TAT TVAM ASI AS ADVAITIC

METAPHOR

One of the directions of the "new comparative philosophizing"' is to
undertake the study of metaphor and to uncover the significant role it
plays in the creation and extension of meaning. Metaphor is seen to
provide a horizontal link between different speech communities as well
as a method of creating meaning within a community. KarlH. Potter, in
an essay titled "Metaphor as Key to Understanding the Thought of Other
Speech Communities,"2 argues that metaphorical links serve to designate new boundaries for a community's conceptual schemes. That is to
say, any inquiry into a speech community's thought must focus on metaphor and its conceptual relations rather than simply accept the traditional boundaries of language or culture. Potter argues further that comparative philosophy is a good place to begin to determine these new
boundaries and to interpret across them. He proposes a research program dedicated to the exploration of metaphors within particular speech
communities and to the determination of conceptual schemes which are
shared across traditional community boundaries.
This essay explores the mahavakya ('great saying') tat tvam asi ('that
thou art') in terms of Potter's research proposal. Construal of tat tvam asi
as a metaphor of the type 'A is B' ('You are Brahman')clarifies the conceptual relations between Advaita Vedanta and other schools of Indian
philosophy, particularly Dvaita Vedanta, the "Dualist" school. Analysis of
tat tvam asi as a metaphor of religious knowledge also contributes to the
conversation between Indian and Western philosophies, especially to the
current discussion of realism and idealism. Construal of the mahavakyas
as metaphors shows to advantage the uniquely Advaitic contribution to
a comparative model of religious knowledge.
Metaphors and Conceptual Schemes
Contemporary theories of metaphor attempt to examine metaphors
in relation to one another and in relation to larger contexts. These larger
contexts are variously called conceptual schemes, conceptual structures,
and the like. Potter relies on the book Metaphors We Live By by George
Lakoffand Mark Johnson in defining the relation of metaphor to conceptual scheme. Lakoff and Johnson analyze metaphors in contemporary
English idiom. They give the following examples of literal expressions
which, taken together, imply the conceptual metaphor "Argument is
war":
Your claims are indefensible.

He attacked every weakpoint in my argument.
Hiscriticismswere righton target.
I demolishedhis argument.
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I'venever won an argumentwith him.
You disagree?Okay, shoot!
Ifyou use that strategy,he'll wipe you out.
He shot down all of my arguments.3
Lakoff and Johnson argue that the "Argument is war" metaphor structures our concept of an argument:
It is importantto see that we don't just talkabout argumentsin terms of war.
We can actuallywin or lose arguments.We see the person we are arguing
with as an opponent. We attack his positions and we defend our own. We
gain and lose ground. We plan and use strategies. If we find a position
indefensible,we can abandon it and take a new line of attack. Many of the
things we do in arguingare partiallystructuredby the concept of war.4
Lakoffand Johnson note that the "Argument is war" metaphor highlights
certain aspects of argument, while hiding others. The cooperative aspect
of argument, for example, may be lost in the heat of debate.
Potter uses the "A is B" structure of the conceptual metaphor
"Argument is war" to raise a question within the Indian conceptual
scheme. Does Advaita Vedanta use the same conceptual metaphor as
the general Indian scheme, that is, that jnana ('awareness', 'knowledge')
is kriya ('making', 'action')? In the general Indian scheme, kriya (or karman) as 'making' implies a product made for many activities not normally so conceived in English-for example, perception. Potter also finds
that awareness and knowledge are kinds of making in the Indian scheme.
The viability of Potter's metaphor is shown by its coherence in the Indian
scheme: what is made must become manifest now or in the future. If one
lifetime is not enough, another lifetime must be posited. Hence, the
metaphor 'karman is making' informs the Indian doctrines of transmigration and rebirth.
When Sankara denies that jnana is kriya and speaks instead of jinana
as cit, pure consciousness, is he simply substituting terms or is he changing metaphorical links?It will be shown that Sankara's wide influence on
subsequent philosophical and religious thinking was in part a product of
linking this and the tat tvam asi metaphor to a new model in the Indian
conceptual scheme.
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Some Definitions
It will be useful to define metaphor, model, and conceptual scheme
in order to place tat tvam asi as a metaphor within the Indian religious
tradition. Metaphor, model, and conceptual scheme will also form the
language of linkage between Advaita Vedanta and Western philosophy.
Metaphor may be defined, after I. A. Richards and Janet Soskice, as a
figure of speech in which one speaks about one thing in terms which are
seen to be suggestive of another.5 The terms of suggestion are called

the vehicle; the idea suggested is called the tenor. For example, in the
quotation
A stubbornand unconquerableflame
Creeps in his veins and drinksthe streamsof life
the tenor is the idea of the fever from which the man is suffering, and the
vehicle for it is the description of the flame. Vehicle and tenor are not
simply words in isolation; rather they represent semantic fields. As
semantic fields, vehicle and tenor consist of a lexeme or a lexical set and
a content domain. The lexeme or lexical set is the word or set of words
actually appearing in the text or utterance; the content domain is the
system of associated commonplaces in semantic relation to the lexeme.
In the example above, the semantic field 'flame' is represented by the
lexeme 'flame' and a content domain made up of elements associated
with flames: 'stubborn' (for example, an especially flammable substance),
'unconquerable' (a fire that cannot be put out), 'creeps' (a forest fire), and
'drinks' (evaporates water). The semantic field 'fever' is not represented
by a lexeme, but its content domain is suggested by those elements
associated with fever: 'stubborn' (fever will not go down), 'unconquerable' (unhelped by medicine), 'creeps' (progressive disease), 'drinks'
(dehydrates, kills). Because the vehicle suggests the tenor, and because
the tenor affects the meaning of the vehicle as well, the semantic fields
are said to animate one another. Thus, metaphor is the interanimation of
semantic fields.
A model may be defined as an explanatory device in which an object
or state of affairs is viewed in terms of some other object or state of
affairs.Model has a structural affinity to metaphor, but, unlike metaphor,
model is not confined to figures of speech or linguistic phenomena.
There are, for example, scale models. A model often consists in talking in
a certain way, however. Models of this type may be called "models of
explanation." Models of explanation are not merely heuristic devices or
useful fictions, although they may be useful. Neither are they veritable
pictures of reality. Models of explanation have a somewhat weakened
power of reality depiction which constitutes their "moderate" realism.
They must be contextualized in order to reach their full explanatory
power. In science, for example, the complementary models of electrons
as waves and electrons as particles cannot both be literallytrue. Yet each
model exhibits great explanatory power within its context.
The context of the model is the conceptual scheme. The locus of the
metaphor is the text or utterance; the locus of the conceptual scheme is
the human person and his or her world. Thus, the conceptual scheme is
a kind of weltanschauung, including both the 'world' and the 'view'. The
model is subordinate to the conceptual scheme. The model becomes
contextualized, and hence construed as realist, only in the presence of MichaelW. Myers
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an ideal in the world view. The ideal is given by traditions of religion,
culture, language, and so forth. It has a particular content which is suited,
as telos, to the explanation sought by the model.
The analysis of religious phenomena of the Advaitic tradition into
metaphor, model, and conceptual scheme is thus a form of epistemological inquiry into the relation between sacred text, explanation, and
human practice. The analysis of actual forms of religious experience, if
chosen carefully, can lay bare the epistemological underpinnings of a
great world view.
Metaphor in Sarkara
Metaphor informs Sanrkara'swritings in many ways. Sankara uses
both live and dead metaphors.6 He comments on the metaphors of
others. He does not develop a theory of metaphor, however, in the
modern sense or even in terms of the laksana or jahadajahallaksana
theories of the later Advaitins.7 His exegeses of sacred texts do imply
attitudes toward metaphor use, however. Sankara's remarks on metaphorical utterances are consistent with some important insights from
contemporary interanimation theory. Metaphor is, for example, "formal"
in Sankara, in the sense that it exhibits quantitative or structural relations. This formal aspect can be seen by comparing Sankara's remarks on
tat tvam asi ('that thou art') and aham idam ('1[am] this').8
Tat tvam asi and aham idam are remarkably similar sentences; 'I am
this' can be taken as little more than a restatement of 'thou art that' in
the first person. But it is not the meaning of the sentences in juxtaposition that is important; rather, it is the formal relations found in the contexts of their use. Tat tvam asi is the sentence spoken by Uddalaka in an
attempt to bring his son to knowledge of Brahman in the Chandogya
Upanisad. Aham idam is the sentence used by Sankara in the Brahmasutrabhasya to bring the reader to a recognition of the main stumbling
block of human beings in the pursuit of the knowledge of Brahman,
namely, the ahamkara ('I-maker').The content domains of the terms
'that' and 'this' in the two sentences are therefore remarkably opposite.
The content domain of 'that' includes 'Brahman', 'being, consciousness,
bliss' (saccidananda), and so forth. The content domain of 'this' includes
'world' (loka), 'cycle of birth, death, and rebirth'(samsara),'pain' (duhkha),
and so forth.
The context of tat tvam asi is a story in the Chandogya Upanisad.
Uddalaka asks his son,
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Svetaketu,since you are now so conceited, thinkyourselfwell read,and are
so arrogant,have you, my dear,ever asked for that instructionby which one
hears the unhearable,by which one perceives the unperceivable,by which
one knows the unknowable?9

Svetaketu asks for the instruction.
It is apparent from the phrasing of the father's questions that something new (or amiss!) is taking place here, in terms of philosophical explanation. The questions do not make literal sense. It is impossible to know
the unknowable, and so forth. The questions can be construed figuratively, however. Such a construal anticipates and makes sense of
Uddalaka's great pronouncement to his son, sa atma I tat tvam asi svetaketo ('That is the Self. That thou art, Svetaketu'). The phrase 'what is unknowable' suggests associated ideas such as 'what is difficult to know',
'what remains hidden or unknown to the world', 'what cannot be known
by Vedic ritual', or, especially, 'Brahman'. The lack of literal sense is
resolved by the interanimation of semantic fields. The lexemes in juxtaposition are contradictory ('one knows', 'what is unknowable'), but the
content domains are merely "in a rub." In the story, Svetaketu (an
item from the 'knower' field) comes to know Brahman (an item from
the 'unknowable' field). Thus, Uddalaka's questions serve as rhetorical
anticipations of the metaphorical answer 'tat tvam asi', as jarrings of
Svetaketu's propensity to take things in an overly literal or pedestrian
fashion.
The Dvaitin Critique
The Dvaitin critique of Sarkara is the contribution of Madhva (12381317 C.E.)and his followers, especially Visnudasa (ca. 1390-1440 C.E.).
Madhva's criticism consists in the attempt to reparse the sentence. Instead of the traditional sa atma I tat tvam asi ('That is the Self. That thou
art'), Madhva reads sa atma I atat tvam asi ('That is the Self. Not-that
thou art').'0Madhva's object is to retain the dualism between Brahman
and the jYva, the individual soul. Sanskritist Edwin Gerow states that
Madhva's reparsing "does not lend much credibility to the Dvaitin as text
interpreter.""
Gerow shows, however, that later Dvaitins used more refined techniques. Visnudasa, for example, interprets the sentence in terms of an
ongoing debate about laksana ('metonymy', 'term substitution'). He finds
four possible interpretations of tat tvam asi in terms of laksana: (1) there
is no metonymy; (2) there is metonymy of tat ('that'); (3) there is
metonymy of tvam ('thou');(4) there is metonymy of both tat and tvam.
Both Dvaitic and Advaitic hermeneutical practices call for the attempt to
give the literal reading first. But if a literal reading is not possible, a
figurative reading must be given. It is assumed that the Vedas cannot be
without meaning, an assumption which informs the figures of speech
even as the figures of speech inform the world view.
The rule, then, is to give the most literal meaning possible. Interpretation number four is prima facie the least attractive, because each term is
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defined in terms of the other in a kind of contextual infinite regress.
Visn.udasa gives twenty readings of tat tvam asi in terms of interpretations one, two, and three. He imputes to the Advaitins interpretation
four, in which Svetaketu is allegedly substituted for tvam and Brahman is
substituted for tat. The implications of this double metonymy are unacceptable, according to Visnudasa, in view of the many other possible
readings.
Visnudasa's analysis, however, suffers on the whole from the same
nearsightedness as Aristotelian analyses of metaphor in the West. Visnudasa conceives of laksana as simple term substitution. Visnudasa's
laksana either is based on an antiquated theory of metaphor or is mere
word metonymy. In either case, it does not get at the metaphoric meaning of tat tvam asi. But his twenty readings can be read, in contemporary
terms, as explorations into the semantic fields of tat tvam asi. In his first
reading, for example, he states: "... regarding the sentence 'that thou
art', let there be metonymy [laksana] (affecting) one word only; the
meaning is thus obtained: 'thy origin is dependent on that'."12
In this reading, Visnudasa begins what may be called the explication
of the content domain of the lexeme tat. What, for Visnudasa, is tat? Tat
is what the origin of everything depends upon. Visnudasa's aim is to
preserve the ultimate difference between tat and tvam: origin from tat is
not the same as identification with tat.
The Advaitin, however, construes origination as one of Brahman's
associated commonplaces, that is, as a member of Brahman's content
domain. Brahmasutra 1.1.2 raises the topic in the aphorism, "That from
which the origin and so forth [that is to say, origin, sustentation, and
destruction] of this (world proceeds)." Sankara comments:
Of this universe differentiatedby name and form, which contains many
agents and enjoyers,which is the abode of those who are definitelyregulated
in respect of time, action, and fruit;and the natureof whose design cannot
even be conceived by mind,that omniscientand omnipotent cause whence
there is origin,sustentation,and destruction:'Thatis Brahman'is the import
of the aphorism.13
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Sankara does not deny difference between Brahman and "this universe
differentiated by name and form," but only ultimate difference. His interpretation makes possible the reading of tat tvam asi as a single metaphoric utterance. The metaphor states (in a stronger way than Visnudasa
allows) the identification of Svetaketu and Brahman,without dissociating
Svetaketu from the universe of name and form. Such a reading is possible
because of the richness and variety of the content domain surrounding
'Svetaketu', a reading precluded by Visnudasa's construal in this case of
metonymy of tat only and not of tvam.

Visnudasa gives a metonymy for tvam in his second reading. Gerow
glosses Visnudasa's Sanskrit example of the moon-branch, which "is difficult to convey in English":'4
The illustrationsuggests that the identity here is one of proximityonly. We
are to presume that this is a father'sanswer to a child's innocent question:
"whichof these lightsin the sky is the moon?"The fatheradopts the strategy
of identifyingthe moon by means of something obvious and close to it: the
tree branch against which the moon is now visible. He says: "see the tree
branch:it's that one!" So here, noticing Svetaketu'spuzzlement as to what
this 'Brahman'might be, Uddalakasays: "look within;it's the (one close to
your)self."'5
Here Gerow adopts Visnudasa's method. He attaches a dualist reading to
the sentence immediately preceding tat tvam asi: 'sa atma' ('That is the
Self'). In Visnudasa's second reading, tat tvam asi is read 'Thou art (close
to) that'. For Gerow, sa atma is given the reading 'That'sthe (one close to
your) self'. So, instead of the Advaitic 'That is the Self. That thou art,
Svetaketu', the Dvaitins read 'That's the one close to yourself. Thou art
close to that, Svetaketu'.
It is difficult to concede to the Dvaitic criticism that the Advaitins
take the sentences too figuratively, when the Dvaitins themselves give so
many nonliteral interpretations. The preferred Dvaitin interpretation of
single metonymy rather than double seems to break down when the
terms are analyzed in the context of the sentences and the Upanisad as
a whole. This breakdown is precisely what one would expect from analysis of the terms, rather than the sentence, as metaphor. The language of
tenor and vehicle and the mechanism of interanimating semantic fields
are far more effective exegetical tools than mere term substitution.
Visnudasa gives eighteen more readings. They include single metonymies of tat: 'Thou art (like) that'; 'Thou art (accompanied by) that';
'Thou art (intelligent like) that'; and 'Thou art (intimate with) that'. He also
applies a variety of interpretive techniques in addition to metonymy. He
alters case endings: 'Thou art (located in) that' (=locative); 'Thou art
(born from) that' (= ablative); 'Thou art (of) that' (= genitive). He reparses
the sentence into two: tat Itvam asi, 'That is ... Thou art ...'. Finally,he
gives Madhva's alternative sandhi: sa atma I atat tvam asi svetaketo!
'That is the Self. Thou are[n't] that, Svetaketu!'16
Gerow summarizes the Dvaitin project:
Our interpretations,however, involve but a single laksana.And of these, all
but one, if I understand them rightly, involve taking 'tat' [=Brahman]
metonymically,in such a way that an underlyingrelationshipbetween the
'tat' and the 'tvam' is suggested: origin,dependence, location, possession,
association,etc. Laukikaand sastraicor vedic examplesare given for each of
these usages.'7
MichaelW. Myers
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Gerow finds nine readings involving the metonymy of tat. The one
metonymy of tvam is reading number two, in which Brahman is said to
be (close to) Svetaketu. The use of examples from everyday (laukika)and
scriptural (s'astraicand vedic) usages is within the hermeneutic of historical Dvaitin/Advaitin debate. These examples give the debate much of its
interest and also fill out the semantic fields associated with Brahman and
with Svetaketu.
Metaphor requires more than term substitution or the juxtaposition
of isolated sentences. It requires interanimation of semantic fields within the context of a conceptual scheme. That is why the single-term
metonymies of the Dvaitins fail to establish a satisfying sense for tat tvam
asi. For Sankara, the identification of Svetaketu and Brahman is real, not
imagined. He writes:
Ifthe knowledgeof the oneness of Brahmanand the Selfwere admittedto be
of the natureof an imaginedidentification,then in the case of the sentences,
'that thou art','I am Brahman','this Self is Brahman',etc. violence would be
done to the mutual connection (samanvaya)of words whose purportis to
declare the fact of the oneness of Brahmanand the Self.18
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Sanrkara'suse of the term samanvaya ('mutual connection', 'harmony')
anticipates the interanimation theory of metaphor in two important
ways. First,it considers context. I. A. Richards'term the 'interinanimation
of words' echoes Sankara's use here of padasamanvaya, the 'mutual
connectedness of words'. Padasamanvaya implies an effect greater than
the exchange of individual terms.
Second, Sankara ties samanvaya to the text. He speaks of samanvaya
in conjunction with pada ('word', 'verse'), vakya ('sentence', 'text'), and
vedanta ('upanisad', literally 'the end of the Vedas'). The fourth sutra of
the Brahmasutra,for example, reads "tat tu samanvayat" ('Butthat, because of mutual connection').19 The Advaitin interprets this terse sutra as
a reference to the interconnectedness of the mahavakyas ('great sentences') in the development of Brahman's associated commonplaces, or
semantic fields. The term 'tat' refers to Brahman and its associations (for
example, saccidananda). 'Samanvayat' refers to the mutual connectedness of the mahavakyas as the sine qua non of the sacred texts. Finally,
'tu' is a particle (='but') of refutation in response to those who hold
that sacred texts are a collection of injunctions or prohibitions. Sankara
writes, "Inall the Upanisads, the sentences are coherent (only) with reference to the teaching of this meaning: 'Dear one, sat alone was in the
beginning'...."20 Sanrkaragoes on to quote mahavakyas from various
Upanisads. For Sankara, the mahavakyas gleaned from these sources
form a coherent system for gaining knowledge of Brahman. They are like
musical notes, harmonized into the Brahmasutra.

Sankara uses a metaphor in the Brahmasutrabhasya to explicate
can give
samanvaya. Responding to the objection that the BrahmasuLtra
of
inference
from
of
on
the
basis
Brahman
worldly causes
knowledge
alone, Sankara writes, "No, because the sutras are meant for stringing
together the flowers of the Upanisadic sentences."2' Sutra is literally
'string' or 'thread'; hence, the metaphor of the garland (mala) suggests
the idea that the mahavakyas are flowers, mutually connected and given
purpose by their stringing together in the Brahmasutra. Thus, Sankara
argues for a contextual reading of scripture, a reading in which the
mahavakyas cohere and interanimate as vehicles to occasion knowledge
of the tenor Brahman.
Generating the Advaitic Model
Mahavakyas form the part of sacred text (sruti) in which knowledge
of Brahman (brahmajinana)is occasioned. Hence, that part of sruti dedicated to knowledge is called jnanakanda. Why are mahavakyas not
karmakanda, that is, pertaining to action or making, since they are so
basic to the Advaitic model of religious practice? It is important to Sankara to preserve the distinction between ritual action (kriya) and practice
of the kind displayed by Uddalaka's instruction of Svetaketu. Ritualactivity is enjoined activity, marked out by that portion of scripture giving
instruction for sacrifice, injunctions for or against certain activities, and
so forth. This portion of scripture is called karmakanda and has its precedents in Vedic sacrifice.
Sankara's practice, on the other hand, is Advaitic. It is inseparable
from the project of knowing Brahman. For Sankara, practice is a temporal
event. It serves the negative purpose of eliminating ignorance (avidya).
Avidya is eliminated at a certain time, namely, at the moment of attaining release (moksa). Then Brahman, which is eternal, is automatically
revealed. The Advaitic religious model does contain practice, but it is in
the form of instruction by mahavakya. Release from ignorance is gained
by the same instruction, and the knowledge of Brahman is revealed. Thus
metaphor, which is the structural basis for mahavakyas, is central to the
Advaitic model in terms of both practice and knowledge.
Mahavakyas are pragmatic in the sense that they are efficacious
without being strictly necessary. New mahavakyas may be added; a guru
may choose to use one mahavakyas rather than another, or choose to
teach without using words at all. Sankara argues for the coherence of the
mahavakyas as a group, without arguing for the group's necessity. It is
necessary to distance the mahavakyas from knowledge of scripture as
sabda pramana (verbal authority), because the knowledge which is
gained by sabda pramana is grounded in the last resort on the mistake
of superimposition (adhyasa).
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Sankara explains superimposition by way of a simile at the beginning
of the BrahmasuLtrabhasya:
The sphere of the concepts 'thou'and '1',the object and the subject, are by
nature mutuallyopposed like darknessand light. The undemonstrabilityof
their identificationbeing established,still more is the identificationof their
attributes undemonstrable.Hence, the superimpositionof the object, the
conceptual sphere of 'thou' and of its attributes,on the subject, the intelligent self, the conceptual sphere of '1',and converselythe superimpositionof
the subject and its attributeson the object, is properlyregardedas false.22
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For Sankara, the conceptual spheres, or schemes, surrounding subjects
and objects are so opposed that they are said to be "like darkness and
light." The simile is apt because the nature of the opposition is taken to
be grounded in reality, not simply in the definition of terms. It is also
appropriate to use the vehicle of darkness for ignorance-laden objects
and the vehicle of light for the luminous Atman or Brahman. For Sankara,
the identification of the opposite schemes constitutes a serious epistemological, metaphysical, and religious mistake.
It is interesting to contemplate the senses in which the interanimation of semantic fields might itself constitute superimposition. The interanimation of semantic fields resembles superimposition in that "two
ideas are given for one."23 The interanimation of semantic fields signals
an occurrence of metaphor, however, which is a figure of speech. Superimposition is an occurrence which cuts across all the valid means of
knowledge (pramanas), linguistic and extralinguistic. For Sanrkara,the
pramanas perception (pratyaksa), inference (anumana), and verbal
authority (sabda) are all grounded in superimposition.
Valid knowledge (prama) includes the operations of the knower
(pramatr), the object (prameya), and the means of valid knowledge
(pramana). Thus, the very structure of valid knowledge presupposes an
opposition between the pramatr and the prameya. Sabda pramanas also
presupposes this opposition. Metaphor, as a figure of speech, must presuppose it a fortiori.But the identification made by the interanimation of
semantic fields in the specific case of the mahavakyas is different in
kind from the identification made in superimposition. The identification
made in the mahavakyas is meant to collapse the distinction of pramatr/
prameya which is established by the ordinary use of the pramanas. Saikara calls the result of instruction by mahavakyas 'vidya' rather than
prama, and its opposite, avidya, he equates with superimposition. Tat
tvam asi, then, is a metaphor with a very special vehicle, a vehicle used
to collapse the subject/object distinction in favor of knowledge of Brahman (brahmavidya, brahmajnana).
The pramanas are useful to to the point of brahmavidya or brahmajnaina; hence Sankara's real-process idealism. He writes, "When there is

the realization of the nondual Self, which is to be neither rejected nor
accepted, there can no longer be objects, knowing subjects, or means of
valid knowledge."24 Sanikara'srealism lies in his acceptance of theory
language surrounding Brahman up to the point of brahmajnana. The
content domain of Brahman as suggested by the metaphors is accepted
as a real intimation into the nature of Brahman. The process of coming
to know Brahman is real. Further,Brahman is taken to be a real object in
that "Brahman,the object of the desire to know, is already existent; and
on account of eternal existence, [Brahman]does not depend on human
energy."25But Brahman is also an ideal given by tradition. Therefore, sruti
in the form of mahavakyas can provide the pragmatic mechanism to
overcome the pramat.r/prameya distinction and gain knowledge of
Brahman.
We are now in a position to answer Potter's question, raised at the
outset, namely: when Sankara denies that jinana is kriya and speaks
instead of jinana as cit, is he simply substituting terms or is he changing
metaphorical links?In the context of Sankara's model of religious knowledge, with its emphasis on jnianakan.da, a real change is being made.
Kriya,in the sense of ritual action, is denied a function in the quest for
Brahman and, hence, a place in Sanrkara'smodel. An understanding of
metaphor in the context of sabda pramana clarifies the traditional argument that Sankara is an epistemological realist but a metaphysical idealist. The metaphors of the mahavakyas are the nexus of Sanrkara'srealprocess idealism, fulfilling both epistemological and metaphysical functions. The mahavakyas give rise to a new kind of knowing (cit, vidya) and
a new kind of being (sat). For philosophy, the mahavakyas' proper construal as metaphors constitutes a new relation of realism to idealism.
The ideal of the Advaitic world view is Brahman. Brahman is to be
inquired into; Brahman is to be known.26 Brahman is more than a cognitive ideal, however. Brahman is also emotive. The experience of Brahman
is the highest bliss felt by the Advaitin. Such emotive components from
religious experience force an extension of the cognitive model. No longer
is the model solely a model of explanation, but it is also a model of what
people feel and do, that is, practice. It is a distinctively religious model
by virtue of the fact that it contains both functions, explanation and
practice.
A model of scientific realism, isolated from the ideal of the world
view, is explanation-heavy. It cannot account for the relation of human
feelings to an ideal, religious or aesthetic. It is arguable that scientific
realism has not provided a proper ideal at all. Nicholas Rescher argues
that a strict scientific realism implies that "man is the measure," the
homo mensura doctrine of Protagoras: "Man is the measure of all things,
of what is, that it is, of what is not, that it is not."27 Rescher, however,
argues on idealism's behalf:
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In any case, homo mensurarealismis untenable.Thereis no good reasonto
resortto a hubristhat sees our human realityas the only one there is. Neither
astronomicallynor otherwise are we the center around which all things resolve. A homo mensurarealismthat equates the 'that'and the 'what'of real
existence with what is knowableby us humansis totallyimplausible.Afterall,
humanshave the capacity not only for knowledgebut also for imagination.28
In terms of the religious model, an ideal is likely to be initially recognized by imagination or feeling. It is located in the world view, that is, the
conceptual scheme of the human being. The description of Brahman as
saccidananda is an apt formulation of the religious ideal in terms of
metaphor, model, and conceptual scheme. As a vehicle for the Brahman
metaphor, it deepens and extends Brahman's associations: being, consciousness, bliss. It is also descriptive of Brahman's role in the Advaitic
model because it provides a component for ontology (sat), epistemological explanation (cit), and imaginative feeling (ananda). And, of course,
it is the ideal to which the entire Advaitic world looks. It is the object of
their weltanschauung, the summum bonum of their conceptual scheme.
The imaginative/feeling component is thus important in religious experience. The scientific and realist component cannot be dropped, however. A purely instrumental model, isolated from the realism of the scientific model, is practice-heavy. For the Advaitin, an instrumental model
cannot provide a rational explanation for the process of gaining knowledge of Brahman (brahmavidya) or even for the knowledge (prama)
given through the pramanas. Sankara's realism is brought out by his attack on the instrumentalism of the Mimamsaka theory of kriya. Rescher,
too, argues on realism's behalf:
Inforsakingrealism,we would lose any prospect of developinga naturalistic
account of why the phenomena are as they are. And this is too great a price
to pay. A weighty argument against a sceptical instrumentalismis that it
immediatelyblocks any prospect of explainingwhy the phenomena are as
they are-an explanationthat must, in the natureof things, itselfproceed in
ultimatelynon-phenomenalterms.29
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Rescher argues for a realist construal of theory language in contemporary science. But his argument is also applicable to Advaita Vedanta. The
Advaitin gives a realist construal to prama, prameya, and pramana; to
pratyaksa, anumana, and sabda; and, of course, to Brahman.
Thus, Advaitic religious metaphors can be interpreted across the
boundaries of history and culture to provide a comparative model including both explanation and practice. Such a model does not supersede
scientific realism, but uses it as a function of explanation. Neither does it
suspend religious idealism, but uses it as a goal of practice and a conceptual scheme in which to view the world.

NOTES
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2 - Ibid., pp. 19-35.
3 - George Lakoff and Mark Johnson, Metaphors We Live By (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1980), p. 4.
4 - Ibid., p. 4.
5 - See I. A. Richards, The Philosophy of Rhetoric (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1965), pp. 89-138, and Janet Soskice, Metaphor and
Religious Language (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1985), p. 15.
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292.
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15 - Ibid., p. 567 n. 47.
16 - Ibid., pp. 575-576.

17 - Ibid., p. 576. (emphasis deleted).
18 - Brahmasutrabh&Sya1.1.4: sarppadJdiripe hi brahmJtmaikatvavijfijne 'bhyupagamyamine tat tvam asi aharmbrahmasmi ayamJtmJ
brahma ity evam JdTnJrava-kyjnimrp
brahmaitmaikatvavastupratipaidanaparah padasamanvayai pklfyeta."
19 - BrahmasLitra1.1.4.
20 - Brahmas&trabhjSya1.1.4: "sarvesu hi vedJntesu vakyini titparyenair tasyathasya pratip dakatvena samanugatJni 'sadeva somyedam
agra asitt....
21 - Brahmas&trabhaSya1.1.2: "na. vediintavaikyakusumagrathanJrthatvat sutrana-m."
22 - Brahmasutrabhjaya, Introduction: "yuSmad asmat pratyayagocarayor visayavl4ayiooh tamah prakJgavad viruddhasvabhavayor itaretarabhavanupapattau siddhiyir; taddharmaYnjmapi sutaram itaretarabhava-nupapattih, ity ato 'smat pratyayagocare visayih?icid
atmake yusmat pratyayagocarasya visayasya taddharmanam cadhyasaf, tad viparyayeQa visayiQastaddharmatjnra ca visaye 'dhyJso
mithyeti bhaviturn yuktam."
23 - Samuel Johnson's famous remark on metaphor.
24 - BrahmasOtrabhaSya 1.1.4: "nahyaheya-nupadeyiidvaititmavagatausatyjr nirvisayQy apramitktrni ca pramainanibhavitum arhantTti."
25 - BrahmasutrabhaSya1.1.1: "iha tu bhLitambrahmajiijnasyamnityavrttatvan na purusavyaparat tantram."
26 - Brahmasu-trabha4ya1.1.1.
27 - Cited in Nicholas Rescher, Scientific Realism: A Critical Reappraisal
(Dordrecht: D. Reidel, 1987), p. 151.
28 - Ibid., pp. 153 154. Rescher's use of the term 'knowledge' would correspond more closely with the Advaitic 'pramai' rather than with
'vidyi' or 'jfiina'.
29 - Ibid., p. 33.
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