandable in its functional unity, 
when Meghanādārisūri refutes the opponent’s objection to the idea of the self-referential 
cognition of the I-object as ‘I’, that the I-object (ahamartha), just as the fine atoms cannot 
be perceived because of its “atomic fineness” (aṇutva). Cognition, as the property of the 
ahamartha (dharmabhūtajñānam) shines out of itself for the latter (atmānam pratis-
vaprakāśatā), since it is associated with it through the relation of the “supporter and 
being supported” (āśrayāśrayaibhāvaḥ), while the ahamartha, in turn, becomes 
conscious as a subject of knowing oneself as grasped in cognition (43). 

ABBREVIATIONS 

ĀS Ātmasiddhi 
BĀU Bṛhadāraṇyakopaniṣad 
ChU Chandogyopaniṣad 
MaṇḍU Maṇḍukyopaniṣad 
NDy Nayadyumaṇi 
NPra Nayaprakāśika 
ŚrīBh Śrībhāṣya 
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NOTES 

 (1) Nayadyumaṇi by Meghanādārisūri. Crit. Ed. with Introduction and Notes by V. Krishnamacharya 
and T. Viraraghavacharya [Madras Government Oriental Series 141]. Madras 1956. 

 (2) See T. Viraraghavacharya's Introduction to Nayadyumaṇi, p. CXIVff. 
 (3) Nayaprakāśika by Meghanādārisūri, in Śrībhāṣya or Brahmasūtrabhāṣya by Rāmānuja with 

1. S’rutaprakáśiká by Sudarśanabhaṭṭáraka, 2. Bhávaprakáśiká by Raṅgarȃmȃnujamuni, 3. S’ruta-
pradipiká by Sudarśanabhaṭṭȃraka, 4. Nayaprakáśiká by Méghanádárisúri, 5. Tattvaṭiká by Védȃn-
tadeśika, 6. Mūlabhávaprakáśiká by Raṅgarāmānujamuni, 7. Nyáyasudarśana by Varadanárá-
yaṇabhaṭṭáraka, 8. Adhikaraṇasárávali by Védántadeśika, 9. Adhikaraṇacintámaṇi by Varada-
náthasúri, 10. Viṣayavákyadípiká by Raṅgarámánujamuni. Ed. by V. Anantacharya and V. Krish-
namacharya. 3 vols. Madras 1937—1941. 

 (4) See Yāmunamuni, ĀS, verse 3: tatra dehendriyamanaḥprāṇadhībhyo ʼnyo ʼnanyasādhanaḥ | 
nityo vyāpī pratikṣetram ātmā bhinnaḥ svataḥ sukhī || 3 || — „The Ātman is different from the 
body, the manas, the life-breath and the cognition (dhīḥ); it is eternal, permeating (vyāpin), 
and happy of one’s own (sukhin). 

 (5) NDy p. 234,16: jīvaś ca nityo vastubhūto jñānasvarūpo jñātā aṇuparimāṇo brahmaśarīrabhūtaḥ. 
 (6) NDy p. 248,23: ato ʼsmaduktaprakāra eva jīva iti siddham. 
 (7) NDy p. 234,20: brahmaśarīrabhūta iti tasya svātantryanirāsaḥ. — “[The expression] ʽthe body 

of Brahmanʼ excludes the fact that [the jīva] is independent”. 
 (8) Śarīralakṣaṇanirūpaṇam, NDy p. 1—7. 
 (9) NDy p. 5,1f.: ato yasya cetanasya yad dravyaṃ sarvātmanā svārthe dhārayituṃ ca śakyaṃ 

taccheṣataikasvarūpaṃ ca, tat tasya śarīram iti lakṣaṇam. — NDy p. 5,1f.: “Which substance, 
for which a sentient [being] must be directed and maintained (dhārayitum), for its own purpose 
in its whole being, and which is, by its very nature only, „the Rest” to it, is its body.” = ŚrīBh 
II p. 222,11f. 

 (10) NDy p. 4,12—16: sthāvarāṇām api cetanaśarīratvam āṇḍajaṃ jīvajam udbhijjam, yāti 
sthāvaratām ityādiśrutismṛtisiddham. caitanyāsphūrtis tu dehaviśeṣasaṃbandhanibandhanā. 
caitanyatāratamyaṃ ca paśvādau dṛśyate. śarīraśabdaś ca na gavādiśabdavat ākṛtiviśeṣavā-
cakaḥ ananuvṛttākārakīṭapaṣvādiṣu taddarśanāt. ātmāder api śarīratvaśravaṇāc ca. 

 (11) NDy 5,1: ato nityatvādivad upādhitvāc ca tacchabdapravṛttiḥ. 
 (12) NPra p. 1344, 6—8: na; ādityāditejaḥsaṃyogādyupādhito deśasyaiva kālavyavahārahetutvāt. 

tasya ca niranvayavināśābhāvato nityatvavyavahāropapatteḥ. 
 (13) NDy p. 245, 20—27: parasya jīvadhiyā saṃyogaś ca dāruvahnivad antarbahirnir-antaratayā 

vyāpanarūpaḥ. ata eva vyāpya nārāyaṇaḥ sthitaḥ iti śrutiḥ. aṇu-dravyāntarvyāptiś ca tasya 
atisaukṣmyād upapannā. ata eva hi tasya aṇoraṇīyān iti vyāptisaukaryāt śrutiḥ. antarvyāptau 
hi vyāpakasya saukṣmyam evāpekṣitam. vyāpya-tvaṃ ca dhāryatvaniyāmyatvaśeṣatvapar-
yavasitam, parasya sarvātmatvaśravaṇāt. taditarasya taccharīratvaśravaṇāc ca tatsiddhiḥ. 
dhāryatvāder dhārakatvāder eva hi śarīratvam ātmatvaṃ ca. na ca nirantaratayā vyāptau na 
vastvantaratvam pramāṇād vastvantarasiddheḥ. 

 (14) Hence the idea of retribution of works according to the pleasure or displeasure of Paramātman. 
See NDy p. 249,1ff. 

 (15) From ChU 8,11,1. 
 (16) BĀU 2,4,12. 
 (17) NDy p. 238,25—239,13: nanu nātmā jñānasvarūpaḥ na nityaṃ jñātā ca. suṣuptyādiṣy ātma-

tajjñānayor aprakāśāt. aprakāśatve cātatsvabhāvatvaniścayaḥ. sarvadā jñānāśrayatvam eva 
hi jñātṛtvasvarūpatvam. tadā cārthendriyasaṃnikarṣāj jñānodayaś cānupapannaḥ. na ca sukham 
aham asvāpsam iti prabodhe svāpakālīnayoḥ sukhānubhavasvānubhavayoḥ pratyavamarśāt 
svāpe ʼpi jñānam. na kiṃcid aham avediṣam iti svāpakālīnajñānābhāvapratyavamarśavirodhāt. 
sukham aham asvāpsam iti tu svāpahetukapaścād bhāvisukhaviṣayam. yathedānīṃ sukhaṃ bha-
vati tathāsvāpsam ity arthaḥ. ata eva hi nāha khalv aham evaṃ saṃpratyātmānaṃ jānāmy 
ayam aham asmīti na pretya saṃjñāsti iti suṣuptamuktayor jñānābhāvapratipādakaśrutī. tasya 
jñanajñātṛtvasvarūpatve ca sarvagatatvāt sarvapadārthasaṃbandhāc cendriyānapekṣaṃ sarva-
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jñānaṃ syāt. sarvagatatvaṃ ca. na tatrāṇvātmagamanakalpanā gauravāt. dehamātragamane tu 
tallāghavam. dūradeśe bhogyapadārthadarśanāc ca tatrādṛṣṭavad ātmasaṃyogaḥ. adṛṣṭa-
nimittād hi tadutpattiḥ. na hy anyatrasthādṛṣṭanimittaḥ saḥ. ... ataḥ sarvagato jaḍa evāgan-
tukacaitanya ātmā. 

 (18) NDy p. 235,1—12. 
 (19) NDy p. 239,7—26. 
 (20) NDy 240,1—5: vedyāsaṃbandhāt vittisphuraṇābhāve ʼpy ahamity ahamarthapra-kāśanāc 

cātmā jñānasvarūpaḥ. jñānatvaṃ nāmānyānapekṣatayā prakāśamānatvam. pradīpādayas tu 
jñānāpekṣaprakāśā iti na svayaṃprakāśāḥ. teṣāṃ prakāśavyavahāro jñānasahakāritāmātrāt. 
etenārthavittiṣv evāhamarthasya bhānam iti pakṣo ʼpi nirastaḥ anyadāpi tadbhānasyāt-
masākṣikatvāt. 

 (21) NDy p. 240,4f. 
 (22) NDy p. 240,4f.: etenārthavittiṣv evāhamarthasya bhānam iti pakṣo ʼpi nirastaḥ. 
 (23) NDy p. 240,6f.: tathā sukham aham svāpsam iti bāhyāntaḥkaraṇavyāpāroparatāv api sukhad-

harmitayā ʼhamarthasyānubhūtatayā parāmarśāc ca tasya jñanajñātṛsva-rūpatvam. 
 (24) NDy p. 243,1—7: na cātmano jñānasvarūpatvena prakāśakatvād arthajñānāya na jñānān-

tarāpekṣeti. ahamarthasya jñānasvarūpatve ʼpi pratyaksvabhāvatvāt. aṇutvād hṛdayadeśe 
ʼvasthitatvāt ghaṭādyarthasaṃyogād viṣayaprakāśa svāśrayāyaiveti ātmasākṣikaḥ sukham 
aham asvāpsam ityādau jñātur evāvabhāsa iti ca. jñātṛtvavirahe na kevalātmaprakāśo ʼsty eva 
jñātṛtvasya svarūpānubandhitve ʼpi. tad apy ātmasākṣikam. jānāmīti sphuraṇe ʼpi jñānaṃ 
tadāśrayāhamarthāt pṛthaktvenaiva prakāśate jñānāśrayatayā karotītyādau kriyātatkartror iva. 

 (25) MaṇḍU 3,1,9. 
 (26) NDy p. 242,16—20: āśrayaś ca eṣo ʼṇur ātmā cetasā veditavyaḥ iti śruter aṇur ātmā. na ca 

manaḥsaṃbandhāt tadvyapadeśaḥ lakṣaṇāpatteḥ. deha eva ahamityarthasya prakāśād 
anyatrāprakāśāc ca paricchinnatvaṃ siddham. paricchinnatve ʼpi na dehaparimitatvam. 
sthūlādidehapraveśe vikāsādivikārāpatteḥ. ato ʼṇur eva. aṇutve ʼpi pādādivedanāprakā-
śojñānadvāropapannaḥ. 

 (27) paricchinnatve ʼpi na dehaparimitatvam. 
 (28) sthūlādidehapraveśe vikāsādivikārāpatteḥ. 
 (29) ato ʼṇur eva. 
 (30) NDy p. 243,2: ahamarthasya jñānasvarūpatve ʼpi pratyaksvabhāvatvāt. 
 (31) NDy p. 243,2: aṇutvād hṛdayadeśe ʼvasthitatvāt. 
 (32) NDy p. 245,17—24: tasyāṇutvenāmūrtatvaṃ śrāvyate śrutiṣu. ... evam amūrtatve ʼpi svasaṃ-

bandhopapattir ātmana iti tadadṛṣṭanimittadūrasthabhogyapadārthānir-vṛttiḥ? parasya jīvadhiyā 
saṃyogaś ca dāruvahnivad antarbahirnirantaratayā vyāpanarūpaḥ. ata eva vyāpya nārāyaṇaḥ 
sthitaḥ iti śrutiḥ. aṇudravyāntarvyāptiś ca tasya atisaukṣmyād upapannā. ... antarvyāptau hi 
vyāpyakasya saukṣmyam evāpekṣitam. 

 (33) See the argumentation NDy p. 243,4ff., especially the discussion NDy p. 244,12—18 con-
cerning the establishing of the svatvam. 

 (34) NDy p. 246,12—20: paramātmatajjñānayos tu sarvagatayor api sarvadā apṛthaksthitatvād 
āśrayāśrayibhāva eva saṃbandhaḥ. sphūrtau tu svaprakāśatvāt svata eveti na pramāṇān-
tarāpekṣā tasya. etad ātmajñanayor aviśiṣṭam. padārthāntaraprakāśas tu svadharmabhūta-
jñānāt. āśrayaprakāśas tu svaniṣṭha eva. svabhāvataḥ saṃvittve ʼpi jñānasya prakāśaḥ svataḥ 
na tu svasmai. kiṃ tu svasattayā svāśrayāyaiva svabhāvataḥ. ātmano na svasattāyāḥpramā-
ṇagrāhyatvāpekṣā ahaṃpratyayād eva siddhatvāt. aṇutvādidharmajñāneṣu tu tadapekṣā. 
anyātmasu dharmiṣv api teṣāṃ parāhaṃpratyayāgṛhyamāṇatvāt. dharmabhūtajñānaṃ 
vijñānatve ʼpi svasattayā svāśrayāya prakāśamānaṃ dṛśyate. 

 (35) This assumption, aside from the dating of the text, is a puzzling one because Meghanādārisūri 
does not use the terms dharmabhūtajñānam or dharmībhūtajñānam as usual terms but rather 
gives the impression that they are used analogously, following the flow of language. 

 (36) NDy p. 246,15. 
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 (37) NDy p. 243,3 and 5. 
 (38) See NDy p. 243,1—7, footnote 37, and NDy p. 246,2—4: apṛthaksthitāvāśrayāśrayi-bhāvo 

dravyayor vā dravyaguṇayor vā. pṛthaksthityarhayos tu dravyayoḥ saṃyoga eva saṃbandhaḥ. 
guṇādes tu na dravyāt pṛthaksthityarhatety āśrayāśrayibhāva eva. — “[The oneness] of the 
supporter and being supported (āśrayāśrayibhāvaḥ) occurs between two substances as well as 
a substance and [its] properties, if they [in the two cases mentioned] do not occur separately 
(apṛthaksthitam). The connection between two substances is the contact (saṃyogaḥ) in the case 
of separately occurring [substances]. However, qualities, etc., which cannot occur separately, 
can [only] be the supporter and being supported”. 

 (39) NDy p. 243,8—10: ato viṣayasya jñānādhīnaprakāśatvāt tasya ca tatsaṃyogādhīna-tvāt 
saṃyogasya saṃsāradaśāyāṃ karmaṇā saṃkucitatvena dehād bahirgamanā-pekṣatvāt gamane 
ca cakṣurādayo dvāram. 

 (40) NDy p. 243,23—26: evaṃ jñānatadāśrayayor api asmābhir apy ātmāśritajñānasya nityatva-
sarvagatatvājñānāt āvṛtatvāvasthāyāṃ pramāṇataḥ siddhau ekadvāraniḥ-sṛtasya sarvārt-
haprakāśanarūpakāryādarśanāt sahakāribhedād eva niyatārthapra-kāśakatvam iti dvairūpyaṃ 
saṃvidaikarūpye ʼpi. āśrayāśrayibhāvo ʼpi svabhāvād eva taijasamaṇiprabhayor iva. 

 (41) See NDy p. 243,27f.: evaṃ dravyatve guṇatvavyavahāras tu guṇānām iva nityatadāśraya-
tvādinā. evaṃ jñātṛtvasādhanaprasaṅgāt jñānasvarūpam api nirūpitam — “Such is the linguistic 
usage of the word ‘quality’, according to the fact that [knowing, though] it is a substance, as 
the properties [of the I-object] have (it) eternally as the substratum”. 

 (42) See NDy p. 246,21—27: nanu kathaṃ svasmai svayam iti ātmatajjñānayoḥ saṃ-vittvāviśeṣe ʼpy 
etad vaiṣamyam? ātmano jñānāśrayatvena pradhānatvāt jñānasya tadāśritatvenātmārthatvāt. 
tayor viśeṣaḥ pratyakṣasiddhaś cety uktam. jīvajñānānāṃ parasparasaṃbandhe teṣāṃ sama-
vyāptikatvād vyāpyavyāpakabhāva āpekṣiko draṣṭavyaḥ, yathā śyāmatvaśākādyāhārapariṇatyoḥ. 
jīvatajjñānayos tv āśrayāśrayibhāvaḥ saṃbandhaḥ tayor apṛthaksthitatvāt. evaṃprabhātadāś-
rayādiṣv api draṣṭavyam. evaṃ prāsaṅgikam api prakṛtopayogīyannirūpaṇam. — “But how 
does the difference of the Ātman and ‘knowing’ come about, such that [only the Ātman] 
recognizes himself [and] for himself, even though [both] are cognitions? Since the Ātman, 
because it is the substratum of knowledge, is the primary factor (pradhānatvāt), and because 
the knowing has Ātman as the purpose. The difference between the two is obvious. ... The 
connection of the jīva and cognition is [the unity of] the supporting and being supported 
(āśrayāśrayibhāvaḥ) because both are not separate.” 

 (43) Vgl. NDy p. 247,1—8: nanv ātmano ʼnutve tasya tadguṇānāṃ cāpratyakṣatvaṃ pārthivapa-
ramāṇuguṇānām iveti. na; pārthivāṇutadguṇānām īśvarādipratyakṣatvāt. na ca ātmano ʼsmadā-
dyapratyakṣatā. pārthivāṇvādiṣv ayogyatvasyāvadhṛtatvād iti. bāhyārthasya cakṣurādiviṣayas-
yaivāsmadādipratyakṣatvāt pārthivāṇutadguṇānāṃ ca tadanarhatvenāpratyakṣatvāt. ātmanas 
tv aṇutvena cakṣurādyaviṣayatve ʼpi saṃvidrūpatvena svayaṃprakāśatvāt pratyakṣatvopa-
pattiḥ. ata eva hy ātmano ʼhamity ananyāpekṣaḥ prakāśaḥ. dharmabhūtajñānasyāpi jñānat-
venātmānaṃ pratisvaprakāśatā. — “But is not the Ātman [itself] according to [his] nuclear 
small unit and [therefore] also his properties not perceptible like the fine earth atoms, etc.? — 
No, because the earth atoms with their properties etc., are perceptible for God. Also, it is not 
that the Ātman could not be perceived by us because it lacks suitability in the fine earth atoms, 
and so on. For an external object is perceived by us if it is an object of the eye, etc. but the fine 
earth-atoms, with their qualities, lack the aptitude for them, and therefore their non-perceptibility 
arises. But the Ātman, even though it is not an object of the eye because of its atomic smallness, 
since, according to its spirituality, shines out of itself, it is perceptible. Because of this, the 
illumination of Ātman is independent of anything other than self-consciousness. And also the 
knowing, which is a quality of the [Atman], shines out from itself towards the Ātman; and also 
the śruti [teaches] that the Puruṣa is his own light”. 
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© Marlewicz, H., 2018 
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