CHAPTER ,IV,

"DIALECTICS AND INTRRPRETATIQN,"

(1.

Introductory.

Writers on S@stras in Seanskrit havenadOPted a style,
peculiarly tﬁeir omn,It can be called the discoursive or
dialecfical style which presents the arguments and counterw
-arguments for and sgainst a particular theory,advocated by
the writer. Thus there is not much scope for the literary
.embellishments,which are thrown in the background by the
tiresome frequency of ;nanu' end'tu'. The best thing for a

writer in this branch of literature is to be as simple as
possible,so that he can be thoroughly understood, Even then
there sre some writers like Semkera who can be called stylists,
but that combinstion of literary merits in alééétric work is
very rere snd cennot be found in others.Ramanuja writes in s

style”which is mature snd dignified but which may appear rsther
difficult,Vallsbha is too sparing,too laconic to the extent
that the exact meaning w@ich he intends to convey cannot often
be‘undérstooé without the help: of explanatiﬁn.?i@@haleéa is

surely clear in his writing,he can be easily understood but
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he shows a tendency for ornamental style as found in some
of the long sentences and compounds in his works,
Purusottams,as we have Seen in the precediﬂg chapter,

is primarily a éommentator.ln the independent works also
his mission is not just to refute, whab obhers hove ssid and
thought,but- elso to explain clesrly his own viow point,He
tﬁﬁs adopts the stﬁle suitable for his purpose.He is simple
énd clear,He never embsrks upon long passages studded with
long compounds and difficult words, His sentences are well-
-balenced, He never tries to be ornamental,though he has at
his disposal the wast ﬁ%ich vocabulary of the Sanskrit
language.He does not even sppesr to pause for a word,
suiteble words come to him and his pen goes an easily.He is
o bEstric writer and naturelly we will find his language
full of all the technical terms in Sénskrit literature.To
oane who is not conversant with the terminology,may find his
works a hard nut to erack,but after the terms are understood,

one will find the ease and even grace with which he writes,

His explenations are often brimming with homely snalogies

. . - 1
like'Sarvam Padam hastipade nimagnsm'! = and proverbs like
T prot
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:

'Gaja yatrs né gaﬁya@te nabakensn tu ka kathﬁ‘,g Tﬁe‘
seriousness of the subject naturally requires Somé smount of
diguity'aﬁd maturity of style,Purugottama has the depth‘ and
profundity,dignity end  maturity combined with the ease and
grsce in the lenguage.Purusottame however does no attempt
to be & stylist,he is en interpreter and srgumentator.He
shoald this be studied fron that point of view.

(1I1).
- ¥ethod and approsch.

The fredition of the Suddh@dveita thinkers recognises

two methods of exposition,the prawdns method and- the prameya

-method,Purusottama is seid to have followed the.former,while

Hariraya aud others the letter method.What exactly is meant

/

by this? The words pram@nsbala snd prameyabala are used by
Vallebha himself,when he says in his Prakada an the Tative-
~dIpanibendha et the end of the first chapter that he has

expounded the meaning of the Ssstras by teking recourse to
the pram@nsbsla,while he will speek out the decision an all

the topics by resorting to the premeysbala, The distinction

2' AOB‘POPO4:15. . ,

3. Pramanabalen Eéritya sastrartho vinirupitah,
Premeyebalam @éritya servanirnays ucyate. T.S.P.p.168.
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between the pramsna end the prameya methods seems to have
gterted on the basie of this reference,The distinction
however does not appesr to bgla very well-known one,and
both the terms prarapepeddhati and prameyapadﬂhéti appesr
to have béen very vaguely gsed,Purggpﬁtama explains the

term preménabala as the decided implicstion of the prsmanas,
i.e.the prasthanas,following their mutual reconcilistion

and'harmonisation.%Purugottama gives two explanations for
the prameyebala,Firstly prameys is the Highest Lord,who is

kuown by all the Vedas and the like,He is omnipotent,even
‘then He is capable of perticular actions in particular |
forms,which He assumes, This is the prameyabala,ﬁseéondly

prameya may be understood in the plursl referring to the

.objecte of our knowledge,obbeined by means of our eyes etc.'
Their bala meens their cspacity to produce the particulsr

effects.® What should be understood by the term premana?

"4, Prepprianam vedadinam bribhagavatEntansm balam paraspars-
-virodhens ni%citam tatparysm ity arthah.T.5.Ab.p.168,
5, Prameyasya sskalavedgdivedyasys bhegaveto balam sarva-
-semarthatve’ pi tattadripema praﬁiniyatartattékgrya-

-kartrtvadirtpan, T,S, Ab.p. 168,
6. Prameysnan Sestranugrhitscaksuradijenyeprendvisayaiam
arthdnsm va belam tattstk@ryajensnasemarthyam.
: ‘ : T.5.4b.p. 168,
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A
In this particulat context it is to be restricted $o, denocbe
only the verbsl testimony.This would lead %o the consideration

of the svatahprsmenyavada and the sabdabalavicara as sgainst
the peratehprémenyavads end the arthabalavicara respectively.
On the basis of these two distinetions,Purusottama ssys thet

for those who acceptd that the mesns of proof ere self-valid

and who understend the Sastrartha on the strength of the word,
and who do not entertain sny doubt regarding the theories
teusht in the S&stras,the first chapber of the liibsndha is
written.Those who follow the peratehpramanyavade or who do
not sccept the pramsnas to be self-proved,and who approach

the G@stras cn the gromd of the Arthabala,may doubt the
theorjes, that have been §r0pounded,or they may sccept wrong
theories;for them the second chapher is written by the
'Eéérya.7lt will thus be seen that the prassnsbala is for those
who follow the svatehpraményavada and the Sabdabala,while

the premeyabala is for others who adhere to the paratah-
-pranzpyevada and the srthabala,When one proceedé on the
strength of the pram@na,one would just make the statements
regarding what is taught in  the seriptures.When on the other -
hend,one takee recourse to the prameysbela,ane would discuss

the whole point from the point of view of the prameya or
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premeyes which are accepted to have certain characteristics,

;

whereas one is srutitsntra,the other is vastu-tentre, This
. difference can be seen clearly from Vallabha's omn treatment

a8 found in the two chapters,

The difference betwsen the two‘methods can thug be
explained.The prewsna refers to the authoritative scripfural
- ftexts.One who follows the texts,the injunctions,prohibitions,
meditation;knowledge and even~dev0tién,according to the texts,
is calied a pramapansrgi or a neryadebhakte.But one who,ip-
-respective of Vedic rules,approaches the Lord in th%menner
of the Gopis,depending solely upon the Lord(Prameya) ,is called
a‘prameyamérgi bhakta.In other words premsusmdrga is the
maryﬁdgmﬁréasand the prameyamargs ié the pu§§iﬁ§rga;The former

completely follows the constitutional rules,while the latter

solely relies upon the will of the Lord,irrespective of the
caﬂstitution5We caﬁ thus say that Purssottama is out and out
a pramégamﬁrgigwhile Eérifﬁya is a prameyamargi, Hariréyé and
others who have followed the prameyamérga,havé something of

mysticism in them; this is not found in Purugpttama,

There are however certain distingud$hing chsracteristics

which ere found in Purugottems's method of presentation ‘and
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discussion of varicus views,Purusottame comes very late

in the philosophicel field in India.As we have Seen in
chapter 1I,he had meny well known contemporary scholars,
who contributed some view or other,while commenting upon the
works of others or by means of j_rxdependeﬁt conpositions,
hpoert from than he head before hlm th¢ works of scores of
illustrious predeces ors,whose views were considered
authoritative.The Suddhiadvaite sgain was a cpmperatively
modern system.,Purugottems therefore adopted.a comparative
method When any particuler point comes u§ £ or diséussion,

. Purusottama is never contented by giving his own point of
view regarding ¥i.He refers to almost all the scholars,who

Y

have expressed their views on tiat perticular topicshe

P
refutes them if he thinks it préper or oiherﬁise he just
keeps quist after giving their ébinions en.d stating his omn,
‘Thﬁs for instence,in the very b%ginning of his Pfastﬁ§nekﬁfé..

-ratnakara,}?uruso%tama deals mth the de‘rermumte and

1noeterm1nate knowledge, He refe;s to. the uhqtias the Bahyes,
the authpr‘of Vedéntaparlbhege,the.malyaylkas and the
prabliiakarss and gives the view %ccording to the Quddhddveita
ofter that,igain after stating the view éf the BEE@E@S,EG “

also chows how the nirvikalpske jfiZne as understood in the
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Bhatta school can be expleined from the point of view of
the Suddhiedvaite. He refers ko the kihilists snd shows how

9
Yhile dealing with the savikalpaka

they should be refuted,
hevrefefs to the Sémpradﬁyikelﬁaiyéyikas and Ramangthe,whom
he :efthS.loin the EKhyativada he enumerates sand explains

all the theories of erroneous perception and shows how they
sre acceptable or unacceptable.Purusottama keeps in his mind
not only the different views expressed by the scholars ,but
also tke refutations that they have given of the rival
systems,Thus for instence in his Prak@fa on the Agubhasya.
I.i.2.Purugottama gives the argumentg of those who think that

Brshman cen be inferrved,He thes refers to Blaskara,who refutes

this position.The arguments thet have been advenced could not
sstisfyd Fawsnuja,who gives his own refubtation,The statement
of all this is followed by a reference %o Qdéyaﬁédﬁrya,who
hes given independent arguments to prove thet Brahmen or

T5vara cen be established au the growid of reasoning.

Puarugottsma then refers to the Sampredayiksmsata,the

Abhinavamata and to Vijanabhiksu and finally refutes them.11
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8.Pr.pp.8-10,

9.pPr.p. 10, -
10.Pr.pp. 13-14,

11.A.B.P. pp. &&l., 70-81,
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Similerly under the neit Sutra,he explains the Bhed@bheda-
-veda of Bhaskara,states its refutation as given by Vacespati

AMiéra end attacks Vacespeti himself for this refutation.l?

ThlS is the p051t10n Lot only in discussing a partlcular
theory,but even in commentmg upan the Anubhasya an& other
works In the Prakaba o the A.Lubhasya at the end of almos’o
every Sttra or gdh}.karana,we imd a statement of the inter-
;nretatlons of that Satrad or set of Sitras as given by
other commentators.@hlle 80 statlgg the dlfferent 1pter-
-pretatiﬁns,he shows how and why Vallabha differs from them
and_héw fhey are faulﬁy}Sometimes be'jgsp gives fhese inter-
-pretations gnd &oes‘not maké any eomﬁenﬁs.?hus for instence
wder htrs.IT.ii.18. }pPurusottama gives the interpretations
of Rémanuga and Bliaskara,The Letter is slmllar to that of
Sahkara.The same thing has been said with somé minor
dlfference by others also Says Purusottana,. 13It should be
noted that Purusottama here makes no comrents of hls own,
Slmllerly at the end of the Tarkapada,Puru@ottama.referu to
Rﬁﬁéﬁuja’s_interpretatianﬁ of the Sﬁtfas.ll.ii.@é—éS.‘,in
whieh_géﬁénuja defends the Bhagaveia system.He also refers

.
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12,4, B . DD, 92-90.
13.Ebad eva kificid vailaksenyenznye' py &huh.A.B,P. p.635
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(W]

to Madhve who interpretes the Sttras so as to repudiste the

2

g

Sekta sysfem;But he éoes nob séy anything for or against
thenm,That is what we want to point out when we say that
Purugottema adopts a domparative nethod He compares the
interpretations, theories gnd statements made by the scholars
of his own school with those of others,and %his he does not
just for the S?ke of Iefuzln the other systems,which he
very often does not refubeﬁ'Whau he puts before us is a
thorough compesrison of these views and interpretations with
‘owaithout his comnents,This is very helpful for a clear

understanamp; of the Suddhmvaita ,when compared with other
systems,

Secandly we should ke note that Purugottamats approach
to the problems,he would like to discuss,ié anaiytic.@hen-
-ever a certain point comes up for discussion,he does not
skip over 1% by saying that this has been so ordered by ghe
Adsrye or thet this does or doet not appear to be so,He
would like to g0 to the root of the problem and with a

thorough nresentation of the originél texts,he would proceed

enelysing the whole t0p1c Aﬁ ¢nterest1ng 1llu3trat10n of

the seme can be found in a very °oholarly and very
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 difficult discussion of whether the affix,'mayet' weens
tviksra' or 'pricurys’.Under Sutra I.1i.12,Purugottame
refers to ﬁany gremmstical works,right from PEnini's

sstadhyayi upto the Szaéhentsratn kare of Ramekrena,Similar

» -

-

~.ig his discussion of- elmost all the topics.thenever a certain
word is use& he ex plazas the exact implicé%ian of the term,
if.it_zs yery importent for the'uhééry,that is progodnded,
He wants to give us s clear picture of)whaf‘is implied by

thé particular tefm:ﬁé:is never confused or confusing.¥e

shall here take certain exsmples to illustrate this point,

:Indiﬁidusl souls aré said'to be anéas‘of Brehnen. In

the Bhagyaprakﬁéa at the end of tLe thizd Uada of the second
Adhyava Purusotbama alseusses the exact 1mplleﬂtlan -of this
term.Fe says ithat the term qnéa is LSPd in the umrtls and
the Sttrss,uhile the term pada is fomd in the Srutis.Both
are homonyms and are therefore vagub.*he‘wozd ansa nay be
used'fof a‘limb;a san,s piece,a part of something sPeoific,
eﬂi a constituent pert iu & bundle.ss the &ruti passage

* Ardho Vé ega atnego yst pataih! shows even a wife cen be

called an anua.81n1larlv the term peda also means a part or

z‘"‘
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a limb, Even though any of these meanings ean bé used without
being afraid of the contingency of resorting to laksana the
relafidn of the anéa and the snSin shogld be understood so

5 to be in accord with the analogies of t§e~3pi§ar end his
web and the fire end sparks.This being the ca se,fhe enba must
be some%hing like a part or a piece,the natureiéf which is not
moaified;it is therefore not completely or eternally separate

. . . . . 3
from the en$in,nor is it just en atiribute of the ssme, -4 .

The term meya is also similerly discussed and explained.
Bhiaskars seys thet mays is o revelation devoid of its object,
According to Kemsnuja it implies surprise and wonderment,

L e .3 ; e s .

In the Suddhadvaita however maya is a special power of the
Lord, The proof for this is found in the Bhagavats passages
e Tihe maveBhic mves o015
like, '"Neataven widhs waysbhir wayefsn no jigTgasi? Maya

thus means the deluding cepscity of the Highest Lord.

. h ) - - N - / po— - -
The bterm Bhakti in the Suddhadveita mesns service and

love to the Lord i,e.,Premaseva.laking lis clue from the

eryptic statemeﬁt of Valieblia-"Bhaktikabdasya preatyaysrthah
D , P b

A S T Y e T T W S

14’ A..&zo.!. .Pp» ?66“" ?b?o ' ' e
Tp.thrﬁva+a.VITI Ix. 4,
16,4.8.P.p.876.
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prema,dhatvarthah seyﬁ'lv,yuru§ottama developes the idea
thus: The meeaning is expressed by the affiz and the bsse
toge ther and primarily by the affix.So the =ffix 'Ktin'which
is capable of expressing the ordinary meaning of a root ,isy
here_ccmbineé with the root'Bhaj’ and so primarily expresses
the set of worshipping.This is of the nature of serviece,The
word sevd has the conventional semse of physical activity,.
prgﬁedei by constancy or freguency,as can belgeen from the
usages like strisevd,augadhaseva etc.Frow the prssages like
'iatSevays pratitem ca' the said setivity cen be stated %o
be of the nsture of service.Apain these passages inform us
of the pﬁfgatva on accouwnt of the sevs.It is possible only
when Service is mixed with love,otherwise the troublé that
it would give would prevent it from being called. a purugartcha,
This being the case,love is the motive and as such the
dominsnt factor in the seva.Thus it is the mesning of the
affix,while the bo&dly service,which is subordinate to love,
ig the meaning of the base.18

While expleining that the Highest Lord is'Rasarupa’,

17.7.8n,P.p. 75,
18.7.50. Ab.p. 75.
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Purugottama enters into a discussion of the term Rasa.The

term Rasa, he says,is used for the taste,fMdY viz.the quality
which is grasped by the tongue,the mobile sabstahce,the
quintessence end that which produces happiness which csnbe
en joyed.The seriptural psssages,'Rasan hy evayen lebdhva-
nsndi bhavati’,lg 'Ko hy evenyat ksl pranyad yady esa akaia
— — 20 2r

anendo ns Syat ! ’TSa hy eva snsndaystit  =nd others show
“{hat Rase is the bllss hse the purpose of keaping the life-
-bresth,has its plsce in the cavity of the heart and ﬁ}oduces
joy.Thus Rasa is 'Hrdsyastheprapitanendajenaka @nanda.'The
joy which is produced of this,cen be enjoyed in all the limbs
and 30 it cam be said to pervsde the whole body,even then
passages like'sa manasing &tmd jensoam'skow its place to be
the mind,Thus the sentiment whic%i%roduceé in sccordance with

the theories of the RasaS@stra,is also an effect of the ssme

Rasa.21

An snalysis,though short,of the concept of sneha or

love is also similerly found.Purusottama ssys that snehs is

en attribute of the mind or the sohd,it is mot desire.
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19, TeittirTys Upaniged.II. %47
2.Ta ittiriya Wpanlgaa.II.

1.Taittiriya Upsnigad.II.7.
22.5, S.pp. 252-253,
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'] like it,I have love for it,I am glad at it,but I do not

want it',such sentences ere used,Similerly,it is not just

knowledge,because ,knowledge may be also of our enemies,for

whom we have definitely &oO sﬁehé.Thus snsha is s dharme-
<z 22 -
~vitess,

Importsut concepts of other systems have élso been
discussed byxour suthor in the same way.dne such concept is
saiéati.?uru@ott&ma explains saiigati as:'Aneniarsbhidhane-
—prayojakenksTjsnaka fEnavisayo/ nthah' . This mesns the desire
tc know why a certain statement is made after that which has
already been made,That which is the object of knowledge |,
required to satisfy that &esire,is called saigati.It is
sizfold,as steted in the werke:

Saprasshga upodgh@to hetutdvassras tathé,\

fvirvahaikesikekaryetve godhd salgatir isyste.

Prasaﬁga is that which cen not be avoided,when remembered,
Upodghata esteblishes the topic ib hand.Hetuts is the

] relatioﬁ between the dependent and that upon which it depends,
Avasara is something,which must be stéﬁed to satisfy the

desire,which does not hinder the progress of the work,
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lNirvahakatva serves the purpose of advancing the topie,
Ekakaryatva produces an allied effect.This ié the explanstion
of the nature of sshgati,and not its definétiqn.?ﬁru§ottama
himself would kike to explsain séhgati‘as‘thé upeksanerhatvs,
{not proper to be neglected)of that which is remembered,while
the discussion is being carried an by =sn intelligent man.23
Hetutd end others sre the attributes of thelipekganarhatva
an&\afe included in the saligati because tﬁey éie réléted to
the seme.Again there is no limitetion thet sabgati is only

. ‘ * * * 24
sixfold; other divisions can also be accomrmodated,

These and meny other instences can be adduced to
illustrate the analytical syproach of Purugottama.Purusottama's
gtyle and method would chow that there is something of a
modern scholar in him,He has some sense of history,which is
said to be so very rare in the works of Indian thinkers,

A pointed instance of this is foumd in thefamous Bliagavata-

-svarupavigayakeBanksn irasevada,where in Purugsottama discusses

wa "
e
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£38. SavadhBaapurusapreyujyanenavekyaprayojakatvena
smrtasyopekginerfetven eve seigetih, A.B.P.pp.130-131.
24.1 f&.B.P.pP. 33)“ 1310
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whether the Bidgavata Purgna is an old woek.Purusottama
seys that if the Bhagavata was a modern work,many authori-

~-totive writers would not have rveferred to it in- their works.

He then proceeds with s list of those suthors and works,®®

b hd g » / » * 1 * § -
beginning with Samkara who in his CaturdaSsmataviveka refers
to the Bhagavata.He also vefers to the commentaries on the

VEdmasshasranana and UpadeSasshasri,Sanvatsarapradipa of
Pracina Gauda{Gaudapade?) JHenddrivrataddnakhanda Prairiya-
~kaumudi of R#mecsndra,K&lenirpayedipikavivarana of Krsimha-
-¢arya,Sacceritramivands of Vidysnivass Bhatf{acarya,Bhakti-
-rasayena of YadhuSudena Seresvati,Bhaktiratud@vall of Visnu-
-puri,Kgemendraprakaba of ngmendra,Sivetattvavivéka of
Appeyya ﬁik§itaJﬁirgayasindhu,Bhagavadbh§Skara,Dinakaroﬁyo—
~ts, end Caturvinbativy@khyd of Bhettoji DTksita, The list
found here shows thet Purusotteme haes in him something of

a podern scﬁclar,whq[?gggdout such references to prove the
entiquity or otherwise of a particular work,Purusottama thus
cen be compared with a modern resesrch scholsr,

95, BhEcavatssvarfpaviseyakefehlmnirasavide.

;4/-79%6 ~4e TeSEePe 36
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(111).

Dialectics.

The term dizlectics hus been used by most of the modern
scholers for deseribing the philosophical method,as found in
the Bhasyas,their commentaries,end other works of philosophy.
Baldwin's Dictionary eﬁplaiﬂs the term thus:

Dialectic:,..In ancient philosophy and logic:pertaining to
reaconing snd argument,and (as a noun)a system or course of
reasoning or argument....

Dialectics: (In edueation):The irt of teaching by mesns of
discussion as seen in Plato's Dialogues and involving as with

Soerates inductive appeels to specisl instences, 26

Or . P.D.Chendratre ip his tgesis on Methodology points out
certain imporfant distinictions between Platonic dialectic and
Vada-padahsti,as followed by Seuskrit writers.®yhile we mey
not here enter inte a discussion regerding this point,it will
be sufficient to say thet the terr dislectic has been loosely

used for the Vsda method,

?—2-—

Vatsyeyeng-Blifsya on the KydyaslUiras of Ceatams informs us

26-Baldwin,victionary of Philosophy and Psychology.Vol,I.p.278,
27.Chendratre.Methodology.p. 238 ££.
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that there sre three types of Katha or éiebate,V‘era,Jalpé,and

Vitanda, 28\7“‘(13—1 proceéds with the sole purpose of .az'riving at

29
the ascertamed tru’oh Gautama calls it & dlscasslon with
stu&ents teaehers co—studen’ss and persoas who are interested

30
in reachmg at mg,ht coac.lusmns. '\T“hs ayana desnrlhes it
as a collection of sta%ements made b}; va'":ous Speakers for

arguing out varlouu views lead.uaz ulhma’se.ay to the acceptance
of one of these views as the demonstm‘tea t'f*uth Gautama
defines Vada as ’Pramal;xatarkaﬁ‘dhano;;alambha@ siddhenta-
viruddheh yﬁcﬁvaysvz:»papanﬁalg pakgapratipaksaparigrahb
Vadﬂll-'ggclxandratre trenslates it as: 'Vgada-consistS' in
putting forwsrd (by two persons)of a conception and counter-
~-coneeption, in which there is supporting and eqndemning

by meens of proofs mnd reasonings-neitherg of which is

quite opposed to the main dectrinefor thesis)snd both of
28. llsrah kath® bhaventi,vado, jalpo vitapda cetz.
xfa"tq.;ayana—ﬁhasya p.70.
29.futtvenirneyaphalah kathaviSego vadeh. Sarvadaréanasangraha‘
D.239,
30.Tam sigyagm rusabrehmecarivibistalreyorthibhir anasuyi-
bhir abhupeyat.l‘&yayaqutras Iv.ii.48. ‘

31, Vsdah khalu menapravekbrkah nratyadhmarana%dhano’nya-»
-tqradhlkarananzrnay SvasSeno vakyasamUheh,

Vetsyaysha-Bhagys.p.6.
32 Nyayasutras, I.ii.l,



246

which sre carried on in full sccordsnce with the method

of ressoning through five factors.'33

Cautama definés jalpa as :'Yathoktopapanna$ chalé—
jAtinigrahasthenasadhanopalambho jalpah.! 34{1'@ expleins
vitends es :'Se pratipaksestiFpenalino vitands.! “In
jalpa the disputant tries to overthrow the opponent and
repudiate him in eny wey right or wrong.The vitend® is
purely déstructive,wherein the opposent is just refuted,
while no slternstive thésis is offered,Thus the Vada is

healthier then the other two.

The Plstonic dislectic,as explained by Hocking,
comes very nesr to this,"Socrates snd Plato developed a
mathod of mental experimentation,which Plato called the
tDielectic?~a method well-fétted for use in conversation

or dialogne.It consisted in taking up any belief,one of
the speakers chose to present;treating it as an hypothesis,
aud following it ruthlessly to its extrene conclusions,

If for one reason the consequences of the hypothesis were
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33.Chsndratre.Hethodology.p. 31.

34 HyayasUtres,I.1i. 3,

35,0 yayastutres.1.ii.3,
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unscceptable,e new Kypothesis must be tried;and the process
may be continued until one is found which leads to no
error.Thus the dialectic is a progressive thinking process,..

i
The true hypothesis would be the dialecticel survivor.®

Coming to the Indian Vads,we can say,following Dr,
Chendratre, that according to the definétion of Goutena,
quoted above there are three features that constitute a
Vada Firstly the contrary view points should be supported
and condemned by mesns of proofs and reasanings, Secondly
none of the view points,accepted or repudiated must be
entirely sgainst the mein thesis,Vstsyayana explains the

significence of this condition when he cays that the

fallacy of contradiction{Hetvabhasa) of Siddkantavirodka,
can be used in the Vads,but tLe prOper place for the

cllnchers or nigrehasthanas is the jalpa or vitande,end
not Vad&ogv Third condition of the Vada is that both the

supporting aad condemning must be igaccordence with the

T " - o WO K W S o S U M I SO SO S U S o e e A e GO WL AN N S O G M G T DS g S - RS SO A s g S . P

26.%. B, Hocking: Bypes of Philosophy.p.389,.¢uoted by
Chandretre: lethodology.pp. £9-20. |

37,5iddiantar sbhyupetys tedvirodhi v1ruﬂohab 1t1 hetva-
-bhasasya nigrshasthsnesyznujifa vade. Vatsyana&haSys p. 70,

‘Also see.Jslpe nigrehestlisnaviniyogad vade tatpratisedheh,
~ Vatsyayensbhasya.p. 0.
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ressoning of five-membered syllogism.It should be however

noted thet mostly all the writers on the-vedﬁnfa earfy on
with the three-membered syllogism wensisting of pratijfiz,

hetu and udsherapa.

In the light of what has been sﬁated‘above,we would

. like ©0 exemine the Vadegrenthas of Purugobtams,The Vada-
-grenthas would in themselves provide far a very important
stady of Purusotteme's dialecticy, because they are 1ndep°n-
~dernt, compact and to the point.A glancs at these Va&a-
-grenthes will show thet Purugottama begins many‘of his
Vadas with e verse, in which he hakes a certain statement,
according tb the accepﬁ@d h&nothesis of his view-“hé said
statement is challenged by the Opponent, who does not
subscrlbe to the view and thas argues agalnst it, Whus the
d1scussloa starts‘ﬁﬁ analyszs of some of h]S V"das 1s
'glven belowoso that we may be able to flnd out the

‘sallent features of his V“dagranthas. ;<..iﬂy

The Prahasuavada,as we haveualready sgid,is a
composite work of thhes actions or avantaravades.It begins

with the verse:-



s
o

NV e
Srutisiresi yesya mehims nirupadhir
T80’pi yasys khalu mahing,

Tem Krsnam adimortim namami

Riravedyasadgunam brahma. 8.

$he first quarter leads fo the discuésion éﬁ the

me&niﬂg of the Vedantas.The oﬁponent asks aé-to how the
first querter can be explained.Purugsottema replies that

all fhe Vedantas teach Hrahman i.e,they are Eréhma—para,
The foiioweré of Semkars points out here the'A-vastaviks-
brebme-paratve', to which the suthor says that this is a
srauta system and ojly the Srutis should be accepted as

the valid Pramepa eud the thoughts which go sgainst thenm,
should be countered on the strength of ressoning,which does
not go against the grutis.The suthor then goes ou o show
how the belief in the Sop&lhike-brahma-paratve of the Srutis
is untenable,as it is not voached for by the seriptural

evidence,.That Brahmen has attributes is made out in the

/, . ~ . e 1 : 3 by

Srutis end ogly the material attribuies sre rejected.Thus
Brahman ie ea abode of contradictory sttributes.So far,

Purugottema bages ell his observations on the seriptural
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passages,hundreds of which ere quoted snd interpreted.
Purugottame now attacks the theory of Avidys on logical

grounds,He aske whether Avidya is with or without beginning,
whether it is related to the jiva or Brahmen,and whether

it is sat,ssat,both cat and ssatl A or neither sat nor
aset. Purusottama points oul that none of theée alternetives
is aéceptablé.39Puru§ottama again comes back to the
seriptural passages which he explains in extenso to show
how they cen not be cslled upon to prove the theory of
neyz.Purusotiame at the end proves the avikrtaperinamavada
on the seriptursl suthority and finslly comes sgain to his
point,'Tasnge chrutibirahi niru@adhir eva brahmnano mshima

. . - 40
pretipadyate iti Sdpapennan,’

The second Rart of the Pratiastnvada is said to be
based on the second quarter of the verse guoted above,
Furusottama begins with a question.ﬁceeptiné that Braﬁman
has endless forms,should all the forms be accepted as

equal or should Wwe think thet one of them is principal and
the othere are subordinste? Somefhink that it is in fact
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39. Prh.pp.21-22,
40, Prh.p. 34,
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formless but sssumes forms owing to maya snd so, whether

they sre equal or subordinate in relation to ane another,
does not make sny difference,Others sey that all the
forms’are mayika,of them lhat of Visnu is the highest,
S$till others opine for &ive.The followers of Ghedavals
‘make out that only ane is Brshnen,while the otherd is’
jiva.The author then says that in Fact Brahwen is beyond
the three qualities,regulates the maya,is au sbode of
contradictory qualities and is thus endowed with all the

forms.It is and is not an agent,it is thus not an objeet of

eny dispute,it is faultless and on the anelogy of blind
men and an elephant, it assumes various forms to give the
rewsrd to verious worshippers.The theory of maya has already

been refuted.The Bhedavada is not taught by the Srutis,
Thus the difference of the forms should be discussed,Out
of these the Highest is trenscendental and another is of
the nature of Vibhuii, the othérs ere still inferior to it.
Which of them is’Mahémahimayukta? 41This is é sort of
introduction to what Purusottana really wants to write,

He then states the views of Appsyya Diksita as found in

WO I s S W W S W O W S B S U T S S e e e AT S M P W S S - - - - - - Jp—,

41, Prh.p, 35,




Siveteddvaviveka, and refntes him thoroughly with a
Vaisnavaite ’mternrétéﬁio‘n of the Srutis Sﬁrtis ,Pursanes,
end all that At the' end he gays that Bhagavat is the
prmcmal form of Brehman,and b.wa is the main Ylbhutl.
Thus the proybsi’czon in the second quarter of the verse

is established, 42

“The third part deals with the third quéi*ter of the
said verse.Purusottana here says that krsna is the Adi-

~ -garti and dlscusses it on the bas:Ls of the Puranas and

minor Upan:n.sads and refutes the contentmn that Klrsnatva
is mayiks,

Pandltakaraahmdlp‘la is somethmg like an extenswn

of the second part of the Prahasta. It beg:ms mth-

Vlv:thesu Vlvn.dhaphala&ah élvadlrupah sadd svayam

tv agunsh,

Bhaktesa nirgunatvam kurven harir uttamo jayati.43

The whole discussion is based  on the first quarter end

is directed egeinst Seivism.The basis here is of the

42, Prh.p.233, |
43, Panditkerebhindip@la,Avataravaduali,.p. 247,



Purdnes and minor scriptural texts.
Bhedsbhedasvarapanirgaya begins with:
Brshmsbhedopasandj jéfanato va

Brehngtmaikye’ py am%atém’atyajanta@,

Yesyaibveryad @sste yanniyemyss
44

fenm Srikrsnan devadevem nam@mi.
The verse thus states,the oneness of Brahman and Ftman,

tho snbebya of the individual soul inspibe of the seid
treness and that everything is controlled and regulated

By the Highest Lord.Thus it is necessary to discuss whether
the sbheda tolerstes the bheds or not.The opponent argues
thet it does not,and mekes out a case for absolute Wonism,
Purusottams replies thet the theory of Satkeryavada,which
is based on the é;utis,shows that everithing existed even
prior to the creation.So the attributes like Blkara and
karyatva should be accepted as existing in'Brahmén.If they
ars iifferent from Brohmen,it would go sgainst the
AdvaitaSrutid.llence we shouid accept that Brelman is

ondowed with the required attributes aud is the cause,
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44 Bhedabhedasvartpanirpaye,Vadavall, p.l16.
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The effects are one with the ceuse,though they ars
mutually different £ rom one another.Similsr is the case
with the reletion of Brahmen end Jagat.The relationship
between Brehmen end the jivas is like that of gold and

a lump of gold,This is also sbheda,which tolefretes bheda.
As here the whole argument proceeds on the bases of
Satkaryavedsa,Purusottana has to refute the Asatkaryavada,
and the belief in the ?r@gabhﬁvé.This ig based on reasoning
ar.d not verbal testimony.Purusottama aga:'ui comes bsck to

his point and shows how the Bhedasshignu-sbheda is to be

accepted in the states of deluge and liberation,

Srgtibhedavade is ¢ very important work of Purusottems.

1t begins with:

Yo 1ilaya kile gavéam avansaya gotram
Haste’ tikomalstame krpaya dadhara,
Yedvpan eted sshilsm yata @sa yasmat

N yemn s . : 45
Sedvad vibhati tam ajam Barenam prapadye. 0

The stategent of the third quarter is called in to
question by those,who believe in the Paramsznuvsda,
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45.8rstibhedavads.Vadavali.p.82,
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Purusottama réfutes them byistrongly attacking the very
thesis that the parsmipus can be the cause,The definition
~of the atﬁﬁm,AaS giﬁen by the Vaiéeéikas, is eriticised by
him véhemenfl&.ﬁe gsayc thst it is not from the subtle thst
the gross is ﬁroduced,cn the other hand the grosé cause
gives rise to subtle effécts,aé can be surmised from various

instances.?urugottama also takes the opportunity to refute
the‘caﬁéept of AbhiEvs.After thus repudiating the Erembhavada,
‘Purusottama refers tc the Mmibvara gankhyas end their
theories,They sre asswered maﬁnly‘on the seriptural grounds,
‘thpugh the non-sentiency of the Prakrti is also pointed out,
. Thug Purusottema says that. the sentient Brahman should be
accepted. a8 the msterisl end the efficient cause as also
the egant of the world cn the authority of the 'Srutis.46
liow Purusottema here refers %o the Rkedefin who does not
egree to the theory of Parindma end who therefore advances
the Vivertavada,The authér here deteils the arguments of
theAmEYQvédin,fcr rejecting the Sshkhyan parinsmaveda and

'sccepting the wayavada.Purusobtama refubes the mayavada also
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46,Tasmad brehme cetanam jegats upsdanem nimittam kartr

ceti brutibhya eva mantavyem. Vadavali.p.96.
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on scriptursl 'aathority,though he uses logie also.‘wgt
the end the Suddh@ivaite views of Evirbhiave-tirobhava

erd Avikrtaparindme eve fully e}:plai;ted.

In the beginning of the Khyativada we have the

following verse:

Yenndyays beahibksipts khyeyate buddhir srthavat,

Nivartate ca yédbcdh‘ét tem nopigmi jed@rdanam,

The objeetoi' can not agree to the'first ,line,bu,t‘
Purusottema answers his objections and ssys that he is
in favour of the Anyakby'ﬁti‘.l{’urufgottama.refers to the
K aiyayikes,who believe in the Anystimchyati.this is
refuted on purely ‘lvogieal gromds.Similerly the Bh‘étjgaé,
‘the Prabhiskearas,the ey avadins, the: Sahkhya and H‘ém‘a‘nuja
gre referred to, Allyare refu:i:éd except the: last,ﬁhose
view is also not acc'epted in toto.The difference in the
views held by the ViSistadvaita apd the Suddhizdvaita is
deseribed.and explained by the authar.Pufu@ctﬁaﬁa shows
how both AkiyFti snd inyeihyati are secepted in his
" system, | |
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47, Srstlbhwdavada.\’adavall p.104.
48, Khyativada.Vadavall.p. 119,



Aﬁdhak@ravﬁda ig introduced with the ve?se:
Daréaya nstha gubidyan tamovrtayam sva{;el; sém'égatya,

- - —— - k' w— — 4:9
Mucukunda iva Baysne mayl krpayanehasapil vapul.

A

The opponent does not agree to the berm tamovgf§y§m because
the tamas which is just absence of light,can not envelope
any thing.Purusottams refers to the view that the tamas is
the sepasrats snbstance.ﬁccording to the followers of Kan®da
darkness is not a substance.Similar is the view of the
authér of PratyaitaittadIpikd. Purugotteme says thot Tamss
is e substence,which is capsble of enveloping . end which is
sn offect of maya,which is the wlUla-Bekbi.In proving this
he refutes both the Vaibesikas and the author‘Qf Pratyak-
~tattvadipikz.

Pratibimbavéds similarly is ictended to prove that
the imsge is a separate object altogether.The discnssion
is introdueced with the verse: |

Jyotis tem@lenTlam kerupa8ilam muda staumi,

s
. . T . e JO
Harati tamonikursmbam yatpratibimber svakiysnam.

The ‘second line is objected to by the disputent who says

thst the Pratibimba is not sn exieting entity at all.

49, Mmdhakerevada, Vadavall.p.131,

50. Pratibimbsvads.Vadavseli.p.1923.
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Purusottema refutes the erguments and ssys that it is an
entity oo the ground of verbal testimony and also an account

of perception.It is different from other dbjeets becauge of

its wEyikatva,He refers tc other views also,though he does

pot name any of the theoriess,

Tivapratibimbatvakhendenavada begins with,
Yac cidsubesu jIvesu yreiibimbadiripetss,

Vedenti matsbhedais tam Brikrenam sarvedﬁéraye.ﬁl

The Opponent does not agree with the theory of inbstva

end says that jTve is a Pratibimba or an Zbhasa.Purugottama
hers snumerstes six views, held by the followers of éaﬁkara.
puragottana refutes those views on the baQis of reesoning

and seripturss both and esteblishes the t eory of Anbatva. -

E#irbhévatirobhﬁvaVé&a is a very imporitant work in as

much as it deals with the theory of wenifestation and nop-
-penifestation,which constitutes the basic plank of the

’ A R .
Suddhedyaita. The first verse runs:
Ya@gvixbhéva'Enanda'évirbhavati sarvatsh,

Tirobhaventi santapas tam Sraye goxalosvaram.5”
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ol. JTVapr&tlnlmbatvaxhaggaﬁavada.Jadavall.p. 70.

52, Avirbliavatir obhaVPvada.V“dafall p.182,



The opponent ssys that one who does not agree to the
prgduction.and destruction of *the effects csn not also
expleain the menifestation and non-menifestetion.Furugottama
mekes out a very etrong case for his view.He discusses the
Setkeryavada,vtpetti,prigebliave and all the theories
connected with the AbhFvas,vehemently rofutes them and
finally explains the Budatizdvaita concept of manifestation
and non-mepifestation end how it is to be applied to the

création of the world snd the jivss,

Lestly we ghall refer %0 the KhalSlapsnavidhvamsavada,
which is mett‘ical and thus wiijue in cer-taii.n réspects.l’s
does not beg:’mﬁ with = x}er;se to which the opponent objrect's‘
Pur;l{:_'o‘btama here straightly plunges into discussion,when he
says that certain followers of the §akta sysfem doubt the
Saictitva of the Hichest Lord looking o the ornements worn
byvv&h:i.m.Pumge’s"aama gives the suthority of scriptures to
‘pr()ve the‘masealiné character of God.He slso refors to
the év’éminyagi;ama end the Sarasvatisthiapona.

We will not give an enalysis of other Vadaes like the

Trahvapundradiiacenavade or the Tulasinaladheranavada, firstly



because meny of them are importaﬁt only for the
éuddhédvaita,practioes and seconcly becsguse the Vadss which
we have referred to will be sufficient for studying the
vada-peddhati of Purusottama.d study of the sbove Vadas

will meke clear the following points.

tiost of the V&das of Purusottema follow a definite
fixed pattern.The first verse in almost each of these tracts
is written in the fofm of a benediction,but besides,it also
supgests the hypothesis,which is immedisfely fvied.Some-
-times wé find,as in the first pert of the Prshasta,thet
logic is subordinated to scriptures,but that is quite
in keeping with #he accepted view that the €abda is the
highest suthority in the Suprasensuous realms of
metaphysies.1t must however be stated to the credit of
Purusotteame, that whenever he is against a certain theory,
he uses logic if that partieglarltheony ig advanced on the
gromd of reasaning and anly when the opponent adduces

seriptures in his supportf,Purusottsma meefs on that

ground,The fépatd part end even the whole of the Prahesta-.
-Fade is directly concerned with the seripiures.ihen how-

~aver the ceccassion arises the discourse i8 csrried on
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with ressoning.0ther hypotheses are alsc put forward,ss in
Srstibhedavada and Khyztivaia.They are however refuted by
our author,who gives various arguments,logical and seriptursk
to support his own véaw and to gﬁfute the vigwe of others,
We may sa} thet this comes very nesr to the platonic
Dialectic,as explained by Eockiﬁé.There is however one very
importent point of differenge.ln Platonice Dislegtic the
first hypothesis which has been put forward nesd not be
nece scarily accepted and other views are tried when the
first is found unaoseﬁtable.lﬁ the Vadagranthas,as we have
seen,the hypothesis suggested by the benedictory verse is
the suthors own wview wbout the pddint,Thus the same is
finally accepted after otber rival theories sre rejected,
It can be pointed out,though it is very rare,that the

rival theory is not ectirely repudisted,while it is neitlier
actcepted fully.Thus Ramsnuja's view about erroneous

perception is not completely refuted in the Khy®ztivada,

We can =8 well 8ay that these tracts satisfy the
requirements of the Indisw Vade,The coatrary view points
sre supported and refuted on the basis of proofs and

reasoniog.We have noted above that proofs for a Vedsntin
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lncludeﬁ seriptures as s the finsl authority.They are to be

supported by tarke or reasoning,The sncient logicians
classify tavrka into 11 but the wodern school sccepts only
5. Ttmséreya(Ienoratio elenchi) ,anyonyasraya(Petitio
principii) ,cakraks(cirele) ,enavesthal(regrescus ad infinitum),
end premanabathitarthaprasahga(reductio ed sbeurdum). The
other siz are:vyaghata, ?g1ava,gaﬁrava,utsarga,apaVﬁda,and
vaijatya.” 3Mnny of these tarkes sre very often found in the
Vadas of Puragottema.We nay hefe tuked some illustrations,
The Prafunsbedhitsrtieprasdiga is found in the Bheds-
-bhedasvarupanirnaya, when our author says that if the
sttributes lixe Bxera,Karyatva,and the like are not accepted
as existing in Brshmen before creation,the seriptural
passages teaching of the setKéryavada would be rendered
meaningless I the effects are said to exist sepsrately
from Bfehman,it would go against the pascages teaching
oneness Fence for reconciling ihese two,we shall have to
accept Braaman,which 1s endowed with these attributes,

i~
as the cause.UQThis is Pramzuabadhit@nthaprasaiga,

57 cf. uarqadarsanauanrraAs P 838~ 232,

54, VAdavali.p.18.
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The fault of anyony@fraya has been pointed oub by
Purusottams in the ¥iews of those who believe that T&vara
is the sentiency ieflecte& in tﬁe impressiom of the creatures,
remaining wder the influenceg of maysa,which hes its sbode
in brahmen;end jiva is the Senfiency reflected in the internal
orcen imegined by waya.'lo this Purusotiams says that the
relloction must be acvepted only of theb which is not
defiled by upsdhis on the grownd of the illustrations of
gha@gkééé ete.This being the case,Ibvara cennot possibly
be sccepted sg existiﬁq,becauﬁe the mByatames has its own
solid constitudats and the like and thus they would obstruct
the impressions,{Bhivisaims)if the coustituents are not many,
then the hetu cannot be eXplaiﬂed and if one believes in
the nature as such,it would isad to the conbingency of
svabﬁévavéda;Besiﬁes there will be p&titio principii in so
far as the svabhd@va can be explained, only when reflection is
estéblisheé and the reflection cen be gceepte&,only when the

svabhzva is established,Thus there is snyonyasraye between

svyabliave snd pratibimbe,>® |
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55.Vadsvali.p, 173,
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Ltmaéraya and snavasthd are found together when

Purusottama 18 refutlng the concept of productlan in the‘
asatikaryavaia.As it is with number,so with productian ek;o
we should beliewe that groéaétion is prbduceﬁ.This is notonly
without eny proof but it leads to tie fallsey of regressus
because utpsiti requires wmnother dtgatti,thiévagein the third
and so on.Tt shonld not be stated that utpatti is produced
from it self, an the busis of the usages like 'Ubpattir jata’,

i~
1 3 o . lf,
because that would be Btmzbrays.””

Besides these which have been illustrated here,there are

]

many other reascns found in Purugottama's srgumentation,Thus

- o ) 59
5/&?§.Eﬁtab18V8, ?pras1ddhatva,

(%)}

for instence we find nmanTbhEva,
T 60 . . .. 61 |

kelparBgaurava, ativyapti, = ete.

wvwm---The second requivement of a Vade is that both the
view points should neot be cumpla+el >5inst the main

thesis.The ides behind this requirement is,88 We have Seen

Jﬁ Vedavali.p. 189,
57,1bid.p.86.
53.4b 1d p. 183,

61.1bid.p. 201,
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above,that the clinchers should not be used 'in a Vada,

the proper plece for them being Jalpa or ﬁitapﬁE.In the
Vedas of our anthor the contingeney of SiddhEntebhehga

is very often found used against the adversary.We shall

see one illustration of this.

e

The aton is defined in the Veikesike system as
! Bhevtikatve sati wnityo gatimén perafaiuh, 'What is the
bhautikatva here?ls it bhTbe-sembendhitva?In that cese
all the premordial elements like earth do not exist in
the beginning of crestionjthere cen be no question of
the bhita-sembandhitva.If the oppunent takes4into account
the existence of space,it would also include the mind,
and thud the definiticn will be too wide,If for everting
this contingency he refuses to accept the creation as
such, the stoms thenselves cean not exist end this would

be tentamount to SidalBntebbehes.b?

The third recuirement of a V&la is regording the
five-nmenbered syllopisu.The writers on the Vedanta,
however ,do not generally give all the five but they give
’only the first three members viz.ﬁratijﬁé,ﬂetu,and
Udsheraua, Purusobiana's Vales afford us with meay

DD 0or n s e P e e AL T T e D e Ate S S e G e O

62.Vadavali.p.8o,
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syilogiSms.

s

One imﬁértant point which we should mof note is
that the Vadas of Purugottama never assume the form of
jalpa or vitapd@.Most of his Vadagranthas sre’ intended
to prove something snd not to disQrove‘something.The
Prehesta snd the Khadlalapenavidhvansa Vades are specially
directed agsinst the Seivas snd the Ssktas respectively,,
but there is nob just an attitude of putbing‘QCWH an
adversary,In the DPrehasta Durugoltama proves that
Brakman is the teaching of the Ved@ntas,that Siva is
the priacipel VibIThi and tkﬁb Xreua ie the mtlsrara,

In the ihelalapenavidhvausavads we find that Purugottama
tries to emphasise the personal aspect of God.One may
pe“haps point out that the Jivepratibimbatvakhandanavads,
as its neme indivetes,is meht to- refute the theory of
the followers of Semkare.The lasth versé of the Vada also
lends sugpport %o this.6aﬁut we should besr in min@ that

after refuting the theory of Pratibimba,Purusotisma

b

showe how the theory of arbatva is faultless.The

-

rassiga ¢ 1alec vics is often found in these works,when

63.1t1 srivall abhaoarvrvqcum aSayagocaran,

.

Tratibinbadiripatvakbandanan vibadiketam,
N Vﬁa&"a-&-‘-opo }-8“5.
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Purusotiama- offers different alternaulveﬁ for under--

-gtanding the oppoaent’s theory and rejects all of them,

But the trend of srgumente is never destractive for the
sake of peing simply destructive.The alternatives are mn
the other hand ofiered %o schow the inherent inconsistencies
in the thesry,which-is attacied.Thus when he says that
the waya is neither ssh,nor asst,nor again both sat and
aset and unot even different from both sat and asat,he
points out how the wheory of maya cannot be logically
explained aud accepted,

The obsarvations,which we bave pade regarding the

Yadagrantlias,are egnally apiplicable to the discussions,

that are found in other worixs of our author.

48 regards the fallacies of reasons (hetf@bﬁésas)h )
the author himself discusses the topic in his Prasiliaua-
-ratndkara.We would lite to give here his own explsnations
ané illustrsticne.The Nailyayikas gl 2seify fallacious
rveagsons into Tive,savysbhicdra,viruddha,sat-pratipaksa,
asiddha and badbita,

Savyabhidér is the Straylng reason Whlch is explained

s: S&dhy ata“aabava §dhaxatay~ aravlyamarah It is twofold
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i

commqn(Sﬁdhﬁraga)agd uncommen(aSQdﬁéraga).The former is
that which proves both the. sadhfa end ite absence by
positive concomitence,s.g.ilmavan Vahueh,The -latter does
the same by negative eonéomitance,e.g.gabdéb enityah,
Sebdatvat.The logicisns give s third variety also celled
non-conclusive ( anupasambharin) ,which is e:{plained as,
AvyttjSﬁ“hyakatva.a.g.ﬁkééaﬁﬁn.ﬁiéah.Sometimes it is
understocd &8 kevalmnvayidharmsvecchinnapaksaka,.e.g,
Sarvem snitysm.Premeyatvat.The fault here lies with the

obstruction in understanding the negetive concomitence,

Adverse resson or virwldha hetu is explained as
b ]

>

sﬁdhyamasaMEﬁédhikéfago hetuh.The hetu is not coevgal
with the szdhya but is erntirely different from it.e.g.
Gaﬁh.Aévatvét,This,says Purusottama,is not different from
the sverupasiddhi..
Seb-pretipakss or opposable reason is that which
ohstructs the understanding of the sadhys.e.g.Jalam
ugqam.ﬁ@aréavattv%t.Noggam.ﬁtejastﬁéﬁ.

Inestablished resson or asiddha is. explained ss:

—

'Yy ebhicdarady enyaperamsrbapratibandhaketavacchedakadharma-

~tvam 28iddhih.'It hes three varieties.(1)Svarupasiddhi,

i
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e.g.Chateh prihivi.Patatvit. (2)Aéreydsiddhi,e.g.Coganakanalan
sursbhikamnslem,Sorebhikanalatvat, (3) VyTpyatvasiddhi,e.g.the
Ohimenigthevydpti it ebsent in a cloud of dust.It can also
be said to exist when the S=dhys or the hetu is unimown,

Badhs or stultified reseon is explained as:'Pakse sadhya-

~Stnystven!YThus for instance fire does not exist in water,

Besides the five,which nave been enumerated above,
Purusottams says that up@dhi is aleo a fallacy.It is defined

[ S

as : 'SEdhyavyapakatve setl cHlhanavyapakatvan upadhih, 'Thus

for instance the syllogisw like,'YhgTya hinsa adharmasadhafam
hinggtvat, thas this Tault becsuse il does not take into account
the nisedha of hins® when enjoined in the seriptures,

One important point,which we may here note with regerd to
the dislectical method of Purugottama,is that as an honest

debater,he does not resort to the wmfaeir meens of argumentation
as employed in the jalpa or ,vitagdﬁ.iialectic quibbling or
chala is one such way which meens a wilful misrepresentation

of the views of the Opponent.ﬁﬁlt is e¢lassified into three,
vak-chala,sanandya~chala and upadara-chala,In the first,the

mesning which is not intended %o be conveyed, is essumed ,when

- - - - SO T WO S £ ke A B U St A U S W O B R s Sat O P Tk A St Lt O W I S S OO S W U TG SO I ek WA SO TR 2 B0 ey g e

64.1 r.pp.l%&—léﬁ.
65.Vscariavaghato’ rthavikalpopepattys chalam.iydyesutraes.1.1i,10.
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the statement of the opponeni is vsgue.In the second en

gbsurd signification is urged by using too generic a term.

The third is based on the seeondafy mezning of the words, Tt

is neces-ary that the views of the opponent should be correc -
-1y presented before they are attecked,and we find this
particular virtue in the discussions of Purugdttama,who has
never taken recourse to eny of the chalas, meationed above,
flot only so but 2% meuy places we shall find the quotations

of ihe view-points of othere.Thus for i-stence the catuskot-

co : . - .68 . -
-iks dialectics of the Bauddhas, the theory of Symivada,
Vi ’
s explained by anantavirya, 4he views of logicians,
Mimensaxas and others given in the werke of Purusottama

would show thet Purusottama is always careful in the
presentations of the opinions of others.Not only so busb

at some pleces he would also show the contents of certain:

books,Thus for instance he ssys that the Sarikhya,well-known
by the name of Kapilasitras,hss two versions.(One has 28

Sutras end is cownented upon by Palles&ikha,the other is

Saikhyapravecanastutra in 6 Adhysyas,While the fisst version
P
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66, A.B,P.p.065C.
6'7. '.A.BcPopneb’.%-



just mentions the topies taught in the system,it is the
second which exPlains”them fully.eB

e have noted above thal Purusoddsma has the dignlty

and elegance of gtyle. As a result of thls he does not
_often jeer at his opponents, he accusations amainst
Bamkera found in the works of Vallabha end Vltthalesa are

slmost totally sbsent. He treats Semkera, Remanuja end
Kadhva , all the Acaryes with egqual respeet, as can be seen
from the faet thet he never uses singular number for them.

Singuler is used by him only forx Srikentha end Bhiksu, for

neither of whom he seems t¢ have much regard, For §rikagtha

of course the sectarisnbpirit might have invited criticism
aud lowered the position of his school,Purusottama also has

adopted a criticel and liberal attitude, There is however

sometimes some caustic criticism from his pen,®® but they

e A T A e . G PR Mt B S T L KPS A o G M D W SN P e e WL e 406 VNN GG S W AN T WP R W R M W S A W S Gl R O MR R s ea e e A

()d A.B,P.p.154.
69.bf.(1)Ata evam Satyspl yat tadsvicsrepsnandamaye duhkha-
stitvakathavar tad gran%hairto nahdduhkhasansiarasya ,
prablyam eva gamayati iti dik,4.B.P.p.199.Thig is sgainst
Ssikara, (2) Ata idam bhikgavaiyagryadabayan evavalid iti
dik.AB,P.p. 237, Thie is agsinst Vijfansbhiksu,(3)Vaifesi-
~-kedarSenssys ullkaxrUpiu® kenddena kntatvat,..Vadavali.
p.140.This is egainet the Veibssikas in the Andhakaravada ,

ete,
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gre very reare Barmng some stray passages we can say that
Purugottama meintaeins a high standard, below Whl(’h he does

uot g0,
The lest point,which we should tske in %o account in
relation io Purusottama's argunentation is whetk.er hé#is

himself open to the charge of punarukta,which is a cliucher,

In meny of his works the sare arguments are repeated.The

theory thet derkness is an objeet is foud discussed in
the Prusti 70 A0 imravEde Land 4

the Prusthanaretndiere, indhsi@ravads, ~and in the
Averansbhaige .72‘“1u11 arly toe theory of jive-pratibimbatva
is refuted strongly in the Prasth’énaiﬁam‘akara,mthe Vada

4. .
bearing the same newe,'” and the Avardnabhanga. O%hat an

individual soul is atomic is proved in the Avar: f‘.abhailga,%

-... 77 . . ,
and Ar_lubnag,yaprakasa.v The way in which God cen be

. . 78
realised is explained in the Apubh@gyaprskabe, and

'70 LPr.p.111.£1.

71, indhakaravads, VEagvall.p. 13 H -

72. Tg.S.Ab.p.185.TE.

73, Pr.p.129.ff,

74. Ji’vapratibimbai:vai;a&l}@aﬂav‘s‘ada.V'a'déval’i.p.175 H-
v5. T.Sn.Ab.p.108.71,

76. T.S.Ab.p.92.Tf.

7. AB.P.p.79BFT,

78. AB.P.p.cG3.LF,
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— — 79 . ..
Prasthanaretndkera, ~the passages being completely similar,
. e N
The Srstiprekriys in the Apabligsyapralkasa Qshmulﬁ be
i . - - Bl
compared with that in bhe Prasth@naratndkara, “The
refutation of the “Qﬂcepu of Abhave is found at meny
2 "
pla&e&.g A1l thoese gmssages have s eclose affinity notffonly
from the paint of view of arguseuts but even expressions,
to the exteat thet ore appears %o heve been almcpt guoted
from another,It is quite likely that Pdraqotfana might have
guoted in his wpris fvom other worke of his own.Bub does
this constitube the fault of repetition? Hepetition would
be a fault ouly when it occurs in the sare work and not in
different works.(n the other hand Purugottama's intention
seems t0 be that even if ans of his works is read,the
reeder con mnderstand the avguments which lead to the
N . 3 g s 1Y — . 08

position sccepted by the Suddhiddveita,The repetition may
Btrike one, who reeds meny of his works,

73.Pr.v. 137,
SGigoBoPopcB].{}off
81.Pr.p.180. 1T, .
82.Pr.p.111.£f,7.8n,8b.p.89. £ ,Srstibhed avada, Avirbhava-

+1I‘O’bhav*"vadtl, i ‘Cw
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(17).
'Importent refutstions’.

Turugottams has refuted almost all other systems in

one way or another,It is difficult to show here how he has
refuted sll these theories,because it will make a Volume

in itself if we take down all his arguwents,advenced by him
againgt others.Ibt will however be useful to see SOmg2£is

important refutatious,

While the’Bu&éhistic theories are rejected by him,
when commenting upon AnubhZgya,be hes independently
reéudiated the Ruddhistic theory of Stnyavada.He asks
whether the proof by which the nihilist establishes the
§oid,exists or doss not exist,If it does exist the
existsnce of the pramspa would go against the accepted
principle of void.If it does not exist,how can the
pz;inciple of voi&‘bei established with the help of a

Preména,which does nob exist at all?

The Buddhists édvanee their famous four-cornered
‘dialéctiés fqr‘establiﬁhin& the theory of void.They gived
four alté:natives,Sgt,asat,sa&aSat,and sedasadvilaksana,
and feject them all,That which does not exist at all, can

not be produced by the usage of words.Thus for instence
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the horn of a here does notv exist at all,Thaet which exists

can not be préduced either from thaﬁ which exists or from
that which does not exist,The vot or é gsprout is produced
only by the destruction of a lump of clay or a seed
resyeetivelﬁ,and so it is not produced from bH&vs.It can
neither be produced from sbiBvs,because otherwise the
essence of non-evistence wust inhere in the effect,but it

is not seen inherent,.It cen not be produced from itself,
because that would be tentemount to the fallaey of
ignoratio elenchi,and also that of absence of purpose.lt
‘cannot'furtﬁer be produced from snything else because in
thezt case everything will be produced from everything,in as
mach as the other thing,which is the cause,is not definite
and thus may be snything,Thus when the concept of production
is rejected,that of déstructiou is also similarly refuted,
We can not again asccept both sat and assh,because as sat and
asst are mutually different from esch other,cne thing csnnot
he both,The lsst alﬁerﬁgtive is also not possible because
ore thing cesnnot be different from both set and asat,and
nothing is secn correspoading to it in the world.Bence the
void or Sﬁhyatﬁlwhich is kept out of the four alternatives,

is the only principle and the sttainment of wvoid is



salvation according to them.

Purugottems gives a spirited reply to this.Is the
prineiple of void arrived =t by the nihilist on the basis
.of any proof or just on the strength of tha vabtn without
taking the Eelp of any proof?lt can not be iatter,because
then it would be well know: to all like the space snd there
would be no dispute regerding the same, fgaiu doea}that
strength exist or not? If it does,then the 8Tnya which is
the abode of this streagth must siso exist and hence it

cennot be kept out of the four alternatives,Similar is the

cese if it does not exist.Coming to the Tirst slternative,
even the pramdne must be either existendy@s or non-existent
and this would agein bring the whole thing in the four
alternativés.%het again is the proof, by which the void is
established?Is it perception or inference?The former is |
not possible, becense the object of percestion is not well
known to ali.luference is also nut helpful.The syllogism,
whatever is inexplicable is $Tnya,is not proper,beeause

of the want of illustration.for the Buddhists, everything

is included in the pakss,If another syliogism is tried,

'Ghatsh Efnyah,Tktarityg vicarasshatvat.Petafvat, ' then
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there is the fallacy of straying resson because in the case

of the piece of cloth or the golden ornsmentis,the theory of
the production of an effect affer the destruction of = cause
(Upamrdye pradurbh@vah)is not accepted by all.Hence We must
gccept the theory of 'BUBvEd% biFvotpattih',and that would

g0 ageinst the vicavrasshatve,which has been made out. The

rihilists are thus refuted by their own arguments.

After refutiug the Jain theory of Syadvsda following
Vallabha ,Purusotsams refers ¥o one gnantavirya,who says
that the seven statements are basel upon ths vivaksz or
the desire to express a particulsr thing.Thus when we want
to posit a thing, we would say'Syad asti',and if we desire
to negate, it the statement would be 'Syan nasti'.If both
positing and negating are desired in a certain order,we
have 'Syad asti ca n@sti ca'.If on the other band both are
desired to be stated simultaneously then the sentence is
1Syad av@cyam!,If the positive is to be stated as '
indesceribable,we have 'SyEd asti c¢s sviEcyanm ee ,and if
that is a case with the regative,then 'Syan nestl ca

avacyam ca 'would be the seutence.If sll the three are’

T - 2 T T30 T s St B D T T T € U S Y W D KN Ko I 28 W - - - 2 o= -

83.AB.P.pp. 658-659,
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desired to be expressced,ws have the last statement,'Sy=ad

.——

asti co nBsti ca avicysm cal,

Purnsottema asks whether the seven statenents which sre
. explained on the ground of Vivakgd,sre the natural

-

atir Butus of the objects or they sore adwentitious or
super-imposed or they hevs that perticular thing as their
objeet.ff they are rsatural attributes ﬁhc§ d@fﬁnltely exist _
and © ths quecticn of .eny desire t5 express does no} arise,
They centoh be sdventitious, becsuse in the absence of
definite natural attributes,the adventitious ones cannof

be stated, as it would go sgainst percepticn.kor they cen be
super-imposed, because the attributes, which are superimposed,
can not make the existing ones indefinite.The last alterna-
-tive is equslly wron%;becaﬁse just hy imagining any Such
bhaiiga,the nstural attributes can not be made indefinite.

The encient scholars heve alveady shown how they are mutually

. . . Q4
inconsistent end contradictory,

Purusottama is very critical of the Vai 1kq coucept

84.4.8.P.p.664.
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3

paramanuu a8 the eau»g,whiie copmenting upon Apubh@asya, 85

In the OSrstibhedavada, however, he atéaéks the very definition
sf‘paraﬁénus, ag given by then.The paramﬁguﬁ,is defined by
then as ~'“hcutlk Lve sati nityo getisdn varedanul, 'What is
neant by bhauiikatv& here?It cen not be the quality of
being belated to the premordial eléments, because in the
beginning of cregtiaﬁ,we cen not imagiue the existence of
elemente like the esril,other thsn those which sare to be
created,If the VeiSesikes point $o the existence o% space,
the defingtion would a8 well aprly %o the mind also.If b
they do no} accept the state in the beginning-of creation,
the perms@nus themselves cannot be accepted and this would
amount to SiddhFntebhsafigs.Bhauktikstva agsin cannot be
bhitasamsvafyitva, the cuslity of being inherent in the
elepents, becsuse the pramordial elements themselves do not
exist as shown sbove.if the definition is some how u;dern
-stood baeause of yogyetd,even then it ig too wide and
would include the wind zlso on the strength of the
aeecriptian of the mans3e-308%i in the Purdnaes and the
Yopabastra.if et is accepted as istdpatti, just as
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the Perar@nus would be fivefold,tbe mind also would be
partite and this would go against the eternal nature of
the mind.If thet is slso an igt@patti,then the Sebdapramznya
is left off by the Opponent and the accepled principle is
nullified,The opnonent is thus on the horns of a dilemma,
The Véiée@ikas argue ‘thet the whole world is produced
from substances having ledk and less of spherecity.Thisis
the case of eve%ythiﬁg upto the %rasarepu.The @%agukas are
also produced from still smaller substances because they
are capeble of produéing ne mahat end the dirgha.seThis
would lead to the paraw@nus,which have infinitesimal
sphericity end they sre not produced from anything else,
Purugottema sayé fhat apart from the queStién'of ‘
definition,the ergument given abojif can be advanced further
. and we can ssy that as the paramsnus are capable of
producing the oﬁjects of medium $phericity viz.the
dvyanukes,they must also begdd understood as produced and
this would go agaiﬁst their eternity.it should nct be
argued that the point, where we stop,while going to the

cause from the effect is the paremdnu,because this would
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86.Vadavali.p.83.
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run counter to the sccepted principle.If that  is done,
80 és to0 avert the contingency of regressus,i£ is betteg
to leave aside the whole theory of arambhsvada,

Again the body is made of five elements in which the
elements like water are mixed with each other.At the time
of separation they would be relegated to the\pasition of
atoms and so the clay and the like would not be visible
ay%ll,Thus the theory is against perception slso,

igain the substances are said to be produced not from
the point of view of having a perficular form(Rupavattvs),
beceuse this would inelude the stoms of air also.They"
can not again be from the point of view of murtatva,
because that would include the mind also,but here the
VaiBesikas accepty the 3paréa§attva.Even here it ineludes
the mind,becasuse the concept of copjunction has been
adeeptgé-with regard t0 the mind and conjunction is not
- different frou touwch.Hence the ﬁheery‘is fallacious from

this point of view 3150.87

Purusotiama has very vehemently rejeeted the concept

87, Vadavali.pp.85-86.
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of Pragablidva and ather sbhidvas,as advocated by the Ve fegi-
—kas,atlmany piaces.sgﬁbﬁ§vg,,says, Purusottama,need not

be understood as an independent category but it should be
ineluded in the Avirblidva and Tirobleva.If The Pragsbhava
is the state of the inhering cause, favourable to the
manifestation of the effect and co-existiung with the non-
-nadifestation, DhvangablEva is thet state,which ic not
favoursble to the existence of the effect;There is no other
proof for establiching the independent existence of the
abhavas. 1t may'be argued that the very absence of a pot

in a'potsherd is a proof for the Pragsbhdva.Purusottama
says thal such en understsnding,as under§tood by the
opponent,has for its object the Aéha'va,which has its
counter-pert in the existence of a pérticular pot.Now

the absence of ‘any éense contact with e pot is general

and thus cen not lead to the particular,which is rejuired

b

by the Prﬁgabhéva in question.The cogrition of the
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88.T.0n. 4b. pp.S'*QO,PJ.Qu.111~lZd Srstibhedavada,Avirbhava-

ntifobhanVEdd,etC.“uru@ottnma has also written one

Abliavavada,which is unforkatately not extant,
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Pragaebhave bﬁ a pot in the said potsherd is not éapable of
being proved because no such appearance is possible.Bven
thouzh the opponent may admit it,it is not accepted by all,
Purugottama furkher asks as to whether the negation prior %o
production as envisaged by the said cognition,is only one

for all the pots or is different with different pots.The fivst

°

alternative cen not be’aeéeptedlbecause the production of
eny pot would @estroy'thb p;zgébhéva altogether and there

- Gan be o perticular Prageblizve for a particalsr pobt.Tt
‘cannot be said that it is destroyed by the production of
all the pots,because in that case the production of one pot
will not destroy the Pregabhdva and ﬁhe potsherds,which are
“the parts of the said pot,will hgve'to be understood as
showing the Progabiidva of the pot and not the pot itself,
It cen not be srgued that this is not a contingency, bec suse
the existence of the pot obétructs such an ﬁndesstanding.
if this is the position,the co—existénce of the pot and the

‘Pregabhava -at the same place should be admitted and the

contention of the destruection of the Pragablisve by the

production of all the pots would be fubile.Further as
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the coumter-paris are trausitory,we can not reasonably
speek of =1l the pots,Thus wher thet which destroys can
not be explained,the definition of the Pragabliava as

the negation which can be destroyed is also wrong,.The
Opoonentd points out that,thgre cen be a definition like,
'Cendhadfiyenachikeranakalavytiyabhavatra’ ,or ' Adrggte-
~-tvavacchirnanedhikarenakalavrttyablavatvat .To this
Purugotiama says.that as there is no kuower of the
produgegﬁnowledge before creation,there can be no such
ablizvatva,The opoounent ssys that God is there to see it
all.Well,then we shall accept what is 'said by CGed end not
what is said by the Opponent.

The second alternative is equally ucressonable,The
knowledge of the abliava is dependent apon that of the
comterpart and so iﬁ the ebsence of the latter,the
former cennot be known.lf the knowlgdge of the countef-
-part is eccepted in the Torm of a pot,then the Praga-
~bliEva will be common to all the cauﬁterparts and this
would lead to ell the cantingsncies urged above.It should

not be argued that the contingency can be averted by

accepting the uhderstending)cn account of the subliminsl
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impressions of the supraworldly knowledge,which has for
its object.a thing of future,due.to the common character-
-istics of the fhatatva.lo such undemstanding is possible
because the subliminol impressions for a future . object do
not exist, when such en experience does not exist,As for
the supraworldly knowledge,Purusottams says that it will
heve %0 be understood in a limited sense,as the said
kmowledge has, at first, for its object all the pots and
thi§:%ollowed by the PratiyogindSyatva of the Pragabhava,
Or it should be accepted that the latter comes in the
béginning and 80 the supraworldly knowledge is limited
from the first instant,After thet ons should explain the
knowledge of the Pragsbhava for = future pot.This is
ignoratio elenchi,because the futurity is here made up
by the Pragsbiiava.lf futurstgf is explained as the abode
of production,which occurs after the precent,then there

can be no cognition of the Pragabhiva.When we see that a
pot will bs produced from this, there can be uo cognition

of the Pragabhava of that ppt.Tlhe future existence of

the pot does not require the uderstanding of the

Pragabhiavs,



The cognition of the Pragabligva can not again be
inferred.The syllogism that can be formed is:'Kapdlam
ghateprigablizvavat, Chatiyascaramasanegrinattvat.Yo
yatcsranaSEnegrindn Sa tatpragsblizvavin., Patiyacearema-
SEmagriviéigﬁaténtuvat.*Pﬁrugettama objects to this
syllogise by ssaying,'Pragsthavertipasadhyatavecchedaks-
~-vacchinnasadhyaprasiddhya enun@nasambhavat.He ssys that
there is nof proof for coiprehendiag‘the Pragabhava end as
the cognition can also bé explained onjthe gromd of the
§émayika—atyanﬁ§bhﬁﬁa,the Pragabliava c%n not be established
an the grousd of cognition and the like.

The Opponént ehéngeé his stapd and seys thet he may
seree that the PrEgebhiEva is not esiabiishad by
apprehension.In the relation, of ﬁhelcaﬁse and the effect,
subsistigg in the”potsherés:and the poé;there must be
some regulstion for the production of é particular pot
from perticular potsherds.The regulation cen not be
possible in the potsherds themselves,There is sgain the
fault of Geurava in explaining the pot as produced from

nany potsherds.Hence somethinglthat can regulate the
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place of production, is required.This secessity can be

fulfilled by the concept of Pragabhiava,

purugotbana replies to this that in the Satkaryavada,
it is the sat,which is menifested,hence the dessniyema
is posgible by the cause itself.Thus the estsblishment of
the PrigebhBve on this grousd,is just'abhyupegemaika-
~sarenatva'(taking recourse to one's own doctrines,)The
guestion of Gaurava does anot az*j.se;siﬁce many causes lead
to one effect.The pot which.is to exist to-morrow,is
absent today;this involves the time factoer,whiech is also
explained in the same way by the satKsrysvada.lt should not
sgein be mede out that if we do not edmit the Pragebhava,
there will be the contingency of the reproduction of that,
whish}has elready been produced.The fector of +ime involves
a certein order.Hence the diffusion of the samagri on
aceomnt of the Tircbhave,will account for its destruction
and this bars the contentdon of the reproduction of what
is already oroduced.thevefore the Pragablave cannot be
established in this way also,

The opponent then srgues that inm a pot which is

prepared on hearth,the fouch,form,teste aud smell are

~
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produced Here the cause aud the time factor ave common,So
we should admit the Pr@gabhava of touchdete Purusottama
says that such an sccepteuce is not necessary;because the
transformation of touch ete.follows from the nature of
touch snd the like helpeé by the phenominan of gﬁka.As
svsbhava is en atiribute,there is l§gﬁava in its
acceptance,

L]

The opponent pointe out that the pre-existence which is
Vfcund in- the csuse,can be expleined only on the ground of

. . . 5
our edmitting the Prigabh@va,because the sald Purva-
-7artitva is the same as existing at the timeiﬁhich is
covered by the Prﬁgabhéva.?ﬁrugottama says that the plrva-
~-vartitve need not be necessarily explained,because 4
cause is just the abode of the menifesting dapacity.lf at
all re%uired;it can easily be understood by the knowledge .
of the effect, which is produced later.Again the Pragsbhava
being the cause,what about the pirva-vartitva existing in
'119For this we have only the pr@gabh@va ac en explanation
and this would result in the fallacy of 3twEéraya.Thus
{he Pragabldva, which is sugzested by the special
condition of the cause which 15 in the process éf being

known,is known on the basis of the knowledge of Pragabligva.
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lhis is the fallacy of circular ressoming or cakraka.lt
can not be doubted that the PrAgabhava is not impliea by
the condition of the cause.(ne does not ﬁhiﬁk,that'a pot
‘will be produced here and just now and there i the Pr?ga;
-bhdve of a pot,when one does not see the condition of the
cause, T gvoursble to the production of a pot.It should not
be contended thet such sn 'mderstanding ar¥ises only by
practice,for ther it would arise even when the cause is
pot ssen,ihus the Pragabhave is not different from the

caure,

Similar ig the case of Dhvapsa, says Puru@ottéma.ane
who sees the condition of the cause,detrimental %o the
edistence of the éffect, thinks that the pot is destroyed,
This‘does not go sgainst the terminology Uhvansa and 
PrBgabliava.both the terms can easily be used in relation to
the csuse,besring in nind that they ere relative terms like
cause and effect.Similarly the fterms phavi eand Uhvasta also
van be used.It should not be made out that as the effect
exists in the conditions of Pragsbhave and Uhvamsa,it must
be seenjbecause the existence of the effect is subtle and
subtlety here meaus that the form is not nanifest.

The reciprocal non~ézistence(Anyonyébhﬁva)an&‘absblute

non-eristence (AtysntBblisvs)are like-wise not different
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concepts.

While explzining the Anutva of the individual soul,
Purugottams enters into s scholarly refutstion of those,

who think otherwise,

- The Jeins believe that the sould has midile meaSure op
dehagarimﬁpa,en'the ground thatlotherwis the sentiency,
which per#ades the whole body,can not be explained,
Purugottema says thet the perveasion of the sentieucy can
be understood ou the analogy of smell,which cen spz ead to
other piaces\also.lf we accept the Jain theory,the --
individnal soul would be hisble to transciency.the eternity
of the individual soul ws proved by Purusottama on the
strength of curious end inter®ting arguments.i child,
which is just born,sucks the bressts of its mother,due to
huhger.Thisﬁactivity,on the part of a child can be explained
only on the greow.d of the memory of ihe experience of |
sverting hunger,that has been experienced before.This mesns
that the sould of the child is the same 2s that which was
present in sogpe other body previausly.This leads to its
beginninglesaness end indestruvctibility and hence eternity.

Another argument given is that of the ghosts,whe spesak of

89. Pr.p};c 1]1"1160
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the previous life,

The soul agein cen not be said to heve the measure,
capable of accretion and depletion.is the bodies are different
and-menﬁ end the coul enters them,here also the same problem’
of spityatve woulcs arige.The ilva éannot hsve meny parimanas,
for no such thing csn be seen in‘the world, If it is’accepted
as heving a hody,it will be partite.and hence transitory,

The logicisns snd others heve used the same arguments
to refuﬁe other theories end hsve proved the pervasive
measure of the souls on the following grownds.lhings,which
are produced at various places for our enjoyment,should have
our own adrsta ae the cause,So the cause,at the place of
production is the conjunétion of the jiva joined with the
adyg@é.This would ;ead to the Vibhuitva of the soul,If the
goul, is atomib,its%attributes like desire and lmowledge
would be suprasensﬁous/as the attributes of an atom are,

And a8 an atom ¥8 imperceptible,the term' I 'would be countered
by perception.the mind again is atomic and the conjunction

of the mind mnd the soul would produce a third sustance,

as the conjunction of two sboms resulis in the production of
somefhing etse,'The casjunction of the mind with the sensge-

organs wonld require the disjunction of the soul and the



mind end thus there cau be no production of knowledge. Thi s
being the case,the individual soul must be all-pervasive,

To thig Purusottams replies that it has mény weak points,
If all the individual souls are all-pervading ,they would
have connection with all the form-ed objects,all the sense
organs,minds and bodies.this will result in the enjoyment of
all by all end there will be no regulation o;f‘ a particular
enjpyment for a particuler soul.The opponent may here point out
that there is a fized placie for the non-Inherent cause regerd-
-ing the dgstinctive qualities of the éll-'pervading jivas and
s8o the enjoymeﬁt nen be limited to a place, where the jiva and
the mind are joined,Purusottama says that no such limitation
is useful.When e ests a mango,it is limited in being eaten
by the mouth, even then one may say,'l eat a mangvo'.Even 50
here one may say,'Il am enjoying in the body ‘of Devadatiat,
Fux"t};er just as one way soy'There is mothing in my legs but
I heve headsche’,ane would albo experience 'I am happy in

the body of Davadatts, but wnhapry in the body of YajHadatta,!

As oune jiva is present everywhere,the axperiences, produced
p o /7

at the places of corjunction with the respective minds,will be

inherent.There would be nothing to bar the after-cognition



293

2

(anuvyavasgya)regarding the different minds;then all would be
omnisciént.?his doeg noi beeom&uaﬁ istapatti,because the
oppouent does not velieve in only oue soul baf aécépts many
jivas.If for esteblishing the limited enjoyment,some limiting
sdrsta is admitted ,it would result in the middle measure of
the jiva end this would controvert the sccepted vyapakatva and
nityatva,for wﬁieh it is nécessary to admit the enjoyment,
linited by other bodies also,this goes against perception.Agein
all the souls would be ogniscien% and there will be an un-
warranted blending in all the three worlds.(Pratyaksavirodha,
Servéjﬁafépatti ad Tra'lskyasaﬁkargpatti).This,says Purusottanma,
is 'Ubhayatah pesd rajjub’.

bxperience and rememﬁ%énce have not necessarily the same
field of operation,in feact remembrance does not require the
conrideration of the place of action,as we often see the uséges
like,"Netrabhyan adr@kssm karabhyam aspréam',or *Yam ahanm
raérékgam tam antsh sparzmi.'The loglcians would have thus to
face the riéiculoas position of remembering the taste of a
mango in the body of Yujfadstta , while it has actually been

saten by Devadhtta's body.There is again nothing to prove that

experience and remembrence would be limited to one body only,
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for the remembrance of the previous birth cen be explained

only by adﬁitting only one goul, not concernad with a change of
bodies,This can pot be accounted for by the existence of an
Ativshike.If one is desG in Prajaga and born in Indraprastha,
one may well remember cne's Jjgti;or one staying as a spirit in
Srughna but dead elsewhere may remenmber one's frédnds and
relatives ;but the Atmapradeda limited by the Ztivahika may not
include Srughna,Prsydga or Iﬁaraprasthé,If for averting this

the AtmapradeSa is not cousidered but eny place relsted to

the Ativahika is taken into consideration, then memory would come
to the Ftivahika snd nob the jiva.further the Adrsta would have
to be insepsrebly coaﬂeeﬁeﬁ with the Ativahiks,otherwise the
sacrifices etc,performed on the earth would lead to the
production of Adrsta in all the souls.Thus even those,who are
alive,will be able to enjoy heaven by mesms of another Ativahika,
lany Ativahikes of liberated souls exist and thus they are by

no means rave.The rafity of the ktivahikas need not be
éubstantiated by pointing out their transiﬁéncy,for ome may be
able to enjoy by mesns of the Ativehika eveﬁ-of a Geity ,or

that has been ettrascied by the idrsta,

It is ggain impossible to acecept the regulating power of

the Adrsta.The Adrsta is due to the actions;efforts are made by
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the conjmeticn of the mind snd the soul,The con;;tmc’nlon thus
will be of all the .n}ina,ﬁs with all the souls.Thus we will have’
all the Adrstes for all.lhere can be no differentigtion in the
cen3tmctlon of the mind end the soul ,for thet stands in need
of a separate cause, If no otner ﬂagsé is possibie,one may
believe in the desire of God for the regulation, g8 to whih
“soul would enjoy whet snd whose Akdrste wonld be produced by
which action.dimilar is the case in the Ax}vétmaﬁda.@’hy then

a lohg "ay to establish the Vﬁpaka‘bva by écce;pting the
Adrstavedatmasany oga?

If the jives are all-pervasive,they would not be ruled by

(od,They would be egcistic on account of their greatness and
eternal nature.They are also sentient equ.ally.ﬁow then is God
superior? So the atomic messure of the jivas is necessary for
establishing the guperiority of (?»od.ﬂeu though the jiva is
atomic-,seﬁtiency cen pervade the whole body,because it has the
guality of giliding as is the cese with smell.It should not be
made out, seys Purugottome,thet in case of atomic souls,
happiness and the like wili not be percieved,as the perception
of qualities requirss‘ allargerheasare.ﬁa says that whet is

required for perception is the fitness or yogyatd.Bven in the
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theory of allupérvasive souls on the’other”hahd,thé‘perception
even of the Ad£§§a'wcald be irrefutable on account of the
sEmanadhikarany s oﬁklarge measure.The question of the perception
of the Parmmanu will not arise at all}beéause there is no fitness
in the atoms,which sre not maaﬁfésted.ﬁgaiﬁ the‘pleasure and the
like sre not the atiributes of the soul.

As regards the contention,'pham il pratyskAs@nupepaitih?,
Purugsottama seys that it is not valid;The perception is offf
the jiva covered with the boéy.ﬁs this entails co-extension with
the grossness and the like,sveh a perceplion is cnly of the
- nature of illusion,

The argument,\‘that the conjmetion of the mir;d and soul |
which ave of different nature,profuces something else,is baged
upon the theory of the prodaction of ahthing from the
conglomeration of two atoms,The theory is however wholly
disearded hy the Veddntin,who follows the Srutis.Similer is
the case regarding the arguéént of the non-production ofi

knowledge,as it is besed on the same theory.

" T 1. f - Ny {-1 —— »
The jiva ,eccording to the followers of the Suddhzdvaits,

mey become all-pervesive,if Cod so wishes, when the aspect 6f
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bliss is maﬂifested.ge

Purusottama has refuted almost all other Ved@ntic theories
one
also in/way or other, For them however the empbasis is more om

the interpretation of the seriptures, rather than beasoning sdone.
Even thfin there sre passages in his works where ressan finds

its way aud we may note some of them here.

LN

Purugottame after Velliabhs réfuféé the system of dualism as
advocated by Nadhva,lfimsnsakas and others.He-asks as to how
dualism can be understood.It may either be on the bssis of
the ﬂiffereuee of Upadéna,or thet of the natursl atiributes or
of the Prém@gaé.The first olternative is not possible, 5ecause
the seriptures tell of Brahman as the only material cause,
Even in the world if one wants gold,one does not take into
consiceration the effeets of the lump of gold as earrings and
‘the like.The contention that oneness can not exist between a
pot and a piece of cloth is answered by saying that the
distinction of the meterial csuse in this respect is mundane,
The second alterrative is equaily meéningless,fap onee the
unity of eséence is conceded the distinction of the attributes

is immeterial,Otherwise a men o his seat will be different

- - - — .- - - -

90.T.S. b pp.92~25.Purugotiana has also writien a Vada on

the subject,as we have seen above,
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from the seme man on his feet, or a piece of cloth when spread
oirs, will be different from the same,which is rolled.Even the
sttributes,which do not existg at the same time,do not
differentiate the substantive;the attributes that can existd
’need not surely differentiete the substantive,Thus & pot is not
differentiated by taste and form.Bven those,that do not exist
simulteneously e.g.enteence snd exit may have the difference in
. their counter partg and not the substentive,.Brahman ig 6ne and
Great and thus is not differentiated by attributes,In fact even
the sttributes also have no essential difference.THe entrance
‘and exit having diffecent counter parts may appear as different
but are really not different,for there is no proof Tor this,
Even so at otvher placegalso the difference is due to egoisnm
end is not real.The third slfernetive islalso wrong.Perception
is deluding and so is the case with other mesus 6f proof,which
are based upon it.Thus we muet accept what is established by the
Srutis.91
As regards the other Acaryas,R@manuja has been criticised

often by Purusottama.The créticism however is meinly based on -
the interpretations and the Spiriﬁ or burden of the attacklis

i 3 .’i("l CO - S | ‘» -
that we cen not‘accept the Branman,whlcn1§ﬁallf1ea by the cit

910 L.U-AbopD-Jﬁg"'l ‘ _ )
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- end aeit in the beplnmzng of ereation,It should be noted that

4

the follanru of the budéhadvalta have sof't corner‘ for

f _Rumanuga.?Lrusottama hlmself is net 50 vehement in his

eriticism of R@mBnuja,because he genarally uses,'Tac cintyam'ete,

instesd of 'Tad asangatom! eic,malch he uges for othefs.gz
The theories of %rikag?ha are almost similer to those of
Fanenujadle is however ¢fif#fdd criticised for his belief in -
Siva a8 the Highest God.himbgrka is never mentioned by him,

The Bnedakne evada of BhEskers is criticised by him.on
interpretative grounds,The reasoning here is as follows:

The Srutis sey that if the cause is known, all the effecté’
ére known.If we believe in the Bhed@bheda,the point of view,
by whieh the bheda is'aééepted can not be known by the knowledge
of tne cause,becauss the effect is Gllierent Prom the eause.
AT it is known then the echct is not different and we must
accept the sbheda completely.Hence we should accept only the
Avesthabheda between the cause snd the effect and not the
Svartpsbheda,”°

Purugottama at ons place gédefends Bhiaskara against Vac aspati

As the whole discussion is very interesting we have put it here

T G 4 S K U B S O S s Sy e Lt et S RS Y e BN S S B Y3 S 2 e W s o Y ——— -

| 92.0f.A.B.P.p.97.ctc,
930 .A.B.P s Da 534,
94. 4.1 P.pp.98-95.
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ABhﬁskara‘s theory is contained in the well known ﬁérsé,
which is a&s follows:

Karyartpena neuatvem abhedsh karepitmens ,
Hem8tmant yathz bhedah kug@aléﬁy§§£%ﬁ§ bhida, .

Vacaspati asks as to what is this abheda,which exisﬁs
simultaneously with the bheda.Is it mutual absence?lIf it is,
does it subsist between the effect and the cause like 2
‘brecelet and gél&?lf it Coee mot subsigt,then there is oneness
and no difference.If it does,there is difference and no oneness,
The bkave aud shhigvae are uot nonscontradictory, because they do
net exist simnlteneously,If they do,the kataka and,ﬁérdhamanaka
also would be essentielly identical,because in that casge
difference is not against identityAgein, if the bracelet is
one with gold,j&st a8 bracelets,crowns and earrings are not
different from the point of view of their esseuce, which is
gold,even so they# chould not be different from the point of
view of their esrence of hrscelets.Hence only gold is the
substance ahd .not the bracelets and the like,which ere not
found to be identical If it is said that the abheda-is only..

from the point of view of gold and not brecelete, then there

surely is bheda from the eesrrings etec. If bracelets are non-
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differeat from gold,why chould they uot follow in the esrrings
and the like?Tf they do/Pollow,hov is it thet they are non.
different?That ﬁﬁe, which is removed when the other follows, ,
is different from the other, just as the string follows while
the flowers do not snd arethus different, The earrings and the
like do not follow even though gold does. Thus they are also
differentd from gold,If everything is eﬁ@egteé to follow
sogetbher,the distinctions. like 'this is not this' ebe.can not
be maintained,as there cen be 1o diseriminating factor.Again
when we know from a distence that there is gold,we will not
&ish d4d xnow whether they eré esrrings or something else,
because there is identity between gold and its viSegas and
gold is known.If there is difference between them, they will not
be lkown, when the gold is knowa.Well,says the argumentator , they
sre identical also,why ere they not nown? On the contrafy it
is quite proper that they shoul? be kmown.As a rule,when the
cause is-absent,the effect is also absent.The absence of the

effect is removed by thke precence of the cause.So far ag

identity is concerned ,te—tt—w=upepted, the cause exists,
Vacaspeti seys that if the earrings and fthe like are known by

the kaowledge of géld,the attempts for knowing them are
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meaningless.When one thing is no% known,while the other is known
these two sre different.When = clb of aa elephent is Szen and

an ass is not,the former is different from the latter.When gold
;s seen from a distance,its distinctions like eafrings are not
known and ere thus diffevert from gold as sueh.What then sbout
the samangdhikarenya as found in 'Hema kundalam'?It can not be
exPiained on the gromnd of the relationshiv between the
substratun and the dependent or between the two having a ¢owmpn
resort, 1f the refersnce here is to the presencel nuvrtti) end
exclusion(Vysvietti) ,why should cne wish %o know the earrings,

‘when gold is known?Abheda again. is not ekBantika or anaik@ntika
24 g ’

from which both ere possible,Therefore when ome of the two

can be repudiated,it is proper that the bhadakalpand hes abheda
as its gﬁédﬁﬁa and not vice verga,becaasg the bheég depends

upon those, which are differentiaﬁed.lf there is not oneness,

the difference subsisting on meny con not be posgiblesfhe one
again does not depend upon difference.When we say that ' 4 is
not B *,the comprekension of difference rests upon that of the_h
counter iaart ,2While that of oneileés'does not depend upon anything
else.Thus the anirvecanTya-kalpand is sbhedoy&dana.This is also

corroborated by seriptural pessages.Therefore the Kutastha-

-nityatd is real end uwot parin@nindtyats.
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To this purugdttama says that it is all wronz.In the theory
of Bhigskara,that is refuted,the bheds iz not aceépted as of the
- nature of reeiprocal ﬁegatian(anyanyﬁbﬁéva)and hence to refute
him on this grouﬁd iz like imagining the smell of a sky-flower,
Even if it is sccepiad,the pot and its sbsence,as also the not
end things which are different.from it,are seen as existing
simulteneously on earph and there is no contradiction as it has
‘been alleged,The totsl no&~existance(étyaaﬁébhévakwhich is
constant end @ervading,exists everywhere?bence when the comter-

~psrt is brought,it is gnly en obstruction of the abﬁéva~buddhi.
Thus gbhedu cen exish, even when there is bheda and thus there
cen be no coutradiction if both sosexist,The contingency again
~of the oneness of katake and vardhaffmeks is not so sound
because non~cantrediction is never seen as lesding %o oneness.
Vacaspati's attempts to differentiate the bracelats from zold
are also €utile, Rracelots are just stetes of gold. and ape
theref'ore one with and also differvent from gold.Rven Bamkera
has szid the seme thing regarding the ocean eﬁd its waves,

48 for the refutation regarding the pratitivirodha,Purusottama
says that there iz no such contwaﬂiﬁion7baeause even though

difference is understcod from the point of view of kundalss,
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oneness can equally be understood from the point of view of
Gold,This is corroborated by eviﬁencegﬁhen”ﬁhat is conceded,
whatevef Vacaspati has said regarding the bheda and abheda, when
gold is seen from a distance,is of no significance.Both the
bhedafnd abheda a&e comprehended,ant that is what the'quoted
Keriks means, A5 the effects like the crown and braceleds gre
only states of gold,the Sammnadhikerenye with the wold is
phausible,so0 also the vyavrtti-vyavastha and jijHasajenakatva,
30 the difference is adventi%ious.and.npt inexplicable,This
does not go 8g8inst'ﬁﬁ{$rutis which do not feach mithyatva,
Purugoﬁtéma conéludes by saying that the theory of Bhaskara
is not feulty in this respect. |

Semkara’s theory of ebsolute monism has been the subject of
the most severe criticism of Vallabha and his fqlinwers.Valiabhq
thought Senksrs %o be his chief adversary and atﬁeéked him
very vehemently.ihe seme is the csse with VisthaleSa and the
array of wrifers/who followed him.‘ufu@attama however shows a
balance of judgement.His refefenées 10 éaﬁkara are as respectful

- ~ ae »
as those to other Acdryas and what is more is never discourteous.,

Even then,he never simply depends upon the interpretations of

the Srutis but supports his statemerts with sound reasoning,
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WWhatevér may be the greatness of Vallabha as a writer and
' founder of a system,Vallabha's refutations pf‘éaﬁkara,many and
frequent that they are,are more theological then légieal.Some
of the very importent refutetions of Seimkara's theories, as

‘given by Purugottama are noted below:

A

In the Prahastavada ?ur§§ottama rejeeté the theory of
Avidyd. Avidyd is said to be an updhi of Brahman.Is it with or
without a bigimuing?Tt can not be the former.The opponent believe
-5 that Brahmen,which is endowed with the upadhis,is the Iévara,
If avidyd hes beginuing,I6vara would also have it;this would be
similar to the theory of Ifvara as an effect,as believed by
the Sankhye,end it would go agaiust the Vedantic theories.,The
later élternative is equally unacceptable,because that which has
no beginning ﬁas no end also.Thﬁs there arises the contingency
of non-liberation end Tévara would then be inferior even to
the individual soul.As Ibvara is bound equally as the individual
soul ,nobody would worship him.If it is said that the avidys is
without beginning but has en end,even then Tévara nust be
accepted aé omniscient.He knows all the Vedasjand there is
nobody else higher than he as an Adhik@rinThoss, who believe

in the direct realization,should admit that such a realizatiom
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of Brahman is required even for ISvara, When thig Iévara is
liberéted,this would result in the negétion of the world.If
TSvera does not obtain liberation,others,who are inferior to
him,cen also not obtain it end this’woulé go‘against‘the
theory of direct realization.If we believe in the liberstion
of others,while T6vara is not liberated,then Tévars#ill be

inferior to those, who are capable of self-realization.

As for the avidys, which leads to the imbgénation of
distiﬁctions,is\it comected with jiva or Brahmen? It can not
be the former,because then it cen not imagine the attributes
in Brehmen,As Brahmen is not an object of the mind or quﬁch,
and as jiva‘has ﬁo knowledge of'the adhigthana, the jiva cannot
be related to it;and when there is no possibility of rgﬂi%ion .
- there éan be no imaginaﬁiun either,The 0pponént ney say that
the souls,endowed with knowledge,see Brahman and thus a
connection can be established. Purusottama ssys that thés is
wrong.As avidy® is gwAtnika end as those,who have the Tequired
knowledge, see Brahman only after the eradication of fhe gunas,
there can be no such passibility.Fufther the sdvent of knovledge
leads to eternity or non»&estrﬁstion,while this leads to

destruction.Should we secept destruction for those who have
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" already reached the state of non-destruction?If the avidyd in
the jivas is to imegine the distinctions in Brahmen,the latter
pust be seen.Bui Brahmaﬁ can be an object of visualization only
after the distinctions are imegined.This is petitio primcipii .
If we agree to the visualization of the gualitiless Brahman, how
can Brahuen be qualitiless? ‘The second alteﬁnativé'would iead to
sll the contingencies,stated sbove regarding the iévara.

penin i§ the said advidys existentd,non-existent,both or
neither?The first is no possible because if it exists, as ngh
as Brehmen,this would vesult in dualism.It cen not be the second,
because then like the skp-Tlower it csn not imsgine anything,
1t is not sgain the th@rd,bece&se it is imagi&e&ﬁtseli;in that
case like the econch-shell-silver.It cen not be imagined by
enybody at first since as the Brahman is quali%ileéé,even>the
jives do not exist.If it has no beginning; all the fallacies
sfated above would arise. If we believe that it has not a
beginning but an end, then aléd the contingsncies have been
steted above.The féﬁth alternstive is equally énaccepteblei

becsuse in that case,avidyd will not be different from Brahman

which is neither sat,nor asat.Thus the belief in the upddhis
’ P
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is not plaasible.9

The Pratibimbavida,as advocated by the iollomers of bamkara,
has been the obgect of a very severe criticism in the works of
Purugottama. six different view points are advenced by the followers:
of Gankara with regard to the theory of Pratibimba.lhey are as .
follows; | |

1.15y8 is beginningless and inexplicable,is cbﬁﬁected with
the cit anQ is the prakrti of the bhﬁtas.Tge image of the;cit in
st is Tbvera.This maya has innumerable pradesas called evidya,
heving the capacity of concealing and projection,The image of cit
in them is tﬁe_jiva.

2) The wula -prekrti wh:ch ‘is trigunatmike has two form’,mEYQ

and ‘evidyg.The maya has mainly in it the pure sattva unsoiled by

rejes or tames,The image of ei¥ in it is Tévera.Avidys hes the

satbe , defided by rajas and temas. The image of cit in it is jiva.

3, The image of cit in the same viz, avidy®, called maya on

sccomt of its power of projection is the jiva.

. .« . .. —F =/ .
4, The imege of ¢it in the avidyz is ISvara and the same in

Ao DI WS W SR T G R D I G G S S

95, Prh.pp.21-23.

96, T.S.4b.pp.102-103.5ee also I‘Vupraulblmbatv ikheandenavadas,
Vadavall.dg.,702%,
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the internal organ it the jiva.
5.Some believe in the four-fold semtiency of the ktasthe,

- jiva,Brahman and Tévera corresponding to the Ghé@ék%éa,jalékééa,
nahizksbe end meghakéba,Tévara is the image of the cit in the
dhivesards of all the living heings remaining in the maydtamas
reating in“;éé Brehmon,The image of sentieney in the interanal
orgen, imegined by mgys and remsining in tge caijianya which is

delimited by the subtle and gross bodies,is the jIva.

6.The cHeitenya which is delimited by the upgdhis of the jiva
like the internal orgen is the Ifvara who is tﬁe bimbs,His
image (Pratibimba)in the nescience it the jiva.Bven there the
ji#a'hés its specific place of masnifestation in the internsl
orgen, which is the pariddma of neﬁﬁ%ience.

Purugottems seys thet for those who think thet Tévera is an
image in that,which is without the capascity of concealment and
projection,the févara_can not be estsblished.There can be no-
image in .what is very pure,as it is seen in csse of marble-stones,
It is not @ossiblé to say thet fhe substratum‘might‘have some
connection with impurity from a distance,becanse even spsce was

not existing before creation and we can not thus tals of
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distence.If we sccept the external spece,the 18vara and the
eit would be limited to a particular pksce;then they cannot
be all-pervading snd the 3k3Sa also ceh.not be accepted es
being crested, Thet jive is an imsege in the pradefias of the
Hgye, those which sre cspable of projection ete,is also
mtenable,In thet case the enveloping cepecity would pose
en obstruction for the imsge.If it does not come in between
the twé,hzm cen the jiva be ignorsnt?There sre further
- fallacies like the absence of space.Thus the ¥iew that the
bhitsprakrti snd its pradess are upadhis is not plausible,
The same argument counters the second view point also,
Azain as both the m#ya end avidya sre all-pervaling,
the rajas and tamas do and do not defile the satbva every—‘
-where,Thus there can be no discriminstion between the
meya snd the avidYé and conseguently between the jiva and
ibvera,If the mdyd snd the avidys are not ell-pervading,
the jiva end Tévere would similarly not be all-pezveding
~and this goes against the accepted theory.If it be argued
that the »aya is all pervading and clesr snd pure from Bll
sides end that the evidys,which rests in it is not so clear

and pure,even then Iévers cem not be asccepted,because no

imsge cen be seen in that which is all pervading.The Same is



tLe case with the jiva, because maya has three gunas and there

may ve an obstrue tion between the outer cit and the inner E;éﬁ;;

by virtue of the rajas and tamas. If the cit is Yery near 80 as

to avert all obstructions ,that which is very near csn not be
feflected.lf some distance is admitted thén the féllaciéﬁ in
such en admission have already been‘pbinted out, he fhird view-
point hes the same faults, a8 stated before.Coming.to the fifth,
which takes its stand on the illustration of the ghetakads ete,
Puru§ot%ama ssys thet the reflection cen be accepted only of |
thet, which is unmixed with the upzdhis,on the basis of the
given illustration. This being the case the intefyening tamas
of the niaya,the temss having meny psrts thieckly closeted,would
obstruct the dhTvasamas,nd there cen be no ifvera.If the
parts are not sccepted aé thickly eloseted,the purpose con not
be expleined,If it is said to be the very nature of the thing,
then we have the svebhavaddda,The svabhava can be established
if and when the pratibimbs is accepted and vice versa.This is
petidio principii.There are similar fallscies in saying that
the internal orgen does not subsist without the maya,

As agﬂlﬁst those,who believe that the reflectlon of the cit .

in the nmays is Ifvara end that of the jiva is the imsge of
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A}

Tévera in the avidy® or the lnternal ovgen,Purusottama says

thet the maya will block the reflection of the image and thus

the reflection will not be explicable.Fven though the msya nay
be clear externally on alllsides, even then that aspect,which
is not clear,is internsl and will pervade the avidya and the
internal 5rgan;thus the falléhcy remains as sach.Il it is
believed that the avidys with the pure sattva is inside the

nays endowed with the same“&nd uhat the rajas and tsmas are still

inside it,then ther csn be no veflecﬁlou in thqt which is very

clear and pure.Coming to the sixth view point Purusobtema says
that aéffévara‘is also mixed with the upadhis,as he is delimited
by the upedhis of the Jiva,there can be no reflection, becauée of
the ebsence of ény'go—ﬁétween.févara thus cen not be a bimba,

If weféccept sopething in- between, then this would run oouﬁter

to the accepfed theory of omniprgsenee.The forth view point ié
also refuted by the arguments, that have slready beég stéted.

Further the reflection csn be posgible only of that whieh is

an obJect of our eyes'and &S the cit can not be seen, it can not

be = bimba at all.Purugottems here discusses whethkr the echo

of a sound is also 4 reflection.The opponent has mades out the

same to pfove that even though the sound is not seen by our
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eyes,it is reflected in an echo.Purusottams is however not
prepsred to agreé‘that echo is a reflection.

All theSe view points can not be admitded from the point of
view of the nature of vrtti.If something exists, enveloping a
certain plece,it csn not be reflected there.The cit,ndyd and
avidy® are all-pervading,Thus there can be uo guestion of
reflectian or the reflected.Thus there cem be no'féﬁafa,no iiva,
If we believe in the reflection in the dhIvasedas,there will be
multiplicity of T6varas,because the abode being not one the
imagesi also must be meny,The Pratibimba sgain is not co-evgal
with the bimba and has its existence, corresponding to that of
1ts comter psrt.Here we will have to accept the samanadhiksrenya
and bimbssthitivij§%iyasthitikaﬁﬁa,bo%h of whigh csan not be
meintained,Purugottama then discusses the scriptural paSSageS.g?

In the PrasthEnsratuskera while discussing the anumana,
Purugottama refutes Bharmargja Diksita,a follower of Ssfkars,
Dharmaraja Dikshta gives the following syllogism:'Brahmabhinném
sarvan mithya.Brahmabhinnatvat.Yed evam tad evam.@uktikérajata-
vat,! for illustrating-the'QSe of the snumBha in philosophical
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9%7.Vadgvali.pp. 170-176.
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thinking.Purugottamé says that,as in the frastﬁénas,the
silver which is anirvacanTya can not be estsblished,the
illustration given here is not proper.Rven if we nay agree
to the illustration,the falsity cen be expleined on fhe
ground of the buddhyﬁkératva,and thus it is noi proper to

adduce the distinction from Brshman for the ssme.The hetu

again ig implsusible,because of the sentences. like,'Idapm

. i

Sarvam yed syam ﬁtM§.’98Purﬁ§0ttama gseys that il the hetu is
esteblished on the basis of appearance, then nothiny'is require
~d %o be said,The sppearance depends upon the buddhi end

‘we have no objection in accepting it as fhlse.The syllogism
would thus be "Brahmgnyatvena prati?aﬁ%nam avastu, Adysnta-
vattvat. Svapnikavat™,The hetu need not be celled common an

the ground of counter-syllogism,because the dreem experiences
ere proved to be false,If a mou dreams of connections with a

womsn or of going out to some other country,when he is awe ke,
he does not find s woman or another country;thus the reslity
of the dream experiences is sublated,This however does not
leed to the falsity of the whole world,Purusottsma gives a
syliogism for this,'Vimateh prapsiiceh svotkrstasatiakasadrda-
~srstipirveksh. Hithyasrstitvat.Bvapikavet, 'Seriptnrel

passeges cen be cited to show that the world which has

-—-..-..-.,.‘_-...—-.—-..——-_.---—-—--—_----—----_.,.._———_n——-——...-.....-—-...--....-...,

28 rsinhettaratzpini Upsnigad,V.
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~

Brehman s its essence is not unreel.What is mithjEtva? )
It is that which thougﬁ'unreal,appearsnto be:aﬁdiis’said to
be real.The definition of nithyatva given as 'Svéérayatve-
-nabhinataydvannisthatyantabhavapratiyogitvam! does not
corroborate the advaitic theory of the mayavadin, It rather

: goeé against“him, a8 it will establish the world es a counter
part of the sbsolute gegat;on‘of the'world;in eonné;tian with
brahmen.The Opponent‘has gi&eﬁ a syllogism 'Paﬁa@‘etattantu.
-ni§§h§tyantﬁﬁh§vaprétiyOgi.Paﬁaﬁﬁat.Pa?éntaravat.’Purugottama
objects o this by saying thet the hetu is contradicted by
perception,.The opponent challanéés this by sé&ing that there
is no fallsey in the hetu,because the iject,herelis the |
existence of Brehmen which is the substratum.Purusottana
asks a8 $o what is mesnt by the compbund Brahmasattd?Does it
mean the existence of Brshwen or Brahmen which is existence?
The first is wrong beceuse Brahman is not possessed of sny
at'ﬁribute.The secand goes egainst the Srutis saying that
it cen not be exPer§enced by our senseé.Puru§ottama the#
sho&s how the scriptural passageé do not go.against the
Suddbadvaita, > | - | |
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. s 1 e e ln .
The most important criticism of Samkara is however
. . . . — 7
given in the beginning of the Anubhasyapraka@sa.lere perhaps
Purusottema is following in the footsteps of Hamgnuja,who

» » »> i * , »
hes given a critical and exhaustive refutation of Semkara
’ L4
onder the first Sttre ic his Sribhsgya.Purugsottsma is

however more earefgl and does not indulge in the repudiation
of Befikera on s lafge scole.Purugottana hewewer thinks it
fit to concentrate on the Aﬁhygsa-hhéﬁyé viz;%he inﬁroé
duectory part of Saikara's commentarylﬁe need not here give
the Plrvepaksa,which is well known, Apart from the references
to the Brutis,Purusottema's arguments are(aé £ollows:
Semkara hes tried to make out the concomitence, thet
(whatever ig sn object is no —sentient.This vygpti;says
Purusottema,is sublated by perceptién.The sentiency of
the soul is mccepted by both the parties,it can be grasped
by?thé pratyagvitti(luner knowledge).The séul is tﬁus‘an
object of the Pratysgvitti end is thus all-pervading.Hence
only the wyeapti viz;whatever is nou-sentient is an object,
can be established by perception.the opponent need not point
out that as the pratyagvitti does not apprehend the Ftmen,

which is cit-eksrsess,it is not en object.Even if we agree to

-
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this, the atmen will have to be accepted as an object

in some form or enother,Otherwise,if there is no object,

how can there be any vitti?It should not be said that it is

the ego,which is the object end not the soul, According to
the Nyaya system,it is the soul which is the object and not
the ego. According to the SBikhya,as the ego is non-sentient,
if this is the case,the shantva end the caitenys would
Aappesr to be co-evgal,lu thsl case,when the ego as an
object is removed in thé pratyagvitii,only the Fhmen A
remains a8 the object.It should unot be seid thst,when the
ec0 is removed,the @tman is kuown as the very nsture of

. the pratyagvit%i.This can not be accepted in the absence of
ary other mesns of realizétion.That is what happens.in the
world at the time of testing a gem.Otherwise the mitya-nitye-
vastuviveka is possible even from the systemslike the
Saitkhya;end thus it will not lesd to the vicEra-sdhiksra,

.a¢ made out by the opponent.Hence even thoush the opponent
does not wish ,he will have to accept reluctently that

atnar is known by pratyagvitti.this will not iead to the
non-sentiency of the atman on‘account of its bein?/
iliumindted by an external sgency,becsuse one cen fall

' /4 . . —
back upon the Bruti psssages like 'Atraysm purugdshgsvayem
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100
jyotir bhevati'. Thus the atmen should be understood as the

abode of sentiency and yet having the nature of sentiengy;
and the cantrést between the subjeet end object can be
explained -away by virtue of our eﬁperienes. Thus when the
relationship of the BSraya and the @brayin is established,
the Bdmen eud semvid will have o be admitted ss different
and thus the substence as eu object should also be accepted
85 distinct,It should not be doubted that as the satfva is
inexplicable,those which are connected with 4t are also
~equally inexplicable.It i necessaiy, ever for the 0ppsnenf,
to explain the sattvs,because otherwise even the samvid will
be confounded with asative.If existence is to be-of the
nature of luminosity,then the é%man,which is cainected with
it,surely has the sative.Zf It is not wise to say that the
Btman is of the sature of 1umiﬁésiﬁy and is not connected
with it,as there is no pratyaktve there.'l know! or 'I em
endowed with knawleﬂgél3sentences like thése show that
knowledge is su sttribute of the sounl.Thus when the

existence of the coul different from the luminosity is
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conceded, the existenceg of the dartha as en object in the

form of not being superimposed,is also established,because
that which does not exist cen not be en object.There is ﬁo
such cognition as 'I see or'exyerience'a sky-flower*iﬁs
regards the phantom or mirage it is seen in a superimposel
form.It should not be said that there is %he straying of
existence in the abh®ve, because it also has the bhavatva The
sbhava is stated to be there,only in the form of the counter
pert which is not being eXperienped.Otherwise even with a
counter part,it will be cognised.It should not be contehded
thet since the samvit is inseparsbly connected with an object
and as it does not shine forth without the object,it cen not
be called self-luminous.Fhst as the lemp has its neture of
light,the samvit is of the nature of luminosity snd this
itself is the svatahprek@ba padartha.Similer is the case of
the soul.The opponent may here point out that the @fman which
is all-pervading exists every where. Just as water is super-
imposed on send resulting in mirage even so the bodies ete,
afe superimposed on the Ftmen.If we believe in the sativa,

it i& impossible to explein the limitation at a particuler
place.Thus we accept the sal-ased-vileksanatva on the basis

of its being seen,teking into account its ssattva,This,says
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Purusottama,is improper.For those who believe in the vastu-
-pariccheds,the samavEyin end the lixe of the substence oikist
and thus the defa is easily established.Those who do not
sccept it,believe thet everything is the effect of Braﬁman\and

thus the debs Would‘be included in it.Thus when the defa is
esteblished as also the bodies ete,it is easy to understend

their superimposition on' the soul,Utherwise it is diffiecult to
explain it like the sky-flower,The illustration given by the
followers of Samkara viz. ' Apratyaksa akae malinysdhyssavsll
sprotyaksa Ftmani barirsdhyaseh' is not correct.lkaba is
perceptible to the non-intelligent as space, and o the intelli-
-gent on sccount of the nature of the thing iteelf.Thus the

illustration does not lead to the desired conclusion.it the
end of the discussion Purugottema discusses some scriphursl

301‘

pesssges,

We havé seen ebove some lmportaut refutations of the‘
theories of others,ass given by Purugoftéma.lt may not be
posgible 10 exemine ell of them here because it would add
much more to the bulk of this thésis,bﬁt we may Say that
there is nothing wron?v in steting thet meny of his arguments
are fairl; reasangble,The repudiatién of the Buddhistie
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' Catuskotika is really aivery good specimen of Purugoitsma's
scholarship and capacité as an argumentator,Similar is his
rejectian of the concep% of abhava,the theo;y of the ”
pervasion of the soul; end that of the reflection of the

soul end Brshman,The question however remains only with. the
last discussion,in which Puru%ottgmg‘attacks Safikara and his
thesis that the subject can nsver be an object.Purusottamats
refutation as detailed above reminds one of the similar but
more vielent refutetion given by Rawanuje.There ave fiaws in
Saikara's theory,but it should be remembered thab it is futile
to aceept everything ressonsble and légical in those realns,
;gggglogic has no say of its owmn.It is rather difficult to
sgree that the Btmwan is the object of Pratysevitti,when there
is sbsolute oneness and there cen be no subject-object- |
relatiaship or duelity.Saikera could have very easily pointed
out to Ramanuja and Purﬁgottama,what Purugottama has himself
sald to Vacaspati while defending Bhasksra,The whole theory

of cneness ,adhyasa ,ihébility to explain the subject-object-
relationship aud all thet pertain to the esoteric level and
not o the exoteric realm of thinking.It is useless therefore

to srgue that 'Ahem jBuEni' end¢ similar sentences show that
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o . I b . .
knowledge is en attribute of the 'I'  when Samksra is

s . . . . oy 102
thinking from the point of view of 'Kens kam vijmiyss!,

It is agein curious to note that all the thinkers would like
t0o conceal their weak points by fallidg back upon the érutis,
while the same is denied by them to their opponents.Vallsabha
end efter him Purugottems have tc tske recourse to the Srutis
very often,For Sehkara it hes been stated that he first.
fremes his system ou the strength of pure reasan snd then
tries to support it by scriptures.In so doing he is some-
~times compelled gquite naturally,to déstort the seriptural

pesSsages-a process,theologians cen never tolefate.

(V).

N ' [ .
Interpretation of the Srutis,

The Srutis have aiways been ﬁhe fountain source of
Indien philosophical systems.All the systems,especially the
Vedantic anes,are said to be dependent painly on the Srutis
and every Acarya wishes to show that his theories are not
new or invented but are the same &8 taught in the blutls

which were not properly understood by otheérs,The Bhegavad-
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Gitd ana the Brahmasﬁiras also enjoy the ssme position of the
Prasthanes or starting points of those systems.For Vallabhse
hpwevér the Blidggavete is sdded to make up the Prasthidnacatus-
-taya,

Vallabha says: that out of these four Presth@nss,the Srutis,

the Gita,the Brshmesitras sud the Blagevata,each former can be

properly understood with the help of the succeeding one,This

: X _ 103

hes been illustrated by Purusotbtama thus.. The Sruti says,
— ” win, 104

"Apenipfdo Javano geshit®'.  Does this mesn thet Brohmen is

devoid of worldly hsnds and féet or that it is without hands

, - . 105
and feet altogeliher? The Gita paasage'Sarvatah panipadam tad'

would help us. in this respect end so the slaukiksdamsrthya of

¢od is uphedd by accepting the former alfernative.Similerly

‘ ) 106
the Gita says'Witysh sarvegstah sthanur acalo’/yam senateneh',

e e 107 . . .
and 'Mamsivamso jivaloke', For understanding this the
, 108 ,

Brohmasutras 'Utkrantigatysgatingm' etc.would helnfdY in
deciding the ehfatva.The SUtras sgain say'Jenm@dyssya yatah!
103.1.8.Ab.pp.%8-40. 7
104,85vetaévatara Upenisad.I11.19.
105.. Bhagevad 0Tt2.XT1T.123.
106, Bhagavad (ita.ll.24.

107, Bhegavad GifE.XV,?.
108. Brehmesttras.II.iii,25.

109, Brohmesutras.I.i.2.
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This cen be undsrsitood with the help of the BhEgsvats .-

‘ 110
pesseges like 'JenmzdyaSys yato‘nvayad...' -

Thé bssic view point regarding thé Vedas iq almost thé
 _same in all the orhhodox systems of India,The Vedguta believe
-5 in the SvatahpramanyaVada of the Srutis. As Purusottama |
says the Vedas are en independent Preamaia for the meta-
-physical knowledge, on sccount of three reasons.Firstly
it is Settvafodhake,The Settva which helps in the right
knowledge cen be purified only by the meens stated In the
scriptures,and thus they are an indepeﬁdent proof,Secondly
they ere the sentences of the Lord Himself,The Vedas are
regarded in India as Apaurugeya.Thirdly theyy are of éﬁg
nature of the external breath of the Highest Lord.lllThe’u
Yedas arefthus eternal,The specislity of the Suadhadvaite
is that they believe in o different nmama-prepdiica eltogether,
e shall however discuss that point in the next chapter.

The Vedantic writers have throughout tried to find out
their own theories from the scriptures.The scripitures are

the works of different sages composed at different times and

110.BHgzavata.I.1. 1. B

. . L L e —t —
11. Sarvanirapeksah svetehpremesabhlite vedd eva. Sattva-
~8odhakatvat bhagavadvekyatvat tennibvasidtarlipatviéea,

T.5.Ab.p.35.
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different pleces.Naturally therefore the scriptures msy not

eppesr to present a coherent system =nd the need for evolvhng

_wvuch s syatem was felt from very early times,Even Bsdarzysna

1 eryane has tried to find-

has seid 'Tab tu samenyayat'.
-out o consistent system from a bundle of conflicting
passages.

Vellabha end Vitthalea have not comnented upon the
Upenisads snd though Purugottama is said to have written
many Dipikas,most of “them are unfortunately not found,We heve

thus to depend upoﬁ the interpretations of the Srutis found
in the Anubhsya and its PraksSs and other works,

Purugottame discusses how the conflicting Sruti passages
should be recenciled end interpreted.lf we acceptv one position

=nd reject the other,then naturslly *he psssage which is

re jected would logse the Pramenya, though it mey form an
~ integral part of the Srutis.This is undesiresble because how

cen we declare that one passsge is right while the other is

wrong?As a consegquence the whole of the Srutis would be

Apfﬁmégika.lls

How them shoudd the contradictions be recongiled?

Purugottame seys that it cen be done by accepting both as

mdt-ﬂ—-‘-—-c.o--‘---.—“-..-——--———-——---—-———-———————-—-—-———-————.—‘-—“ o ——

112, Bvahms»utras 1.i.3.Vallabha's interpretation of this

Stitra is not tsken into sceount here,
11:30 .LQ‘B’.:PQPI 47.
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equally correct end the contradiction iz to be explained

on the ground of the superior powers of tne Highest Lord,
This can be corroborated by the Srutis themselves, é g,

'Pe rasya Saktir vividhaiva sruya’te'lJ ete.Such pascages
show the capacity of the Highest Lord 115Thus even if the
rutls may sey that the fire is not ho» ywe should accept it
because the Lord hss the form of fire as siso of being not
hot,That is how the‘éérabrahman cen be both s&kara end
nirakara,i.e,with and without forms.1161t is thus the
expressed sense in the Vedas, which is %o be sccepted and

not geuny or lsksens i. e, seconder y.The geunT vrtti Whenaver

117
eccepted,is only for the ordlnary persons, It is on the

/“\ 3 —— 1 I
basis of this that Brehmsn is accepted in the Suddhzdvaita

a8 an abode of contradictory atiribntes,

There are however three different apnroaches in copnectis

-on with the relationship of Ershmen =ud its attributes,

Firstly if we take into account the strength of the word,

1155 A. J.Ptp.é—'r.

116, Taths ca nhagQVatah sarveruvatvena vahnirtpatvad anusna-
~-ruipatviEd cEnusnatvavshnitveyor sikadhikaranyze
chivatvadinam apy aikadhikaranyat vshnir enusnah

perem brahms brehdavispuéivakaram angiaran ity sviruddh-
-am ity . arthah. 5,S.pp.124-125,

117, Nanv evam sati gaunI ssrvata evocchidyeteti tatsiddhy-
~adigutrani virudhyerann iti cet,na ,tesam mendamadhya-

-marthetvat. T, S, 4b¥, p. 87.
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then Brshmsn is sn sbode of all the oontrédictory atfribﬁtes.
{ie may however think it out in anotherKWay alsc.%henever
rehman is described ihere are many atiributes negative as
well as positive.The negative attribﬁtes reject the mundane
ones ,while the positive descriptions enumerszte tHOSGIWhidh
are supramundene,Thirdly if we go by implication,Brahmen has
the Qature of all the contradiétoryes.llgwe can easily under-
-stand the distinction between the first two epnroaches,To
say thet Brahmen cpnﬁains all the attributes,even contradifte
-ory ones ,ecsn not be reconciled with snother statement made
in the seme breath that it hes all the supramundsne
atiributes and the negative descriptions pertain only to
those sttributes ,which sre mundsne,If everythiuz in the
Vedas .is slaukike ,everything must be elsukiks and we can not
explain one word from the point 8f view of the lsukiks and
the other from that of the alaukiks,This is what Purngottena
" knows pérfaetly well end that is why he distingfiishes between
the two- approaches,

[ £ e +
Ou the whole the spproach of the Suddhadvaita suthors

118.%vamdca éabdébalavidﬁrega viruddhassrvadhormadreyon
brshmeti nir@ayah.érutyuktayuktyﬁ vicare tu laukikedharms-
-Stnyan alaukikeservadharmeyukten iti nirnaysh.irthabela,-
-vicare tu viruddhasarverGperm iti nirnayah.d.B,P.p.933.
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towsrds the Srutis is that of the ecceptance of a devotee o
;éverything that is stated,whether it may or may not éppeal to

, reéson.ln fact there should be no appeal to reason,beceuse it is
all beyond the world.Hundred of passages are iuterpreted in this
way in the works of Vallabhs snd Purusottsma. /

While the way, in which the passages are interpreted,folicws
generally the pattern of the rules of interpretstion,cenerally
~accepted by all;it is necessary to note one impo?tant point.Very
often the Suddhmdvaita takes recourse to the Puranas for under-
-stending the parport of the Srutis. This has already beén noted
above, while showing the inter relation of the four Prasthanss,
fh the Suddhadvesita.In tue Agubh§§yaprakééa.Purugottsma quabes
8 verse for thisg

Anzn tabskhasspekse veidiksrthasya nirnaye,

119.
Svabuddhikalpitad arthad beliyan upabrihitah,

It is interesting to note here that the Purdnas mey be understood

as esu aid to the interpretation of the Vedss,especially for under-

-standing the development of mythology.Dr.M.Winternitz at one
)

plece refers to'the efforts of scholars to bring the wemehsd of

the Rgvede in to unison with the later asrratives and to utilize

WY VS T S T SrY, W (IR T T G AP SON G G G G T e s A A W S GRS S D W B W G SD Tl A WA S ) M G S S Tl S W VS W T W e T W TR e SN e S S e N

119,4.B.P.p. 353, Oimiler case on p.1068 also,
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the later in the elucidation of the Rgvedic poem.lgOSO far as

progressive mythology is concerned, Vé&iC‘legends cen be
examined in the light .of the Puranic tales.Cen the same thing
be done for the interpretation of the Upanigadic tesching
‘also? ‘ »

The most important point that reguires to be considered
here is the relationship of the Purva and the Uttara Kapndas
of the Vedic literature,Purusottama gives the different views
heid by various writers eud gives the necessary refutations,
Samcara says that the Plrvs and the Uttara Xendas of the
Srutis should not be teken together but they are rather ggainst
each other, becsuse there is a difference in the subject énd

the purpose of teaching.Purugottema says that in that case,

the Uttare Kenda cen not be called the Vedanta st all,If there
is no mutual relstionship between the two,there is definitely
no ekavekyatd betweén them.The Uttara Kahda is not necessary
for expleining the nature of a doer in the actions,for if

expounds the nature of the individual soul which is neither a

doer nor an enjoyer.It again does not lend strength to the-

" - - o 7 W S B Y o T G A O N D G G O3 W0 S R ot S M P D D 6 S M A G Sy S TR A WY SR T D SR A A e T S g we s e P

Cf.Dr.}.Winternitz. History of Indiam Literature .Vol.I.p.105.
In the footnote ,he refers to Celdner in the 'Wedische

' Studien! I,243-295, and Oldenberg,ZDNG 39,72ff and 'Die
Literatur des alten Indien 'pp,53ff.
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121
sctions on the basis of the passage:'Yaed eva vidyayd karoti..!,

since only the Udgithavidya leads to the Kermapsuskalys end

this is not the case with the whole of the Uttars Kanda.The
ekavakysts con not be established on the ground of aceentua-
-tion and grammatical rules, because it is not the proper
besis end goes against the well known Yimsnsa rule!drthaiketvad
ekem vakyam sakaiiksam ced vibhﬁgeysﬁét.’The relation between
the two cen again not be estsblished by arguing thut sacrifices
create a desire to know.Mere desire of knoﬁledge is of no use.
The Sruti' Vedem anteyacaryo’ntevasinam anué§sti',lgzand
similar passsges differentiate between the Vedas and the
Upeniseds,The term Vedanta can again not be defended on the
ground of conventional usage,because it is not included in

the Svadhyaya.(The view point here is of the convention and
not the compound'Vedesya entah'.)In that cese itsid #¢ study
and thought about it{Adhysysna and vicara)would not be

en joined,i,e.would be avaidha.lts.stady can not sgain be
included in the vicars as found in the passeges lize 'Tad
vijijizsasva tad brﬁhm&'lngecause rere jijiasd cen not
restrict it to the three upper clasSeS.Aceor&ing'ﬁo éaﬁkgra

therefoie the Upanisads can not be called Vedznta at all,

S W G o S e W P S WS e S TR e B R G AR VS P U WA R SN WP A N S AN A . Gt O O A B S G TR VAN M S P (e s A G e M S

121.Chandogya Upenisaed.I.i.10,
122.Taittiriya Upanisad.l.xi.l.

123, TeittirTiya.Upanisad.III. 1,
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Bhgskera seys that the Purve snd the Uttara Kandaes have

different subjects but have the sesme purpose.This,says
I g i 4+
Purusottama,goes egainst the Srutis and Swmriis teaching

Brehmen as the meaning of all the Vedas(Servavedartha.)

Vijfisnabhiksu believes that the Uttare Kepda is subordinste
to the Purva Kanda, as Brehnan is the Dherme end all the
Vedas teach of the Dharma.The Brehmavicdra is thus not useless,
but is for the purpose of a complete study of the Dharma and
wouid thus be on a par with the Kalpasutras.Purugottema argues
that this would go egsinst the seriptural passages,which show
that Brahman is the meaning of all the Vedas.This would again
run couster to the view B the sages like Jaimini, who did not
-complete the Dharmavicsra and Vyssa, who did not begin with
the Dharmavicara,The snslogy of the Kalpasutras is not proper,
because of the difference in the topic of discussion(Prsti-
-padyabhedsa) in the Uttars Kenda.The opinion of‘@rikapyha is
slso refuted. |

How eve the two psrts relsted in the Suddhmdveita?dccaord-
-ing to the passeges like 'Mam vidhatte’ bhidhatte wam, ..,']24
The term Upanised cen be understood to hesn the knowledge of
Brahmen and Atman according to the brahmavada.ine term vidys

means the negation of any understsnding of dlstzncnlans as

124, Bhaga«ata Purana.XI XX1 43



per the passsge,'Vidyatmsni bhidéﬁédhab.'lgsso when the
sacrifices eore performeé with knowledge,they lead to the Karmae-
-psuskalya, The JedEntas are thus required~for the Purva Kanda,
Knowledge again cen be obtained by one, who has a pure mind
and thé sacrifices and the like are instrumental in the
purification of thfmind.Thus the Purva Kanda is helpful to the
VedButa, Though in both of them Kerma and Jiana are knqyﬁ%to be
respectively principal,the subject matter of both és &@e and
the same, in as much as actiong and inowledge ars differer;‘t
attributes of the same object i,e,the Highest Lord.When they
are combined,the result is the Brahmabhava and the attainment
of the highest position,Thus both of them have the same
purpose.Thig being the case, it is mesningless Y0 point out

126
sny contradiction between the itwo,

According to the Suddﬁédvaita all the words express
@od.Puru§ottama says that thOSe,Who taked the scriptures
as heving the purport of eetion only, are completely ignorent
of the fact that the scriptures $esch of the Highest Lord,
Phis is very nicely brought out by Purusottama,whﬁm we méy
fully quote here. "htraivan bhati. Vedasyopekremo hi msntra-

-devatgstutyadav upayukteh.Praksrenam ca yggasya.Sa ca 'yajhio

s B o e L > " e o o S R T S L Vo W SR A W o W o o o o S o) - G Ul Y 08 S W B Vo Mo G S e W e e S o Y

125, Bhagavata Purapa,XI.{xix. 40
126, 4. B,P.pp.46-49,635-70,

H
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vai vigpur'iti Sruter bhagavedripah.Devata pagnyadsyo yaga-
-Sesd bhegavadeisabhitah, Ker tgpurugo’pi yogaseso bhagavadanbah.
PurusaSesabhiitem phalam apy®etasyaivanendasysnysni'ty sdifrater-
-bhagavedesBablitun, Tath#éivopakerananys pi.Evam sarvan sakeat-
-paraiipersyd ca bhagsvedripem iti bhegavaty eva brutes
ﬁgtparyam".lg7Additionai argumenté are alsolgivenuﬁy our author
to show that the sacrifices sre of the nature of the Highest

Lord, Vedss have warious brenches and esch sacrifice e.g.
Jyotistoma is described in them in various weys.Whst is the use
of thqdifferentd déseriptions of one snd the seme sacrifice,

when one such a description would have been enough?If

different descriptions ere for those who are not intelligent,
then one simple edplanation for them would have worked even Tor
those,who are inteliigent.ior are they for proﬁounding the
better results, since in tﬁak cese, it 18 useless ‘to describe
the same fruit everywhere.The varisty of deseriptions is thus
for establishing the similar variédy of the fdrms of the Lord,
In the Sékﬁ?ntef@dhiksraga of the Purveminsnsasltras,there are

24 aphorisms to discussigf and refute the contention that there

is difference of action,corresponding to the difference of °
boy v . : : ‘ :
valkkhas and it has been established thet only one karma is

taught in various breuches,.We should therefore concede that

127.7,8s. Ab.p. 21,
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kerms has peny forms.This can be explained only on the ground
: o . 128 v
_ of pessages like,'Vedai% ca sarvair sham eva vedyeh', 8howing
. . ) .
that the Highest Lord is the fteaching of the Vedas,'the Sruti
o g ~ _ 129
further ssserts 'Vad exam avysktam ansntertpam®i.e. the God

hes meny or endless forms.Purusottama therefore concludes:

130
'Bhagavato/nesarupatvad yajfaripasya bahuprakarair nirtipanam, '

Lo 0 e . . —_ —_
Tne Builhadvaits thinkers do not agree that the Upassnss,
which form part of the Uttara Kande ,are for the purification
of the mind,2s has been made out by the Maysvadins.leditations

. ) ~3‘
actuslly teach of the greatness of (iod.1 !

It will of course be a very useful study to sec how the
Upaniga&s‘aré interpreted in the §uddh§dvaita{Thousands of
pascages are interpreted by Vallabhs and Purusottama , though
the former did not comment upon them regularly,while for ihe
later, even though he is said to hsve done so,most of his

comrentaries are not extant.It is possible to show these

189, ielBusraniys Upanisad .I.15,

130, T.8n.4b.pon. 24-26.

131. UdgithacistryRdyupasensyd tattetprakdrenoktam phalsm tens
tenopfsyena diyate,TegEm cs pratiketvena tatkrtaphala-
-d3man mulardpanahstmysn,eva pratipaditam bhavati,JRate
ca nahatmye $atra bhaktis tey® jéfanam,T.S.Ab.p.45.
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interpretations affer collecting the vast number of passéges

found expleined by them,especially by Purusottame in his
voluminous works.this however requires a specisl study from
that varticuler point of view.For the present however I ﬁave
just given the fundamental epproach to the érutis,as clearly
.explained by Purusottema.Fven then I would 1ike_£0 examine here

te interpretation of the HEQ@EK&& Upsnisad, togelther with .
that of the Gaudapads kKarikas,as given by Purusottama.
Purusottama's commentaries on the K?simhottaratﬁpiﬂi,Kaivél?a,
end Brshma Upenigads are also available,but the purpose of

these commentaries appears to be to show that the said works
cen not be expleined s0 as to teach the Kevalsdvaite of
Safkara Bven in the commentary on the Mandikys the purpose is
definitely the same.It is however au importsnt Bpenisadg and
Puruscttama hes commented upon tpe first two chapters of

the Caudapsda's £@rikas also.We will therefore study the
Dipiks of Purusottama on this Upenised from three points of
view; the interpretation of tﬁe Gpanigad,thé explanation of
‘the wErikds and the relsatiouship of the Upanisad with the
Karik®s in the light of Purusottema's remerks,

The Upenised begins with the syllsble Om.Purusotiama says

that the Sruti wents to tesch the seed of the expressim of
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Brshman in the whole of the Vedas.This is: taught by stating
the meaning of the syllsble Om.The Om is of the aatnre of
Aksara Brehmen,(Cm ity etad aksaram.)Bverything that cen be
measured by time,past ,present end fu%@re,and whatever is
beyond the Time e.g.jiva ste.,all thes is Om,Ihe speech

vhich expresses whet is expressed by Om,is sn explenation of

132

it. " “Everything, thet which is an effect and that which is

not,is Brahmesn. othing is different from Brshmen.That which
we express by the term Om and the term Brshman,heving all
the forms ,that soul is Brshman i.e,it is to be expressed by
. N . 133 -
the term Brshman;it is not the Praketi,” As the term &tmen

is known to be used for the puraga end the individual souls
the Upanisad says:'So’yam atmd catuspat.'This is for sverting

eny understanding of the Puruga or the jIva here.The

—r— . =g - 12
passeges from'so’yan Etng...'upto 'Sa atm& sa vijieyah.' 4

182/ Idam sarvam tasyopavyakhyanem: Idamgfssrvam Omkarayoni-
~kan vEngmayem, ..Upavyaklifiysnsm nikatatayd viveranam
ity artheh.li@pdukya dipika.p. 4.
183, Ayem Bima brahme.ksndukya upsnised.2.This is understood
aby Purugottena &8 againét any doubt regerding the
teeching of Prekrti of the Samkhys.
134, Wendukye Upanised.7.Mendikyas Bipika p.20.
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is something like en evplasnation of what has aifémdy been -«
stated before.As Purausottama says 'Idam sarbam vakgyam=h am
ca SUtrerupens purvam dgtasya vrttiripen jleyam'. 135AS the
Upenisad is swere of the difficulty in understanding it,the
Ftmen is divided into four padas. °

that is the meanﬁné,of the ﬁéda here? It does not mesn
'Legs' as in the case of a cow,it mesns 'parts! 28 in the csse

" 4

of coins.lgoFurther it is instrumental everywhere,in so fer as
itp signifies Prahmen.It is not instrumental in the first
three and objective in the last,for otherwise the formlessness

4 0 » X L3 » ,-!37
would leed to its inexplicablity,

The first pada is said to be jmgeritesth@na i.e.having ss

ct

ite resort the egbiviks antifahkarenavrttividese.It is deseailied

es bshih-prajfiall because,on sccount of it,the individual sonls

have the comprehension of the extermsl objects.lgg It hes

135. ¥endukya Dipikz.p.>5.

13, Kérgfapenader ivaméavacensh padababdsh ne tu gavader iva
caranavacanah.Ibid,p.5.

137, Tatrepi brehmegemakatvat karepesadhenah sarvatra,na tu
viévadigu ksrenasadhenas turiye kermasidbansh,Vairtpysd
brehmeno nirvésyatdpatted ca .Ibid.p.5.

1388, Jegaritem sattviko ntshkerenavritivibessh sthanam yasya
Sa Jegaritestiznah.Behir lezukike bshye visaye prajia

avabligso yena jivanam sa behih prajieh,Ibid.p.6.



seven limbs end nineteen faces.The limbs are the'worlds‘;gd
the {sces are ;ten organs (Of sensstion snd eétian),five life~
~preeths and fou; internal orgsus.They are doors of apprOachlnn
1t.13mlt is Qescrloed as 'Sthulabhuk?’, baoaube it enjoys the
gross body of the Brahwauda or the gross objecﬁs(af enjoyment
by meane of these doore.lt is Véi%vﬁﬂaré,since it ieads ail
the iﬂdiviéual souls to their proper worlds snd en joyments

140

in verious we ¥S.  Purusottema szys that his interpretation

. e e T S rTmim s g )
is 1qboﬁi®rm1zy with the Sruti,'P=do’sya vibva bhutani.! 141

dere Parusotbama gives a very impprient explanstiong of the

-
<

term pmdz whei. he says ,'*nuyats jNayate porem pTEhﬂaﬁeﬂetl

- 14 .
pedah.’ he term pada thus mesns tha® by which Brahmsn can be

knovwn,

The secoand is svapnasthana i.e.having the dream as its

. . : . . a o
abode ,the r@jasa antehkerenavrttivibese,It is antjibprajfis,
because on sccomt of it aue experiences the internal objects

in @ dresm,It is previvikiabhux because of the enjoyment of

133, Mukhzny upclabdhxdvaranl.kanduxya Dipika.p.6.
140, Viévam sarvantersn jivan anekadhd tattaducitalokesu

bhogesu ca naystiti viévanarah.Se eva vaiSvanareh ssrva-

-pindswma. lbid.p. 7,
141, hg-veda,X.90.3.

142, Wendukya Dipiks,p.7.
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.

the internal with respsct to the sense~organs.143jt is teijasa,
because it helps in the enlightening of thefndriyas, This is

the second pads.Here also Purusottema explains pada ss

, 144
' Ji#pakomsah, !

‘The suguptesth@na,the tAmesa antohiarenejrttivibesa is the
third,It is described .as tekibhﬁfah',becauée of its in-separable
connection with the jivs and it is celled'PrajHanaghena’,since
it is the mass of préjﬁéhas.Puru§ottama explains prajfena in
two weys,(1)Prejifanaw tattadicdriyejanysni Jienani, (2)Prakrst-

45 , 5
~an jiEnam yeis tEnindriyani.” The term 'eva'in the Upanigad
is for averting the knowledge of everything as different from
the very nature.The third pade is called 'Znendabhuk’,because
as compared with the previous two,it is full of gliss,lt hes

the essence of the attributes of Brahman,snd it is also the

tel

rehmaloka.lt is not however the Highest Bliss, becsuse the
bliss here is measursd.This however should not lesd us to

edmit the existence of even the slighséest misery,because

S S T G - - o W £ S T LB G g TR g W WS R WY S G D Sy Y W S T U T S T G ¢ R e S TV TV W Sy S e A8 K S A M it . mam S R T

143. Previvikitem indriyapekgayd Bntersm bhunkte iti,

dendikya Dipika.p.9.
144. Ibid,p.S. ' ‘
145, Ibid,p.10,

146, Prajfignsghana evauendamaysh.izhdikys Upanised.5.
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nisery is the result of duelistic experience,which is absent
here.Because it is @nendamaya,it is said to be Enandabhuk,The
ffoor of enjoyment is§the cetas.As Purusottema puts it 'Kevala-
—bodhei}gapa@ svaSmin§ng§hak§k§re§§paripatam cetad cittanm
mukhem @nandopalabdhidvaram asyeti cetgmukhab.'lé?The vibva
and the taijesa though knowing the past aﬁd the like,show
dualism ,but in the third p=ds there is no dualism end thus it
1¢ called prujiia,The Upsnisad,sfter teaéhing of the naﬁure,
describes His greetness.As he inspires all the &ifferenﬁ things
he is the controller of all like the fourth.He kuows everything
as non-Gifferent from himself.He is thas Ssrvebvars and Servs j-
~fis. He sgain enters and reguletes snd thus is cslled the
fnteryemin Fe is the Ymoni,the plece of origin of everything;
From him are born all the beings and they merse irn him finally,

The fourth p&da is doscribed by the Sruti af first with
negeltive atiributes,so as to differentiste it from the First

{

three.He is neither sntahprajia,nor behihprajfic,becouse he
does not creste anything endowéd with vikalpsbudihi,either

externally or internally.He is again not ubhayatehprajia ile

[ )

e

ot

& om.iscient snd his prajiig does not depend upon the
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148, wendukys Dipiks.p. 11,
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It is neither prajia,nor aprajiy,

nor even prajisnaghana, It ic not an object of our eyes or eny

<.
other sense organg.(4 rsig, avyavanaryalhe can not again be

an objec%’of any organ of action(sfrahya).He is.beyand all
inferences (alak§ya),coéparisonsgaliﬁga},thoughts(acintya) and
exyressions(avyapa@eéya) ifter thus distinguishing him from
sverything else by meens of negative attributes,positive
deseription is .given for evplaining his greatness.He is to be
approached by thoae,who have knowledge of the'sou1.149The

expance of the world i is ;wiet@ned in him.4s he is beyond all °

~limitations, there can be no expence of the world d1fferen¢é

from him.Fe is quiet,benign and devoid of duallty.Thay is how

people believe him to be.He is not'such end such'alone.lso

‘He is the Ftman,he should be known,Thus even though beyond

‘mind and speech,the description of him is not fotile because

he is the self.This also makes clesr the doctrine of grace, o1

| After this the Upenised with a view to show the affinity

‘-m—.——-w-’o.-“‘.-‘n—-w—.ncu.—n‘.m-—-m————-—m—.-o-v‘——.“-..‘.._--‘--—------—~-~“‘~.‘

148.Vandukya 8ipika.pp.20~-21.

149, Ekatmapraty ey asaran ekatmapratyayair Jﬁanlbhlh garo’
nuSeranam ysesya.lbid.p.Zl.

. 150.Tt8drban caturthem menyente,na v etddréa eve sah.Tbid.p

151.8a purvoltaritika Atme vijeyah,a@tmotvato na vaiyarthyam
ity artheh.Tsvetd Srutysnteroktam varanaikalabhyatvepirm
eva sphutibhavati.Ibid.p.22,

*
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between the syllsble Om and the Bfahman,compares the firut
three padas with the three morae,i,U,end ¥ snd the last pada
with the moraeless nada,Purugsottama sdys after explaining
these comparisons:'Hvam nadasya turiysdharmevattvena matra-
ntarayam pﬁdéhterasaﬁharmyepédhig?heyatvasﬁmyggé ca Omkaro
mﬁkhyagaugav?tﬁibhyém‘Etmébhinag ity arthsh,atmsbhinnathad
evakgarsebhinno igeyaha’KSQThe Upsnigad concludes by giving
the phalaéruti.,'Samvibaty Ftnanatusien ye evem veds,'
Purugottema explsins samvisati es 'Upsbhunkﬁe’and cites the
Sruti,'so’énute sarven ¥awdn saha Lrahmens vipaéciﬁﬁ.'15”
While commenting ﬁpcn the first nine verses of Gzudapada-
Kéfikés,?uru@otiama makes an importaLﬁ statement:; 'Tatha
cedam siddhyati,Servapindatnd vibvah,servendriyatia teijsfeh
servemena~ztieé sarvapr@udtua va prajish.fvenbhidva$ canabhi-

— . _ s o — 154
-menene ity evemrtpah parematmeive jileyd na tu §arirsh,?

From the enalysis of the interpretation of the Upanisad

&S given by Purusottame,it is clear that Purusottsma and for

thet matter the éu&dhédvaita teschers do not believe that
162.Mendukys Iipiks ,pp.31-22,

]53. Ibid-p. 3?)‘

154,1bid,.p.186.
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the four querters as deseribed in tie Upaﬁigad,refer to the
four states of conseciousness,They are an the‘otﬁer hand
various forms of God, who is cspable of sssuming endless
forms.This is perhaps the reason why a% msny plsces in the
dissolution of ths compeunds the instrumentsl aﬁ& not the
genitive is sccepted.é.g.Behifprajiiah: Babye vigeye praifia
avabhi@so jivasm yena sah.lﬁsetc Is this a co ect reaﬁlng of’
the meaning of the Upenised?lt appesrs that the Upanisad
teaches wbout the states of consciousness, rather than what
is ezp¢31q[€y Purusotisma,snd the interpretation accordlng to
thet s&em§£ymgg“e natural.oe will elso perbaps find that
Purusottama is upnecessarily bringing in the doctrines of

the Suddh@dveita at places. [hus Tor instauce what is the
ground for‘telling about the ’ﬁa@itﬁhaﬁdatva’"u connection
with the prajffs sud its (his )attribute{ Znandamaya'?The
explanation of 'Sewvibatitas 'Upabhunkte!,while interpreting
the phalabruti,appears to be Ter-Tetched.It is no use finding
fault with Purusottans hére and tﬁere,beaausa meny such weak
pointe can be found out.It must be said howsver that just as
the absolutisn of Sahiara can not be found oub in the

Updnioed in toto,similarly the SuddhTdveita elso can not be

T D W S T D TR GO s B e 7% € B e e T T ot T P - — - i S G -

155.iendukys DIpikd.p.6.
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accepted ss taught here completely.

Coming to t.e XKarixgs of Gaudepdda,we have already seen
in the precediag chspter that though Purusottame has
comrented upon all ths chapters,his cowsentary enly on the

first two is extant.hny way the comventary on the first:two
ehEpters especially the second,is enough to show how
Purugottama has interpreted the KSrikds in keeping with his
own theories,We may nofe here soue 1nue*nretatlans which sare

interesting for our purpose,

The Kerikd'Devasyaisa svabhivo’yam! Zptakamasya ka

sprha'™  is taken by ﬁarugcttama to prove the theory of

157
krTdEto’ vanzsvznhavo na tu Sn?hoya karapnath’,

&)

[315.He says ITensa

-

(ne may note here bthat tre torn'IrIidatanfis adued by

purusottama here.The immeaiately preceding Korixad 'fridsrtham

iti cEpare'need not warrent such a canclusion,because it is

sgein preceded by'Bhogaritbam srsbir ity anye.'ls it that

the author of the.Krrikd really sccepted the theory of
Kriga?Perhaps he did not,for how %o explain the 'Apare’

otherwise®In the three X®rikss I,7-9,the author gives

o £ . T 90> S S NS . S Y O S . G S OB APV Gl U S R Sl LT U OIS W S P AR G W T o G AP G S (NS K L G Gl S G SR e i G S S S i i . e e

156.Gsudapada K *“1&8 I.9. .

157 . ¥8ndukya Dlplia.p.19,
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various opinions regarding creation but it msy not mesn

that the last opinion is of the author himself.Perhaps

Gsudapada does not peefer the one to the other,

How sre the Kerikss,1.16,17,18 explained by Purugottema?
' The werse 16 says that when the individuel soul, sleeping on
gsccount of the beginningless mayd,is éwake,then the wmborn
sleepless dreamless nou-duzlism is known.PurQ§ottama says
thet Anadindyeys etc.means that,when one gets the Adhikire
for the realization of the fourth,he knows it,which has been
described before,The term 'yad®' in the verse shows some
effort for obtaining,but on the basis of khe passage
'Ve&éntavijﬁEhasuniécéféfthé...ete.'lséit is suggested that
the realization occures at the time of the end.Purusottama
argues fof this: *Anyaths jﬁrveélokené‘gatérthatvéd étam na'
vadet.’%ngériKE 17 runs 'If the world exists it will no
doubt be removed.This dualism is just nByd,there is advaita
from the highest point of view,'Purusottama says that

this verse is intended to teach that dusalism {s of the

ngture of interim creation.This is for removing the

O G S T > B S AL I D 1 S Ve Gy T G AR S T W T Y A D SO WS O S R S SO0 W . R S S A PO o e i, iy A S T gy . o o W B -

158.Mundaks Upenisad. III.ii.6.
159.Mendikya Dipika.p.26.
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duélistic idgas in ths minds of those,who havé.tﬁe
different Adhiksra and who ere thus iﬁzapabla 6ff¥clereting
the delay.Xzriks 19 means that the distinctisns,if at all
imsgined by enyone,will be removed,This Vada {discussion?)
'is because of presching.When truth is known there is no
duglism. Purugottana howe%er explains it in a different way.
He says that this verse also corrobcrates‘whachas been
stated in the previous verse.His explenatiocng is :"Kalpito-
vikalpo mEnsso yadi kengeit upésenena yogsdisadhanens ve
vikesato nivertete.Tedad Suddhe cotasi upadefzd jHate turiye
a&am vadsh bheddpadakatvat dvaitartpo na vidyate.' ®
purusottena then sdds "Sarvesya tedabhinnatve jHate

bhedasyapi - tedanatirekst so'pi purvebuddhartpadvaito brehme-

 =ive bhavati."lSO The verse is really s difficult one for
interpretation.purusottsma’s explanation of 'Kenacit'and
the wey in which he construes the sseond line do no% appeer
to be éanvincing. ‘

Purusotteme's interpretation of the Karil@s of the

second chapter is worth considering.Purugotiama says in
the bepinning of the chapter:"Upsdeksyamsns jfanavisayesys-

~tﬁ%nab sarvetmakatvalaksane svertpe bodhaniye

-— - M S o o - i s o

160. ¥endikys Dipika.p.26.
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tedvirodhinzh pratiyemwsnasya kalpenikesya bhedasya nisesaya
bhedavadysbhimataprapaficasya mithyatvam pratipadayisyen

161 3
...etec.”  Under the first three verses Purusottama gives

two syllogisms fo prove‘the unreality'cf the dresm

- experiences, followﬁng the Kﬁrikﬁs.fhey are;Syﬁpnikég
sarvabhavabhedzh éarir@nté@sthéh.éariraSamv?tafyﬁt.Yad

yat samvrtam tet fad anﬁ%ahstham.Gyhakumbhavaﬁ;Yad va Sarira-
-senvrten tec cherirsntshstham. Sirantradivat.'snd 'Taths

ce yadi getve paByet tam deSam prapaSysn pratibuddhes

tatraiva tisthet.Yato naivem ato nzivam.Yato na gatva

162
pebyati tato'ntareve pafysti.' The secoand line of the

third verse scecording to Pufuqottama,counters those,%ho
beliete in the reality of the dresm creation on the
analogy of the ereation of the Uintamani and the like.

éhe fourth verse extends the unrezlity to the internal
waking world.The internal waking crestion is here‘ofcourse
‘ﬁhé object;visualized by the mind,whiech is different from

en external object.Thus the svapna and the jagerita sthanas

ere of the seme type(Verse 5)0One mey point out that while

-—— L T L L LR T T VU ——

161. liendukya Dipikd.p. 23.

162. Ibid. pp.33-34.
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in the dresm everything is created,in ‘the wakiﬁg state it
is the erternal object that is thought of .How cen it be
nresl?Kariks 6 replies to this that the objest of mentel
delifration does rob exist Yefore and after thot
éeliéerai;io’xx and is thus.on a par with the ob jeet, ezperienced
in)a dream,Pufugottama says 'na hi m@nevakah simhatvens
dhyateh sisho bhevati.? o Tt need not be said that the
objects of our ideas should not he called unreal,because
they very oftei produce real results.The Hariks 7 is a
replﬁ#ﬁ $o this.This happens even in}dreams.?urugottama
gives #h¢ illustration for fhis,’Sﬁépnikapramadgggaréﬁdiné
pﬁiaMErthikaskhalaﬂadaréanﬁt'0?641t shoudd be no%ed here
‘thatv'Saprayojanaﬁﬁ vipraﬁiﬁadyate‘is,eXpléingd-by
Purugottama as 'Seprayojenata svapnﬁ'pi vipratipanngto
kificitkard sati sattvasadhiks,’® |

if @dysntavattva is the criterisn of umreality,the
seriptures enjojning svarga would be futiie;SVarga\is u

produced of the eplrva.The apirve is produced of our own

16 30 3\";73:{1?“@&‘? a D’ipi if.é.o p‘o 87 .
164, Ibid.p.37. -
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actions and is thus lisble to destruction by worship ete.
Karika 8 is a reply to this.Purugottama's'exPlanation of
the verse is that the agﬁfva (aptrvan ssmatkriysbhivysktem
ksrma)is v attribute of the Lord.(Sthanidharmeh:Sthanineh
jagredsdisth@nsvato dharmsh)as is the case with those,who

live in the heaven.(Svargasth® hi devas tanuiydiakatvens
bhagavet@ peramsbvarena sth3pitzh sarvadd tatra nivasanti)

For them heaven is not esteblished by the spirve,but is
of the asture of the avayavas of the Lord.Similariy the
aparve is also not obtained by setion but is eternal,The
seme is the case with heaven.It is only the connection
between the two, that is produced and therefore the Karma-
~Ssruti is not futile.T8n is the second line of Kariks 8

: _
is wnderstood by Purusottems as fSvergavasineh svargan va
svebhisajeis tan dhari@n vA' and' prek§ate; as~-'divyacaksusi
labdhe sBksat karoti.'THe lsst quarter specifies the
preksena,'Yatheiveha suSiksitah®: 'Yena prakarena bhagaved
ripateyd apirvetsyd va tatsvertpajfisne upadhydyena suberam
dettatiksss tethd! Thus he sees the heavens,as'he has been

taught here about them.lss‘

165, ¥endukya Dipiks.pp.38-32.
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‘If everything is unreal,even the seer would be unreal,

Thls would lead to the sunyavada.(V'IO)KErlka 1] is fory

gzv1ng tne blﬂﬂhantn. The term 'Devah! in the verse

accora1ng to Purusoftama hes its ”QBHECblOﬂ with the krids

b .

Thus the 1mag1nat1&n of God is of the nature of sport,The
three cases used in '"Atmand','Atmsnam' and 'Itms'show

‘ e . i @ S
that the Lord is the essence of all the Kerhkes,Puruso ttama

Says 'Tatropaleksapavidhayd sarvEtmatvam servexdrskatven

ca sadhitem.Ak@rsbheds kﬁrakabhe&ébhﬁfﬁt.1166The nature of
the imsgination is the regulétion of particular ﬁames in the
- garticaler forms of his own.The term 'sva'in !svensyays'

is for shﬁ?ng that this power is non-different end
dependent.He lmows the distinetions sz of hisrown nature,
Purusottama gives an iliustration for this.'Yaths purusah
‘senkhasurabhinmatsyadinudrsh svaigulibhir vidisya tssu

tettedripatan snusandhatte tedvat. 167,

The Siddhante would thus shew.that nothlng is wnreal

.

What then about the arguments,sdvanced for prov1ng the

anealztv of everything? The Rarikas, that follaw ,are for

B -~

166mM§p§§kya Dipiks,p.41.
167,1Ibid,.p. 41,
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dispelling the doubts regerding this,The Kariks 12 asserts

that God imagines the substances thus.He transforms {(Vikeroti
viketan karoti)the ilﬁusoiy substences,which are"separéte
from his essential néture(aparén :.Svétmafﬁpéihyo’tirikﬁén).
The objeeﬁs are ir:egularly(avyavasthjtﬁh?imggined in the
mind,while these of externsl experience are regular(Niyatsh)

Even in this felse imegination,God does i%,The following

two verses 18 & 14 sre for making clear the unreality of

~

the objects,so imagined.

Verses 15 and 16 show respectively the mensier of
" and

imagination corresponding to the two verses 11} 12.Karika
15 séys that the Loré first‘imagines (creates?)the jiva who
essays to hold the lifefbréaths or the Hirsnysgsrbha,After
this comes the turn of the externsl objects of enjoyment
aud the internal instruments of enjoymgnt,fhe vioed 'Prihag-
-vidhan 'is for showing that the distincetion in these
objects is not that of the essence.Kerilka 16 gives the
' well known illustration of the rope eand ‘Ghe“éngke.‘fhe
following Kgrikas 18 and 12 show how the ig,no;éanee as
steted in the previous Kariks , can be destroyed by knowledge.

While explaining Karikd 18 Purusoitama says that just as
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derkness is the cause of indiscrimination in the rope-snske
example,here also the cause is the maya of the sporting God,
It is described in the last quarter of the Kerika 19.Purusottams
explains 'Yayd yem jivo mohito bhavati ta@drkprakaraksh svayam
peram@tmaive méyetyarthah.'168Thus the mays is the svarlpa of
the Lord end it deludes the jfva.

The followiﬁg nine verses are for expleining the Darstan-
~-tike~-an%a in the preceding verse 18.These verses show that
the Highest Lord is the essence of everything.Verses 22 and30
are for those,who know only one espect.It is the éesire of Cod,
which regulaetes the knowledge of‘all these aspects.He protects
him,who" sees Hinm in various ways after becoming that which
the worshipper sees Him to be!?adgghah samupeiti'tam' is
ezplained as 'Tadgrhas tedekanigtho v& tattadbhavatmakem
Atmdnam samupalti,prapuoti,tasminllinse tadatmako bhavetity-
arthél}.'wg}’urugottama gives another interpretation also,which
we have not noted above,'Avati'is understood as ‘Svﬁntab?akgati'
or 'Sedd -enusandhatte' .This will be connected with the worshipp-
oer.’Sa~bhH£vé'is explained on the basis of 'Devo bhitva

%0
. devan apyeti.'The arikd J¢# is also understood in the same way,

168.Bndikya Dipiks .p.47.
169.1bid.p. 50,
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_ Those, who know only one aspect of God, have teken Him to0 be

different from the Pranas e%é.,which are non—différent
(Anéfthgﬁhavalh abhlnnasattakalh)ﬁne who knows ﬁhls prOperly

cen sdvence the scriptural views without ﬂhﬁéﬁ#ﬁ@%ﬁ%&g [eny
doubt. 170 A

The Karikas 3lto 33 which identify the world with thé maya,
gandhervausgara ete.are stated By Purugettama esldirected
againet those, who believe in duell sm.The world,as understood
by them, is really = phentom of imagination,But even the
nithygvadins are wrong.X&riks 34 is a reply to them.This
soulﬁ is just imagined even by those, who advccate the
ﬁithyﬁ#ﬁﬁa.?urugottama says ‘ayan atmd ssadbhir miﬁhyébhﬁta;
iz bhavaih prapEdibhil sadhitam yed edvaitan tend@pi kalpatah,
arthian mithyFvadibhih.BLavE api advayena snyathd bheventi
tatha kalpitah,arthad eKaiKéméavédibhih.'171Thus the monism,
which. sccepted by both, is proper.Kérikas 35,36 show how the
advalta is to be understood.The world is not plurallstlc hut
is non-different from Brohmen, Vemses 3§'38 show the means for

obtalnlnp the knowledge of the soul,.And the ls st Karika states

the phale.At the end Purusotiama gives s very 1nteresting ’

- - - - - e wa A - o W - U W s e S W S TS IR Yn A S S G Al G A A G W U S S S P T WY e by S

17 . HEpdukye Dipika.p.50.

171, Ibid.p.5%.
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summary of the contents of the second chapter.172

- The interpretation of the second chapter,aé giben by
Pufugottama, will make the following points quite clesr.In his
attempt to find out the Suddhadveita from the Karikas,
Purugottama has to explain them in such a wsy thét all the
verses,which directly tesch the theory of illusion,describeé
the world as such for those who are duelists Karikz 11 is seid
to give the Siddisute but the way, jn whieh the following verses
12,13 are explained in relation to it,is really more ingenious
than natural.Bven the explsnation of the Larikss 11 and 34
appear to be. far-fetched.The explanation of the Kﬁrikﬁ 8 is
a good piece of imigiustion,as also that of the last quarter
of the Xariks 19. The inclusion of the term krida now and then
may be wholly uswerranted.The editor Bhatba Remenath Shastri

says in his introdugtion”ﬁrlmﬁtnurusottamaoar enair api,bhavan-

-netamllaguroh Krrikdsv apl m@ydvedo na lebhyste labhyate

i _ s 173
tu Brehmavadah  iti daréayadbhlb vapandityena vivrtah.” )

Scholsrship is surely there.
The relationship of the £=rikds with the Upanisad has

R O S o D S A W WY O S R e S o W S 0D B B DR B NP R Y e e N GRS N S T VR M SIS S N A W AU END B RGN Gg M A R S R S S D AV IR S S s s ) B Y

172. i"::'gx.l ﬁk:} lk& p};a54."55-

173, Ibid introductlog.
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posed a problen for modern seholars.17480me of them think that
thé Karikse also form pert of the Upsnisad,while others do not
sgree to that view.Purusotiems consistently calls it (auda-
-vertika,as we have seen in the prévious chapter.In the
comnentery itself Purusottama does not give any clue regarding
his own opinion.At one plece in the Avarauabhaige ?uruéottama
szys that the verses in the Hﬁgﬁﬁkyé Upanigsd and the three

pa . 75 .
chapters sre read among the Srufi mud by the moderns. 0

Any way the tradition of regarding the Karikds as psrt of the
Upenigad seems to have been current in th#ﬁediaeval times,

, o _
thoush the Suddhdivaita school does not appesr to have

gsecepted it.

(vi).
Intervretation of the Sdtras,

Whereas the scriptures form the first starting point of

the Snddhsdvaite,as also #m all the systems of the Vedants,

174, For = discunesim see.Vidhushekhara Bhattscharya.Agams-
-sastre of Gaudapdda.Intro.p.xxxviii.ff.,T4.P.Mehadevan
Gzudepsda,s study in the early Adveita.p.31.8F .Cf.also
'The problem of the Upenisadic theory of the Agamapéd/
Prakerana of Gaudspada' by B.N,K,Sherma.Bheratiys Vidys,

) Vol . ZVil.hos, 24,

175. Vaitathyzdveitaletabsntyskhysn prakerenatrayam Mandikya-
-gthsh 6loka$ ca Caudapadiyany etanidenintenair Upanisat-
-su pethyente.T.Sn.Ab.p.63.
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the Brehmesutras form the third,Vellabhs begen to comment upon
them and his scﬁ completed his work.?aru§ottama(has written a‘
voluminous sub-éommentary on it called Prak@és.At many places
Tsllzbhs dissgrees from Eis predecessors and Purugotisma has
tried to pphold his tescher's views with sdmirable erudition
and lsbour.It will be en interesting study to see how the
interpretatioms of Vallabhe differ from those of ofhers.It is
easy to sey whether this or that interpretoticn Qf.é perticular
Sttra appesrs to beweorrect,butrit is surely difficult,perhaps
impossible, to say whethér eny particuler aystem can be evolved
out of the whole work,The Brabmasttres, as we have them today,
do notAappear to be the work of e single suthor or the work
even of a particular period and it is very difficult to findout
any coherent system of set theologico-philosophical ideas in
. them.I have tried to examine some of the inter@reéations of
Vallabha end VitthaleSa,taking into accomnt Purusottama's
remarks apon then. |

Vallabha reads the two STUtras I.i.2 and 3 as one.He refers

to others,who sepsrate those Stutras.He does not give any

particulsr reason for a combination of the Sutras.He just says:
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'"Waitat sttrekarasammatem iti partibhéti'.17 It is therefore
left for Purugottama to point out why Valiabha has differed
from all others.Purusottama says that in the Ershnasttrss,
we find that the ﬁdhikargﬁ%share formed after'staténg that
which is to be esteblished snd the proof for ihe Same,80 it
is proper thut both the Sadhye and the Hetu should be
expressed here.The term Brehman is uuderstood by the followers

of the Sehkhya %o meen the Prakrti snd so to avert this it

n

is necessary to show that the causality of Erehmsn is steted
in the seriptures Or7@a5 point out that even if two STtras
riay be rezd separately,we may hsve the sdhike srens of the
first three Stiras. Tu the firvet Sufra in the term 'Atha',
which stands for the prerecuisite of the Jhernavicsre, the
brehnsvicdra is also implied end thus even though the Prams ana
has ﬂex been expressly'statei,ﬁrahman czan be taken to he
kuown only from the Upanigsds.The combinstion of the Sutras
is thus necesaa“*.rurusothamﬂ says that 'Athe' has many
meanings and even if it meaus 'Ehantarya',it nay not be

taken to imply the Dharmevicars.Hence it is betier to have

176.4.5.7.63.



- only one Sutra,If we sgree with those,who accept two different

Adhiksranss of the two Sttras,the first has no hetu while the
second lscks the Sadhya.Thus both are wanting and therefore

cennot estsblish the desired Prameya.lvvwhough Vallabha here
differs from that which has been sccepted by sll the other

com.entators,the srguments of Purugctiama appear %o be plausible.

The third STUtra 'Tat wn saranveyat' is slso interpretel by
Vellebha in a different wey.Samanvaya is uncerstood by him $o
reen 'Saaysg anvaya'.ﬁod permaates all in the form of existence,
sentieney and bliss.Vallabha gives threz reeascns for such an
interpretation.He ssys t¢§t‘the FParvspaksa and the Siddhanta-
-peliss,es undsrsiood by others,ars both wrong.Secondly thé_
reconcilistion of the conflicting pesceges is $he very purpose
of the $Estra.How cen it be the reason for establic hang a certein
proposition, when the reconciliation is yet to be explained?
Thirdly the reconciliation as understood by others, is not
vouchad for by ﬁ;é following Sutras,Thefirst and the third of

these srguments sre, in fact, metters of opinian,sud of courss

RN T e A et 4t o s -



grgument in eny case, because the purvapaksa is .always proved
to be wrong.The secoud argument of course has its vslue.Dr,
V.3.Chate however points out; ' The same charge ,however,msﬁ be
brought sgainst Vallabhs himself;for Stire I.iv.22 also makes
out the same point.i.e.that Drahman is also the material cause

. 178
of the wniverse.!

The Issatyadhikersua hes been understood by sll except

fadhve end Vallabha, as directed against the Sahikhys view of
non-intelligent Prsdidna.Madliva however interpretes if in s
diff'event wey.Brenmen which is deseribed as the object of
knowiedge{TksapIys) ,can not be understood as ilanexpressible,
Vellebha's intecprebation of the Sitras is scre-what similar,
%e shall note his interpretation of all the Suiras here.Brahman
is not abavda(ns vidyate %abdah yatra,sarvavedszntalyepratipadyam)
because of Tksati.Bven though Srohmen is beyond all the deslings,
he becomes sn object of vyevsi@ra of his own desire.(I.i.4),
The Highest lord endowed with the attributes of Tksati amd
the ;ike*,can not be Cauna(;Prakrtigunasattvasambandhevan),
becsuse of the lerm Etman used for him. The verm Ftmen sfauis

for +the Highest Brahmen,which is Nirguna.(1.i.5).The term
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1

Ftuen again can not be Gauna,because liberstion or moksa is
tsught of those,who meditate upon him.(I.i.6)The creator of
the world is agsin not saguns,because he is not cencured as heya,
as would have been the case with one, endowed with worldly
attribntes.(I.i.7)Prehnen is agein not beyond all the deslings,
becruse the individuel soul merges in him everyday in deep
sleep.(I1.i.8)Agsin at the time of libsrrtion everyone becomes
173

similer to tod,(Gati aoksa samanye: Semanesye bhevah.l.i.9)
That everything is an efieCB of Brshmen is clesrly established
the érutis.(l.i.10)Pufu§ottama at the end of the lsst Sttra
refers to the interpretatiéns of other comﬁantators.ﬂe gives
the interpretetion of Samkara and its refutatiun'given by
Jeyatirtha He gives his own refutation aslso,.Bhdskera,Ram@nuja,
Saive end Madhva are just referred %o,Affer this Purugottama
refers to the twofold Saikhya and says thet the Seikhya Bheoriste
do cite the Sruti pessages in support of their own views,but
such citations do uot show that 'She seriptures form the wain
source of their doctrines,That is why Vyasa has refuted thenm
in the Anumznika-asdhixarsna,because as they accept the Prékyti

as the main principle,and as it is not known through the

179 . Vokse sarvasyapi

a
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scriptares,it is definitely‘asebda._ ;fhoughiPuru§ottéma is
not specific,he seems to imply that the attack on the Sankhys
finds its place in the Fnwianika-adhikerena and need not thus
be the subjeet matier of this adhiksrana.Purusottame is however
‘nét s0 clear here as he is eclfsewhere.His commends are half-
~hearted end his’ treatment is such that he is just perhaps
trying to follow the work,he is qdmménting upou,sSo 48 not to be
-open §O‘the charge of Vyékhyeya~grantharvirodha.We‘may here
note some difficalties in the seid interpretation,Valldbhe

veging the Adhikarsna with the sfatement 'Evanm Brehmeji jBasam

pratijfsya kimlaksenskam bralmety ékéﬁklﬁyem janmﬁdisﬁtrad}%—
-;féﬁa Vedapr amsn sksm jagat‘r:af“c;f Samav?-,«yi cety ukfarél.Evam
trisutrys jijﬁésélakgaqavicﬁrékaftavyaﬁ§‘siddhé.'iégllf now

' brehman is' Vedapram@naka,why should there be any doubt regard~
~-ing its being sarvaupram53a~mvi§aya? Purugsottams has again
criticised Sefkara for accepbing the indicated sense in the
term 'Tksati' by believing in the Dh#tvarthenirdesa Purugottama
himself however takes 'Tksati'ss Iksabodhaka.Is it not
Dh#tvarthanirdefs?0r is it just DhEtunirdebe?While the Sttras

4 end 5 have something to do with Tksena,the STtras 6 shows
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that the creator of the world is not Gauna.(Gauna hss its
po&nectian with the word Gupa according to Vallabhs)The question
of Brahman‘béing the creator has~élreédy‘peén settled in the
sécond $ﬁtra,while the discussion thgt_Brahmen is devoid. of.
Eﬁmdaﬁe attributes will find its place in #Y I1I.ii.What is the
use of the same here? Similer is the difficulty with the Seventh
sutra,Vollabhe seems to be awere of this &1Fi10ulcy when he says,
"ovay sttracetustayena ikgatihetunz jogatkaririvopapattya srsti-
iVékyEﬂém Brehmaparstvam upapaditen.' ihis itself mgy appear
rether streined,The remaining three Sutras have nothing to do
with kartrive st all.Puvagsotisma however tries to connect the
Sutras 8,9 with the question of vyeveharyatva.He sajs,’Evsm
cétra brshms ns 83rvavyavahéf§titanLSuguptipralayayOr jivE~
-dKeratvens srﬁiatvat Yed ysde yedadh@rstvens érutam'tat tada
Satpreyuktavyavebdravigeysn ity ever snumsnem bodhyam.’lga
Purosottame also says 'Evem ca brahma ne sarvads sarvavyavahara-

~-titem.lokse tathdtvens sravatat vat.Yed evan tad evam.Maitrevi-

~brehmansbravibassrveved ity evem snumBnasidiher asye hetutvam

: 184 : :
bodbysm.'™ "We may s=y that the explanctions are not very

-~

convineing.3imiler explanation is not given of the Sutra 10,

18 .,’%..L p. /43
183.4,8.P.p. 146,
184,A.8,P.p. 148,
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At the end however Purusottanma says, Evan atra trisutryan
susuptividarens dainan¢dinapralam@g@a%eyakartqtvam,dvifiye
- mokssvicarendtyantikatatkertrivan triiye kiryakertrtvaprati-
-pedanena neimittikaditatkertrivem bodhitem iti pyatiﬂhéti.';as
The word 'Pratibliati'should be noted here.Inspite of all the
attempts of Purusottama,the last three Sutras do not seem to
have any definite comnection with the first four.%ﬁat sgain is
the theory,that is established here?ls it that Brahman,though
beyond all the dealings,is the object of the Vedic teaching
or rather becomes =0 by His own desire? Iz it that Brahmen is
eipwed with supramundsne attributes only and devoid of the
mandene ones?ls it ,finally,thet brehmen is the‘creator of all?
None of tﬁese 18 the purport of all the Sutras.If there is no
‘one viSaye,how can there be e adhikarana® |
Vallsbhs dirscts the whole adhikarena I.11i.14-21 against
Saﬁzkara.?urugottsma says 'Asminu sdhikerene jivabrahmaikyakrte-
»sarvééahkaravgdasya mayavadasya ca nirakrtir evs mukhyﬁ.'lBe
Vallébha end Parugottama‘appean‘to have realized the sheer

anachrosism of direciing the set of dutras of tadergyana against

Saﬁxeza,wﬁo is just a commentator of the Sutras.Vellabha says
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that as Vedavyssa isc ouniscient,he knows thel ane moys will
be taught in future and thus refutes it in anticipation.

Lq e ey - , _as
Purugottena shows how such things are possible.In the Puranga

e 187
also Suta has told of future events,

The difficulty in the interpretation of the Iksatyadhikerena
comes 1o the fore in ti%beg,nn.np of the forth quarter of the
firet idhyaya.Vallabha says,*Tatra 'Tksater nEéabdam’iti

'3;‘... AN -

sehkhyanatam ababdatvad iti nivErit.m*.Purugotiama explainsg,

enn adréyatvadyadhikevans etadréen api vakysm vicariten
eveti kim anena vicdrena,,.Tatha cs ysdy apl tadvokysm vicaritam

——

tathapi tenmatesya ssrvathd sfrsutatvam eveti nopepsditam ato

. 188
vicEra ity srtdhal.'” Really specking both Vallsthe end

4o

Purugotteme appear to be indifficulty,.There is nothing in the

interpretstion of T,1,4~10,,which has any connection with the

Senkhye,Again Vallabhs definitely refers to the Tksatyaihikarana,
while Pnrusottpma refers to the Adréy“tvaﬂyadhwk,r- .J9 it that
Purugottﬁma kmows the difficulty in the works of Vs iabka and
tries to defend him by going out of thﬁwsy?

L ., . , -
Ssimkara hes often beénd sttacked by scholsrs,not only

187. A.B.P. pp. 4072402,
188, 4.5.P.p. 475,
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encient but even modern,thst Lis views are not corroborated by
the Sttras.It has been pointed put thet the Sutraksrs did not

3

sgree %o the falsity of the world,Tor otherwise he would not
heve refuted the Buddhistic theories in the Sutrs'Vaidharmyac
ca ne evapuEiivab' T4 should be vornefin mind that this is the
position of almost all the AcBryes.Vallabhe is slso open to
the same charge.The Sﬁtrak@ra,ﬁho seys 'Naikesmimn asambhavat!,
cen not be steted to teach Brahmen, endowed with contradictory
sttributes.While Vsllebhe does not keep this in mind ,Purusottems
does not miss the point.He realizes the difficuity and tries to
makeg emends by saying that,in fact only Brahusn and nothing
else is possesgsed of contredictory attributes.le says .
'Vestutes/tu viruddhadharmznteratven brahmaéy evs vramanssidde

~hem gEnyatreti khyspayitum taddusapem'”

The Sutrs II.iii.18. 'JHo’te eva' iz a very important Sutra
for sll.Whereas Ssikera takes 'jHa'to mesn jREna,RZudanja and
Nimbsrka understend it as jAsta.l may qﬁe&h here the remarks
of Dr,Ghate about Vallabha.He says ,"Vallsbha,who also holds

with Ramsnuje =znd Wigbarks that 'knosledge' or ‘intellipence!

A
sl

s & attributed (...)of the jiva,interpretes the SUtrs as

fute
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stating the prima facie view,sccording to which jiva is

knowledge and therefore Brohmen itself,and all distinctichs are
"due to the principle of waya; though réelly the'jiva is a paft
(An6a) of Brahmen and is related to it just as sparks are related
to fire.And,while refatiné this’vigw,Vallabﬁa makes very igteé?t—
-ing %emarks:’Tasmﬁt tademéesya tadvyapadebavakyangtrsm svikrtya
Sigtsperigrsharthan madhyemikasya eva apsravat@ro nitaram

sadbhir upeksyah'...0f course this interpretation of the Sttra

is far fetched, though it mekes no mstferial differcnce ss |
nltimately he means that the soul is a Knower."ller.Ghate's
reading‘of Vallabha's interpretation éé;fnot seem to be correct,
This is not a Sutra,presénting the ﬁrima!facie view,Valiabhg
begins o SUtra with 'Cunan nirlGpayan prathemata’ caitanya-
-gunem &ha,'snd then explains the SUtra as 'Jifad ceitanyasvarlipsh
Ats eva Srutibhyo vijfzhamaye itysdibhyah.'Purugotiama explains
it as 'Iﬁﬁénadharmakatve’pi jAsnasvartipa ity artha}}.'lg2
Aecording fo Vallebha,thus the individual soul is 5oth the
imower and the knowledge.lhe tirade against #4 Semksra is a
usual feature of Vellabha's works and need not been understood

in the weay,in which Dr.Ghate has understood it,Vallabhe thus-
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combines the interpretations of Semkara and Rawanuja end

of course his explenetion is not so far fetched as said Iy

Dr.Ghegte.

The Stutra,which should be considered in eonnéeticg with the
different interpretations is I1.11i.50.Though there sre manﬁ
$utres in this pada, that offord an interesting ntudy,l have
not here embsrked upon a detailed study of Vallgbha's inter-
-pretations and therefore I will just refer to this SUtra only.
1t reads 'Abhass eva ca.'Seikars takes the word abhasa to mesn
just appearsnce.MEmanujs end Nimbarce understand‘fﬁe ferm es
tTletvabhasa'. The later interpretation is clesrly far feddéhed.
Vsllabha here agrees with Seimkars in the litersl sense of the
word.But whereasVAbhesa' according to Ssikara meens Pratibimbatve
and consequently mithyEtva,this is not what Vallabha mesns,Jiva
is an Bbhasa,because the quality of bliss is not menifested

in him.As Purusottame says ,'Tathd ca yatha’'macari brahmane
brahmensbhasah, sutradharakatve/pl brahmanyakhyadevatayas tat as
tirohﬁtatvﬁt,tathé jivo' pi.! 1qo1f we think that the Sutrakara
does not teéch the m%yévéﬂa of éahkara,perhaps the interpretation
of Vsellabhe is the best,

The first ﬁdhlﬁarana of I11.,ii.deals with the dreem world,

It he% been var10u°ly interpreted by the Acaryas.We shall here

193.A.B.P.p. 760,
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yise the interpretation of Vallabha.The first two SUtras

present the prime fscie view.The opponent says that there is

crestion in the dresm state,and this has been stated by the
Srutis.In some texts the creator is also told a8 also the
sons and the like;Thus the dream creation,created by Brehmen,
does existd.From the third Shtra begins the reply.Tae
exponent says that dream creation is mays only,becsuse it is
not fully menifested.¥hat is meaut by ¥sya and 'Ksrtsnye'? -
Purusottams here says 'Siddhante tu Séﬁythyaviéego MEY 84 o4
Ate I8vorssys y& vyanohiks Sektihi sa weys prakrie jeya. ...
De&sh k5lo visayasennidhir indriyavyapsee badhsbhave$ ceti
Kértsnyam.’194 Thus the dresm creation is not resl,is
Purucottema expleins fﬁrﬁher,’?athﬁ caindrajalikens natens
yoth® sEmajikavyamohane ksubukdrthem mayamatrasrstih kriyafe,
totheSvarena jivevysmohenZdysrthem svapnssrstih kriyaete iti

95 :
1 Wwhy then should God create it at all?

- na tasysh satyetvaem,'
The foﬁrth satra replies to this that the dream is indicative
o good and evil,ss it has been sgid in the Srutis end anin
those who are experte in resding the dresms also ssy so,Thus

the dream is shown %o the jiva for indieation.Purusottama ssys
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that the dream is not as negligible as the sky-flower,because

in that case it cen not be suggestive of anything.The fifth

Sttra says that it is on account of the desire of the Highest

Lord(Psrabhidhyanat) that the attributes of God are concealed
from the individual soul,who suffers,as a consequenge, the
vondege.0r the non-penifeststion of the attributes(Sah: Tirobhavd

Viparyayo va)may be due to the counection with the body.

Dr.Chate has fully discussed the adhikerana with reference
to the interpretations of Saﬁkara,ﬂémﬁnuja and Bh?skara,giving
three different giwws,ideslistic,realistic and idealistico-
realistic respectively.As for Vallabha,he says that the Bearya
'practically follows the third view and interpretes just in the

same way as Bhaskara does with the difference that he interpretes

X . . . 196
Sutra S5just as REmdauja doss it,..!

Dr.Ghate is correct when
he implies fhet Vallabha follows the ideslistico-reslistic

view by dissgreeing with ééhkara,who vakes the weking state also
t0o be illusory snd with the view of n3mannja, that the dream is
also real.But there is a fine distinetion between his view and
thet of Bhaskara,in as mugch as for him the dreem creation is

a creetion of Brshman end not of the individusl soul,as under-

-stood by Bhaskara.The problem for Vallabha however is that of
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the comnection of the first four Sutrss with the rest.The
visaya in this Stra sccording to Vallabha is,'Kificid @Sankya
periharatiienu jivays bhagaven srstim keroti pradarbsyati
ce svasys Sarvalilam,in8ak cdyem.Kathem asys duhkhitvam ity
sbenkya paribersti tubsbdsh.' ” Why should this question
be raised here and not in I1.i1i? Even though the Sutra
contains the word !'Tirohitam’,which Vsllabha and his followers
understend as a sure indication of the Sutrakara's belief in
the theory of'ﬁvirbhéva;tirobhﬁva,the Sﬁtra,as'exPlained by
Vsllabha,appears to be entirely out of context as it has
nothing tq[%gth the dream crea%ion.?he Sutre 6 sgain gives
an altenﬁative.Vallabha says 'Tévarecchays aibvaryaditiro-
~-blizvam svanate nirtlpya vatantarvensapi niyetsdharnsvadeng
nirlpayati....ssmin pekse dehaviyoge eva punar aifvaryadi-

128
~praptih. Pirvasnin kalpe vidyswane’ piti Sesah,' What is

the ground for 'Svemste'here® If the term'Tirohite'should
indicate the STUtrakara's belief in the theory of Avirbhava-
~tirobhiava,can we say that the term'wgyamwatram'in Stlra 3
shows that the STirsk@ra accepts the theory of maya?At the

end Vallabha refutes the interpretstions,given by others and
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seys 'Widrazys vivekajflgnabligvavassratvad ysthavyskhyata
evartheh' purusotteme says 'Idem hi nidraprakarenam,liidrs ca
tédaiv§vasaraﬁ pfépnoti yads vivekajﬁéham na bhavati.Ato
jAenstircbhavasyaivatra vakitsvyatvat tqﬂ 7a coktarityaiva
bO&HEt yathoktes evartha ity arthah.‘lg It is dlffzcult to
unoerstqnd how Vaiiabna and Purusottama cell this s nidrg-
-prakaraga.uhoald we think that the. iaut two Siitras desl

) withﬂnidré,while the first four with‘svapna? In that case

why should there be one Adhikarena only?

The set of Sutres and Adhikareanas,beginning with IT,ii,11
. is very important for our purpose,in as mugch ss they deal
with the nsture of Brahmen in relation to the stiributes,

D, Chate says thset secording to Vallabha,Sutras 11- 21form

only one Aﬂhikara@ﬁ.ﬁQGThis-is not eorrect,if we follow
Purugsottams,The questian here according to Vallabha belstes
to the attributes of the individual soul and the inert

matter ss sometimes taught ss belonging bo Brahman,while at
times, they are denied to it.Some believe that the reconeilia—

-tion can be brought about by sdmitting the sthizna,i.e.
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the abode;thus Brahmen is eindowed with smell in the sarth

and devoid of it in wates.As Vsllabha explains 'Gvem sthang-
> } - » » ’*a t ' %1 X * I -

-tah psrasyobhsyeltifigam upapadyate The term‘api‘gives en

alternative explanstion,'athava kdrana eve rlUpam aripenm

- . , _ — - 208 .

cavacchedabhedeua acintdya— samarthysd va. Both these

alternatives are wrong(na),because Brahman is tsught in this

way everywhere,(Servatra hi).Purusottama explzins that

Brabmen has no svagatabheda end is of one and the same nature

203

everywhere,” “In the next SUtra the opponent ssys thst the

explenation of the Siddhéntim'is not correct,because of

the distinction in the casse end the effect.Thus Brahman,
different from the world,is distinet from Brahman endowed
with the attributes of the world.(Na bhedad iti cet).The
exponent replies that this is wrong(8h),because Brhbhnen is
said to be one everywhére.(?ratyekem atadvscenat)Some érutis
actually deny the bheda.(Sttra 13)Here ends one Adhikara&g.

The secord adhikarena,beginning from Sttres 14 gives the

W s KT G . A S " T i o S o o ) T2 SO 1ty Gt (ol o S W S o s e W SO S A Ol G D ) D Al e Y R S 2 e e e o T g S e A S
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reconciliabion in the opinion of the ekadebin.Who is this

. ekadekin?Purusotteme Says 'Ayam hy eksdesi brehmepa ekadeSena
jegatsemaveyaitvam tadatiriktasya jagadviilaksenyay svertpatah
sedharnakatven svecchaya vyavsharysivem jdanatmakan brahmang
wksrem manvano jhanakarasya brahmansh prapeficaprstibimbena

" laukikedhsrusvattvadikan manute.’204grahman is diflerent from
(8) the world(rUpavat:rupyate nirlpyete vyevshriyate iti rlpem

205
sarvevyaveharevisaystvam tedyulktam rupavad v1svam.) because

Brahmen is meinly taughﬁ.(Pradhénatvat}wherever it is described,

Vali.sbhe adds thet the discussion here is regarding the attributes,

which ere different from Brehman end not those of Brehmen.He
concludes?! Tasmat karyavat teddherm@nam api Karyatvet bhagavattvam

. s s , 206 o
na bhegavaddharmatvan iti sxddhﬁm. The next Sutra says that
" just as the light of the sun is and is not an object of our

senses in the sbsence or presence of the clouds ond the like,
even 5o Brahmen cen not be approached by our mundene speech and
ﬁind,but it céﬁ‘bé epproached in the absence of obstructions,
Otherwise, the ﬁgigia'will have no meaning{Avaiyavthyat),The
Sﬁtﬁa thES’ﬁaﬁts to prove that even though Brehman is not an

m---n-v--o-u -m—m-—--—--n-mm——nmm—m—--u--.a-o‘»u--»-.-——m—--m-w-m-uamu--_----
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207
objeat of worldly deslings,the scripiures sre not futile,

Well, why then not imsgine the supramundsne sense orgsns also?

To this the reply ig given in the Sutrs 15 ﬁhatxthe Sruts
teaches of Brahmen = just e mass of knéwledge.(TanmEtram:
Prajienaghansmatrem, ) The sgrigﬂtures end the smrtis themselves
show the absence of the attributes of the jads and the jive

in Brehman, (SUtrs 17)Vallabha says 'Praééﬁcedﬁarmé bhagavaty
ucyante vedadau na tu baddherus bhewafbiti jHapeyati.'o®

I » » - * t— —— ‘ »
The Srutis also give the simile of siryska(Suryena szhitem

»

jelsm SGryskam.Sutra 18)¥Fallsbha says at the end 'Tasma ]

jedajivadherw@nsm bhagavaty upacsro ﬁi§e&has tu mukhyah.'209

Purusottama at the end give the resume fgf which we have

quoted in eltenso because of its importance,"Brehmensh
prapaficavilekganatvena karyasadbaranadharmanam kKareane brshmany
abh@vena brshnensas tatsvaﬁﬁpa&harmﬁgém ce laukikemanovag-
-sgocaratvena krisnah prajdfiansghana iti Srutys akarssya
jfanstnakatveda tattatkriyadiosan dhermsnan ca nsisargike-
~tvena tegem ca bhsgavat-prakatye eva derSendivyavahisravisaya
-tvens 1aukikav‘éhmeﬁ obhih pratiyamanansan sthiznadharmatvat ta-

“thet} ahaa381matana siddham ity erthah,Tena brohwapsh sthmnato

‘\
1“
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jadajivadharmatvam svatas tu tadrshitatvanm 1t3 ekadeélm?tena—
sidchem,Bten@syadhikerenasys prasshgikatvem maksyem@nope-

~-dghZtatvem veti slecitom.® 210

Sttra 13 begins the nextAadhikaraQa.lt eanﬁains the
siddh@nta ‘agsiust the view of the ekadebin.ibe view of the
ekadefin (Tathatven)is in-correct(na).Water can reflect o
substence but the altributes csn not so contain any reflection,
(Anbuved-sgrahanzt)Thus the sarvaikSma etc.are the abtributes

of Brehman end ere not aupscarika,on account of the connect-

2
-ion with the upadhis. How then to reconcile the conflict-
Sw\&b@»\ta?
-ing paessages according to the SuddheSweite2SWtra 20 gives »

reply to this.Just as space may be big or small in accordance
with its limiting adjuncis,even so here alse Brahwan m is
endowed with all the attributes,This there is ubheay a-gamal ja~
;sya.SEtra 21 says that all the attributes,even “the cbntrad-
~1euory ones,are seen in fod,Sutra 22 gives the way of
reconcilistion from the point of view of reason.ihe denial
of the attributes in the E%iyis relates to only those which
are mundSJG(Prakrtaltpvattva) and then speaks of many other

autrzbutes which are suprsmundane,

'-—-rc-u.ap [ (0 0 O 0 1000 305 S €. S T . OV S . W T e S T SR GO A e S M o S S . e B I o i S Sk O o Y Tt
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Sttra 23 sterts the next sdhiksrane.Vallabha says that
the contfadiction has been resolved eerlier on the basis of
sabdabals end now the Sutrak@ra does the sape .from the point
of view of the srghebals.Purusotisma says that the garthabala-
~-vicers ie not necessary but as other sages have taken their

stend on the'éért@%ala also, 1t ig necessary to consider from

212 -

toat point of view also.” “Siira 23 states the prims facie

view that Brshman is avyekts,The next STtra is g reply to it.
Vellabha understends the word'Apif as ajeer against the
opponent,who is a fobl,The Highest Lord is @een in the

course of intense devotion(Ssmrddhans),when God shows favour.
The devotee perceives him,or people like Dhruwa infer him,

The 'Pratysksaiunanabhysmimay be understood as’érutismgti-

-bhysm'also,

“Another Adhiksrave -begins with the STtra 25.This and the
next Sutra form the Purvapaksa,The reconcilistion of
conflicting,ﬁassages’is not proper on the strength of the
perception of a devotee,bécause that ean be nc spec ecific ation,
(évaiéegy%t)éhe illustration given here ie thet of light.
Igithe;light of the sun,the maon,ths jewels ete,one

bxperiences heat or coldsbut the light as such is not teken

¢ s
--—-o-.-..-.—-.- ——— ».--.--....-:—-—-.--».-..-.«.-—«-.-—o--.—-om-——-—m—mm—,-m--_-_....—_-.-—

212.A,B P.p.226.

a
v

i



377

to be mengfold,The prakdéa of the Lord depends upon the
sctions like pensnce etc.(Prak@bes ca kermani).This is not
uniform but is various (abhgyasat) corresponding to different
actions and different devolees.The SUtra 26 sakes the argument
further.Beceuse of this varistion (ateh)the Lord is manifested

H

in endliess ways(snentens).But then we should accept some frame
(lihigam)of *he Lord.This cen be decided<on the basis of the
seriptures or the perception of a devotse.The STbrs 27 gives

a reply to this by sayiag thet Brelusn is bbth without

attributes snd is endowed with them,becsuse both ere tausht

\
(Ubhayavyapedesat) . This can be illustreted by teking the
instence of a snexe,which may be both straight of coiled, At
the end Purugottama saye 'evam ca SebdsbalavicErena viruddha-
sarvadhermaérayam brehmeti nirpéyab.érutyuktayuktyé‘viéﬁre

tu laukikadharmeSinyem alaukikasarvadhermeyuktem iti nirnayah.
Arthabalavicare tu viruddhasarvertpam iti nirnaya iti bodhens-

, , ) 213
-rithem sira tredhs vicEritsm,!

Sutra 28 begins sz new adhikerana.The question discussed
here is regarding the relationship of Brehman snd His Dharmas,

The StUtra ssys that the abodes of light like the sun are nop-

213.;;.}3.1‘3?933.
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-diffrent from light as also different from the éame;both
being celled tejas.Similarly the attribuées sre both différent
end nok-different from Brahman We shouid note here that
Vallabha tokes 'V&' in tne sense of 'tu'.Sutra 29 however seys
that Brahman,should be understood as before.This,says Vallsbha,
is the way of reconciliakign from the point of view of the
ekadebin,This is further gorroborated by the next SUtra,which
says thet the attributes zre also denied to érhhﬁen,as is

P c i s 2
inferpéd from 'eva'in the passage '"Bkap evadvitiyam.' 14

Different intergretations have been given by different
AcEryes end it is very difficul® to say which of them is
correct.The SUtrakara himqelf does not sppesr to be very
clear as csn be judged from tbe reneated use of the term
tya! , It may be noted that Vallgbhats intex pretetlon of ’va'
in the 28th Sttra as 'tu' is not so very haopy. blml?arly one
ney feel that the explanetionse of 'Arfpaved'in Sutra 14 and
tapi! and 'ssmradhene’in Sutra 24 do not seem to be satis-

~-factory. Vallabh a'e explanaticn of 'arupavad' as 'jagad-
vilaksena! rpmlﬂd» one of I1.i. 4 where the guestion has alresdy

been discussed,though wexnzgxey in = different context.The
{
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problem before the Sutrakara is ss to whether Brshmen is

possessed of the Dhsrmas snd not whether Prshman hss the

attributes of the jada and the jiva.The greétest problem for
Vallabhe however lies in his bringing in the ekadebin,Who is
this eckads$in? Why should there be a complete adhikarens for
him? Again the difficulty hecomes more aeute,whén the lest
two Sutres 29;80 ere said to belong to him. Vailabha has to
say 'Ubhayen api SﬁtrakﬁraSammatem’.215Puru§ottama takes
special peins bo disbinguish between the two positians,? O
Agein how is[%gat Vysea's own opinion is given in the Sutra
28 ,end that of the skadefin in the sttras 29 and 207
Purusottars Spares no peing to defend his teachery . He says
that as the view of the ekadeSin is corroborated by another
Sutrs & ,we should not think that the SUtrekTra considers

, . o — g 217 o
the view ac equally correct.'lTkem evadvitiyam!, = Heed not

deny the atiributes slso.When we say that Devadatta is at
home and nobody eise,it goes withoutYSaying that Devadatta

endowed with hands snd feet is at home.The argument is given

D e - o £ - A L Gy S e S e SN A S S N O W B SO M W W G A G O W G e S R S B e K1 S O S S G . e ot k. SRR
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. 218
only to show that there is nothing different from Brahman,

But it mey appear thet in his zest to defeﬁd ?aliabha,perhaps
Purusottama himself is facing difficulties.

The Oppanent of Purugottama is again very searching,
It is wrong,he says,to understend the ekaﬁeéin a8 that of
Vyasa.ln other worﬁs'the opnonent sekay what is the ground
for believing that the Sttrs 23 gives the Sve-siddhante?
Purusotisma revlies: 'Tkedebipade atra vyasasysive ekadefi
grzhyah, Asnyath® smiuvatsitrena ata eﬁeti sutrseiddhan
drstentan na dussyet, Vpddhihrasadisutradvaye yuktyanteréml

219 .
ca na vedet.' = The eksdebin is not mentioned by name,
because he may not be so well known as Jeimini,The opponent's
name is equally not giveﬁ in thé Sutra' jivemukhyaprsha-
‘ on

lifgad iti cet tad vyﬁkhyﬁtamf?du Ur it ray be that this
view is intended for the lower edhikarins.It cen also be
péssibly stated that the ékadeéin mey ve one Kabakrtsna,

who is mentioned before in 'Avesthiter iti iaéekytsnah'.

218‘13'.3.?-’9-942.
219, A.B.P.p.24R2,
220 Brehmasitrs.l.iv. 17,
221 . Brahoesitrs.l.1v. 22,
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ibkshould not again be s3id that as the Sutras 29 end 30

come =fier Sutrs 28,they teach the main principle.?urgsgttam
seye "Dvitiyaskandhe "itthem bhﬁ%ena kathito bhegavan bhega-
-vattengh ,ZnetthenblTvena hi paren drstum srhenti siraysh!
ity adithir etadamukhystaysh sukavikye vyasecaranair evokta-
~tvEt. "The view id admitted only for the iower sdhilk@vins,
who nay be enlightened by it.Purusottama refers here to the
{agsdiyasufto 2 and gays that Vyasa thinké frém the point
of view of the lilasrsii,while others do not understand

., 223 - _ :

it. Purusottema then goes on to denounce strongly the

interpretetions of others.

From ell that is given above,it sppears thet Vallsbhs is
ot times obscure,and Purusottama is alco vot sstisfactory
ind#g defending him,At the end of the Znandamsye-adbikarans

Purusottama takes Vscespati to task end quotes a verse:
Yukbtibhir etisithilabhih sap&dadhEno drdien dosan,

) g e ~ . 29
Vaeaspibir api bh@sye vyskhyavydjena dusanam brite.” 4

s

Can the seuwe thing be said of Purusottams here?
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After I11.ii.34.we have g different author for the

inubhAsya.Vitthaleba's interpretations of the Sutras are not
s very crediteble performence,when comparsd with those of
V8llsbha.Be distinguishse through out between Pusti and

saryadsd, of ten refers to Gokula,discusses the incsraations of

Vispu,ond ail that.With ell his fantastic inte fpra?atloqs
he gives 8o msny things with s sectsrien bias ad so many

£

0 ‘ ¥

things,which the SUtrsk@re might have never intended,
Purugotiema as o Tsithful commentator has to explain sll
these things,and whet is more he tries to defend Vitthalebs .,

We may note only three isstences here,

»

At the end of II7.iii,2.Vitthelefs says 'Iyam tUpasens-

- - s e N _ , 925
-MErglys vyavasthokts.BhektimergTiya tv etadvilsksong.t”

Purugottama in his explenation says sbout Nanda ete.but h1s
ovponentg esks *Nanu Sttrakarensedam kutroktam venaiveam
ucyste® "Purnsotbana replies VAgrimegitre/dhilksras yanupasem-

~harshetutikathenenatrsy yathsdhildraniresysstcandt steitan

Inder Sutre 111.111.28 Purugottama's opponent asks as

- T A U S S A Y A U Y4 A D U N SR Ul S O ok R PO B T s N B 2 U e g ST N T W e e et
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to the use of referring to the Pufé@ss end Ititsss,when
all others refer tc the maxims of the Purvatantra.Purugottama
of courses givés the stock reply 'Itiliesepuranayor yedo-
pab;@hagatvgt.'ggy ] g

B
kY

3

Under IV.iv.7.,however Purasottams has to say some-
~thing which,if accepted by an opponent,Purusottama would
never tolerste.Be says "WaEyam niyamo yed vigayevakyam C

seutrapedEnuripsn eva grshyan iti.' o

t

Or.fthate is frenk in his assésament of the Agubhasya.
He SaQS«,“ It is very difficult to assert dogmatically
whethor Vallabha's doctrine receives or doss not rzceive
any support from the Sutras;bub so much may be said that
_vhis commen tary sﬁrikgs us many times not as a %ery éredit—
able yerf;ormance,be‘ing in p}.éoas very sectarian or un-
-sétisfactary,although e ¢an point out instanceé,where
he offers very iﬁteresting eriticisms of others.It~is to
be observed howsver that his speeisdl references to Cokuls,

the Pugtirarge and the laryddamarga,and his menner of
reconciling the mutually contredictory passages in the

Upsnisads by postulating the mirassulons end incomprehensible
M) -
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greatness(Aibverya) of the Brahmsn snd his assertion of

pure monism without any reference to plu.t'ality" make it far
from possible that his doctrine could have been the one
proPOmided by the Sutrakars." %One may not asgree with
the essessment of Dr.Chste in toto.The sectarian inte;a..
-pretstions are ma;inly found in the leter part of ﬂae
BhEsys, anid Vallabhe need not be hlamed Por the weaknesses
of his soa.dzain Vsliabha’s eriticisms of othiers are more
caustic then brillisnt, as regerds the miz aculou.s power of
Ged,it is indeed a moot point. The ‘point however is that

all these AcEryss fry to evolve their own systens from

the Sitras,which in their turn have tried %o evolve Some-
~thing like an Upani{sad_ic syster.Bat on account of the
enigmatic sfyle of the Hutras,it is w'e;x-y difficult to get \

-

clesr idea of the system of the STtrakara.

(VI).
Interpretetion of the Gitd end Bliagavata Purana,

While the Phagavad (ItF is regarded by all as one of
> 3

the Prasthanss,Vallebha includes the .Bh'égavata Purana’ also
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in the list. Tellsbhe himself as not comnented upon the 6T+,
&8 others have donejend though he has very often referréd to
it in the course of his commentariss and works,it is very
difficult to piece them %ogether and make out a full-fledes ed
commentery,In the first chapter of the Tettvadipenibandha.
Valg}hé wnasrstande the tarm,'éEStréftha} a8 '(Fitgrthat,

The point has been discusged by me ot some lengﬁh in the

chapter BII.Any wey Purusotbams, curiously,keegs quiet in his

J

- R N
comnentery ev that place.” The Amrtateraigini commentary is
said 10 heve been written by Purugottama but it is not correct.
It is written by Veajeraya.Only the introductory portion is

from th

W

-pen of Purusotiema.This is however sufficient fo

"

1 L] 1 il wul Yavd A 'l t e —— .
show the purport of the 01ItE eccording to the Suddhddvaita,

« _Purusottama,in the beginning,refers to the purport of
e e ‘ . l op —
the Git®, s explained by Samkara end Yadhusudens,snd
e s Ly - -
. criticises thewn. He refers to Srilchars and offers no comments,

At the end he states the views of RauBnuja and says *'Idam
C 2y - 231 . . . A
Siddhantesyanugunen,'  After this he rives the explanation
geeording to the Suddhzdvaita.
-~ G~ ‘o 1 ; b 3 -
The Lord Srikrdne who ceme to the world for the liberation
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. of gll,aplifted the devobees by explaining to them the

concepb of devotion He could see the dark Kali ege ,which

was devoid of all Dhsrme .Hsnce for creatiog devotian in the

future generstian,he preached his own essential nature to

Arjuna,when an occassion for the same arose.0f the fourfold

-

< —— o e o . o ..91/

&evotees,erta,leﬁ&su,artnarthln and j@Zain, ar jura hed - the
: , -

first two Adtikeras, That teeching has been compiled by

¥yesa, who wes sn incarnation of the knowledge of God, in

seven hundved verses.It has been exple ined by T3 tthelefs in

his Gitatetperya thue:

Prevritidherman bhegavan rsiavera nirtpystn ,

ﬁivgttim istan sudrdham n1h5and1gdham harir jagsu,

Seikhyam- yogo rahasyer ca rshesyatemsm eva ca,

gnjauyeahlmyaulrdbafc JHanavi jfanayor api,
vesvarUpevinirdharo bhajenetsrenirnaysn,

Teddhe tur guuavé%aﬁ i) ba¢»aéastrav1u1rnaymi

Tti gitarthenirdidro yathabhago vztanyafe

Seikhyayogeu nirTpygden moham utsdrya phIlgunam,

~

£ 232

Bhaktipfylise t gram krtevan iti sangrshzah,

Vitthslefa hes also discussed,ssys Purusoitama,as to

-

why should the first Adhyayz becin with the speech of

4
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Dhrisrastra. Dhrtg astra is surely not = devotee and his son
MKWﬁmmﬂlq#m.mC&ﬁﬂdmlﬁfKgﬁqu;b&sz the Brahma-
-vidys is being btaught bere,ib requires a calm adhiksdrin,

wnose resigustion is for getting the knowiedge of the self.

Here the spirit of resignstion in Arjuuﬂ is for fear of sin,

I3

bgein if Krspe would teach the Drahmavidy® ta Az ?ana,then
Avjuna would slso xétire from the kingdom snd the SsmsBra,
This ig oot the position. Hence the tesching is not gqaite
up o the wark here.7o thig whe reply is thet the sous of
Prtha are adpitted to the path of devotion by the Highest
Lord as his own,The Lord with a &esire to lighten the
burden on the esrth mede Yadhigthire perform the wagasura,
after which the great war wae fought. igein Krens throush
Yudnisthira desired to establish tpu realm of religion and

kill the demops,ihis can be possible only in tuhe reign of

Yudhi t tiva. If however the foea ars killed by them, Jusa’

Y

as brothers kill oroinevs and $he Ppndavas begin to rule,
then the kingdom will heve no slement of virtue.It is

-

becsuse of this thet Krsue wade rrjune grieve in the stated

n

o

way. Hence the withdrawﬁl fromwer ha ea described of
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Arjuna himself;otherwise a warrior would have experiencdd

the feeling of herdism ana not of resiguation, Hence Qﬁ;y\
the Bhagavediystva is the causs of this feeling in Avjuna,

To such a men only the Bhaktim@rga should be taught and as

the tesching is not of the common standard ,Uhrtaragstra and

his son are brought in the beginning., 4gein when = Bhagavadiy%
thinks of doing samething'acéording to the desirs of God, |
it is a ?ocd ﬁhought,ﬁot,otherwise. Thng it should not bhe
unzerstood th % the grief of Arjuna is for showing that those
who are full of grief are entitled fo snow Brahgaﬂ,because

it is not the primary purpose. The purpose ia the Bhagavad-
GitF is to fesch the limits of the path of devotian ,%he
limité that ere beyond the world and the Vedss,Purusottama
thusaconcluﬂes Vato’tra mukhyatayz bhakter evogadeéah yat-

punar anyat tst sarvem tasyaive fegebh@tsm iti dik, '?“

As ig the cese with the Srutis and the Sutras,the
Bhagavad GIt& has slso been intsrpreted very often and by
many; It is difficalt %o say dogmaticslly as to whether the
Suddhadvaita is or is nob taught in the GIta.It will be g

238 Bhagavad (1td with seven commentaries.p.12.

~ .\
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gtudy 'in 1tself to see whether the Suddhzdveitic interpreto=
~-tion of the GitE is correct.
The BhWagavata Pursna is held in very high esteem in the

Suddhadveita system. Vzllabhe's SubodhinT on the Seme is not

complete. He has slso given a chsplter-wise summary of the
‘Purane in the third chepter of his Tattvadipenibsndhe,
Purusotteme has written his sub commentary on the Subodhini

snd oo the said chapter. Puru§ottama.has also independently

¥

written cne trect BisgavatasvartpavigSayskaSeikanirasavala.,

The Suddhzdvaita systém considers the Pursnsf a2 one
of the Presth@as,Bhidgeveta is surely immensely popular
emong the Veignavss in Indis and it reslly desmrves that
populerity, The deteff the Purfns hes baffled the scholars
and various views sre advanced for the Same.2341t‘is

intereﬁting to note here that Purusottama has also fried

to show that the BhSzawsta is not only a i Mzhapurans but is

f¥1)

35
also very old, “"“1t is difficult to say anything sbout it,
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234.07.D, K, Shestri. 4i bilasika senbodhena,p./¢94 ,M.Winterni tz
History of Iudian llter sture,Vol. I, pp.bﬁé—bo?,ﬁ.b

‘ Hezra.Pwranic reaords or Hindu ri@h$ﬁ and eustams(Studies

in)pp.5a-57, the Purdna index,Vol.I.V.K.R,Dikshitar,Intro.

pp.xxviii~xxx.

335'Jh@gavatesvarupav1sayakasankaalrasavada éppendzx to
T.5n



it isequally difficult to ssy yr hing about the phliOaOphl-

-cal tesching of the PwrFpa.Prived,N.lasgupta has ricten on
. 3 o _ 22 . .

the philosophy of the BhBgavate Pursna., fApsrt from the

questimn of dste, the philosophical teaching of. the Purens

also requires s sepsrate study,

(VI11).

Purusotispa as sn interpreter.

Wo have discussed =hove the intsrp?etatiens of tﬁe érutis,
Sttras snd GIVE according to the Su&dﬁédvaita, in thelligﬂt
of Purugottama's remérké.ﬁe nay here wdd 2 few lines regard-
-ing Parusottama's own interpretatians of his predecessors,
whose works he has coménted upon.lt should be éaid at the

- very out-get thai Parugottama rensins complebely faithful

to Vallabha end Viﬁ@haleéa,whose_works he wainly explains,
But the problem before Purugottame was not just to explsy
‘the words of Vallebha and Vitthaleba but to restste with his
scholarskip end skill the teaachings of Vallabha émang the
scholers of the day.He has thus to write much move then

S o W 0 A I e S SR 3 A A B S B G PR dhin W Sl A N A L SN N W o s R -——a---.-u--—a--—--——u-—-..,..m - ——

230, 5N, ?Sgdbtﬁ A Histocy of.Indian Fhilosophy.Vol, IV,
bhapter,JXIV
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mere explanstions.Vallabha's laconic style makes his works
so obscure that ‘they can not be wnderstood without the help
of @ commentary., Purugottame's comzentaries however supply
much more then what is needed, Purusgoftama not ‘only tries to

. o byngr—n G .
explain the concepts of the Suddhadveite with clarity and
exactitude, bat compares them with other systems ,defends
Vallgbha and Vitthalefs and refutes others. 41l this he does

by wey of conmenteries,Preksa on the Apubkdsya,Avarsnsbhedes,

on the Tattvedipanibandhe ete.fuly rarely we find in the
Anubh@sya-Prakaa thet Purnsottama indulges in discussiong,
which are not exactly called for in the Anubhssya. After

11.1iv.16 Purugottema disecusses the jﬁénakfiy§,2373nd at the

end of the sawe pada there is o long discussion on the
oo

. . e & . . - N .y ‘ oy o !
Sretiprakriys,  Similerly at the end of I.ii 28 Purusottama
. . - A . .
rsises the guestion whether the SUdras sre also entitled

to leara tie whole of the MehBblirsta and the Pur@nes and

comes o the conelusion thst only those portions which do

o 2%
not teach of Brahmsn should be reed or heard by them. P

i S B o U7 B ) T G P (R S S S D W 0 W T U WA S S LN 4O . 0 WA W T (VA S M S v WY o N S N Y W o e ) o -

237- A.B.Poppa 7TL— Fo4-
238, «éS'BoEprp- sto~ 13-
233. A.B,P. pp.442-444,
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'iféb.enever he explains, he explsins fully. Thus when an
Upanisadic passege is just referred io in the‘ﬁﬁﬁ?ya by =
word or two,Furusoltame would give *ne whole passags,inter-
-prete it end reject the IBLE?pIEuatlQ&S given by others,

He would not lesve sside snything that he kmows,sznd ofcourse

he knows everything thet is requirsd fop hinm to kﬁaw Lven she

e £

tréditianal story of the Viveda between the Brahﬁavﬁdin and

-, /.

the Wrysvadin emnuected with the verse 'Fkan 58stram devald-

24
-putragitan etc’ dons not move away from hi: 1nd&?“0

When Forugsottams is defepding the interpretstions of

-

Vallebhe and VitthaleSa, he is sarely brilliant though at

times he ssems8 to be facing difficulties in doing 0. The

‘

most glaring exemple of this is found in the Suvarnasiira,

when Purusotiems hes o perform tue duty of defending the
fantastic interpretationg/ given by VittheleSa of the Vedic

. . o471
verse 'S vaEm vESTuny uSmssSy g ahyal.g.etc.'?*]Vitthaieéa

talks about Gozula .and all thet end Purugottems is of --

fe]
Q

urse not $o enthusiastic sbout it in his comsntary.
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© 241, Re Veds 1.154.6.
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Purugottema however cen not let it go easily.Hie opponent

immedistely asks why should there be sueh an explenation,

when even in the Nirukta the verse is said to have the sun
es its deity.Purugotcema can of courss give the snswer.

" Prakeren@nuroBhat.'Vedais ca sarvair sham eve vedyah,’

'Sarve vedd yat padam Emenantititi érutismr 'h*ﬂm ca,'Ado

yed dsrn plavate' Ity alakgmiprakééakamantresya purusottamg-
-ksetremsh®inye vyasepsdair vedabhzsya vzdyaraﬂyen a ca

SrlJ%Eannatﬁavawabaya vyakhyanat,etssysh saraner darSLtatvae

Lo w242

Again while explaining his mester,Purusottams does not

niss the textual problems slso ,Thus for instence,while
of

commen ting upon the Statemaut of Vellaebha' Apmsurvasomavidyud-
rups brahmsno hausolttscsraperipn, *Purusotiema says 'Hupadd
iti pathe biavepradhendnirdeSah.RUveti pathah érihastékgnregu-

sendigdhatvad hodhyah, ’64° fter I1T.iv.21.Purusotiame says

that another Sfitrs 'Bhsvadabdiic ca 'is éeé& by-pthérs.ﬁe thén
explains why it hes not been included here."fac ca vidhif Ta-
dhzranaved ity atraifssyaive syut padvid iti srutlvwakhyq‘bna

I

iva vyutpsditan atsh @rayojanaohavad npeksitem iti pratibhati

242, 8.5,.p.295,
243. A.B.P.p.424.
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Lekhokadosat tréiten veti jHeyam." .
Somstimes Puvusottems finds that the interpretations of

bl

the Sitras as given by Vittheieba are diffevent from those

given by Vsllabha.Purugottama notes the difference carefully

in his Apubh@syaprak@ba, Thus for instance at the end of

outra I1.1ii42 Purugotiama notes thut while the term

—

"Prayatoat in the SUtra is uanderstood as an effort of the
individual soul hy Vallabhae,VitthaloSa axplsins it s the

A o . PAS
effort of ihe Highest Lord for the purpose of sport,

Similarly at the enc of I11.i1,18 Purngottama shows how the

ekl
ot
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f Sftres given by Vitthalefa is
246 |

different from that given by Vellabha,
We have stated above that Purusottema is on the whole

very fsithful to the Acarya and his son,whose works he explains

A very careful perusal Qf his commentary on the Anubhzsya

will however show that there are cases,of course rare,when

Purugottama in his zest to give a scholarly explanation

slightly goes off the trsect. In the very {irst Sutra for
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244.4,B,7.p.1212.
245, A.B.P.p. 7R,
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insteﬁee,?éllabha discusses the illustration 'Dabamas tven
asi? and points cit thet a pan knows hﬁirasel»f‘to;be the tenth
not only because he heavs tuat,but also bgcéq‘%;e, he sees
himself to te the tenth.The perception hére ‘is thus stronger
then the Eptav‘ﬁ‘;ﬁra. ?iwu{scmtéma hewever indulges in a
scholestic discussicn snd gives three altermstives,one w}_{o
sees, one who is blind and cne who knowe that the soul is
different frow the body.For all the three the knowliedge is
only. of the body snd not the soul,resul ting {rom the Apte-
~v§ky§. Vellabha's explenation is certainly he%terﬁgé?SHGh
instamces are very rare and sgain the difference wherever
found does not meke. sny substantial change in the tesching
of the authors.We can say at ths end that Purugottama,

who is a vary capable argumentator,is slso .4 very faithful
gnd brilliant interpreter,
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