
DIALECTICS MB 3UTEKPRBTAT1CH.n

(I).

Introductory.

Writers cm §astras in Sanskrit have adopted a style* 

peculiarly their own,It can be called the discoursive or 

dialectical style which presents the arguments and counter- 

-arguments for and against a particular theory*advocated by 

the vjriter. Thus there is not much scope for the literary 

embellishments,which are thrown in the background by the 

tiresome frequency of fnsnuf andHu*. The best thing fora 

writer in this branch of literature is to be as simple'as

possible,so that he can be thoroughly understood. Even then 

there are some writers like tSamkara who can be called stylists, 

but that combination of literary merits in a Gastric work is 

very rare and cannot be found in other s .Raman uja writes in a 

style which is mature and dignified but which may appear rather 

diffieultoYallabha is too sparing,too laconic to the extent 

that the exact meaning which he intends to convey cannot often 

be understood without the help-of explanation.Vitthalesa 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.

Purusottama,as we have seen in the preceding chapter, 

is primarily a commentator.In the independent works also 

his mission is not just to refute,what others have said and 

thought,but. also to explain clearly his own view point.He 

thus adopts the style suitable for his purpose .He is simple 

and clear.He never embarks upon long passages studied with 

long compounds and difficult words. His sentences are well-

-balaaeed. He never tries to be ornamental,though he has at
A

his disposal the wast j/ir|iich vocabulary of the Sanskrit 

language.He does not even appear to pause for a word, 

suitable words come to him and his pen goes cn easily.He is 

a Gastric writer and naturally we will find his language 

full of all the technical terms in Sanskrit literature.To 

one who is not conversant with the terminology,may find his 

works a hard nut to crack,but after the terms are understood, 

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

His explanations are often brimming with homely analogies 
like’Sarvam Padam hastipade nimagnam’ ^ and proverbs like

1. JuB.p.p. 318.
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2*Gaja yatra na ganyante maiaksham tu ka katha’. The

seriousness of the subject naturally requires some amount of 

dignity and maturity of style.Purusottama Has the depth and 

profundity,dignity and maturity combined with the ease and 

grace in the language .Purus ottama howeYer does not attempt 

to be a stylist,he is an interpreter and argumentator.'fje 

should thus be studied from that point of view.

(II).
■ Method and approach.

The tradition of the ^uddhadvaita thinkers recognises 

two methods of exposition,the pramaha,method and the prameya 

unethod.purusottama is said to have followed the former,while

Hariraya arid others the latter method.What exactly is. meant
/

by this? The words pramanabala and prameyabala are used by 

fallabha himself,when he says in his frakasa oa the Tattva- 

-dipanibandha at the end of the first chapter that he has 

expounded the meaning of the Sastras by talcing recourse to 

the pramanabala,while he will speak out the decision on all 

the topics by resorting to the prameyabala. The distinction

2. A.B.P.p.415. ...
3. Pramanabalam airitya sastrartho vinirupitah, 

prameyabalam a&riiya sarYanirnaya ucyate. T.S.p.p. 183.
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between the pramlna end the prameya methods seems to have 

started cm the basis of this reference.The distinction 

however does not appear to be a very well-known one,and 

both the terms premanapaddhati and prameyapaddhati appear 

to have been very vaguely used.Purugottama explains the 

term premanabala as the decided implication of the pramanas,

i.e.the prasthan as,foilowing their mutual reconciliation 

and harmonisation, ^urusottama gives two explanations for 

the pramayabala.Firstly prameya is the Highest Lord,who is 

known by all the Vedas and the like.He is omnipotent,even
i

then He is capable of particular actions in particular
5forms,which He assumes. This is the praraeyabala. Secondly 

prameya may be understood in the plural referring to the

.objects of our knowledge,obtained by means of our eyes etc. 

Their bala means their capacity to produce the particular

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

' 4.Pramananam vedadinam tribhagavatlntanaxa balam paraspars- 
-virodhena nifecitam tatparyam ity arthah.T.S.lb.p.168,

5. Prameyasya sakalavedadivedyasya bhagavato balam sarva- 
-samarthatve'pi tattadrupema pratiniyata-tatt|karya- 

-kartrtvadirupam,T.S.lb.p.168.
6. Prameyanam sastrsnugrhltacaksuradijanyapraraavisayioam 

artharfam va balam tattatkaryajananasamarthyam.
T.S.lb.p,168.
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In this particular contest it is to he restricted to, denote

only the verbal testimony.IMs would lead to the considerstion

of the svatahprimanyavads and the sabdabalavicara as against 

the ■ paratehpfsm'sriyavads and the arthabalavicara respectively. 

On the basis of these two distinctions,purusottama says that 

for those who accept^ that the means of proof are self-valid

and who understand the Sastrartha on the' strength of the word,

and who do not entertain any doubt regarding the theories

taught in the Sastras,the first chapter of the Bibandha is

written.Those who folio?/ the paratahpramanyavada or who do

not accept the pr anion as to be self-proved, and who approach
the §astras on the ground of the Arthabala,may doubt the

theories,that have been propounded,or they may accept wrong

theories;for them the sec end chapter is written by the 
— _ 7Aearya, It will thus be seen that the pramanab&La is for those 

who follow the svatahpramanyavada and the sabdabala,while 
the praraeyabala is for others who adhere to the,paratah-

-pjfsmanyavada and the ar that ala. When one proceeds on the - 

strength of the prariiana,one ?/ould just make the statements 

regarding what is taught in.the scriptures.When on the other ' 
hand,cue takes recourse to the praraeyabala,one would discuss

the whole point from the point of view of the prameya or 

?.Gf.T.S.Ab. p.168.
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prameyss which are accepted to have certain characteristics

/ ■ " ‘ . 
whereas one is srutitsntra, the other is vastu-tantra.This

difference can be seen clearly from Tallabha’s on treatment

as found in the two chapters.

The difference between the two methods can thus be 

explained-.The pramana refers to the authoritative scriptural 

texts. One who follows the texts, the in junctions,prohibitions, 

meditationjknowledge and even devotion,according to the texts, 

is called a pramanaraargl or a meryadabhaiita.But one who,is-

-reepective of Tfedic rules^approaches the Lord in th^manner 

of "the GopISjdepending solely upon the Lord(Prameya) ,is called 

a praraeyamargi bhakta.In other words pramanamarga is the

maryedamsrga, and the prameyamargs is the pustimarga.The former

completely follows the constitutional rules,while the latter 
solely relies upon the will of the Lord^irrespective of the

constitutioniWe can thus say that Purusottama is out and out 

a pramsnamargijwhile Hariraya is a prameyamargli Hariraya and 
others who have followed the prameyaraarga,have something of 

mysticism in them:this is not found in Purugpttama.

, There are however certain distinguishing characteristics 

which are found in purusottama’s method of presentation and
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discussion of various views.purusottams comes very late 

in the philosophical field in India.As we have seen in 

chapter ll,he had many well known contemporary scholars,

who contributed some view or other,while commenting upon the 
works of others or by means of independent compositions.

Apart from that he had before him the works of scores of 

illustrious predecessors,whose views were considered

authoritative.The ^uddhldvaita again was a epmparatively

modern system.Purusottama therefore adopted a comparative

method.When any particular point comes up for discussion,

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

have expressed their views on that particular topic;he
i

refutes tliem if he thinks it proper or otherwise he just 

keeps qui&t after giving their opinions and stating his own. 

Thus for instance,in the. very beginning of his prasthin 

-ratnaksrs,purusottama deals wilh the determinate and
,‘j

' . t

indeterminate knowledge,He refers to.the Bhattas,the Bahyes, 

the author of Yedentaparibhlsg, the 1 aiyay ikas end the

Prabhakaras and gives the -view according to the tSuddhadvaita 

after that.Again after, stating the view of the Bhattas,he
j * t

also shows how the nirvikalpaka jn aha as understood in the
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Bhatta school can be explained from the point of view of
the SuddKadvaita.^He refers to the Nihilists and shows how

9they should be refuted, while dealing with the savikolp'aka

he refers to the Sampradayika K aiyayikas and Raman athe, whom 
30 _ _he refutes. In the Ehyativada he enumerates and explains 

all the theories of erroneous perception and* shows hpw they 

are acceptable or unaeceptable.Purusottema keep’s in his mind 

not only the different views expressed by the scholars ,but 

also the refutations that they have given of the rival 

systems.Thus for instance in his Prakasa on the hjiubhasya.
I. i.S.Purusottama gives the argument^ of those who think that 

Brahman can be inferred,He then refers to BKasfcara,who refutes

this position.The arguments that have been advanced could not 

satisfy^ Ramanuja,who gives his own refutation,The statement 

of all this is followed by a reference to Udayanacarya,who 

has given independent arguments to prove that Brahmen or 

I^vara can' be established oa the ground of reasoning.

porusottama then refers to the Bampr adayikamat a, the
- 11Abhinavamata and to Yi jnanabhiksu and finally refutes them.

8. Pr.pp.8-10.
9. pr.p.10.
10 .Pr.pp. 13-14.
II. A.B.P. pp.^j&L. 70-81.
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Similarly under the next Sutra,he explains the Bhedabheda?

-vada of Bhaskara* states its refutation. as given by Wcaspati
12Mi&ra and attacks Tacaspati himself for this refutation..

This is the position not only in discussing a particular 

theory,but even in commenting upon the .Anubhafya and other 

works.In the Praka^a on the inubhasya at the end of almost 

every Sutra or J|dhikarana,we find a statement of the inter­

pretations of that Sutra/ or set of Sutras as given by 

other commentators.While so stating the different inter­

pretations,}^ shows how and why Vallabha differs from them 

end how they are faulty.Sometimes he just gives these inter­

pretations and does not make any comments.Thus for instance 

under sutra. II. ii. 18. ^purusottama gives the interpretations 

of Ramanuja and Bftiskara, The letter is similar to that of 

/Safoksra. The same thing has been said with some minor 

difference by others also,says Purusottama. It should be 

noted that purusottama here makes no comments of his own. 

Similarly at the end of the Tarkapada,Purusottama refers to 

RamSauja’s. interpretation/ of the Sutras.II. ii. 4-2-45. ,in 

which, Ramanuja defends the' Bhagavata system.He also refers

12.A.B.P. pp.92-95.
* ' ' *■ !

13.1 tad eva kineid vailaksanyenanye'py ahuh.h.B.P.p.635,
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to Msdhva who interpretas the Sutras so as to repudiate the 
§akta system.But he does not say anything for or against 

them. That is what we want to point out when we say that 

Purusottama adopts a comparative method .He compares the 

interpretations,theories and statements made by the scholars 

of his own school with those of others,and this he does, not 

just for the sake of refuting the other systems,which he 
very often does not refute/.What he puts before us is a 

thorough comparison of these views and interpretations with

or without his comments.This is very helpful for a clear 
understanding of the §uddhadvaita,when compared with other 

systems.

Secondly we should fee: note that Purusottama^ approach 

to the problems,he would like to discuss,is analytic.fhen- 

-ever a certain point comes up for discussion,he does not 

skip over it by saying that this has been so ordered by

Jeirya or that this does or does not appear to be so.He 

would like to go to the root of the problem and with a 

thorough presentation of the original texts,he would proceed 

analysing the v/hole topic.M interesting illustration of 

the same can be found in a very scholarly and very



23?

difficult discussion of whether the affix,1 may at* means 

*Tikaraf or ’pracurya*,15idersSutra I.i.l2*Purusottsma 

refers to many grammatical works,right fromTen ini’s 

Astadhyayi upto the Siddh enterathlkara of Ramakrsna.Similar 

• is his discussion of- almost all the iopics.lhcnever a certain 

word is used,he explains the exact implication of the term, 

if -it is very important for the theory,that is propounded.

He wants to give us a clear picture of what is implied by 

the particular terin;he .is never confused or confusing.We 

shall here take certain examples to illustrate this,point.

Individual souls are said to be snfeas of Brahman.In 

the Bhagyapraka^a at the end .of the third plida of the second 

idhyaya,Purusottama discusses the exact implication -of this 

term.Ee says that the term anla is used in the l3mrtis and 

the Sutras’ while the term pads is found in the Gratis.Both 

are homonyms and tire therefore vague.The' word m'sa may he ' 

used for a limb,a son,a piece,a part of something specific, 

and a constituent part in a bundle.is the Smti passage 

’Irdho va esa stma#o yat patnlh1 shows,even a wife can be 

called an an^a. Similarly the term pad a also means a part or
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a limb. Sven though any of these meanings can be used without 

being afraid of the contingency of resorting to laksana,the 

relation of the ansa and the ansin should be understood so 

as to be in accord with the analogies of the spider and his 
web and the'fire and sparks. This being the case, the bh'sq must 

be something like a part or a piece,the nature of which is not 

modified;it is therefore not completely or eternally separate
!

from the enfein.nor is it just an attribute of the same.14-

The term msya is also similarly discussed and explained.

Bhlskare says that mays is a revelation devoid of its object. 

According to Ramanuja it Implies surprise and wonderment.

In the §uddhachraita however maya is a special power of the

lord.fee proof for this is found in the Bhsgavats passages

like, atavan mud ha maysBhir, may e§!a no jigisasi*15 ftfayi .
Ifithus means the deluding capacity of the Highest Lord.

The berm Bhakti in the Suddhadvaita means service and 

love to the Lord i.e.premaseva.Taking, his clue from the 

cryptic statement of Vai labile- TBhaktihabdasya prstyayerihab

14.,A.B.P.pp. 766-767. ‘
15. Bhigavata.vni.il. 4.
16. A.B.P.p.8?@. -
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17prema,dhatvarthah seva* ,purusottama developes the idea

thus; The meaning is expressed by the affix arid the base 

together sod primarily by the affix.So the affix ’Ktinfwhich

is capable of expressing the ordinary meaning of a root , is 

here combined with the root'fihaj1 and so primarily expresses

the act of worshipping.This is of the nature of service.The

word seva has the conventional sense of physical activity,,

preceded by constancy or frequency,as can be- seen from the

usages like striseva,ausadhaseva etc.From the passages like

’Matsevaya pratitam oa* the said activity can be stated to

be of the nature of service, jig ain these passages inform us

of the purnatva on account of the seva.It is possible only

when service is mixed with love,otherwise the trouble that

it would give would prevent if from being called, a purusariha.

This being the ease,love is the motive and as such the

dominant factor in the seva.Thus it is the meaning of the

affix,while the bodily service,which is subordinate to love,
•18is the meaning of the base.

While explaining that the Highest Lord is^asarupa* #

r^T.Sn.p.p.75.

18,T.Bn.ib.p.75.
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Purusottama enters into a discussion of the term Rasa.The

term Rasa, he says,is used for the taste,viz.the quality 

which is grasped by the tongue,the mobile substance,the’ 

quintessence and that which produces happiness which cm be 

enjoyed.The scriptural passages,*Rasam hy evayam lebdhva-
19 _ _nsndl bhavati*, TICo hy evanyat kali prenyad yady esa Ikasa

_ , , 20 _ 81ananao ne syat, ’k§a hy eva ansndayati* ana others show

that Rasa is the bliss,has the purpose' of keeping the life-

-breath,has its place in the cavity’of the heart end produces

joy.Thus Rasa is ’Hrdayasthapranitanandajanaka manda.1 The

joy which is produced of this,can be enjoyed in all the limbs

and so it can be said to pervade the whole body,even then

passages likefsa mariasiha atiia jansnlm’sbow its place to be
the mind.Thus the sentiment which produced in accordance with

A'

the theories of the Rasafeastra,is also an effect of the same 

Rasa.

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

love is also similarly found.Purusottama says that sneha is 
an attribute of the mind or the soil,it is not desire.

lS.Teittirlys Rpanisad.II.fj^
50. TaittirTya 1/pan is ad. II. 7.
51. Taittiriya ITpanisad.II. ?.
82.SoS.pp. 252-853.
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*1 like it,I have love for it,I am glad at it,but I do Dot
r

want it1,such sentences are used.Similarly,it is not just 

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

whom we have definitely so sneha.Thus sneha is a dharma-

, 22-visesa.*

Important concepts of other systems have also been 

discussed by our author in the same way. One such concept is 

sshgati.Purusottama explains sang at i as:? .An an t ar abb. idhan a- 

-prayojakariksajanakajnanaYisayo/Hthah, .This means the desire 

to 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 desire,is called sahgati.lt is 

sixfold,as stated in the werke:

Saprasshga upodghato lietutavasaras tatha, 

fiirvahaikaikakaryatve sodha sahgstir isyate.

prasahga is that which can not be avoided,when remembered. 

Upodghata establishes the topic in hand.Hetuts is the 

relation he’tween the dependent and that upon which it depends. 

Avasara is something,which must be stated to satisfy the 

desire,which does not hinder the progress of the work.

22.S.S.p.7.



Nirvahakatva serves the purpose of advancing- the topic.

Ekaicaryatva produces an allied effect.This is the explanation

of the nature of sahgati,and not its definition.purusottama

himself would like to explain saihgati as the upeksinsrhatva,

(not proper to be neglected) of that which is remembered,while
23the discussion is being carried on by an intelligent man.

Hetuta and others are the attributes of th^ipeksinarhatva

and are included in the sahgati because they are related to

.the same.Again there ie no limitation that sahgati is only
24sixfold;other divisions can also be accommodated.

These and many other instances can be adduced to 

illustrate the analytical approach of Pur usottama.purusottama’s 

style and method would show 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 found in th^tamous Bhagavata- 

-svarupavisayakabahkanirisavada,where in Purusottama discusses

23. Savadhsuapur usapr ay u jy&msnavikyaprsyo j akatvena 
surtasyopeksenariiatvam eve sahgatih. A.B.P.pp.130-131.

24. ' A.B.P.pp. 130-131.
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whether the Bhlgavata purana is an old wooEk.Purusottama 

says that if the Bhagavata was a modern work,many authori-

-tative writers would not have referred to it in-their works.
25He than proceeds with a list of those authors and works, 

beginning with feamkara who in his Caturdalamataviveka refers 

to the Bhagavata.He also refers to the commentaries on the 

Pedmasahasranama and Upad eh asahasr 1. Samvatsar apr«aT$a of 

Prlcina CraudaCOaudapada?) ,Hemadrivratadahakhanda ,®r akr iya- 

-kaumudi of Ramec andr a, Hsian irn ayadTpikavivaran a of ErsimHa- 

-clryo,Baocsritrarntmansa of Yidyanivasa Bhattaoarya,Bhakti- 

-rasaysna of Iadhu.s*udana Sarasvati,BhaktirathavalT of Yisnu- 

-puri,Ksemendrapraka&a of iC§ e rn endr a, i vs t a 11va viveka of 

Appayya Diks ita,li irn ay as ind h u, B hag a vadfcKas kar a, D in a kar ody o- 

-ta, and Gaturvimkativyakhya of Bhattoji DTksita. The list 

found here shows that Purusottama has in him something of 
a modern scholar,who/liniPout such references to prove the 

antiquity or otherwise of a particular work.purusottama thus 

can be coaroared with a modern research scholar.

25. Bhagavatssvarupavisayaka&ahiCanirasavada.

T.Sn.p.3.
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(in).
Dialectics.

The term dialectics has been used by most of the modern 

scholars for describing the philosophical method,as found in 

the Bhasyas,their commentaries,and other works of philosophy. 

Baldwin’s Dictionary explains the term thus;

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

reasoning or argument....
Dialectics:(In education): The Art of teaching by means of 

discussion as seen in Plato’s Dialogues and involving as with 
Socrates inductive appeals to special instances,*®

Dr.P.D.Chsndratre in his thesis on Methodology points out 

certain important distinctions between platonic dialectic and 
Vaaa-paddhati,as followed by Sanskrit writers.^hile we my

not here enter into a discussion regarding this point,it will

be sufficient to say that the term dialectic has been loosely 

used for the Toda method.

Tatsyayana-Bliasya on the Hyayasutras of H-eat am a informs us

26-Baldwin.Dictionary of philosophy and psyehology.Vol.I.p.278. 

27.Chsndratre.Methodology.p.238 $£.
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that there sre three types of Ketha or debate,Tada.Jalpa.and

Yitanda. Yada proceeds with the sole purpose of arriving at
ggthe ascertained truth. Gautama calls, it a discussion with

students,teachers,co-students and persons,who sre interested .
30 ' 'in reaching at right conclusions, Yatsyayana describes it

as a collection of statements made by various speakers for

arguing out various views leading ultimately to the acceptance
31of one of these views as the demonstrated truth. Gautama 

defines Vsda as ’ Pr amTjn a tar kas adhan opalambhah siddhanta- 

viruddhah pancavaysvopapaimah paksapratipaksaparigraho 

Yadah. ’ ° Chandratre translates it as: *Yada consists m 

nutting forward (by two persons) of a conception and. counter- 

-conception, in which there is supporting and condemning 

by means of proofs and reascnings-neither^ of which is . ■ 

quite opposed to the main doetrine(or thesis) and both of

SS.Tisrah katha bhavanti,vado, jalpo vitapda ceti.
Yatsyay an a-Bliasya .p. 70.

29. tattvenirnayaphalah kathaviseso vadah.Sarvadarbanasangraha.
p.239.

30. Tam sisyagurusabrehmacarivibistasreyorthibhir anasuyi- 
bliir sblfupeyat.Kyayasutras.lY.ii.48.

31. ^adah khalu nenaprsvaktrkah pr a ty adhi kar anas adhan o'nya- *
-taradhikarananirnaysvasano#vakyasamuhah.

Ya tsy ay aha-Bliasya. p. 6.
32. Nyayasutras, I.ii.l.



which ere carried on in full accordance with the method

33of reasoning through five factors.*

C-autama defines jalps as : ’Yathoktopapannai ehala- 

jai in igr ah as than asadh an opa1ambho jalpah.1 explains

viiand'a as • *Sa pr atipaksas thep an aliin 0 vitands.**' In 

jalpa the disputant tries’ to overthrow the opponent and 

repudiate him in any way right or wrong.The vitenefa is 

purely destructive,wherein the opponent is just refuted, 

while no alternative thesis is offered.Thus the Yada is 

healthier than the other two.

The Platonic dialectic,as explained by Booking, 

comes very near to this.“Socrates and Plato developed a 

mathod of mental experimentation,which Plato called the 

’Dialectic’-a method well-fatted for use in conversation 

or dialogue.lt consisted in taking up any belief,one of 

the speakers chose to present;treating it as an hypothesis, 

and following it ruthlessly to its extrene conclusions.

If for one reason the consequences of the hypothesis were

33.Ch andratre.Meth od ology.p.31.
34 .ilyayssutr as. I. ii. 3.

35,1 yayssutr as. I. i i. 3.



24?

unacceptable,a new hypothesis 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...
36 tfThe true hypothesis would be the dialectical survivor.* 

Coming to the Indian V ad a, we oan say, following Dr. 

Chandratre,that according to the definition of Gautama, 

quoted above there are three features that constitute a 

Tad a. .Firstly the contrary view points should; be supported 

and condemned by means of proofs and reasonings. Secondly

none of the view points,accepted or repudiated aust be 

entirely against the main thesis.Ys&syayana explains the

significance of this condition when he says that the 
fallacy of contradiction(Hetvabhasa) of Siddhantavirodha,

can be used in the ¥ada,but the proper place for the 

clinchers or nigrahasthanas is the jalpa or vitanda,and 

not Tad a.’' Third condition of the 1/ada is that both the 

supporting and condemning roust be ^accordance with the

36 J/.E.Hocking; $ypes of philosophy.p.SS9.Quoted by 
Chandratre:Methodology.pp. 83-30. .

37,SiddEantaffi abhyupetya tadvirodhi viruddhah iti hetva- 
-bhasasya idgrshasthinasyenujffa vide ,Tatsyanafehisyb. p. 70. 

’.Also see.Jslpe nigrahastlianaviniyogad vide tatpratisedhah, 
Tatsyayanabhisya.p. 70.
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reasoning of five-membered syllogism.lt should be however

noted that mostly all the writers on the Vedanta carry on 

with the three-membered syllogism sansisting of pratijfta, 

hetu and udaharana. , , . ;

In the light of what has been stated, above,we would 

like to examine the Yadagranthas of p ur us o 11ama. The Yada- 

-grsnthas would in themselves provide for a very important 

study of Purusotteras's dialectic^because they are indepen-
'-V

-dent, compact and to the point.A glance at' these Yada- 

-granthas will show that purusottama begins many'of his 

Ysdas with a verse, in which he makes a certain statement, 

according to the accepted hypothesis of his view.The said 

statement is challenged by_ the Opponent,who does not 

subscribe to the view and 'thus argues against it,Thus the 

discussion starts*An analysis of some of his Wdas is 

given below;so that we may be able to find out the 

.salient features of,,his Yad.agranth.as*, ,■................... ...

The prshastavada,as we have, already said,is a

composite work of three actions or' avail tar avid as. It begins
" ’ , , . 1 * ’• *

with the verse;- • ;
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ISrutilirasi yasya mahima nirupadhir 

iSo'pi yasya khalu mahima,

Tam Krsnam adimurtim namaki
opKiravadyasadgunam brahma. *

the first quarter leads to the discussion cm the 

meaning of the Yedantas.The opponent asks as to how the 

first quarter can be explained.Purusottaraa replies that 

all the Yecfantas teach Brahman i.e.they are Brahma-pars.
The follower^ of ^arnkare points out her.e theVA-vastavika- 

brshma-paratYa’, to which the author says that this is a 
srauta system and qjly the Srutis should be accepted as 

the valid Pramana and the thoughts,which go against them, 

should be countered on the strength of reasoning,which does 
not go against the feru/fcis.Tbe author then goes on to shew 

how the belief in the Sopadhiks-brahma-paratva of the ISrutis 

is untenable,as it is not vouched for by the scriptural 

evidence.That Brahman' has attributes is made out in the

'Srutis end oply the material attributes are rejected.Thus 

Brahman is an abode of contradictory attributes.So far, 

Purufottsma bases all his observations on the scriptural

38. Prh.p.3.
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■passages,hundreds of which are quoted and interpreted. 

Purusottama now attacks the theory of Avidya on logical 

grounds .He asks whether iividya is with or without beginning,

whether it is related to the jits or Brahman,and whether 
it is sat, as at, both sat and asat M or neither .sat nor 

asat.Purusottama points out that none of these alternatives

qqis acceptable. jPurusottama again comes back to the

scriptural passages which he explains in extenso to show

how they can not be. ceiled upon to prove the theory of

maya.Purusottama at the end proves the avikrtaperinamavada

on the scriptural authority and finally comes again to his

point,’Tasmac chruii&irahi nirupsdhir eva brahmano mahiMa
40prstipadyats iti supapannam.* ~

The second part of the JJrahastavada is said to be 

based on xhe second quarter of the verse quoted above.

Purusottama begins with a question.Accepting that Brahman 

has endless forms,should all the forms be accepted as 

equal or should fee think that one of them is principal and 
the others are subordinate? Somq4jhin|f that it is in fact

39. Prh.pp.21-32.

40. Prh.p.34.
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formless but assumes forms owing to maya and so, whether 

they are equal or subordinate in relation to one another, 

does not make any difference.Others say that all the 

forms are mayika,of them that of Yisnu is the highest.

Still others opine for &iva.The followers of Bhedavads 

make out that only one is Brahman,while the other/ is' 

five.‘The author then says that in fact Brahman is beyond 

the three qualities,regulates the maya, is an abode of 

contradictory qualities and is thus endowed with all the 

forms.lt is and is not an agent,it is thus not an object of 

any dispute,it is faultless and on the analogy of blind 

men and an elephant, it assumes various forms, to give the 

reward to various worshippers.The theory of maya has already 

been refuted.The Bhedavada is not taught by the Gratis.

Thus the difference of the forms should be discussed.Out

of these the Highest is transcendental and another is of

tfie nature of Viblmti,the others are still inferior to it.
_ 4iWhich of them is Mahamahimayukta? This is a sort of 

introduction to what Purusottama really wants to write.

He then states the views of Appayya Diksita as found in

41. Prh.p,35,
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u>i vat add va vi ve k a, and refutes Mm thoroughly with a

Taisnavaite interpretation of the &rutis,Smrtis ,Purlnas,

and all that.lt the:end he says that Bhagavat is the 
0

principal form of Brahman,and l3iva is the main, Yibhuti.

Thus the proposition in the second quarter of the verse 
42is established. • '

The third part deals with the third quarter of the 

said verse.Purusottama here says that Ersna. is the Idi- 

-jffOrti and discusses it on the basis of the puranas and
T i

minor Tfpaaisads, and refutes the contention that Krsnatva 

is rniyika.

Panditakarabhindipala is something like an extension 

of the second part of the Prahasta. It begins with:

Vividhesu Yividhaphaladah bivadirupah sada svayam

tv agunah,
Bhaktesa nirgunatvam kurvaa hqrir uttamo jayati.^

The whole discussion is based1- on the first quarter and ■ 

is directed against SSaivism.The basis here is of the

42. Prh.p.233.

43. Panditkarabhindipala.lvataravadldrili.p. 247.
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Purlnas and minor scriptural texts.

Bhedlbhedasv&rupanirnaya begins with:

Brahmlbhedopasahaj jtfnanato va

Brahniatmaikye'py arc's ataia atyajsntah, . ,

lasyaisvaryad asate .yanniyamyas
_ . 44fern ISrikrsnam devadevam namami.

The verse thus states,the oneness of Brahman and stman, 

the ansetva of the individual soul inspite of the said 

oneness and that everything is controlled and regulated 

by the Highest -Lord.Thus it is necessary to discuss whether 

the sbheda tolerates the bhada or not.The opponent argues 

that it does not,and .makes out s, case for absolute Monism. 

Purusottama replies that the theory of Satkaryavada,whieh 

is based on the Gratis,shows that everything existed even 

prior to the creation.So the attributes like akara and 

kahyatva should be accepted as existing in Brahman.If they 

are different from Brahman,it would go against the 

Advaita&ruti/.IIence we should accept that Brahman is 

endowed with the required attributes and is the cause.

44 c Bhed ab hed as varup an irn ay a.Padavail. p.16.



The effects are one with' the cause,though they are 

mutually different f ran one another.Similar is the case • 

with the relation of Brahman and Jsgat.The relationship 

between Brahman, and the jahras is like that of gold and 

•a lump of gold.This is also abheda,which tolerates bheda.

As here the whole argument proceeds on the bases of 

Satkaryavada,Purusottama has to refute the isstkiTryavada, 

and the belief in the pngabhaYa.This is based on reasoning

and not verbal testimony.purusottaraa again comes back to 

his point and shows ho?/ the Bhedasshisnu-abheda is to be

accepted in the states of deluge and liberation.

SrstihhedavaTda is a very important work of Purusottama. 

It begins with:

To 11 lays kila gavam avaaaya go tram'

Baste'tikomalatame krpaya dadhara,

ladrupam eted enhilem yata asa yasmat
. . ,45Sad y ad vibhati tarn ajam sarsnam prapadye.

The statement of the third quarter is called in to 

question by those,who believe in the Paramanuyada.

45. Srs t ibhed a fad a. YatT5 vail. p. 8 2.
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purusottama refutes them by strongly attacking the very 

thesis that the paramuaus can be the cause.The definition 

of the attorn, as given by the Vaiisesikas, is criticised by 

him vehemently.He says that it is not from the subtle that

the |ross is produced,cn the other hand the gross cause 

gives rise to subtle effects,as can be surmised from various

instances .Purusottama also takes the opportunity to refute

the’ concept of /sbhava. After thus repudiating the arambhavlda,

Purus,ottama refers to the inifevara sahkhyas and their

theories.They ere pjsswered mainly on the scriptural grounds,

though the non-sentiency of the Prakrti is also pointed out.

Thus purusottama says that the sentient Brahman should be

accepted, as the material and the efficient cause as also
/ 46the agent of the world on the authority of the Srutis.

Bow Purusottama here refers to the Ekadefeixi who does not 

agree to the theory of Pariaima and who therefore advances

the Yivsrtavada,The author here details the arguments of 

the ,{nay1vadin,for rejecting the Slhkhyon parinamavada and 

accepting the Bfayafada.purusottama refutes the mayavads also

46,Tasmad br shins cetanam jagata upidaham nimittam kartr 

ceti brutibhys eva mantavyam. Yadavali.p.96.



256

47cm scriptural authority,though he uses logic also. At 

the. end the 'Suddhadvaita views of Ivirbhava-1 ir obhava 

and Avikrtaparinama are fully explained.

In the beginning of the Ehyativada we have the 

following verse: ■ "V

Yanmayaya bahihksipfs khyayate buddhir arthavat,
_ _ 48Nivartste ca yadbodhet tarn nanmrni jsnardaaa®.

The objector can.not agree to the first line,but

Purusottsma answers his objections and says that he is

in favour of the Anyakhyati.Purusottama,refers to the

haiyayikes,who believe in the inyathaldiyati.This is

refuted on purely logical grounds.Similarly the Bhattas,

the Prabhakaras,the Maya via ins, the Sahkhya and Ramanuja
♦

are referred to.All are refuted except the last,whose 

view is also not, accepted in ioto.The difference in the

views held by the Vi'sistadvaita and the iSuddhadvaita is 

described and explained by the author .Purus ottama shears 

how both Akhyati and.Anyairhyati are accepted in his 

system.

47.Srstibhedavada.fadavali.p.104.•> *“

48. ’ Khyativad a.Vadavall, p. 119.



Andhakaravada is introduced with the Terse:

Dar&aya hatha guhayara tamo-vrtayam svatah saroagatya,
. 49lucukunda Its saysne mayi krpayanehasapi vapuh.'

\

The opponent does not agree to the terra tmovrtayia because 

the tamas which is just absence of light,can not envelope 

any thing.Pur us ot tarns refers to the view that the tamas is 

the separate, sub stance. According to the followers of KaiiMa 

darkness is not a substance.Similar is the view of the 

author of Pratyaktaitiad-Tpika. Pur us ot tern a says that Tamas 

is a substance,which is capable of enveloping .and which is 

an effect of may a, which is the raUia-sakti, In proving this 

he refutes both the Yai'sesikas and the author of Pratysk-

-tattvadTpika.

Pratibirabavada similarly is intended to prove that 

the image is a separate object altogether.The discussion 

is introduced with the verse:

Jyotis tamalanilam karunasilara rauda staumi,
■ 50Harati tamonikurembam yatpratibimbam svaklyanam.^

The second line is objected to by the disputant who says 

that the Pratibimba is not an existing entity at all.

49. Andhakaravada.YedavalT.p*131.
50. PratibimbaVada.YadavslT.p.133.
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Purusottama refutes the .arguments and says that it is an 

entity on the ground of verbal testimony and also on account

of pereeption.lt is different from other objects because of 
its mayikatva.Fe refers to other views also,though he does

not n any of the theorists.

JivapratibimbatvaMisndsnavada begins with,

Yac cidamfeesu j'lvesu pretibimbldirupetam, ■
✓ y 51Yadsnti matabhedais tam srikrsnaia sarvadasraye.

The Opponent does not agree with the theory of jtafeatva

and says that JTva is a Pratibimba or an 'abhasa.Purusottama
*

here enumerates sis views,held by the followers of Samkara. 

Purusottama refutes those views on the basis of reasoning 

and scriptures both and establishes the theory of Aa&atva. -

Jvirbhavatirobhavavlda is a very important work in as 

much as it deals with the theory of manifestation and noji- 

-manifestation,which constitutes the basic plank of the

Suddhadsrarita.The first verse runs:
Yadavirbhave 'anan.da avirbhavati sarvatah,

_ _ ,59
Tirobhaventi santapas tam 6raye gofculesvaranu ‘,J

51. JTvapratibimbatvakharidanavada.^/idavall.p.lTO.
52. YvirbKavatirobllsvavada. Vadavall. p. 182.
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The opponent says that one who does not agree to the 

production, and destruction of the effects can not also 

explain the manifestation and non-manifestation .Purusottama 

makes out a very strong ease for hisview.He discusses the 

Sstkaryavsda,utpettijprlgablilTa and all the theories 

connected with the Abhevas.vehemently refutes them and 

finally explains the ^udcihadvaita concept of manifestation 

and non-manifestation and how it is to be applied to the,

creation of the world and the jivas.

Lastly we shall refer to the Khalalapanavidhvamsayada, 

which is metrical and thus unique in certain respeets*It 

does not begins with a verse to which the opponent objects* 

Pumsottama here straightly plunges into discuss ion, when he 

says that certain followers of the Sakha system doubt the 

Saktitva of the Highest lord, looking to the ornaments worn

by him.Purusottama gives the authority of scriptures to 

prove the*masculine character of godJie also refers to 

the Sviffiiny as tana and the Sarasvatisthapona.

We will not give an analysis of other Yadas li,ke the 
IJrdhvapundradllaranavada or the T alas im aladhar qii aval a, f irs t ly



because many of thep are important only for the 

iSuddhadvaita practices and secondly because the Fades which 

we have referred to will be sufficient fox- studying the 

vada-paddhati of Purusottama.A study of the above Ifadas 

will make clear the following points.

Most of the Ysdas of purusottama follow a definite 

fixed pattern.The first verse in almost each of these tracts 

is written in the form of a benediction,bat besides,it also 

suggests the hypothesis,which is immediately tried.Some-

-times we find,as in the first part of the Pralmsta,tta-t 

logic is subordinated to scriptures,but that is quite 

in keeping with the accepted view that the &a’oda is the

highest authority in the Suprasensuous realms of 

metaphysics.lt must however be stated to the credit of 

Purusottama,that whenever he is against a certain theory, 

he uses logic if that particular theory is, advanced on the 

ground of reasoning and only when the opponent adduces 

scriptures in his support^,Furusottaaa meets on that 

ground.The i&pe&tf part and even the whole of the prahasta- . 

-bade is directly concerned with the scrip t or e s.’then liow- 

-ever* the oecassion arises the discourse is carried on



with' reasoning.Other hypotheses are also put forward,as in

Srstibhedavada and Xbyeiivada.They are however refuted by

our author ,who gives "various arguments, logical and script oral 

to support his own viiw and to refute the views of others.■

We may sa$ that this comes very near to the flat on ic 

Dialectic, as explained by Hoe king. There is however one very 

important point of difference.In Platonic Dialectic the 
first hypothesis which has been put forward need not be 

necessarily accepted and other views are tried when the 

first is found unacceptable.In the Vadagr-8nthas,as we have- 

seen,the hypothesis suggested by the benedictory verse is

the authors own view about the point,Thus the same is 

finally accepted after other rival theories are rejected.

It can be pointed out,though it is very rare,that the 

rival theory is not entirely repudiated,while it is neither 

accepted fully .Thus Ramanuja’s view about erroneous 

perception is not completely refuted'in the Khyltivada,

We can as well say that these tracts satisfy the 

requirements of the Indian Tad a. The contrary view points 

are supported and refuted on the basis of proofs and 

reasoning.We have noted above that proofs for a Yedantin
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include^ scriptures as the finsi authority.They are to be 

supported by tarka or reasoning.The ancient logicians 

classify tarka into 11 but the modern school accepts only 

5: Atmssr aya{Ign or at i o glenchi),anyonya6raya(Petitio 

urineipii)scakraka(circle),an8V8Stha(regressus ad infinitum), 

end premanabadhitarthaprasahga(reduetio ad absurdurn). The 

other sis ore:7y8ghata,laghe.Ya,gaurava,utsarga,apafada,and 

vaijatya.53feny of these tarkae are very often found in the 

Vedas of Purusottama.We may here takej^ some illustrations.

’The Praiaanebadhitarthsprasaxiga is found in the Bheda- 

-bhedasvarupanirnaya/ when our author says that if the 

attributes like aksra,icaryatva,and the like are not accepted 

as existing in Brahman before creation,the scriptural 

passages teaching of the satkaryaveda would be rendered

meaningless.If the effects are said to exist separately 

from Brahman,it would go against the passages teaching 

oneness.Hence for reconciling these two,we shall have to 

accept Brahman,which is endowed with these attributes, 

as the cause.54This is Prsmanab'adhiiihthaprasahga.

53. Cf.Sarvadarhanasahgralia.pn. 338- 333.

54. Vad avail. p. 18.
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The fault of anyoayasraya has been pointed oufc by 

Purusottame in the Views of those who believe that Tsvara

is the sentiency reflected in the impression: of the creatures, 

remaining'under the influence^ of mays,which has its abode 

in brahman;and jlva is the sentiency reflected in the internal 

organ imagined by mays.To this Purusottama says that the 

reflection must be accepted only of that wkich is not 

defiled by upedhis on the ground of the illustrations of 

ghsta'icsfea etc.This being the case,16vara cannot possibly 

be accepted as existing,because the mayatamas has its own 

solid canstitu&ats and the like and thus they would obstruct 

the impressions. (IDhTvisanas) if the constituents are not many, 

then the iietu cannot be explained and if one believes in 

the nature as such,it would lead to the contingency of 

svabbavavada.Besides there will be pititio principii in so 

far as the svabhava can be explained/only when reflection is 

established and the reflection can be accepted, only when the

svabhava is established.Thus there is aayonyasroys between
— 55svabhava and pratibimba. „

55.Tadavail.p.173.
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Atmasraya and anavastha are found together when 

Purusottame is refuting the eonoept of production in the 

asatkaryavada.hs it is with number,so with production sIbo 

we should believe that production is produced.This is not only 

without any proof ,but it leads to the fallacy of regressus

because uipsiti requires another utpetti,this again the third 

and so on.It should not be stated that utpatti is produced

from it self, on the basis of the usages like 'Utpattir jata?, 

because that would be atBSSfereje.^-’

Besides these which hare been illustrated here,there are

many other reasons found in Puru§ot tarns' s argument at ion. Thus
• b? _ — 58 59

for instance we find manabhava, drs tan tabftava,^ prasiddhatva,

. _ 60 .. _ , . 61 ,
Kalpanagaursva, ativyaptl, etc.
---------The second requirement of a Tilda, is that both the

view points should not be completely against the 'main. 

thesis.The idea behind this requirement is,as we have seen

58.Yadavall.p.189, 
57.Ibid.p.86.
58.Ibid.p.189.

59.1b id.p. 18'V 

60.Ibid.p.189.

61. lb id.p. £01.
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above, that the clinchers should not be used in a Yada,

the proper place, for them being $alpa or vitandl.In the 

fad as of our author the contingency of. Sid4hentabh'ehga . ;

is very often found used against the adversary.We shall , 

see one illustration of this.

The atom is defined in the Tsifeesika system as •
« Bhautikatve sati nityo gatiman psramanuli. * Wh a b is the

bhsutikatva hers?Is it thats-sambandhi t va?In that case

all the primordial elements liice earth do not exist in

the beginning of creation;there can be no question of

the bhuta-sambaadhitva.If the opponent takes into account

the existence of space,it would also include the mind,

and thus the definition will be too wide.If for everting

this contingency he refuses to accept the creation as
such,the atoms themselves can not exist end this would

ftpbe tent amount to Siddbsntabbanga.

The third requirement of a. Yada is regarding the 

five-membered syllogism.The writers cm the Ye dinta, 

however,do not generally give all the five but they give 

only the first three members viz.PratijHa,Hetu,and 

Ud ah ar an a. P ur as ot tamo.’ $ Va-iss afford us with many

62.Yadavail.p.85.
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One important point which \m should jest note is 

that tlie Tfiadas of purusottama never assume the form of

jalpa or vitanda.Most of his Yadagranthas are'intended 

to prove something and not to disprove'some thing. The 
pretest a and the KhailalapanaTidhvanea Vodas are specially 
directed against the halvas and the 'Shittas respectively,,

but there is not just m attitude of putting down an 

adversary.In the prahasta Purusottsma1 proves that 
Brahman is the teaching of the Yedahias,that feiva is 

the priiicipel Tihhuti and that Xrsna is the oularura.

In the Shalalapsnavidhvansavada we find that Purusottama 

tries to emphasise the personal aspect of Bod.One may 

perhaps point out that the JI vapr a t ib imb at vaifh and an a vad a,

as its name indicates,is m<$it to - refute the theory of 

the followers of sSajikarsuThe1 last verse of the Yada also 
lends support to this.^Rut we should bear in mind that 

after refuting the theory of prstibimba,Purusottama 

shows how the theory of an&atva is faultless.The 

Prasenga dialectics is often found in these works,when

63.1ti hrivailabftacar yavocm a-sayagocararo,
Pratibimbadir’up&tvaltbarvdanara. viiadikrtam.

Yadavali.p.183.



Purusottama- offers different alternatives for under- 

-stending the opponent1s theory and rejects all of them.

But the trend of arguments is never destructive for the 

sake of being simply destructive.The alternatives are cm 

the other hand offered to chow the inherent inconsistencies 

in the theory,which is attacked,Thus when he says that 
the may a is neither s at,'nor as at ,11 or again both sat and - 

asat and not even different from both sat and asat,he 

points out how the theory of maya cannot be logically
/

explained and accepted.

The observations,which v/s have made regarding the 

VadagrantliGfl,are equally applicable to the discussions, 

that are found in other worms of our author.

.As regards the fallacies of reasons (hetvabbasas) 

the author himself dismisses the topic, in his prastliana- 

-ratnakara.We would like to give here his awn explanations

and illustrations.The laiyayik 

reasons into fiv'e,savyabhicara

asiddha and babbita.

;as classify fallacious 

,viruddha,s a t-pretipoks a 5

Savyahhicara is the straying reason which is explained 

as;SsdhyatadabKovasldhakataya pratlyamaxsah.lt is twofold,
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comm<m{Sadharana)and unoommon(asadharsna).The former is

that whioh proves both the.sadhjra and.its absence by 

positive concomitance,e.g.l>hliraavan Ifahneh.The latter does 

the same by negative coneomiteace,e.g.&ahdah anitysh. 

ISabdatvat.The logicians give a third variety also called 

non-conciusiim (tttupasamharin)}which is explained as, 

Ivrttis’adiiyekatva.e.g.Skasavan.bifeah.Sometimes it is 

understood as kevaianvayidharMovaechinnapaksaka.e.g.

Servant anityam.Prameyatvat.The. fault here lies with the 

obstruction in understanding the negative concomitance.

Adverse reason or viruddha beta is explained as,
i

sadhya-asamanadhikarano hetuh.The hetu is not coev^al 

with the sadhya but is entirely different from it.e.g. 

Oauh.A&vatvat.This,says purusottama,.is.not different from 

the svarupasiddhi.

Sat-prr.tipaksa or opposable reason is that which 

obstructs the understanding of the sadhya.e.g.Jalam 

urn am .'Bp sr<3 a va 11 vat .W osn am. A te j as t vat.

Tinestablished reason or asiddha is. explained as:

1 Vyabhicaredy any apara® art sprat ibandhakatavacchedakadharma- 

-tvam asiddhih.’It has three varieties.(1)Svarupasiddhi,
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e.g.Ghateli prthivi .P at at va t. {g)Israyasiddhi,e.g.(r8ganakamalam 

surabhikam alea.SurabhifcaffiGlatvat. (S) Yy opyatvasiddhi,e.g.the 

DhliBieij.isthsiryapti is absent in a cloud of dust.It can also 

be said to exist when the Saflhye or tJie hetu is unknown.

Badha or stultified reason is explained as; *Pakse sadhya- 

-IsTbiyatvamt/Thus for instance fire does not'exist in water.

Besides the five,which have been enumerated above,

Purusottsms says that upedhi is also a fallacy.lt is defined

as : ♦Sechys/^'opakstve seti s Idhana vy apakat vam upadhih. ’Thus
for instance the syllogism like,’Ynglya hinsa adharmaSSdhajfom

hin sit vat.* has this fault because it does not take into account
64the nisedha of hinsa when enjoined in the scriptures.

One important point,which we may here note with regard to 

the dialectical method of Purusottama,is that as an honest 

debater,he does not resort to the unfair means of argumentation

as employed in the jalpa or .vitanda.Dialectic quibbling or

ehala is one such way which means a wilful misrepresentation
65of the views of the opponent. It is classified into three, 

vak-chala,saman^ya-chaia and upaCara-ehala.In the first,the 

meaning which is not intended to be conveyed < is assumed,when

64. Pr.pp.144-146.
65. Yacahavaghat o' rthavikaipopspsttya c ha 1 am .h y ay a slit r a s. I. ii. 10.



the statement of the opponent is vague.In the second an 

absurd signification is urged by using too generic a term. 

rihe third is based on the secondary meaning of the words.lt 

is necessary that the views of the opponent should be correct- 

-ly presented before they are at tacked, and we find this 

particular virtue jn the discussions of Purusottama,who has 

ne-er taken recourse to any of the chalas mentioned above.

Not only so, but at many places we shall find the quotations 

of the view-points of others .Thus for instance- the catuskot-
•6n

-iks dialectics of the Baucidiias, the theory of Syadvada,
- 67as explained by jinantavirya, the views of logicians,

Mimensakas and others given in the we&ke of Purusottama 

would show that Purusottama is always careful in the

presentations of the opinions of others Jot only so but ‘ 

at some places he would also show the contents of certain

books.Thus for instance he says that the San kfaya,we11-known 

by the name of Eapilasutras,has two versions.One has 28 ' 

Sutras and is commented upon by Pan©a§ikha,the other is 

Sa&khyaprevsoaaasutra in 6 Adhyayas.While the fiwst version

66. A.B.P.p.658.

67. A.B.P.p.664.



just aentions the topics taught in the system,it is the
68second which explains them fully.

We have noted above that Purusod&sma has the dignity

and elegance of style. As a result of this he does not 

often jeer at his opponents. The accusations against 

Ilamksra found in the works of Tallabha end YitthaLesa are 

almost totally absent. He treats Samkara, Ramanuja and 

Madliva , all the Acaryss with equal respecdr, as can be seen 

from the fact that he never uses singular number for them. 

Singular is used by him only forsr £rikantha and Bhiksu, for

neither of whom he seems to have much regard. For &rlkantha

of course the sectarisn&pirit might have invited criticism 

gtnd lowered the position of his schoolurnsottama also has 

adopted a critical and liberal attitude.There is however 
sometimes some caustic criticism from his pen,^ but they

68. A.B.P.p.l54.
69. Cf.(l)Ata evam satyapi yat t ad s vicar enhh and am aye duhkha- 

-stitvaKathanam tad grsnthakrto mahaduhkhasemskarasya
prablyam eva g am ay at i iti dik.A.B.P.p.199.This is against 
feamkara.(2)Ata idam bhiksavaiyagryadahayam evavadid iti 
dik.A.B.P.p.23?.This is against Tijnanabhiksu.{3)Yai&esi-
-kadarfcanasye ulukarupina ksnsdena kstatvat...Tadavail, 
p. 140.This is against the Taifeesikas in the Andhakaravada

etc.
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ere very rare.Barring Rome stray passages we can say that 

Purusotta>aa maintains a high standard, below which he does

hot go.

The last point,which we should take in to account in 

relation to Purusot-tama’s argumentation is whether he/is 

himself* open to the charge of punarukta,which is a clincher. 

In many of his works the same arguments are repeated.-The

theory tbft darkness is an object is fomjd discussed in
_ 70 _ _ 71the Prasthanaratnaiore, *Andhakaravada, ‘and in the

hvaranabhanga.Similarly tne theory of jiva-pratibiinbatva

is refuted strongly in the Praetbanakatnekera, the Tada
bearing the same name,74 and the Avaranabhanga. /5That an

individual soul is atomic is proved in the Avaranabhanga,7®

77and Anubhasyapraka&a. The way in which God can be 
realised is explained in the Anubhasyaprakafea,^ and

*»» — •*»•«**«» —• m» mm m* ^ ^ wm mm mm m* im mt mm m* mm mm m» mm mm «m mm mm *m mm mm mm mm mm

70.Pr.p.lll.ff.
Vl.Andhakairavada.PFdavali.'p. )31 H> '
72. Tp.S.Ab.p.lSo.ff.
73. Pr.p.l29.ff.
74. jrvapratibiffibafcvakhendaxiavada.Tadivali.p. nt> ti‘
75. T.Sa.Ab.p.lO’2.ff.
76. T.S.Ab.p.92.ff.
77. A.B.P.p.?93ff,
78. - A.B.P.p.bOS.ff.



_ _ 79Prasthanaratnakera, ’ fh,e passages being completely similar. 

The Srstiprakriya in the Anubhasyaprakasa w should be 

compared with that in the prasthsnaratnakara. - The

refutation of the concept of Abhava is found at many

places. those passages have e close affinity no^only

from the point of vie?; of Arguments but even expressions, 
to the extent that one appears to have been almost quoted 

from aiiother.lt is quite lively that purusoitama might have

quoted in his works from other works of his own .But does 

this constitute the fault of repetition? Repetition would 

be a fault only when it occurs in the same work and not in 

different works. On the other hand Purus Ottawa* s intention

seems to be that even if one of his works is read,the 

reader can understand the arguments which lead to the

position accepted by the vJuddHadveits.The repetition may 

strike one, who reads many of his works.

79. Pr.p.l87,
80. A.B.P.p.SlO.ff.
Bl.Pr.p.lSO.ff. . .
82.pr.p.111.ff,T.3n.lb.p.35.ff,Sr siibhed aval a,Avirbhava- 

- tirobhavavada, etc,



» Import tat refutations*.

Tutus ottama has refuted almost all other systems in

one way or another.lt is difficult to show here how he has 
refuted all these theories,because it will make a Tolume 

in itself if we take down all his arguments,advanced by him 
against others.It will however be useful to see some^Eis 

important refutations.

While the Buddhistic theories are rejected by him, 

when commenting upon Anubhasya,lie has independently 

repudiated the Buddhistic theory of §unyavada.Ee asks 

whether the proof by which the nihilist establishes the

void,exists or does not exist,If it does exist the 

existence of the pramlpa would go against the accepted 

principle of void.If it does not exist,how can the 

principle of void be established 'with the help of a 

Pramena,which does not exist at all?

The Buddhists advance their famous four-cornered 

dialectics for establishing the theory of void.They giveb 

four alternatives, sat, as at, sadasat, and sadasadvilaksana, 

and reject them, all*That/which does not exist at all, can 

not be produced by the usage of words.Thus for instance
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the horn of a hare does non exist at all.That which exists

can not be produced eititer from that which exists or from 

that which does not exist.The pot or a sprout is produced 

only by the destruction of a lump of clay or a seed

respectively,and so it is not produced from bKav8.lt can 

neither be produced from ablfavs,because otherwise the 

essence of non-existence must inhere in the effect,but it 

is not seen inherent.lt can not be produced frpm itself, 
because that would be tantamount to the fallacy of 

ignoratio elanchi,and also that of absence of purpose.lt 

cannot further be produced from anything else because in 

that case everything will be produced from everything,in as 

much as the other thing,whieh is the cause, is not definite 

and thus may be anything.Thus when the concept of production

is rejected,that of destruction is also similarly refuted.

We can not again accept both sat and -asat,because as sat and 

asst are mutually different from e«ch other,one thing cannot

be both,The last alternative is also not possible because 

one thing cannot be different from both sat and asat,and 

nothing is seen corresponding to it in the world.Hence the 

vpid or SSunyatl which is Kept out of the four alternatives, 

is the only principle and the attainment of void is
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salvation according to them.

Purusottama gives a spirited reply to this.Is the 

principle of void arrived at by tile nihilist on the basis 

of any proof or jast on the strength of the vs Mu without 

taking the help of any proof?It can not be latter because 

then it would be well known to all like the space and there 

would be no dispute regarding the same..Again does that 

strength exist or not? If it does,then the suhya which is 

the abode of this strength must also exist and hence it 

cannot be kept out of the four alternatives.Similar is the 

case if it does not exist.Coming to the first alternative, 

even the praolana must be either existent|/^ or non-existent 

and this would again bring the whole thing in the four 

alternatives.What again is the proof, by which the void is 

established?Is it perception or inference?The former is

not possible, because the. object of perception is not well 

known to all.Inference is also not helpful.The syllogism, 

whatever is inexplicable is ^unya,is not proper,because 

of the wain* of illustration.I'or the Buddhists,everything

is included in the paksa.If another syllogism is tried, 

’Ghatah sunyah.ITktar i ty a viearasahatvai.pata#vat, ’ then



there is the fallacy of straying reason because in the case

of the piece of cloth or the golden ornaments,the theory of 

the production of an effect after the destruction of a cause 

(Upaiardy a predurbhavah) is not accepted by all .Hence we must 

accept the theory of ‘Bhavsds bifavotpattih1,and that would

go against the vicarlsahatvs,which has been made’ out. The

83nihilists are thus refuted by their own arguments.

After refuting the Jain theory of Syadvsda following 

Ysllabha ,Purusottama refers to one finantavTrya,who says 

that the seven statements ere based upon the vivaksa or 

the desire to express a particular 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 nisti ca’.If on the other hand both are 

desired to be stated simultaneously then the sentence is 

’Syad avaeyam’.If the positive is to be stated as 

indescribable,we have ’Syad asti cs avacysin ca* ,and if 

that is a case with the negative,then ’Syan nasti ca 

avacyam ca ’would be the sentence.If all the three are'

83.A.B.P.pp.658-659.



desired to be expressed,we have the last statement,*Syad 

asti eg hssti ca aVfcyam os’.

Purasottama asks whether the seven statements which are 

explained on the ground of ?ivaksa,are the natural 

attributes of the objects or they are adventitious or 

super-imposed or they have that particular thing as their 

object. If they are natural at tributes, they definitely exist 

and ' ths question of .any desire to express does not arise. 

They cannot be adventitious, because in the absence of 

definite natural attributes,the adventitious ones cannot 

be stated, as it would go against perception.14or they can be 

super-imposed, because the attributes, which are superimposed, 

can not make the existing ones indefinite. The last altera a-.

-five Is equally wron^because just- by imagining any such 

bhsaga,the natural, attributes con not be made indefinite.

The ancient scholars have already shown how they are mutually 

inconsistent .and contradictory."' "

purasottama is very critical of the Ysifeesika concept 

of param1inus.Ee has refuted- the vaifcesika theory.^/ of
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paramanus as the cause,while commenting upon hnubhasya., 

la the SrstiWisdavada, however, lie attacks the very definition 

of porsfienus, as given by the®.The paramanii/ is defined by 

them as : ’Bbautikatve sati nityo gstimsn paramanuh. ’What is

meant by bhauiikatva here?It can not be the quality of 

being delated to the premordial elements, because in the 

beginning of creation,we can not imagine the existence of 

elements like the earth,other then those/which are to be 

created.If the Yeifeesikas point to the existence of space,

the definition would os well apply to the mind also.If 1 

they do not accept the state in the beginning'of creation,

the permanus themselves cannot be accepted and this would 

amount to Siddhentabhengs.Bhauktikatva again cannot be 

bhutasamava/yitvOjthe quality of being inherent in the

elements, because tha premordial elements themselves do not
„ r

exist as shown above.If the definition is some how under- 

-stood because of yo£?yata,evsn then it is too wide and 

would include the mind also on the strength of the 

description of the manssa-srsti in the puranas and the. 

fogabastrs.If tost is accepted as istapatti,just as

85. h.B.P.p.SSO.fl.



the per am an us would be fivefold,the mind also would be 

partite and this would go against the eternal nature of

the,mind.If that is also an istapatti,then the &abdapra.raanya 

is left off b;» the Opponent and the accepted principle is 

nullified.The opponent is thus on the horns of a dilemma.

The Vaifeesikas argue that the whole world is produced

from substances having ieih and less of spheracity.This is

the ease of everything upto the trasarenu.The qyanukas are

also produced from still smaller substances because they
86are capable of producing the mahat and the dirgha. This 

would lead to the paramabus,which have infinitesimal 

sphericity and they are not produced from anything else.

purusottama says that apart from the question of 

definition,the argument given abojd# can be advanced further 

- and we can say that as the psramanus are capable of 

producing the objects of medium Sphericity viz. the 

dvyanukas,they must also be^i understood as produced aid 

this would go against their eternity.lt should net be 

argued that the point, where we stop,while going to the
■S

cause from the effect.,is the paramanu,because this would 

86.Tadavali.p.83.



run counter to the accepted principle.If that is done, 

so as to avert the contingency of regressus,it is better 

to leave aside the whole theory of 'arambhavada.

.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 wo old be relegated to the position of 

atoms and so the clay and the like would not be visible 

a^all.Thus the theory is against perception also.

/•gain the substances are said to be produced not from 

the point, of view of having a particular form(Rupavattva), 

because this would include' the atoms of air also. They 

can not again be from the point of view of murtatva, 

because that ?;ould include the mind also-,but here the 

Vaifeesikas accept^ the spariavattva.Iven here it includes 

the mind,because the concept of conjunction has been 

accepted with regard to the mind and conjunction is not 

different from touch.Hence the theory is fallacious from
ft 17

this point of view also.

Purusottama has very vehemently rejected the concept 

8 7. Tadavali ,,pp. 85-86.
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of Pragabhava and other abhavas,as advocated by-the fabesi- 

-kas,at raany places.'00Abha-vs, says, Purusottama,need not 

be understood as an independent category but it should be 

included in the. Avirbliava and TirobKava.Z^ The Pragabhava

is the state of the inhering cause/favourable to the
/

manifestation of the effect and co-existing with the non- 

“laaiifest at i on. Dhvsn sable va is that state/which is not 

favourable to the existence of the effect.There is no other 

proof for establishing the independent existence of the 

abhavas.lt may be argued that the very absence of a pot 

in a■potsherd is a proof for the pragabhava.Purusottama

says that such an understanding,as understood by the
!

opponent,has for its object the Abhava/vhich has its 

counter-pert in the existence of a particular pot .low 

the absence of any sense contact with a pot is general 

and thus can not lead to the particular,which is required 

by the pragabhava in question.The cognition of the

88. T. Sn. ilb. pp. 88-90 ,Pr .po.111-123, Srs tibhedavada, Avirbhava- 
-tirobhavavad8,ete.Purusottania has also written one

Abh1vavada,which is imforifcaiately not extant.
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Pragabiiava M a pot in the said potsherd is not capable of 

being proved because no such appearance is possible.Even 

though the opponent may admit it,it is not accepted by all. 

Purusottama further asks as to whether the negation prior to 

production's envisaged by the said cognition,is only one

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

alternative can not be* aceepted^ because the production of

any pot would lastroy the prlgabhava altogether and there 

: can be no particular pragebHava for a particular pot.It 

cannot be said that it is destroyed by the production of 

all the pots,because in that ease, the production of one pot 

will not destroy the PrSgabhava and the potsherds,which are
f

the parts of the said pot,will have to be understood as 

showing the Pragabiiava of the pot and not the pot itself.

It can not be argued that this is not a contingency^because

the existence of the pot obstructs such an understanding, 

if this is the position^the co-existence of the pot and the 

Pragabiiava at the same place should be admitted and the

contention of the destruction of the Pragabiiava by the 

production of all the pots would be futile.Further as



284

the counter-parts are transitory,we can not reasonably 

speek of all the pots.Thus when that which destroys can 

not be explained,the definition of the PragabHava as 

the negation which can be destroyed is also wrong.The

Opponent^ points out that there can be a definition like,

• 0 andh adjKy an adh i kar an akalavrttyab havatve * ,or ’Adr^sta- 

-tvavacchinnmadhikaranakalavrttyabhavatva’ .To this

Purusottama says, that as there is no knower of the 

produce/hoaow ledge before creation,there can be no such 

abliivatva.The opponent says that Rod is there to see it 

all.Welljthen we shall accept what is said by God and not 

what is said by the Opponent.

The second alternative is equally unreasonable.The 

knowledge of the abMva is dependent upon that of the 

counterpart and so in the absence of the latter,the 

former cannot be known.If the knowledge of the counter- 

-part is accepted in the form of a pot,then the Prlga- 

-bHava will be common to all the counterparts and this 

would lead to all the contingencies urged above.lt should 

not be argued that the contingency can be averted by 

accepting the understanding on account of the subliminal
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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 Phatatva.K o such undeBstanding is possible 

because the subliminal impressions for a future object do 

not exist, when such an experience does not exist.As for 

the supraworldly knowledge,purusoitama says that it will 

have to be understood in a limited senseis the said' 

knowledge has, at first,for its object all the pots and

oXiowsd by ijDg pps-isiyoginasy^tTB of oh© Pi*sggibK8v&* 
Or it should be accepted that the latter comes in the

beginning and so the supraworldly knowledge is limited 

from the first instant.After that one should explain the 

knowledge of the Pragsbhava for a future pot.This is 

ignoratio elenchi,because the futurity is here made up 

by the Pragsbhava.If futurity^ is explained as the abode 

of production,which occurs after the present,then there 

can be no cognition of the Pragsbhava.Wheo we see that a

pot will be produced from this/there can be no cognition 

of the pragabhava of that ppt.lhe future existence of 

tbe pot does not require the understanding of the 

Pragabhava.



286

The cognition of the pragabhara'can not again be 

inferred.The syllogism that can be formed is;1 Kapalam 

ghatsprag abKavavat. GhatlyacaramasamsgrimattTat.Io - - 

yadscaramssamagriraan sa tatprigabhaTaYsn. PatlyacaraiDa-

slImagriTihistatsutuvat.‘Purusottama objects:to this' 

syllogism by saying, ’pragabhaVsrupasadliyataTaochedaka- 

-Yacchinnasadhyaprasiddhya anumahasambhaTat. fHe says that 

there is nof proof for comprehending the Pragabhava and as 

the cognition can also be explained on the ground of the 

samayika- sty an tab ha va, the PragabKava can not' be established 

on the ground of cognition and the like.

The opponent changes his stand and says that he may 

agree that tiie'Pr’agabhava is not established by

apprehension.In the relation, of the.caiise and the effect, 

subsisting in the'potsherds'and the pot,there must be 

some regulation for the ,production of a particular pot 

from particular potsherds.The regulation can not be 

possible in the potsherds themselves.There is again the 

fault of G&urava in explaining'the pot as produced from 

many potsherds.Hence something that can regulate the



place of production/is required.This necessity can be 

fulfilled by the concept of pregabhava.

Purusottama replies to this that in the Satkaryavada, 

it is the sat,which is manifested,hence the desaniyama

is possible by the cause itself.Thus the establishment of 

the pragabhava, on this ground, is just * abhyupagamaika- 

-baranatva*(taking recourse to one’s own doctrines.)The 

question of fcaurava does not arise,since .many causes lead
t

to one effect.The pot ’which-is to exist to-morrow,is 

absent today;this involves the time factor,which is also 

explained in the same way by the satkarysvada.lt should not 

again be made out that if we do not admit the Pragabhava, 

there will be the contingency of the reproduction of that, 
v/hieijlhas already been produced.The factor of time involves 

a certain order .Hence the diffusion of the saiaagri on 

account of the Tircbhava,will account for its destruction 

and this bars the contention of the reproduction of what 

is already produced.Therefore the Pragabhava cannot be

established in this way also.

The opponent then argues that in a pot which is 

prepared on hearth,the touch,form,taste and smell are
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produced .Here the cause aud the time factor are common,So 
we should admit the pragabhava of touches tc .Purusottama

ssjs that such an acceptance is not necessary,beeause the

transformation of touch etc.follows from the nature of 

touch and the like helped by the phanominsa of paka.As 

svabhava is an attribute,there is laghava in its 

acceptance.

The opponent points out that the pre-existence which is 

found in the cause, can be-explained only on the ground of

our admitting the Pragabhava,because the said Purva- 

-vartitva is the same as existing at the time,which is

cowered by the pragabKava.Purusottama says that the purva- 

-vartitvs need not be necessarily explained,bee ause a' 

cause is just the abode of the manifesting capacity.If at 

all required, it can easily be understood by the knowledge , 

of the effect,which is produced later.Again the Pragabhava 

being the cause,what about the purva-vartitva existing in 

lt?Jor this we hare only the pragabhava as en explanation 

and this would result in the fallacy of atmsdraya.Thus 

the Pragabhava, which is suggested by the special 

condition of the cause,which is in the process of being 

known,is known on the basis of the knowledge of Pragabhava
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l‘his is the fallacy of circular reasoning or oakraka.lt 

can cot be doubted that the pragabhava is not implied by 

the condition of the cause.One does not Miink that a pot 

will be produced here and just now and there is the Praga- 

-bhava of a pot,when one does not see the condition of the 

cause,favourable to the production of a pot.It should not 

be contended that such an understanding ar/isss only by 

practice,for then it would arise even when the cause is 

not seen.Thus the Pragabhava is not different from the 

cause. .

bimiiar is the case of .Dhvamsa, says Purus obtains. One

who sees the condition of the cause,detrimental to the 

existence of the effect,things that the pot is destroyed. 

This does not go against the terminology Dhvansa and 

Pragabhlva.Both the terms can easily be used in relation to 

the cause,bearing in mind that they are relative terms like 

cause and effect.Similarly the terms bhavi and Uhvastd also 

can be used.lt should not be made out that ap the'effect 
exists in the conditions of Pragabhava and .Dhvamsa,it must 

kg seen;beeause the existence of the effect is subtle and 

subtlety here nieans that the form is, no’C manifest*

The reciprocal ncn-dxistence(AayoQyabhava)and’absolute 

non-existence (.A t y an t abhava) are like-wise not different
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While explaining the inutva of the individual soul, . 

Purusottama enters into e scholarly refutation of those 

who think otherwise.

■ The Jains believe that, the soul^ has middle measure or 

dehagarimana,on the ground, that otherwise,the sentienoy, 

which pervades the whole body,can not be explained. 

Purusottama says that the pervasion of the sentienoy dan 
be understood on the analogy of smell,which can spread to 

.other places also.If we accept the Jain theory,the — 
individual soul would be liable to transeiency.The eternity 
of the individual soul ws proved by Purusottama on the ' 

strength of curious and in testing arguments. A child/. 

which is just born,sucks the breasts of its mother,due to 

hunger.This activity, on the part of a child,can be explained 

only on the gr-ouud of the memory of the experience of 

everting hunger,that has been experienced before.This means 
that the souljif of the child is the same as that which was 

present in some other body previously.This leads to its

beginningles®ess and indestructibility and hence eternity. 

Another argument given is that of the ghosts,who speak of



291

the previous life.

The soul again can not be said to have the measure,' 
capable of accretion and depletion.As the bodies are different

and many and the soul enters them,here also the same problem'1' 
of anityatva would arise.The jiva cannot have many parinfanas, 
for no such tiling can he seen in the world.If it is accepted 
as having a body,it will be partite.and hence transitory*

The logicians sr.d ■ others have used the same arguments 
to refute other theories and have proved the pervasive 
measure of the souls on the following grounds,Things,which 
are produced at various places for our enjoyment should have 
our pwn adrsta as the cause.So the cause,at the place of 
production, is the conjunction of the jlya joined with the
adrsta,This would lead to the Yibhutva of the soul,If the

+■ »

soul, is atomic,its-'attributes like desire and knowledge 
would be. suprasensuous as the attributes of an atom are.
And as an atom is imperceptible,the termvI 'would be countered 

by percept! on. ’The mind again is atomic aid the con junction 

of the mind and the soul would produce a third substance, 
as;the conjunction of two atoms results in the production of 
something exse.ihe conjunction of the mind with the sense- 
organs would require the disjunction of the soul and the
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Twind add thus there cad be no production of knowledge.fhi s 

being the case/the individual soul must be all-pervasive.

To this Purusottame. replies that it has many 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 of a particular 

enjoyment for a particular soul .'The opponent may here point out 

that there is a fixed place for the non-inherent cause regard­

ing the distinctive qualities of the all-pervading jivas and 

so the enjoyment can be limited to a place, where the jlva and 

the mind are joined.Purusottama says that no such limitation

is useful.When pae eats a mango,it is limited in being eaten 

by the mouth, even then one may say,’I eat a mango*.Sven so

here one may say,*I am enjoying in the body of Uevadatta*.

Further just as one may say*There is nothing in my legs but
/ -

I have headache*,one would alio experience *1 am happy in

the body of Devadatta, but unhappy in the body of Yajnadatta. ’ 
As one jiva is present everywhere,the experiences/ produced

at the places of conjunction with'the respective mindS/will be 

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



(anuvyavaseya)regarding the different minds;then all would be

omniscient. This does not become an istapatti,because the 

opponent does not believe in only one soul but accepts many 

jivas.If for establishing the limited enjoyment,some limiting 

adrsta is admitted ,it would result in the middle measure of 

the jiva and this would controvert the accepted vyapakatva and 

nityatva,for which it is necessary to admit the enjoyment, 

limited by other bodies also.This goes against perception.Again 

all the souls would be omniscient and there will'be an un­

warranted blending in all tfce three worlds.(Pratyaksavirodha,
' i

Sar va jn a taps 11 i and Ir-ailokyasahkarspatti) .This, says Purusottama, 

is *dbhayatah pas a rajjuh’.

Experience and remembrance have not necessarily the same 

field of operation.In fact remembrance does not require the 

consideration of the place of action,as often see the usages 

li ke, e trah by am adraksa® karlbhyam aspr4amt,cxr fYam aham 

adraksam tarn ant ah Biparami.1 ‘The logicians would have thus to 

face the ridiculous position of remembering the taste of a 

mango in the body of Yajnadatta , while it has actually been 

eaten by Devatttta’s body.There is again nothing to prove that

experience and remembrance would be limited to one body only,



294

for the remembrance of the previous birth can be explained 

only by admitting only one soul, not concerned with a change of 

bodies.This can not be accounted for by the existence of an 

Stivahika.If one is dead in prayaga and born in Indraprastha, 

one may well remember one*s jiti;or one staying as a spirit in 

Srughna but dead elsewhere may remember one?s frifends and 

relatives ;but the Itmaprade&a limited by the Ativahika may not 

include Srughna,prayaga or Indraprastha.If for averting this 

the Itmapradesa is not considered but any place related to 

the'Ativahika is taken into consideration, then memory would come 

to the Ativahika and not the jlva.Further the Adrsta would have 

to be inseparably connected with the Ativahika,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 means of another Ativahika, 

Many dtivahikas of liberated souls exist and thus they are by 

no means rare.The rarity of the Itivahikas need not be 

substantiated by pointing out their transij/eney,for ome may be 

able to enjoy by means of the Ativahika even of a fleity ,or 

that has been attracted by the Adrsta.

It is again impossible to accept the regulating power of 

the Adrsta.The Adrsta is due to the actions;efforts are made by
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the conjunction of the mind end the soul.The conjunction thus 

will be of all the minis with all the souls.Thus we will have‘ 

all the Mr at as for all.There can be no differentiation in the 

conjunction of the mind end the soul ,for that stands in need 

of a separate cause. If no -other cause is possible,one may

believe in the desire of God. for the regulation, .as to whihh 

soul would enjoy what end whose Mrsta would be produced .by 

which action.Similar is the case in the Anvatmavada.fhy then 

go a long Hay to establish the Vyapakatva by accepting the 

Mrstavadatmasamyoga?

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

God.They would be egoistic on account of their greatness and 

eternal nature.They are also sentient equally.How then is God

superior? So the atomic measure of the jivas is necessary for 

establishing the superiority of God.Sven though the jiva is 

atomic,sentiency can pervade the whole body,because it has the 

quality of gliding as is the ease with sisell.lt should not be 

made out,.says purusottaae,that in case of atomic souls, 

happiness and the like will not be percieved,as the perception 

of qualities requires a larger measure Me says that what is 

required for perception is the fitness- or yog.yata.Iven in the



theory of all-pervasive souls on the other hand, the perception

even of the Idrsta would be irrefutable on account of the 
* **

sasianadhikaran>a of large measure.The question of the perception
A

of the Parjaaanu will not arise at all, because there is no fitness 

in the atoms, which are not manifested.Again the pleasure and the 

like are not the attributes of the soul.

Is regards the contention,!Aham iti praty al^ls ahupepattih’, 

Purusottama says that it is not valid.The perception is oi$f 

the Jiva covered with the body..As this entails co-extension with 

the grossness and the like,such a perception is only of the 

nature of illusion.

The argument, that the conjunction of the mind and soul , 

which are of different nature,produces something else,is based 

upcn the theory of the production of a thing from the

conglomeration of two atoms.The theory is however wholly 

discarded by the Yedentin,who follows the Srhtis.Similar is 

the ease regarding the argument of the non-production of 

knowledge,as it is based on the same theory.

The jiva ,according to the followers of the Buddhadvaita,

may become all-pervasive,if Rod so wishes, when the aspect



bliss is manifested.

purusottama has refuted almost all other Pedantic theories 
onealso in^way or other. lor than,however#the emphasis is more on

the interpretation of the scriptures, rather than Reasoning alone. 
Even th/fn there are passages in his works,where reason finds

its way and we may note some of them here.
V

Purusottama after Paliabhs refutes the system of dualism as 
advocated by i8dliva,iliiansakas and others .He asks as to how 

dualism can be understood.lt may either be on the basis of 

the difference of Upadana,or that of the natural attributes or 

of the praufanas.The first alternative is not possible, because 

the scriptures tell of Brahman as the only material cause,

Even, in the world, if one wants gold,one does not take into 

consideration the effects 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 material cause in this respect is mundane.
The second alternative is equally meaningless,for onee the

unity of essence is conceded the distinction of the attributes 

is immaterial.Otherwise a man on his seat will be different 

90.T.S..Ab.pp.98-95.purusottama has also written a Pada on

90 '

the subject,as we have semi above.
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from the same man on his feet, or a piece of cloth, when spread
ohi,will he different from tho same,which is rolled.Even the 
attributes,which do not exists at the same time,do not 
differentiate the substantive;the attributes that can exists 
need not surely differentiate the substantive.Thus a pot is not 
differentiated by taste and form.Even those,that do not exist 
simultaneously e.g.entrance snd exit, may have the difference in 
their counter parts and not the substantive.Brahman is 6ne and 
Great and thus is not differentiated by attributes.]# fact even 
the attributes also have no essential difference.The entrance 
ar»d exit having different counter parts may appear as different 
but are really not different,for there is no proof for this.
Even so at other place^also the difference is due to egoism 
and is not real.The third alternative is also wrong.perception 
is deluding and so is the case with other means of proof,which 
are based upon it.Thus we must accept what is established by the 
krutis.91

is regards the other iearyas,Ramanuja has been criticised 
often by Purusottama.The criticism however is mainly based on ' 
the interpretations and the spirit or burden of the attack is 
that we can not accept the Brahman,which/quaiified by the cit

91.T.S.ib.pp.358-159.
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end acit m the begin&ing of ereatian.lt should be noted that 

the followers of the Suddhadvaita have/soft corner for 

. Ramanuja.Piirusottama himself is not so vehement in his 

criticism of Ramahuja,because he generally usas,’Tae eintyaa’etc. 
instead of ’Tad asangatom* etc;which he uoes for others.^

The theories of iSrlkantha are almost similar to those of 

Eanisnuja.He is however ii'UMM criticised for his belief in 

Siva as the Highest Ood.himbarka is never mentioned by him.

The Bhedabhedevict,a of Bhaskars is criticised by- him. on 

interpretative grounds.The reasoning here is as follows:

The Srutis say that if the cause is known,011 the effects 

are known.If we Believe in the Bhedabheda,the point of view^ 

by which the hheda is accepted,can not be known by the knowledge 

of the cause,because the effect is different from the cause.

If it is known,then the effect is not different and we must 

accept the abheda completely.Hence we should aeeept only the 

ivssthsbheda between the cause and the effect and not the
, no

Svarupabheda.

Purusottama at one place ■'/'defends BHaskara against Tacaspati 

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

iilctCIXpIpTi^Ieter ““ “ ----
93.i.B.P.p.534.

94.A.H P.pp.93-95.



in extenso.

BKaskara’s theory is contained in the well known Terse, 

which is as follows:

Earyarlpena nahatvam ab lied ah karanatmabi , :
Hematmans yatha bliedah kundaledyatjSana bhida. •

Tseaspati asks as to what is this abheda which exists 

simultaneously with the bheda.Is it mutual absenc'e?If it is, 

does it subsist between the effect and the cause like a 
'bracelet and gold?If it does not subsist,then there is oneness 

and no difference.If it does,there is difference and. no oneness, 

fhe bfcava and abiiava are not non?e on tradictory, because they do 

not exist simultaneously.If they do,the kataka and Jfardhamanaka 

also would be essentially identical,because in that c&se 

difference is not against identity;Again* if the bracelet is ' 

one with gold, just as bracelets,crowns and earrings are not

different from the point of view of their essence, which is

gold,even so they/ should not be different from the'point of 

view of their essence of bracelets.Hence only gold is the

substance aid not the bracelets and the like, which are not 

found to be identical.If it is said that the abheda is only.., 

ff-oio the point of view of gold and not bracelets,then there

surely is bheda from the earrings etc. If bracelets are non-



different from gold,why should they not follow in the earrings 
and the like?If they do/fah.ow3haw is it that they are non- 

different?T.hat one f which is removed when the other follows, , 

is different from the other,just as the string follows while 

the flowers do not' and are thus different. The earrings and the 

like do not follow even though gold does.Thus they are also 

different from gold,If everything is e®$e$ted to follow 

together,the distinctions-like ‘this is not this* etc.can not 

be maintained,as there can be no discriminating factor.Again 

when we know from a distance that there is gold,we will not 
wish lit© know whether they are earrings or something else, 

because there is identity between gold and its vifeesas and 

go.lu is known.If there is difference between them,they will not 

be known, when the gold is known.V/ell,says the argumentator,they 

are identic sj. slso,whjf are they not known? On the contrary it 

is quite proper that they should be known.,As a rule,when the

cause is absent,the effect is also absent.The absence of the 

effect is removed by the presence of the cause.So far as

identity is coneerned., wbsn=-3xs~~c^»optgdt the cause exists. 

Ifaeaspati says that if the earrings and- the like are known by 

the knowledge of gold,the attempts for knowing them are



meaning!©sa.When one thing is not known,while the other is known

these two ere different.When a cub of an elephant-, is seen and 

an ass is not,the former is different from the latter.When gold 

is seen from a distance,its distinctions like earrings are not 

known and are thus different from gold as such.What then about 

the samanadhifearenya as found in »Hema-kundalam’-TIt' can not be 

explained on the ground of the relationship between the 

substratum and the dependent or'between the two hawing'a comm 

resort, .If the reference here is to the presente(hnuvriti) and 

exclusion(?ysrrtti) ,why should cne wish to know the earrings,

when gold is kaown?hbheda again, is not skahtika or anaikantika, 
from which both ere possible.Therefore when one of the two

can be repudiated,it is proper that the bhedakalpana has abheda 

as its upadana and not Tice Tersa,because the bheda depends

upon those, which are differentiated.If there is not oneness, 

the difference subsisting on many con not be possible,The one 

again .does not depend upon difference.When we -say- that VI is 

not B 1,the comprehension of difference rests upon that of the 

counter part,while that of oneness does not depend upon anything 

else.Thus the snirracan Ty a-kalpana is abhedopldana.This is also 

corroborated by scriptural passages.Therefore the kutastha-

-nityata is real and not parinaminstyste.
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To this purusottama says that it is all wrong.In the theory 

of Bhaskara,that is' refated,the bheda is not accepted as of the 

nature, of reciprocal negation^anyonyabKara) and hence to refute 

him on this ground is like imagining the smell of a sky-flower* 

Even if it is accepted,the pot and its absence,as also the pot 
and things which are different.from it,are seen as existing

simultaneously on ear$h and there is no contradiction^ it has

been alleged.The total non-ex istance(iltyrjitabhava) which is
\

constant end pervading^ exists everywhere,hence when the coimter- 
-psrt is brought,it is only an obstruction of the abhavs-buddhi.

Thus abheda can exist/even when there is bheda and thus there 

can be no contradiction.if both coexist.The contingency again 
of the oneness of kataka and vsrdhsjfainaka is not so sound 

because-non-contradiction is never seen as leading to oneness* 

Yacaspati’s attempts to differentiate the bracelets from gold 

are also futile. Bracelets are just states of gold-and are

therefore one with and also different from gold.Even Samkara 

has said the same thing regarding the ocean and its waves, 

is for the refutation regarding the pratitivirodha,Purusottama 

says that there is no such oontradition because even though 

difference is understood from the point of view of kundalas,
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oneness can equally be understood from the point of view of

Gold,This is corroborated by evidence,When that is conceded,

whatever Yaeaspati has said regarding the bheda and abheda^/hen. 

gold is seen from a distance,is of no significance.Both the 
blied.a/4nd abheda are comprehended,ana that is what the quoted 

ksrika means,.As the effects like'the crown and bracelets are

only states of gold,the s"amanadhikaranya with the gold is 

plausible,so also the vyavrtti-vyavastha and jijKasajanakatva.

So the difference is adventitious, and not inexplicable,This 

does not go against the Srutis which do not jseach mithyatva, 

purusottama cone'ludes by saying that the theory of Bhaskara 

is not faulty in this respect,

Samkara’s theory of absolute monism, has been the subjec t of 

the most severe criticism of Yallabha and his followers.Vallabha
i

thought Saiakars to be his chief adversary and attacked him 

very vehemently.The same is the case with Victhalesa and the 

array of writers/who followed him.Purusottama however shows a

balance of judgement.His references to Samkara are as respectful

— _as those to other Ac ary as and what is more is never discourteous,A-

Even then,he never- simply depends upon the interpretations of 
the/Srutis but supports his statements with sound reasoning.
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^Whatever may be the greatness of tallabha as a writer and 

founder of a system,Tallabha’s refutations of §amkara,iaany and 

frequent that they are,are more theological then logical.Some 

of the very important refutations of iSamkara’s theories, as 

given by Purusottsn^are noted below;

In the prahastavada Purusottaraa rejects the theory of 

Avidya.Avidya is said to be an upadhi of Brahman.Is it with or 

without a biginning?It can not be the former.The opponent believe 

-s that Brahman,which is endowed with the upadhis,is the Isvara. 

If avidya has beginning,Isvara would also have it; this would be 

similar to the theory of T^vara as an effect,as believed ty

the Sahkhya,and it would go against the Yedahtic theories.The 

later alternative is equally unacceptable,because that which has 

no beginning has no end also.Thus there arises the contingency 

of non-liberation end Isvara would then be inferior even to 

the individual soul.As Isvara is bound equally as the individual 

soul,nobody would worship him.If it is said that the avidya is 

without beginning but has an end,even then Isvara must be 

accepted as omniscient.He knows all the ¥edas;and there is 

nobody else higher than he as an Adhikarjft-Those,who believe 

in the direct realization,should admit that such a realization



of Brahman is required even for Isvara, then this Invars is 

liberated*this would result in the negation of the worlcttIf

I § vara does not obtain liberation,others, who are inferior to
0 1

him,can also not obtain it and this would go against the 

theory of direct realization.If we believe in the liberation

of others,while I^vara is not liberated,then Isvara/will be 

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

As for the avidya, which leads to the imagination of
\

distinctions,is it connected with jlva or Brahman? It can not 

be the former,because then it can not imagine the attributes

in Brahman.As Brahman is not an object of the mind or spejlch, 

and as jiva‘has no knowledge of the adhisthana,the jlva cannot
GL

be related to it,and when there is no possibility of re/ltion , 

there can be no imagination either.The opponent may say that 

the souls, endowed with knowledge,see Brahman and thus a 

connection can be established. Purusottama says that this is 

wrong.As avidya is gunatiaika and as those, who have the required

knowledge, see Brahman only after the eradication of tile gunas, 

there can be no such possibility .lurther the advent of knowledge 

leads to eternity or non-destruction, while this leads to 

destruction.Should we accept destruction for those who have
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already reached the state of non-destruction?I£ the avidya in 

the jivas is to imagine the distinctions in Brahman,the latter 

must be seea.But Brahman can be an object of visualization only- 

after the distinctions are imagined.This is petitio principii .

If we agree to the visualization of the qualitiless Brahman,how 

can Brahman be qualitiless? The second alternative would lead to 

all the contingencies,stated above regarding the Isvara.

Again is the said advidya exlatent^,non-existent,both or 

neither?The first is not possible,because if it exists,as much 

as Brahman,this would result in dualism.lt can not be the second, 

because then like.rhe sfcy-flower it can not imagine anything.

It is not again the third,because it is imagine^!tself in that 

ease like the conch-shell-silver.It can not be imagined by 

anybody at first,since as the Brahman is qualitiless,even the 

jives do not exist.If it has no beginning, all the fallacies 

stated above would arise. If we believe tnat it has not a 

beginning but an end, then also the contingencies have been 

stated above.The f«&th alternative is equally unacceptable,
A

because in that case,avidya will not be different from Brahman 

which is neither sat,nor asat.Thus the belief in the upadhis
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95ia not plausible.

■ The pratibimbavada,as advocated by the followers_ of 'Samkara,

has been the object of a very severe criticism in the works of 
96Purusottama. Sis different view points are advanced by the followers 

of Samkara with regard to the theory of Pratibimba.lney are as 

follows:

, l.Maya is beginningless and inexplicable,is connected with

the cit and is the prskrti of the hhutas.lhe image of uiie cit m 

it is idvara.This mays has innumerable pradesas called avidya, 

having the capacity of concealing and projection. I lie image oi cit 

in them is the Jiva.

2. The mula -prekrt'^ which is trigunatmika, has two forms,mays 

and avidya.The mays has mainly in it the pure sattva unsoiled by 

rajas or tames.The image of cit in it is I^vara.Avidya has the 

satire defined by rajas and tamas.The image of cit in it is jiva.

3. The image of cit in the seme viz.avidya, called msya on 

account of its power of projection is the jiva.

4-. The image of cit in the avidya is I^vara and the same in

35. Prh.pp.21-23.

96. T.S.i\b.pp. 10S-103.See also dlvapratibimbatvakhandsnavada,

Yadavali. A./70



the internal organ is the jive *

S.Some believe in the four-fold sentiency of the kutastha, 

jiva,Brahman and I £ vara corresponding to the Qhatiklsa, jalakasa , 

mahakasa and meghakssa.Isvara is the image of the cit in the

dliifissaas of all the living beings remaining in the rasyiTtamas 

resting in Brahman.The image of sentienc.y in the internal 
organ, imagined by mays and remaining in the cai^anya^hich is 

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

6.The eK&itanya, which is delimited by the upadhis of the jiva 

like the internal organ is the Tivara who is the bimbs.His 

image (pratibimba) in the nescience is the jiva.Sven there the 

jiva has its specific place of manifestation in the internal

organ, which is the parirfama of ne/jicienee.

puriisottama says that for those^who think that Isvara is an 

image in that,which is without 'the capacity of concealment and

projection,the Isvara. can not be established.There can be no' 

image in.what is very pure,as it is seen in case of marble-stones. 

It is not possible to say that the substratum might have some

connection with impurity-from a distance,because even space was , 

not existing before creation^and we can not thus talk of
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distance.If we accept the external space,the Invars and the 

cit would be limited to a particular place; then they eannot 
‘ be all-pervading and the akasa also esinnot be accepted as 
being created,That jiva is an image in the pradebas of the 
Maya,those which are capable of projection etc,is also 
untenable.In that ease the enveloping capacity would pose 
an obstruction for the image,If it does not come in between 
the two, how can the jiva be , ignorant? Hi ere are. further 
fallacies like the absence of space.Thus the blew that the 
bhutaprakrti and its pradebas are upadhis is not plausible. 
The same argument counters the second view point also.

Again as both the maya and avidya ere all-pervading, 
the rajas and tamas do and do not defile the sattva every- 
-where.Thus there can be no discrimination between the 
maya and the avidya and consequently between the jiva and 
lb vara. If the maya and the avidya are not ell-pervading, 
the jiva and ibvara would similarly not be all-perbading 
and this goes against the accepted theory.If it be argued 
that the maya is all pervading and clear and. pure from fell 
sides and that the avidya,which rests in it, is not so clear

and pure,even then Isvsra can not be accepted,because no 

image can be seen in that which is ell pervading.The Same is



the case with the Jiva, because maya has three gunss and there 
may be an obstruction between the outer cit arid the inner gsjlya 

by virtue of the rajas and tamas. If tire eit is very near so as 

to avert all obstructions ,that which is very near can not be 

reflected.If some distance is admitted , then the fallacies in 

such an admission have already been pointed out.The third view­

point has the same faults, &s stated before .Coming to the fifth, 
which takes its stand on the illustx’ation of the ghatakass etc,

Purusottama says that the reflection can be accepted only of

that,which, is unmixed with the upadhis,on the basis of the 

given illustration. Phis being the ease the intervening tamas 

of the mays,the tamas having many parts.thickly closeted,would 

obstruct the dhlvasahas.And there can be no IMvara.If the

parts are not accepted as thickly closeted,the purpose con not 

be explained.If it is said to be the very nature of the thing,

then we have the svabhava^ada.The svabhava can be established 

if and when the protibimba is accepted and vice versa.This is

peticfcio principii.There are'Similar fallacies in saying that

the internal organ does not subsist without the maya.

As against those,who believe that the reflection of the cit 

in the mays is I^vara and that of the jrva is the image of
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IsYara in the avidye or the internal organ,Purusottama says

that the may's will block the reflection of the image and thus 

the reflection will not be explicable.Even though the mays may

be clear externally on all sines, even then that aspect/which

is not clear, is intern el and will pervade the avidya" and the 
internal organ;thus the fallacy remains as such.If it is

believed that the avidya with the pure sattva is inside the

ma3ra endowed with the same'and that the rajas and teams are still

inside it,then ther can be no reflection in that which is very 

clear and pure.Doming to the sixth view point Purusottama says

that as I6vara is also mixed with the upadhis,as he is delimited 

by the upadhis of the jiva,there can be no reflection^ because of 

tne absence of any go-between.vara thus can not be a bimba.

If we accept something in between,then T>his would run counter 

to the accepted theory of omnipresence.The forth view point is 

also refuted by the arguments, that have already been stated.

Further the reflection can be possible only of that which is 

an object of our eyes;and as the cit can not be seen 'it can not

be a bimba at all.Purusoitama here discusses whether the echo 

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

same to prove that even though the sound is not seen by our
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eyes,it is reflected in an echo.PurusottanLa is howeTer not 

prepared to agree that echo is a reflection.

Ill these view points can not he admitted from the- point of 

view of- the nature of vrtti.Ii something eacists/ enveloping a 

certain place,it can not be reflected there.The cit,raaya, and 

avidya are all-pervading.Thus there can be no question of 

reflection or the refleeted.Thus there can be no Is vara,no jlva. 

If we believe in the reflection in the dhTvasanas,there will he 

multiplicity of iSsvaras,because the abode being not one the 

images^ also must be many.The pratibimba again is not co-ev^al 

with the bimba and has its existence, corresponding-to that of 

its counter part.Here we will have to accept the samanadhikaranya 

and bimbasthitivijFtlyasthi t i ka t vs, both of which can not be
07maintained.Purusottama then discusses the scriptural passages.

In the Prasthanaratnakara,while discussing the anumifna, 

purusottama refutes Bharmaraja DTksita,a follower of Ssmfcar©. 

Dhsrmara ja Diks&ta gives the following syllogism:’Brahmabhinnam 

sarvam m i thy a". B r alim a bh inn a t va t. Y ad evam tad e vam. S u kt i kar a j a t a- 

vat,1 for illustrating the use of the anumaha in philosophical

9 7. Wdavall ,pp. 17D-176.



thinking. Purusottama says that,as in the Pr as than as, the 

silver which is anirvacanTya can not be established,the 

illustration given here is not proper.Even if we may agree 

to the illustration,the falsity can be explained on the 

ground of the buddhyaksratva,and thus it is not proper to 

adduce the distinction from Brahman for the same.The hetu

again is implausible,because of the sentences.like,fIdam
98sarvam yad ayam atma.’ purusottama saya that if the betu is 

established on the' basms of appearance, then nothing is require

-d to be said.The appearance depends upon the buddhi and 

we have no objection in. accepting it as fils©.The syllogism 

would thus be t!Brahmariyatvena pratTyamanam avastu.Jdyanta- 

vattvat.Svapnikavst^.The hetu need not be called common on 

the ground of counter-syllogism,because the dream experiences 

are proved to be false.If a man dreams of connections with a 

woman or of going out to some other country,when he is awake, 

he does not find a woman or another country;thus the reality 

of the dream experiences is sublated.This however does not 

lead to the falsity of the whole worId,Purusottama gives a

syllogism for’ this.’Timatah prapancsh svotkrstssattakasedrsa- 

- .srstipurvakah.Mithyasrstitvat .Svapnikavst. ’ Scriptural 

passages can be cited to show that the .world which*has

98.K1 rsinhettaratapinl hpanisad.?.
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Brahman as its essence is not unreal.What is mithyatva?

It is that which though unreal,appears to be and is said to 

be real.The definition of mithyatva liven as ’Svasrayatve- 

-nabhimataylv8nnisthatyantsbhavapratiyogitvaIn, does not 

corroborate the advaitie theory of the mayavadin.lt rather

goes against him, as it will establish the world as a counter 

part of the absolute negation of the world, in connection with
* t

Brahman.The opponent has given a syllogism 'Patah etattantu- 

-nisthatyants'bh'avapratiyogi.Patatviat .Patsntarsvat. ’Purusottama 

objects to this by saying that the hetu is contradicted by 

perception.The opponent challenges this by saying that there 

is no fallacy in the hetu,because the object here as the 

existence of Brahman, which is the substratfxm.Purusottama 

asks as to what is meant by the compound Brahmasatta?Does it 

meai the existence of Brahman or Brahmen which is existence?

The first is wron^ because Brahman is not possessed of 8ny 
attribute.The second goes against the Jlrutis saying that

it een not be experienced by our senses.Purusottama thea 

shews how the scriptural passages do not go against the 
'Sudlhadvai ta.^

QQ---------------------------------------------- ------------------------------- '---------------------------------------------------------
, Pr.pp.$46-148.
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The most important criticism of 'Samksra is however 

given iiit the beginning of the inubKa syaprakasa.Here perhaps 

Purusottama is following in the footsteps of Hamah uj a, who 

has given a critical and exhaustive refutation of §amkara 

under the first Sutra in his SrTbhasya.Purusot tama is 

however more careful and does not indulge in the repudiation

of.'Semkara on a large sccle.Purusottama however thinks it 

fit to concentrate on the Mhyasa-hKaBya viz .the in trod 

ductory part of oomkara*s commentary.We need not here give 

the Purvapaksa,which is well known.Apart from the references 

to the f3rutis,Purus ottama’s arguments are as follows* .

JSamkara has tried to make out the conecmitence,that 

whatever is an object is non-sentient.This vyspti,says 

purusottama,is sublated by perception. The sentaeney of 

the soul is accepted by both the parties,it can be grasped

by’the pratyagvitti(Inner knowledge).The soul is thus an 

object of the pratyagvitti and is thus all-pervading.Hence 

only the yyapti viz.whatever is non-sentient is an object, 

can-be established by perception.The opponent need not point 

out that as the pratyagvitti does not apprehend the atmen, 

which is eit-ekarasa,it is not an object.Even if we agree to



31?

this, the atm sc. will have to be accepted as an object

in some form op another.Otherwise,if there is no object, 

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

the ego,which is the object and not the soul,According to 

the Nyaya system,it is the soul which is the object and not 

the ego. Accsording to the Saiikhya,8S the ego is non-sentient 

if this is the ease,the ahantva and the caitanya would 

^appear to be co-ey^ai.In that case,when the ego as an

object is removed in the praiyagvitti,only the atmendk’ 

remains as the object.lt should not be said that,when the

ego is removed,the atman is known as the very nature of 

the pratyagvitti.This can not be accepted in the absenee of

&r;y other means of realization.'That is what happens in the 

world at the time of testing a gem.Otherwise the mitya-nitya 

vastuviveka is possible even from the systens like the 

Sarlkhya; and thus it will not lead to the vicara-adhikara,

.as made out by the opponent.Hence even though the opponent

does not wish ,he will have to accept reluctantly that 

atman is known by pratyagvitti .This will not lead to the 

non-sentiency of the atman on account of its bein^ 

illuminated by on external agency,because one can fall 

back upon the ISruti passages like ’Atrayam purus ah^svayam
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100

jyotir bhsvati*. Thus the_atman should be understood as the

abode of sentiency and yet having the nature of sentieney;

and the contrast between the subject and object can be

explained-away by virtue of our experience. Thus when the 
relationship of the asraya and the airayin is established,
the ifean and samvid. will have to be admitted' as different 

and thus the substance as an object should also be accepted 

as distinct.lt should not be doubted that as the sattva is 

inexplicable,those which are connected with it are also

equally inexplicable.lt is necessary,even for the opponent, 

to explain the sattva,because otherwise even the samvid' wi 11 

be confounded with asattvs.If existence is to be of the 

nature of luminosity,then the atman,which is connected with

it,surely has the sattva.tf'It is not wise to say that the 

atman is of the nature of luminosity and is not connected 

•with it,as there is no pratyaktva there.’I know* or ’I sis 

endowed with knowledge?-,sentences like these show that 

knowledge is an attribute of the soul.‘Thus ’when the 

existence of the soul different from the luminosity is

100.Brhadwrenyaka hpsnisad.I?.iii.9.



conceded,the existence/ of the /artha as an object in the 

iform of not being superimposed * is also established,because

that which does not exist can not be an' object*There is no 

such c cognition as ’I see or experience's sky-f lower1 * As 

regards the phantom or mirage it is seen in a superimposed 

form.lt should not be said that there is the straying of 
existence in the abhava, because it also has the bhavatmThe 

abhava is stated to be there,only in the form of the counter 

part which is not being experienced.Otherwise even with a 

counter part,it will be cognised.lt should not be contended 

that since the semvit is inseparably connected with an object 

and as,it does not shine forth without the object,it can not 

be called self-luminous.fhst as the lamp has its nature of 

light,the samvit is of the nature of luminosity and this 

itself is the svatahpraka§a padartha.Similar is the case of 

the soul.The opponent may here point out that the atman/which 

is ail-pervadix^ exists every where. .Just as water is super­

imposed on sand resulting in mirage even so the bodies etc. 

are superimposed on the atoan.If we believe in the Sattva, 

it is impossible to explain the limitation at a particular 

place.Thus we accept the sad-asad-vilaksanatva on the basis 

of its being seen,taking into account its asattva.This,says
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Purusottama,is improper.For those who believe in the vastu-

-pariccheda,the saraavayin and the like of the substance skist

and thus the de§a is easily established.Those,who do not

accept it,believe that everything is the effect of Brahman, and

thus the defea would be included in it.Thus when the deSa is 
established as also the bodies etc,it is easy to understand

their superimposition on the soul.Otherwise it is difficult to 
explain it like the sky-flower.The illustration given by the

followers of tdamkara viz.'Apratyaksa aka^e malinyadhyasavafl 

aprstyaksa stmani harlradhyasah’ is not correct.Ikesa is 

perceptible to the non-intelligent as space^, and to the intelli­

gent on account of the nature- of the thing itself.Thus the 

illustration does not lead to the desired conclusion.At the 

aid of the discussion Purusottama discusses some scriptural
tn1passages.JUX*

ie have seen above some important refutations of the 

theories of others,as given by Purusottama.lt may not be 
possible to examine ell of them here because it would add

much more to the bulk of this thesis,but we may say that 

there is nothing wronjp in stating that many of his arguments 

are fairly reasonable.The repudiation of the Buddhistic
i

101.A.B.P.pp.13-16.



Catuskotika is really a;very good specimen of Purusottama* s
I

scholarship and capacity as an argumentatoriSimilar is his 

rejection of the concept of abbey a, the theory of the
i

pervasion of the soul, and that of the reflection of the 

soul and Brahman.The question however remains only with, the 
last discussion,in which purusottama attacks §amkara and his 

thesis that the subject'em never be an object.purusottama’s 

refutation as detailed above reminds one of the similar but 

more violent refutation ,given by Ramanuja*There are flaws in

Samkara’s theory,but it should be remembered that it is futile 

to aceept everything reasonable and logical in those realms, 

wtaelogic has no say of its own.It is rather difficult to

agree that the atman is the object of pratysgvitti,when there 

is absolute oneness and there can be no subjeet-object- 

relationship or duality.Sanikara could have very easily pointed

out to Ramanuja and Purusottama,what Purusottama has himself 

said to facaspati while defending Bhaskara.The Whole theory

of oneness ,adhyasa ,inability to explain the subject-object- 

relationship and all that pertain to the esoteric level and 

not to rhe exoteric realm of thinking.lt is useless therefore 
to argue that ’Ahara janami’ ande" similar sentences show that
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knowledge is an attribute of the *1* ,when §amkera is
i

thinking from the point of view of 'Kena km vijafciyat*,l02

It is again curious to note that all the thinkers would like 

to conceal their weak points by fallMg back upon the Srutis, 

while the same is denied by them to their opponents.Vallabha 

and after him, Purusottama have to take recourse to the Gratis 
very of ten.I'or ttemkara it has been stated that he first 

frames his system on the strength of pure reason end then 

tries:to support it by scriptures.In so doing he is some- 

- times compelled «juite naturally, to distort the scriptural 

pessages-a process,theologians can never tolerate.

(V).
Interpretation of the ferutis.

The ferutis have always been the fountain source of

Indian philosophical systems.All- the systems,especially the 

Fedantic ones,are said to be dependent mainly on the §rutis

and every Jcarya wishes to show that his theories are not 

new or invented but are the same as taught in the Srutis, 

which were not properly understood by others.The Bhagavad-

10 2 .Brhad ar any a ka Upanisad.IY. v.15.
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Gits and tile Brahmasutras also enjoy the same position of the 

Prasthanas or starting points of those systems.for Yallabha 

however the Bhlgaveta is added to make up the ?rssthanacatus- 

-taya,
Yallabha says that out of these four Prasthanas,the Gratis,

the Gita,.the Brahmasutras and the Bhagavats,eaoh former can be

properly understood with the help of the succeeding one,This
« 303has been illustrated by Purusottama thus. * The fer-uti says,

104
’Apenipedo Javano grahita’. Does this mean that Brahman is 

devoid of worldly hands and feet- or that it is without hands
105

and feet altogether? The Glia passoge’Sarvatah panipadam tad* 

would help us•in this respect and so the alaukikasamarthya of 

God is upheld by accepting the former alternative,Similarly
106

the Gita says’Bityah sarvagstah sthanur acalo'yam sanatanah’,

and ’Mamaivam&o jivaloke*. For understanding this the
108

Brahmasutras ’Utkrantigatyagatinam’ etc,would help/^X in

deciding the emsatva.The Sutras again say’Janmadyasya yatah’
109

103. T.S.ib.pp.-38-40.
104, fevetasvatara Upanisad.III.19. 
105., Bhagaved Gita.XIII.13.
106. Bhsgavad Gita.II,24,

10?. Bhsgavad Gita.IY. ?.
108. Brahmasutras,II,iii.25.

109, Brahmasutras.I.i.2.
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This can be understood with the help of the Bhagavata •
110

passages like ’ Jaruaadyasya yato'nvayad...1

The basic view point regarding the Vedas is almost the 
- same in all the orthodox systems of India.The Vedanta believe
-s in the Svatahpramanyavada of the §rutis.As Purusottama

says the Vedas are an independent Pramana for the meta—

-physical knowledge, on account of three reasons.Firstly

it is Sattva£odhaka.The Sattva which helps in the right

knowledge can be purified only by the means stated tn the

scriptures,and thus they' are an independent proof.Secondly

they are the sentences of the Lord Himself. The Vedas are

regarded in India as Apauruseya.Thirdly they^ are of the ■
111 ,

■ nature of the external breath of the Highest Lord. ihe .

fed as arejfchus eternal. The speciality of the feuddhadvaita 

is that they believe in a different .nTtoa-prspriffca altogether. 

We shall however discuss that point in the next chapter.

The Tedantic writers have throughout tried to find out 

their own theories from the scriptures.The scriptures are 

the works of different sages composed at different times and

110 .Bfe'sgavata.I. i. 1. _
11. Sarvanirapeksah svetahpriwifeabhute veda eva. Sattva- 

-feodhakatvat bhagavadvekyetvafc tannibvasitarupatvaAea.

T.S.Ab.p.35.
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different pieces.Naturally therefore the scriptures may not

appear to present a coherent system and the need for evolvhg 
Buch a syatem was felt from very early times.Sven BBdarayena
has said ’Tat iu samaajrayat’. ^Everyone has tried to find- 

-out 8 consistent system from a bundle of conflicting 

passages.
Vellabha and Yitthalesa have not commented upon the 

TJpanisads and though Purusottama is said to have written 

many DIpiJfas,most of’them are unfortunately not found.We have 

thus to depend upon the interpretations of the Srutis found

in the inubliasya and its prakase and other works.
✓Purusottama discusses how the conflicting Sruti passages 

should be reconciled end interpreted.If we accept one position 

and reject the other,then naturally the passage which is 

rejected would lo^se the Pramanya,though it mey form an 

integral part of the Srutis.This is undesirable because how 

can we declare that one passage is right,while the other is 
wrong?As a consequence,the whole of the Srutis would be 

113Aprarrfaiiika.‘

How them'should the contradictions be reconsiled? 

purusottama says that it can be done by accepting both as

llS.Brahmasutras.I.i.S.Vallabha’s interpretation of this 
Sutra is not taken into account here.

113. A.B.P.p.47.



equally correct and the contradiction is to be explained 

on the ground of the superior powers of tne Highest lord. 

This can be corroborated by the Srutis themselves,e.g. 

’Perasya saktir ^ividhaiva sruyate’114etc.Sueh passages 

show the capacity of the Highest Lord, 115ihus even if Hie

smtis may say that the fire is not hot,we should accept it 

because the Lord has the form of fire as also of being not 

hot. That is how the Jsrabrahmsn can be both sakara and

nirakara,i.e.wiih and without forms* it is thus the

expressed sense in the Yedas, which is to be accepted and

not gauni or lakssna i.e.secondary.The gauni vrtti Whenever
'117accepted,is only for the ordinary persons. ' jt is on the 

basis of this that Brahman is accepted in the &uddh¥dvaita 

os on abode of contradactory*attributes.

There are however three different approaches in connects 
-on with the .relationship of Brahman and its attributes. 
Firstly if we take into account the strength of the word,

114. kvetl^vstara Upanisad .TO.8.

115. A.B.P.p.47.
116. latha ca ohagavatah sarvarupatvena vahnirupatvad anusna- 

-rupatva® cahusnatvavahnitvayor aikadhikaranysc
chivatvadmam apy aikadnixaranyat vahnir anusnah

* * •* *

psram brahma brahafavisnufiivakSrem analcaram ity aviruddh- 
-am ity arthah. S.'S.pp. 124-125.

117. Hanv evam sati gauni sarvata evoeehidyeteti tatsiddhy- 
-adisutrani virudnyerann iti cet,na ,tesam inandamadhya- 
-mar tha tvat.T. S. 11$. p. 37.



then Brahman is an abode of all the contradictory attributes.

We may however think it out in another way also.Whenever

Brahman is described there are many attributes^, negative as

well as positive.The negative attributes reject the mundane

ones ,while the positive descriptions enumerate tbiose which

are supramundene.Thirdly if we go by implication,Brahman has
118the nature of all the contradictories. " we Gm easily under- 

-stand the distinction between the first two approaches.To

say that Brahman contains all the attributes,even contradidt- 

-ory ones ,oan not be reconciled with another statement made

in the seme breath,that it has all the supramundane 

attributes and the negative descriptions pertain only to 

those attributes ,which are mundane.If everything in the 

Vedas is slaukika ,everything must be elau.fcika and we can not 

explain one word from the point 6f view of the Isukika and 

the other from that of the alaukika.This is what Purusottama 

knows perfectly well end that is why he distinguishes between 

the two-approaches.
On the whole the approach of the ^uddhadvaita authors

118.ivamdca babdabalavicarena virudclhasarvadharmasrayam

brshmeti nirjsayah.drutyukta'yuktya vieare tu laukiksdharma-
rfeunyam alaukikasarvadharmayuktaja iti nirnaysb,.Arthabsla 
- vie are tu vir u<! dhasar varUpam iti nirnayah.h.B.P.p.933.



towards the Srutis is that of the acceptance of a devotee cf 

everything that is stated,whether it may or may not appeal to 

reason.In fact there should be no appeal to reason,because it is 

all beyond the world .-Hundred of passages are interpreted in this 

way in the works of Yallabha and Purusottama.

While the way, in which the passages are interpreted/ follows
generally the pattern of the rules of interpretation,generally

accepted by all,-it is necessary to note one important point.Yery

often the Suddhadvaita takes recourse to the Purahas for under-

-stending the parport of the Srutis. This has already been noted

above, while showing the inter relation of the four PrasthahsS ,
■i / __ /

In the Suddhadvaita.In trie Mubhasyaprakasa Purusottama quotes 

s verse for this;

itaantasskhasapekse vaidikarthasya nirnaye,
* 119.

Svabuddhikalpitad arthad baliyan upabrmhitah.

It is interesting to note here that the Pursnas may be understood 
as m aid to the interpretation of the ^edas,-especially for under-

-standing the development of mythology.Br.I.Winternitz at one 

place refers to*the efforts of scholars to bring the weisshsp of 

the Rgveda in to unison with the later narratives and to utilize

HS.l.B.P.p. 353. Similar case cn p.]068 also.
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the later la the elucidation of the Hgvedic poera. So far as
’ \

progressive mythology is concerned, Yedic1 legends can be 

examined in the light of the Puranic tales.Can the same thing 

be done for the interpretation of the Upanisadic teaching

also?
The most important point that re§uires to be considered 

here is the relationship of the Purva and the Uttara handas 

of the Yedic literature.Purusottama gives the different views 

held by various writers and gives the necessary refutations.

S star a says that the Purva and the Uttar a land as of the 

Srutis should not be taken together but they are rather ©gainst 

each other, because there is & difference in the subject and 

the purpose of teaching.Pur usottama says that in that case,

the TJttara Kmda can not be called the Vedanta at all.If there 

is no mutual relationship between the two, there is definitely 

no ekavakyata between them.The Uttara hands is not necessary 

for explaining the nature of a doer in the actions,for it 

expounds the nature of the individual soul which is neither a

doer nor an enjoyer.lt again does not lend strength to the'

Cf. Br. Min tern itz. History of Indian Literature .Yol.I.p.105. 
In the footnote ,he refers to Geldner in the fVedische

' Studieni 1.243-295, and Oldenberg,ZBIG 39,?2ff and *Die

Literatur des alten Indien »pp,53ff.
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121
actions on the basis of the passage:’Xad eva vidyaya karoti..l, 

since only the Udgithavidya leads to the ifsriaapauskalya and

this is not the case with the whole of the Uttara Kanda.The 

ekavakyata can not be established on the ground of accentua­

tion and grammatical rules, because it is not the proper 

basis and goes against the well known limansa rule’Arthaikatvad 

ekam vs kym Sakafiks'am ced vibhage syat. ’The relation between 
the two can again not be ’established by arguing that sacrifices 

create a desire to knowjlere desire of knowledge is of no use. 

life iSruti* Tedam ahucyacsry o /n tevas in am anusasti1,' '"'‘and 

similar passages differentiate'between the Vedas and the 

Upanisads.The term Vedanta can again not be defended on the

ground of conventional usage,because it is not included in 

the Svadhyaya.(fBie view point here is of the convention and

not the compound’Tedasya an tab*.) In that ease its/d p$ study

and thought about it(Mhyayana and vicar a) would not be

enjoined,i.e.would be avaidha.Its study can not again be
«

included in the vicar a as found in the passages liie fTad

vijijnlsasva tad brahma* ‘because mere jijnasa can not ■
/

restrict it to the three upper classes,According to Samkara 

therefore the Upanisads can not be called Vedanta at all.

ISl.Chandogya Upanisad.I.i. 10.
122. Taittiriya Upanisad.I.xi. 1,
123. T8ittirTya.Upanisad.III.i.
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Bhsskara says that the Purvs and the Uttara Kahdas have

different subjects but have the same purpose.Phis,says 

Purusottama,goes against the iSrutis and Smrtis teaching’

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

VijSahabhiksu believes that the Uttara ICanda is subordinate 

to the Purva Kind a, as Brahman is the Pharma and all the 

Vedas teach of the Pharma.The Brahmavicara is .thus not useless,

but is for the purpose of a complete study of the Pharma and 

would thus be on a par' with the halpasutras.purusottama argues 

that this would go against the scriptural passages, which show 

that Brahman is the meaning of all the Vedas.This would again 

run counter to the view 4)1 the sages like Jaimini, who did not

complete the Dharmavicara and Vyasa, who did not begin with 

the Dharmavicara,The analogy of the Ealpasutras is not proper, 

because of the difference in the topic of discussion(Prati- 
-padyabheda) in the Uttara ifanda.The opinion of iBrikantha is 

also refuted.

How are the two parts related in the Suddhadvsita?Accord-
_ ]g4-ing to the passages like ’Warn vidhatte'bhidhatte mam.

The term Upanisad can be understood to Mean the knowledge of 

Brahman and Atman according to the Brahmavada.The term Tidy's 

means the negation of any understanding of distinctions as

124.Bttagavata Purana.II.xxi.43.
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per the passage, 'Yidjatmaai bhidaba/lhah.' ‘ So when, the
I

sacrifices ere performed with know!edge,they lead to the Karma- 

-pauskalya.The Yedahtas are thus required for the Purva Kanda. 

Knowledge again can be obtained by one, who has a pure- mind 

and the sacrifices and the like are instrumental in the 

purification of th^mind.Thus the Puirva Kanda is helpful .to the

V ed ail ta. Though in both of them Karma and Phan a are known to be 

respectively principal,the subject matter of both is cate and 

the same in as much as actions and knowledge are different 

attributes of the sane 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.This being the case, it is meaningless jbo point out
126

any contradiction between the two.

.According to the &uddhidvaita all the words express 

Hod.Purusottama says that those/who take^ the scriptures 

as having the purport of action only, are completely ignorant 

of the fact that the scriptures .teach of the Highest lord.

$his is very nicely brought out by purusottama,whom we may 

fully quote here, "/itraivam bhati.Yedasyopakramo hi msntra- 

-devatastutyadav upayukteh.prakaranam ca yegasya.Sa ca 'yajno

125.Bhsgavata Puraiia.XI./xix. 40.

3 26. A. B ;P. pp. 46- 49,69- 70.
I



vai visnur’ iti bruter bhagavadrupah.Devatas pagnyadayo yaga- 

-bess bhegavad sins abh ut ah. Kor tapin' us o/ p i ya'gases o bhagava.d sms ah. 

purusasesabhutam phalam apy^tasyaivahandasyllnyahi’ty aciiiruter- 

-bhagavadajahabliutam. Tathai vopakarsnahyaju .Evam sarvam salsslt-

-paramparaya oa bhagsvadrupam iti bhagayaty eya irutes
_ 127 ■ ’tatparyam”. " Additional arguments are also given by our author

to show that the sacrifices are of the nature of the Highest 

Lord.Vedas'have .various branches end each sacrifice e.g. 

Jyotistoma is described in them in various ways.What is the use 
of th^different^ descriptions of one and the same sacrifice, 

when one such a description would have been enough?If 

different descriptions are for those who are not intelligent, 

then one simple explanation for them would have worked even for 

those, who are intelligent.]^ or are they for propounding the 

better results, since in that case, it is useless to describe 

the same fruit everywhere.The variety of descriptions is thus 

for establishing, the similar variety- of the fbrms of the Lord.

In the feakhantaradhikerana of the PurvamTmanslsutras,there are

24 aphorisms to discuss#^ and refute the contention that there 

is difference of action,corresponding to the difference of '

baidias and it has been established that only cue karma is

taught in various branches.We should therefore concede that

12?.T.Sn.Ab.p.21.



33 4

karma has many forms.This can be explained only on the ground
128of passages like/Yedeife ca sarvair sham eva vedyeh*, Showing

that the Highest lord is the teaching of the Vedas.The Sruti
129further asserts *Tad eicam avyaktam anantarupam* i.e. the God 

has many or endless forms. Pur us ottama therefore concludes:

13* Bhaga vat o'n eUarTTpa t vad yajlfarupasya bahuprekarair nirupanam. ’' 

Tne tudihadvaita thinkers do not agree that the Upas an as, 

which form part of the Uttara Jilrnda ,are for the purification 

of the mind,as has been made out by the Mayavadins.Meditations

actually teach of the greatness of God." '

It will of course be a very useful study to see'how the 

Upanisads are interpreted in the Suddhadvaita.Thousands of 

passages are interpreted by Vallabhs and Purusottama ,though 

the former did not comment upon them regularly,while for the 

later, even though he is said to have done so,most cf his 

commentaries are not extant.lt is possible to show these

128. Bhegavad Gita .IY.15.

129. MahlnaranTys Upanisad .1.15.
130. T.Sn. Ab.pp. 24-26.
131. IJdgTthadisUryadyup'asansya tattstprakafenoktam phalam tena 

tenppasyena dTyate.Tesam ca pratihatvena tatkrtaphala-

. "dahan mularupamahatmyan,eva pratipaditam bhavati.Jnate 
co mahatmye tatra bhaktis taya j^ahain.T.S.Ab.p.45.
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interpretations after collecting the. srast number of passages 

found explained ,b‘y them,especially by Purusottama in his , 

voluminous works.This however requires a special study from 

that particular point of view.lor the present however I have 
just given the fundamental approach to the Gratis,as clearly 

.explained by Purusottama, Even then I would like to examine here 

the interpretation of the Mendukya Upon i § ad, t ogehher with 

that of the Gaudapads karikis,as given by Purusottama. 

Purusottama’s commentaries on the i^rsimhottaratapinljliaivalya,

and Brahma Upsnifads are also available,but the purpose of 

these commentaries appeal’s to be to show that the said works 
can not be explained so as to teach the 3£evaledvaita of 
kgmkara.Even in the commentary on the Man daisy a the purpose is 

definitely the same.lt is however an important Ipeuisad/ and 

Purusottama has commented upon the first two chapters of 

the Gsudapada’s Marika’s also.We will therefore study the 

Dip ike of Purusottama on this Upsnised from three points of 

view; the interpretation of the Upanisad,tlie explanation of 

the Jitarikas and the relationship of the Upanisad with the 

, Marika’s in the light of purusottama’s remarks.

The Upanisad begins with the syllable 0m.Pur us ottama says 

that the fc>ruti wants to teach the seed of the expression of
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Brahman in the whole of the Yedas.This is taught by stating 

the mealing of. the syllable Qm.The Qm is of the nature of 

Aksara Brahman.(Cm ity etad' aksaram.)Everything that can be 

measured by time,past',present ana future,and whatever is 

beyond the Time' e.g-.jTva etc.,all this is Qm.The speech 

which expresaes/what is expressed by Om,is an explanation of

13git. ' Every thing,that which is an effect and that which is

not,is Brahman.Ko thing is different from Brahman.That which

we express by the term Om and the term Brahman,having all

the forms ,that soul is Brahman i.e.it is to be expressed by
133the term Brahman;it is not the Prakrti." As the term atman

is known to be used for the pirrasa and the individual souls

the Upanisad says; ’So7yam. atms catuspat.’This is for averting

any understanding of the Purus a or the jlva here.Hie

^ 1 $4passages from’ so'yam atms... ’ upto ’Sa atma sa vijneyah. ’

13£/ Idam sarvam tasyopavyakhyanam: Idamd^sarvam Omkarayoni-

-kam vah^jaayair.. .Ppavyakh^yanam nikatataya vi versa am 
ity arthah.kandukya dlpika.p.4.

133. Ayara aims. brohmo.^andtikya upanisad.2.This is understood

by Purusottamo as against any doubt regarding the 
teaching of prakrti of the Samkhye.

134. Mandukya.' Upanisad. 7. Mandukya Bipika p. 20.



is something like an explanation of what has already been * 

stated before.is Purusoitsma says *Idam sarham Yeksyam-^am 

ca sutrarupena purvam aktasya vrttirupaa jneyam’. As the

Up an i sad is aware of the difficulty in understanding it,the

"atman is divided into four pldas. *

What is the .meaning of the p'ada here? It does not mean

,Legs-» as in the case of a cow,it means 1 parts* as in the ease 
136

of coins. further it is instrumental everywhere,in so far as 
it^ signifies Brahmen.It is not instrumental in the first

three and objective in the last,for otherwise the formlessness
137

’would lead to its inexplicablity.'

The first p'ada is said to be jagaritssthsna i.e.having as 

its resort the sattvika antKahkaraGavrttivisess.lt is desnwMed 

as bahih-prajnah Jbecause,on account of it,the individual souls 
have the comprehension of the external objects.^ It has

135. Imdukya Dipika.p.5.
136. ilarsap spader ivamsavacanah padasabdah na tu gavader iva 

carenavac anab.Ibid.p.5.
137. fatrlpi br shin again aka t vat karanasadhanah sarvatra,na tu 

visvahisu karenasadhanas turiye kariaasadhanah.Yaifufysd 
brahmeno nirvscya£apatte§ ca .Ibid.p.5.

138. Jagaritam sattvikc/ntahkaranavrttivi&esab sthanam yasya 
ss jagaritasthanah.Bahir leukike bahye visaye prajna 
avabhaso yena jivanaa sa bahih prajhah.Ibid.p.6.
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A 1seven limbs and nineteen faces.The limbs are the worlds and

the faces are ,ten organs (Of sensation and action),five life-

-breaths end four internal organs.They are doors of approaching 
139' _

it. It is described as 1 Sthulabh.uk ’,because it enjoys the

gross body of the JJrahmanda or the gross objects of enjoyment

by means of these doors.lt is Tai'svanara,since it leads all

the individual souls to their proper worlds end enjoyments
140

ixi various ways. Purusottama says that’ his interpretation

is injcin/cooT ormity with the for-iiti.’pado'sya visva bhutani.1

here Purusottama gives a very impprtant explanation/ of the

term p’ada/.'/hen he says ,’padyate jnayate parem Brahman eneti 
, 143

penan.1 The term pada thus means that by which Brahman can be 

known.

The second is svapnastHaiia i.e.having the dream as its 

abode ,the r¥jasa antahkaranavrttivi&esa.It is ant/hprajffa, 

because on account of it one experiences the internal objects 

in a dresffi.lt is previviktabhus because of the enjoyment of

139. Miikliady upalabdhidvarani.Mauduky a DTpika.p.6.

140. Ti^vsm sarvantaran jivan anekadha tattaducitaiokesu 
bhogesu ca nayatifci vibvanarah.Ss eva vaibvanarah sarva-
- pin da mma. lb id. p. 7.

141. lig-veda.I.90.3.
143. Mandukya DTpika.p.7.
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14. *3the internal with respect to the sense-organs. it is taijasa,

because it helps in the enlightening of th^lndriyas. This is

the second pad a. Here also Purusottama explains pada as 
144’ Jnapakomsah.’

'The susuptasthana,the tarassa aitahkarane^rttivi^esa is the 

third.lt is described ,as ’ekTbhutah1,because of its in-separable 

connection with the jivs aid it is called’ Pr a in an aghsn a1, s ino e 

it is the mass of prgjnmas.puruso11araa explains prajSsna in
two weyfl,(l)prajffanawi t a 11 ad in dr i y a j any an i j2.anani,(S)Prakrst-

_ 145 i4g
-am jam am yais taaindriyani. The term ‘eva’in the % an is ad

is for averting the knowledge of everything as different from

the very nature.The third plda is called *jtaandabhuk»,because

as compared with the previous two,it is full of biiss.lt has 

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

Brahmaloka.lt is not however the Highest Bliss, because the 

bliss here is measured.This however should not lead us to 

admit the existence of even the slightest misery,because

143. Previviktam indrTyapeksaya antarsm bhunkte iti.
MPnduitya Dlpika.p.9.

144. Ibid.p.9.
145. Ibid.p.10.
146. Prajnehaghana evanandamaysh.Mihdukys Upanisad.5.



misery is the- result of dualistie experience,which is absent 

here.Because it is anandamaya,it is said to be' aiandabliuk.The

fioor of enjoyment is the cetas.As purusottama puts it ’levels-
(X.

Ttrl. _-bodhelksanam svasminjtiagr ahsks kar enaparin a tm oetah cittam
__ * _ 347

mukham anandopaiabdhidvaram asyeti cetomukhah.* The vi&va

and the taijssa though knowing the past and the liice,show

dualism ,but in the third pads, there is no dualism and thus it

is called prajna.Tiie dp an is ad, after teaching of the nature,

describes His greatness.As he inspires all the different things

he is the controller of all, like the fourth .He knows everything 

as nan-different from himself.He is thus Sarvefcvara and Sarvaj- 

-ns.He again enters and'regulates and thus is called the 

Mtaryamin.Ee is the ’Irani, the place of origin of everything.
Prom him are born all the beings and they merge in him finally.

The fourth pads is described by the &ruti at first with

negative attributes,so as to differentiate it from the first
1

three. He is neither sntahprajna,nor b ehihpr a jit r, because he 

does not create anything endowed with vikalpabudihi,either 

externally or internally .He is again not ubhayatahprajKa ile 

he is omniscient and his prajHa does not depend upon the

14S. lisndukya Dlpika.p. 11.



_ 148object or the pramanas. it is neither prajHa.nor apraj!^ 

nor even prajHanaghana.lt is not an object of our eyes or any

other sense organ^.{ Adrst^avysvaharyeJBe can not again be

sn object of any organ of sction(agrahy a) .He is beyond all 

inferences (alaksya) ,comparisons(alihga) , though ts(ae in tya) and 

expreasions(avyapade'sy a).Af ter thus distinguishing him from 

everything else by means of negative attributes,positive 

description is given for explaining his greatness.He is to be 

approached by those,who have knowledge of the soul.’ ’ The 

expsnce of the world is quietened in him.As he is beyond all d

limitations,there can be no expance of the world different^

from him.He is quiet,benign and devoid of duality.Thay is how
150people believe Mm to be .He is not* such and such* alone.’

He is the atman,he should be known.Thus even though beyond 

mind and speech,the description of him is not futile because 

he is the self.This also makes clear the doctrine of grace,
i

■ After this the .Upenised with a view to show the affinity

148. Mandukya Sipika.pp.20-21.'
149. Ekatmapratyayasaram ekatmapratyayair jSanibhih saro' 

nusaranam yssya.Ibid.p.21.
15Q.Etadrfeom caturthaa manyante,na tv etadrsa eve sah.Ibid.§
151.Sa pUrvoktarTtika atas vi iney ah, at.matvato na vaiyarthyam 

ity artheh.Tevata srutyantaroktam varanaikalabhyatvap>»t 
. " eva sphutibhavati,Ibid;.p.22.*** » i.



between the syllable^ 'Om and the Brahman,compares the first 

three padas with the three morae,i,U,and I and the last p8da 

with the moraeless hada.Purusottama says after explaining

these comparisons;’Evam hadasya t urly sdh arraava 11von a matra- 

ntaranam padshtar a sadharmy eii adhistheystvasamye$e ca Omkaro

zaukhyagaima vr11ibliyam atraabhinns ity arthah.JTtmabhinnaidbad 
evaksarabhinno jneyah. * 158ihe hpanisad concludes by giving

the phalasruti. j’Bamvibaty atmanatiamiaffl y s'evam veds.*

purusottama explains samvisati as ’Upabhunkte^nd cites the 

ST*uti,,so/snate sarvah iaaah Sana brahmans vipa§cits.*

While commenting upon the first nine verses of (rsudapada- 

Karikas,Purusottama makes an important statement; trfatha 

cedam siddhyati.Sarvapindatma vihvah,sarvendriyatma teijafbh 

sarvamana-stma sarvapranatina va pr a in ah. Ivambhavah canehhi-

-mshena ity evemrupah paramafemaiva jneyo na tu hsrirah. ’

Prom the analysis of the interpretation of the TJpani.sad 

as given by Purusottama,it is clear that Purusottama and for 

that matter the Sduddhadvsita teachers do not believe that

IbP.Mendllkya Iapika .pp. 33-32.
153.Ibid.p.32,
154.Ibid.p.16.



She four quarters as described in the Upanisad,refer to the 

four states of consciousness.They are on the .other hand 

various forms of God,-who is capable of assuming endless 

forms,This is perhaps the reason why at many places in the '

dissolution of the compounds the instrumental and not the

genitive is accepted.e.g.Bahihprajffah:Bahye visaye prajHa

avabhaso jl van am jen a Soli.etc. Is this a correct reading of

the meaning of the Upanisad?!t appears that the Upanisad

teaches about- the states of consetbusness/ rather than what 
efis ei-p^ain^by lurusott>auia,and. tne interpretation according to 

that sssms, more natural.One will also perhaps find that 

Purusottama is unnecessarily bringing in the doctrines of 

the -ouddhadvfiita at places. Thus for instance what is the 

ground ior telling about the tGanitahandatva* in connection 

with the pirajna and its (his )attribute( Jn an d am ay a ’ ? Th e

explanation of 'SamviSati*as ’Upabhunkte1,while interpreting 

the phalaferuti,appears to be far-fetched.It is no use finding

fault! with puruso'crama here and. there,because many such weak 

points can 00 xound out.lt must be said howwver that just as 

the absolutism of Samkara can not- be found out in the 

Upanisad in toto,similarly the 'Suddhadvaita also can not be

155.Jaandttkya urpika.p.6.
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accepted as taught here completely.

Coming to t-,e Xarikas of (ha ad. spa'd a j we have already seen 

in the preceding chapter that though Purusottama has 

commented upon all the chapters,his corneatary only on the 

first, two is extant.Any way the commentary on the first- two 

chapters,especially the' second,is enough to show how 

purusottama has interpreted the liarikas in keeping with his 

owd theories,We may note here sowe interpretations which are 

interesting for our purpose.

The KFrika’Oevasyaisa svabhavo’yam* aptakamasya ka 
156sprha* is taken by Burusottama to prove the theory of

' _ 157
Pile.He says ?Ten a kridata'ywa* cvabftfvo ns tu sprhaya karanai'.

One may note here that tie torn’ lividatah’ is added by

Purusottama here.The immeaiateiy preceding Korika * Xr-Idartham 

iti eapare’need not warreat such a conelusion/because it is

again preceded byTBhogartbam srstir ity anye.’Is it that

the author of the-Srrika really accepted the theory of 

Kr id a?Perhaps he did not,for how to explain the ’Apare’ 

otherwise?In the three iwrikas I.7-9,the author gives

156.0g ad spado Karik's.I.S.

157.MsnduUya Dlpika.p. 19.



various opinions regarding creation but it may not mean

that the last opinion is of the author himself .Perhaps 

Q-sudapada does not prefer the one to the other.

How are the Karikas,1.16,17,18 explained by Purusottama? 

The werse 16 says that when the individual soul, sleeping on 

account of the beg-inningless mays,is awake,then the unborn 

sleepless dreamless non-dualism is known.Purusottama says

that inadimayaya etc.means that,when one gets the idhikara

for the realization of the fourth,he knows it,which has been 

described before.The term ’yada* in the verse shows some

effort for obtaining,but on the basis of the passage 
_ 158^edBxtavijnanasuni&citartha...etc.1 it is suggested that

the realization occures at the time of the end .purusottama

argues for this;’Anyatha purvaSlokana gatsrthatvad etam na 
159vadet.* Kirika 1? runs *If the world exists it will no 

doubt be removed.This dualism is just maya,there is advaita

from the highest point of view.fPurusottama says that 

this verse is intended to teach that dualism is of the 

nature of interim creation.This is for removing the

158. Mun.dak9 Hpanisad.III.ii.6.
159. Mandukya Dipika.p.86.



dualistie ideas in the minds of those^who have the
o%different hdhiksra and who ere thus incapable, of tolerating 

the delay.HsTika 19 means that the distinctions,if at all 

imagined by sayone,will be removed.This Tada (discussion?)

is because of preaching .When truth is known there is no 

duelism.Purusottama however explains it in a different way. 

He says that this verse also corroborates what has been 

stated in the previous verse.His explanation/ is ;nKalpito~ 

vikalpo manaso yadi kenaoit upasanena yogldisadhanena va 

vihesato nivarteta.T’sda suddhe cetasi upadelad jnate turiya 

ay am vadsh bhedapadakatvat dvaitarupo na vidyate. ’ ” 

Purusottama then adds “Sarvasya tsdabhinnatve -jnate

bhedasyapi tadanatirekat so'-jji purvabuddharupadvaito brahma- 
-ive bhavati.11^ The verse is really a difficult one for

interpretation.purusottama’s explanation of’Henaeit’snd 

the way in which he construes the second line do not appear 

to be convincing.

Purusottama’s interpretation of the larikas of the 

second chapter is worth considering.Purusottama says in 

the beginning, of the chapter:,’’Upadeksyamana jHahavisayasyaf- 

-tnanah sarvataskstvalaks an e sverupe bodhanlye

160. Mandukya Bipika.p.26.
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tadvirodhinah pratiysaanasya kalpanikasya bhedasya nisasaya '

bhed avadyabhimatspr apancasya mithyatvam pratipadayisygn 
161...etc.” Under the first three verses Purusdttama gives 

two syllogisms to prove the unreality of the dream 

experiences, following the Karikas.They are'Svapnikah

sarvabhavabhedah sarxrIn tabs thah .Saru? asamvrtatvat .Yad

yat setovrta® tat tad an^tahstham.Grha kumbhavat. Yad va harira-

-samvrtem tae char irIn tab s th am. Sir an trad i vat. ’ and 1 Tatha 
. » ••

ce yadi getvl pabyet tarn desam prapabyan pratibuddhss

tatraiva tistfeet.Yato naivam ato naivam.Yato na gatva
" . 162

pebyati tato'ntareva pasyati.1 The sec end line of the 

third verse according to Purusottama,counters those,tho 

believe in the reality of the dream creation on the 

analogy of the creation of the Gintamani and the like.

The fourth verse extends the unreality to the internal 

waking world.The internal waking creation is here ofcouree 

the object,visualized by the mind,which is different from 

an external object.Thus the svapna and the jagarita sthanas

ere of the same type(?erse 5)One may point out that while

161. fifondukya Blpika.p.33,

162-. Ibid, pp, 33-34.
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in the dream everything is created,in ;the waking state it 

is the external object that is thought of.How can it be 

unreal?ESrikS 6 replies to this that the object of mental 

delifration does not exist before and after that
A > ,

deliberation and is thus.cm a par with the object, experienced

in a dream.purusottama says »na.hi manavakah siahatvena
163dhyatah sinho bhavati. ’ It need not be said that the 

objects of our ideas should not be called unreal,because 

they very often produce real results.The Sarika 7 is a
. it

replj$f to this.This happens even in/dreams.purusottama

gives Ui/. illustration for this,*Svapnikapramada|par!§adiEa

164paramarthikaskhalanadarianat*. It should be noted here 

that ’Saprayojanata viprajbijjadyateMa explained by 

Purusottama as ’Saprayojanata svapnf^pi vipratipannato 

idneitkara sati sattvasadhika.*

If adyantavattva is the criterion of unreality,the 

scriptures enjofning svarga would be fut-ile.S varga is 

produced of the spurva.The apurve is produced of our own

163. IHadukya DIpika.p.37.
164. Ibid..p. 37. - .
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actions and is thus liable to destruction by worship etc. 

Karika 8 is a reply to this.purusottama’s 'explanation of 

the verse is that the apurva (apurvam asaiatkriyibhivysktain 

karma) is m attribute of the Lord. (Sthanidharmali:Sthaninah 

jlgradadisthsnsvato dharmahjas is the case with those, who 

live in the heaven.(Svargastha hi devas tanniyajlakatvena 

bhagavafa paramebvarena sthapitah sarvada tatra nivasanti)

For them heaven is not established by the apurva/out is 

of the nature of the avayavas of the Lord.Similarly the 

apurva is also not obtained, by action but is eternal.The

same is the case with heaven.lt is only the connection 

between the two^that is produced and therefore the Karma- 

-bruti is not futile.Tm is the second line of Karika 8
C

is understood by Purusottama as ’Svargavasinah svargan va 

svabhisajais tan dharman va’ and’ preksate’ as-’divyacaksusi 

labdhe sides at karoti.’Tlie last quarter specifies the 

prekssna. ’Tsthaiveha su^iksitah5: ’Yena prakarena bhagavad 

rlpataya spurvetayI va tatsverupajSahe upadhysyena sutarara. 

dattabiksas tatKal Thus he sees the heavens^as he has been 
taught here about them."^’

165. landukya, Dipika.pp.38-33.
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If everything is unreal,even the seer would be unreal.

This would lead to the Sunyavads. (V. 10)Serika 11 is forr/ 

giving the Siddhanta. The term Mjevah* in the verse

according to purusottama,he.s its corn act ion with the krlda.

Thus the imagination of Rod is of the nature of sport.The

three cases used in 1A tmana’,1A trs an am * and ’Atma’show
s ^

that the Lord is the essence of all the'iSrlkas.purusottama 

says f Ta tr op al aks an avidh ay a sarvatmatvam sarvaksrakatvam 

ca sadhitam.Iklrabhede karakabhedabhavat. * “ The nature of

the imagination is the regulation of particular names in the

'particular forms of his own.The term 'sva’in »svamayaya* 

wis for shying that this power is non-different and 

dependent.He knows the distinctions as of his om nature. 

Purusottama gives an illustration for this.’Yatha purusah 

"sankhasurabiiimatsyadimudr ah svahgulibhir vidhaya tasu 

tsttsdrupatam anusandhatte tadvat.* -

The Siddhanta would thus show, that nothing is unreal. 

What then about the arguments,advanced for proving the

unreality of everything? The /iarikas, that follower© for

— —- — --1 j_ IL m

166 JsSandukya Bipike,p. 41.

167.Ibid.p.41.



dispelling the doubts regarding this.The Marika 12 asserts 

that God imagines the substances thus.He transforms (Yikaroti

vikrtan karoti)the illusory substances,which are separate
b

from his essential nature(apgran ; .Svatmarupe^hyoi tiriktan).

The objects are irregularly( avyavasthitah) imagined in the 

mind,while these of external experience are regular(Niyatait)

Even in this false imagination,God does it.The following 

two verses 13 & 14 are for making clear the unreality of 

the objects,so imagined.

Yerses 15 and 16 show respectively the manner of
£St<t

imagination,corresponding to the two verses life lE.Karika 

15 says that the Lord first imagines (creates?)the jive who 

essays to hold the life-breaths or the Hiranyagarbha.After 

this comes the _ turn of the external objects of enjoyment 

arid the internal instruments of enjoyment.The word ’Prthag- 

-vidKan ’is for showing that the distinction in these

objects is not that of the essence.EsTika 16 gi?es the 

well known illustration of the rope and the snake.‘The 

following gSrikas 18 and 19 show how the ignorance as 

stated in the previous ICarika , can be destroyed by knowledge 

While explaining KSTikS 18 Purusottama says that just as
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darkness is the cause of indiscrimination in the- rope-snake

example,here also the cause is the maya of the sporting God,
It is described in the last quarter of the Karika 19.Purusottama
explains 'Taya'yam jTvo mohito bhavati tadrkprakarakah svayam
paramatmaivs mayetyarthah.1 ^Thus the mays is the svarupa of

the Lord and it deludes the jiva.

'The follovdng nine verses are for explaining the Darstan-
-tika-an^a in the preceding verse 18.These verses show that
the Highest Lord is the essence of everything.Yerses 29 and30

are for those^/ho know only me aspect.lt is .the desire of God,
which regulates the knowledge of all these aspects.He protects
him,who~sees Him in various ways after becoming that which

the worshipper sees Him to beJTadgrhah samupeiti tarn’ is
explained as fTadgrhas tadekanistho va t a 11 adbha vatmakam
atmanam samupaiti.prapuoti,tasminllinas tadatmako bhavatity~

169arthah.1 purusottama gives another interpretation also,which 
we have not noted above.*Avati*is understood as *Svantah^aksati’ 
or ’Sada -anusandhotte* .This wilt be connected with the worshipp-
-er.’Sa-bhutva’is explained on the basis of ?Devo bhutva

■jodevan apyeti.,rThe ICarika M is also understood in the same way.

I68.Mandukya DIpika .p.47. 
169.Ibid.p.50.
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Those, who know only one aspect of God, have taken Him to be 
different from the Pr&ias etc.,which are non-different.

*- ■ O(Ap^rthlbhavaih: abhimasattakaih)$ne who knows fhis/ properly
' ’ A ' JL_ /> -

can advance the scriptural views without ‘^any170 k
doubt.

The Karikls 31 to 33 which identify the world with the may a,
gandharvanagars etc.are stated by Purusottama as directed
against t.hose/who believe in dualism.The world,as understood
by them,'is really a phantom of imagination.But even the
miihyavadins are wrong.iarika 34 is a reply to them.This
soul^t is just imagined even by those, 'who advocate the
Mithyavada.Purusoitama says 1 ay am a turn asadbhir mithyabhuta-
ire bhavaih pransdibhih sadhitam yea advaitam tenapi kalpitah,
arihan mithylvsdibhih.Bhava api advayena anyatha bhavanti

171tatha kalpitah,arthad ekaikamsavadibhih.* Thus the monism, 

which accepted by both,is proper.iCsrikas 35,36 show how the 

advaita is to be understood.The world is not pluralistic but 
is non-different from Brahman.Yesses 38 show the means for
obtaining the knowledge of the soul.And the last Karika states 

the phals.At the end Purusottama gives a very interesting

170. Malidukya Dipika.p.50.

171. Ibid.p.52.
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summary of the c cm tents of the second chapter.

The interpretation of the second chapter,as given by 

Purusottsma, will make the following points quite clear.In his 
attempt to find out the ISuddhadvaita from the Karikas,

Purusottama has to explain them in such a way that all the 
verses,which directly teach the theory of illusion,describe^ 

the world as such for those, who are dualists.Earika 11 is said 

to give the Siddhante but the way jn which the following verses

12,13 are explained in relation to it,is really more ingenious 
than natural.Even the explanation of the iCarikas 11 and 34 
appear to be.far-fetched.The explanation of the Jfarika 8 is 

a good piece of imagination,as .also that- of the last .quarter 

of the iSrika 12. The inclusion of the term krlda now and then 

may be wholly unwarranted.The editor Bhatta Ramanath Shastri 
says in his introductian^rlmatpurusottamacaranair api,bhavan-

-metamulaguroh Knrikasy' api mayavado na labhyste,labhyate
1?3tu Brahmavadah iti darsey adbhih svaplndityena vivrtah. ” 

Scholarship is surely there.

The relationship of the RaPikas with the Upanisad has

172. Paxydukya Dipika.pp.54-55.

173. Ibid.Introduction.
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posed a problem for modern scholars. Some of them think that 

the Earikes also form part of the Upani sad, while others do not 

agree to that view.Purusottama consistently calls it 0auda- 

-vartika,8S we have seen in the previous chapter;In the 

commentary itself Purusottama does not give any clue regarding 

his own opinion.At one piece in the Ivaranabhahga Purusottama 

says that the verses in the Msndukya Up an is sd arid the three

chapters are read among the Sruti mH by the moderns. "

Any way the tradition of regarding the ICarikas as part of the 

Upsnisad seems to have been current in thejaediaeval times, 

though the kuddhadvaita school does not appear to have

accepted it.

(W). .
Interpretation of the Sutras.

Whereas the scriptures form the first starting point of 

the Suddh8dvaita,as also in all tbs systems of the Vedanta,

174. for a discussion see.Tidhushekhara Bhattacharya.Agama- 
-sgstra of 0 a ud a pad a. In t r o. p. xxx vi i i. f f., T>4l. P. Mahad e van
0sudepada,a study in the early Advaita.p.31.ff.Cf.also 
’The problem of the Upanisadic theory of the Agama$&/ 
Prakarana of Uaudapada1 by B.Im. il.Sherma.Bharatiya Yidya.

V ol .ZV11 .h os * 3&4.
175. Yaitathyadvaitalatabantyaidiyan prakarana tray am Mandukya- 

-sthah 6iokas ca Paudapadlyany etanldanlntanair Upanisat- 
-su pethysnte.T.Sn.,Ab.p.63.



the Brahmasutras form the third.Vallabha began to comment upon 

them and his son completed his work.Parusottsma has written a 

voluminous sub-commentary on it called praka^a.At many places 

Vallabha disagrees from his predecessors and purusottama has 

tried to uphold his teacher’s views with admirable erudition

and lebour.lt will be an interesting study to see how the 

inter-pretatiocs of Vallabha differ from those of others.lt is 

easy to say whether this or that interpretation of a particular 

Sutra appears to be correct,but it is surely difficult,perhaps 

in-possible, tossy whether any particular system can be evolved

out of the whole work.The Brahmasutras, as we have them today, 

do not appear to be the work of a single author or the work 

even of a particular period and it is very difficult to findout

any coherent system of set theologieo-philosophical ideas in
\

them.I have tried to examine some of the interpretations of 

Vallabha and Vitthale£a,taking into account Purusottama’s 

remarks upon them.

Vallabha reads the two Sutras I.i.g and 3 as one.He refers 

to others,who separate those Sutras.He does not give any 

particular reason for a combination of the Sutras.He just says:
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’Kaitat sutrakarasammatam iti partibhati*. It is therefore 

left for Furusottama to point out why Valiabha has differed 

from all others.Purusottama says that in the BrshmasITtras, 
we find that the Aahikarajlas are formed after stating that 

which is to be established and the proof for the same,so it 

is proper that both the Sadhya and the Hetu should be 

expressed here.The term Brahman is understood by the followers

of the Sa&khya to mean the Prakrti and so to avert this it 

is necessary to show that the causality of Brahman is stated

in the scriptures.Qn^feay point out that even if two Sutras 

may be read separately,we may have the Adhikersns of the

first three Sutras.In the first Sutra in the term *Atha», 

which stands for the prerequisite of the Jiisrmsvicare, the 

Brahmsviesra is also implied and thus even though the Framana 

has not been expressly stated,Brahman can be taken to be

known only from the Bpanisads.The combination of the Sutras 

is thus not necessary.Furusottama says that VAtha' has many 

meanings aid even if it means 'inantarya* ,it may not be 

taken to imply the Oharmavicara,Hence it is better to have

lr/6.A.B.p.63.
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only one Sutra.If we agree with those, who accept two different 

J.dhikaranas of the two Sutras,the first has no hetu while the

second lacks the Sadhya.Thus both are wanting and therefore 
cannot establish the desired Praraeya.^^Though Vallsbhs here 

differs from that which has been accepted by all the other 

coiPveritators,the arguments of Purusottama appear to be plausible.

The third dut-ra ’Tat tu -s a?'an way at’ is also interpreted by 

Ysliebha in a different way.Samanvsya is understood by him to

rneen ’Sswysg anvaya’.Pod permeates all in the form of existence, 

sentienoy and bliss.Yellabbo gives three reasons for such an 

interpretation .He says that the Pufvapsksa ’and the Siddhehta- 

-pekS8,es understood by others,are both wrong.Secondly the. 

reconciliation of the conflicting passages is the very purpose 
of the ISastra.How can it be the reason for establishing a certain 

proposition, when the reconciliation is yet to be explained? 

Thirdly the reconciliation,as understood by others,is not 

vouched for by the following Sutras,Thefirst and the third of

these arguments are, in fact,matters of opinion,and of course 

each of the commentators will try tc show that he alone is 

correct.To say that the Purvapeksa is wrong is not a very happy

1??. /i.B.P.p. 5].
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argument in my case, because the purvapaksa is -always proved ■ 

to be wrong.The second argument of course has its value.hr. 

V.S.Pkate however points out; * She same charge ,however,may be 

brought against Yallabh© himself;for Siltra I.iv.23 also makes

out the same point.i.e,that Brahman is also the material cause
. • .178of th e un i ver s e. ’

The Imsatyadhikarana has been understood by all^except 

Mauhva and Yallabha, as directed against the Sshkhya view of 

noii-intelligent prseQi ana. Madhya however interpretes it in & 

difi'erent way .Brahman which is described as thp object of 

knowiedge{Iksaniya) ,can not be understood as inexpressible. 

Ysilebka’s interpretation of the Sutras is some-what similar.

"We shall note his interpretation of all the Sutras here .Brahman 

is not ababdafne vidyate feabdah yatra,sarvavedantafiyspratipadyain) 

because of Iksati.Sven though Brahmen is beyond all 'the dealings, 

he becomes an object of vysvahara of his own desire.(I.i.4),

The Highest Lord endowed with the attributes of Tksati and 

the like ,can not be 0auna(;PrakrtiguHas«itvssanibandh8van), 

because of the berm atm an used for him. The term a tin an strnds 

for the Highest Brahman,which is hirguna.{I.i.o).The term

178.Y.S.0hate.Yediata.p.59.



ataan again can not be Ganna,because liberation or moksa is 

taught of those,who meditate upon him. (I. i. 6) The creator of

the world is again not saguna,because he is not eensured as heya,

as would have been the case with one, endowed with worldly

attributes.(I.i.7)Brahman is again not beyond all the dealings,

because the individual soul merges in him everyday in deep

sleet). (J.i. 8) Again at the time of liberation everyone becomes
179

similar to God.(Gaii:Moksa,samanye;semanesye bhavah.l.i,9)

That everything is an effect of Brahman is clearly established

by the §rutis.(I.i.lO)Purusottama at the end'of the‘last Sutra 

refers to the interpretations of other commentators.He gives

the interpretation of Samfcara and its refutation given by 

JsyatTrtha.He gives bis am refutation also.Bhasksra,Ramanuja, 

iSaive and Madhva are just referred to.After this purusottama 

refers to the twofold Sahkhya and says that the Saakhya hfeeorist® 

do cite the tJruti passages in support of their own views,but 

such citations do not show that the scriptures form the main

source of their doe trines.That is why Vyasa has refuted them 
in the linimauika-adhinarana/oecause as they accept the Prakrti

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

179.Mokse sarvasyapi bhagavata tulyatvat.A.B.p.146.
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180scriptures,it is definitely asebde, . though Purusottama is 

not specific,lie seems to imply that the attack on the Sahkhya 

finds its place in the Anumsnika-adhikarsna and need not thus 
be the subject matter of this adhikarsna.Purusottaraa is however 
not so clear here as he is elj/sewher.e.His comments are half- 

-hearted and his treatment is such that he is,just perhaps 

trying to follow the work,he is commenting upon,so is not to be 
open to the charge of Tyakhyeya-grantha-rvirodha.We may here 
note some difficulties in the said interpretation,Yaiiabha 
begins the Adhikarana with the statement 1Evam Brahma jijiasam 
pratijnaya kimlaksenakam brahmety akanksayain janmadisutrad^a- 
-yens Yedapramanakam jagatkart^" samavayi cety uktam.Evam 
trisutrya ji jnasalakssnavicafakartavyats siddha. ’ iJI^If now 

Brahman is'Yedapramanaka,why should there be any doubt regard-

-ing its being sorva-pramana-Mvisaya? Purusottama has again
/criticised Semkara for accepting the indicated sense in the 

term ’Iksati’ by believing in the Dhatvarthanirde'se.Purusottaraa 

himself however takes fIksati’9S Iksabodhaka.Is it not 
Dhatvarthanirde^8?0r is it just Dhatunirdeia?Wbile the Sutras 

4 and 5 have something to do with Ikssna,the Sutra 6 shows

-180. A.B.P.p.154.- 
181. Alfe.p.128.
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that the creator of the world is not Gaupa.(Gauna has its 

connection with the word Gun a according to Vallabha) The question 
of Brahman being the creator has ilready- been settled in the

second sutra,while the discussion that Brahman is devoid of.
<rr? ,

^mdme attributes will find its place in m III vii.What is the

use of the same here? Similar is the difficulty with the seventh

Sutra. Yallab ha seems to be aware of this difficulty when he says,

*jovain sutracetusiayena Tksatihetuna jogatkartrtvopapattya srsti-
18?

vakyanam Brahmaparatvam upapaditam.’ This itself may appear

rather strained.The remaining three Sutras have nothing to do

with kartrtva at all.Purusottama however tries to connect the

Sutras 8,8 with the question of vysvah'eryatva.Ee says,’Evam

oatra brahma na sarvavyavaKar'atitam.Susuptipralayayor jiva~
-dheratvene fcrjftatvat.Yad yadJ yadadharatvene ferutam tat tada

tatprayuktavyavabaravisayam .ity evam enumanara bodhyam.*183

Purusottama also says *Evam ca brahma na sarvadfT s&rvevyavahara-

-titam.Mofcse tatKatvena Sravitatvat.Yed evam tod evam.FaitreyT-

■“brahmana^ravitassrvsvacl ity evem anumahasiddher asya beiutvaa 
. .. .184
ooanysm. We may e-ay that bhe explanations are not very 
convincing,Similar explanation is not given of the Sutra 10.

182. A.B.p. /*3 
783.A.B.P.p.146.
184.A.B.P.p.148.
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At the end.however Purusottama ssys,TIvam atra trisutryam 

susuptiyielrana dainan^dinspr-al8,ya^#4-^alcartrtTara9rlvitIye ■

m ok s s yi c arena ty'sn t i ka t a t kar tr t yarn trtlye kiryakartr t rapr a t i-
_ _ ' 185-padaneba nsimifctikaditatkartrtvam bodhitam iti pratiblia ti. *'

The word 1Pratibhati*should be noted here. Inspite of all the 

attempts of Purusottama,the last three Sutras do not seem to 

hare any definite oorniecti.cn with the first four/!bat again is 

the theory,that is established here?Is it that brahman,though 

beyond all the dealings,is the object of the Yedio teaching 

or rather becomes so by his own desire? Is it that Brahman is
d

snowed with supramundane attributes only and devoid of the 

mundane ones?Is it ,finally,that Brahman is the creator of all? 

hone of these is the purport of ail the Sutras.If there is no 

one visays,how can there be one acihikarana?

Yallabile directs the whole Adhikarana I.iii.14-21 against 

‘Ssmkara.Purusottajia says ’Asminn adhikarane jlvabrahmaikyakrta- 

-sarvasahkaravadasya mayafadasya aa nirakrtir eva mufchya. 

Vallabha end Purusottama appesn to haye realized the sheer 

anachronism of directing the set of outran of Badarlyana against

feaincara.who is just a commentator of the Sutras.Vallabha says

185. A.B.P.pp.150-151. ‘ ~ ~~

186. A.S.P. p.394.
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that as Yedavyesa is Qianisclent,he knows that one nioyafada will

be taiight in future and thus refutes it in anticipation.

Purusottama shows how such things are possible.In the Puran^h
187also Suta has told of future events.

The difficulty in the interpretation of the Iksstyadhikarsna 

comes to the fore in tk^beginning of the forth quarter of the 

first Mhyaya.faliabha says,® Tatra ’Iks a ter rj'esabdam’iti 

sahkhyaaacam a&abdatvad iti niv&ritara,’.Pirrusott3raa explains,

’lianu adr%atvadyadhikarana etodr&aa api vakyam viearitarn 

eveti idm anena vie arena.. .Tathl cs ysdy api tadvokyam vicaritam

tathapi tenroatssya sarvatha scTautatvaa eveti nopapaditam ato 
vicara ity art/habV 18\eaily speaking both Vailefche and 

Purusottama appear to be injdiffieulty.There is nothing in the

interpretation of I.i.4-10.,which has any connection with the 

b'ahkhys.igain Taliabha definitely refers to the Tks aty ad hi kar an a,

while Purusottama refers to the Adr^yctvndyadhikarens.Is it that

purusottama knows the difficulty in the works of Ysllabha and

tries to defend him by going out of thejway?

iSairtkara lias often beea^ attacked by scholars,not only

187. k.B*p.pp. 401-402.
188. A.B.P.p.475*



ancient but even modern,that his views are not corroborated by 

the-Sutras.lt has been pointed put that the Sutrakara did not 

agree to the falsity of the world,for otherwise he would not 

have refuted the Buddhistic theories in the Sutra’Yaidharmyac 

ca na svapnadivat* ’ * "xt should be bornejin. mind that this is the 

position of almost all the Icaryes.Ysllabhs is also open to

the same charge.‘The Sutrakara,who says ’B.aikasmiim asambhavat*,

c?n not be stated to teach Brahman, endowed with contradictory

attributes .While Tallabba does not keep this in mind,Purusottstna

does not miss the point.He realises the difficulty and tries to

maae^ amends by saying that,in fact only Brahman and nothing

else is possessed of contradictory attributes.He says

'Tsstutas/tu viruddbadharmihtaratvem brahmany eva pramanasidd-
_ 190-ham nenyatreti khyapayitum taddusanam*

The Sutra, II.iii.18.1JSo'ta eva* is a very important Sutra 

for all.Whereas tSamkara takes ’ jna’to mean jH an a, Ramanuja and 

Bimberka understand it as jElta.I may cpo&b here the remarks 

of Dr.Ghste about Yallabha.He says ,i,Yall8bha,who also holds 

with Ramanuja and Bimbarka that * knowledge’ or ’intelligence* 

is si- attributed (.,.)of the jIva,interpretes the Sutra as

189 Jfrahmasutra.il.ii,29.



stating the prima facie view,according to which jlva is

knowledge and therefore Brahman itself,and all distinctions are 

due to the principle of mays;though really the jiva is a part 

(An6a)of Brahman and is related to, it just as sparks are related 

to fire..And,while refuting this 'view,?allsbha makes very interlt- 

-ing remarks: * Tosmat tadambasya tadvyspadebavakyaoiatram svlkrtya

bistaparigrahartham madhyamikasya eva aparavataro nitaram

sadbhir upeksyah’...0f course this interpretation of the'Sutra '
is far fetched,though it makes no mst/erial difference as

lqlultimately he means that the soul is a knower." Dr.Ghate’s 

reading of Yallabha’s interpretation not seem to be correct. 

This is not a Sutra,presenting the prima facie view.Yaliabha 

begins to Sutra with ’Sanaa nirupaysn prathamaffeab caitanya- 

-gunam aha,’and then explains the Sutra as ’Jnas caitanyasvarupah 

Ate eva fcrutibhyo vijiffahamaya ityadibhyah.’Purusottama explains 

it as ’J^ffanadharmakatve'pi jrfanasvarupa ity ar thah.5 *

According to Yallabha,thus the individual soul is both the

knower and the knowledge.The tirade against Saikara is a 
usual feature of Yallabha’s works and need not been understood 

in the way,in which Br.Rhate has understood it.Yallabha thus-

366

191. Dr.03iate.Ved an ta.p.92.

192. A.B.P-P.706. ,



combines the interpretations of kamkara and Ramanuja aid

of course his explanation is not so far fetched as said ly 

Dr.Hhete.

The Sutra,which should be considered in connection with the 

different interpretations is II.iii.50.Though there are many •* 

Sutras in this pad a, that afford an interesting study}I have 

not here ©nsbarked upon a detailed study of "Vallabha* s inter- 

-pretaticns and therefore' I will just refer to this Sutra only.
It reads ’Ibhasa eve ca.’kamkars takes the word abhasa to mean 

just appearance.Ramanuja and R imblarka understand the term as 

*Hetvabhasa’.The later interpretation is clearly far fetched. 

Ysllabha here agrees with Samkars in the literal sense of the 
word.But whereesflbhlsa* according to feamkara means Pratibimbatva 

and consequently mithyatva,this is not what Vallabha means. Hva 

is an abbasa,because the quality of bliss is not manifested 

in him.is Purusottama says /Tatha ca yatha'naeari brahmane
brahmanabhasahjSutradharakatYe^pi brahmanyakhyadevatayas tat as

■ ' 193. _
tiroh£tatvat,tatha jivo'pi.’ If we think that the Sutrakara

does not teach the mayavada of ISamkara,perhaps the interpretation

of Vallabha is the best.

. The first Adhikarena of III.ii.deals with the dream world.
It has been variously interpreted by the Acaryas.fe shall here

193.A.B.P.p.?60.



gim the interpretation of Yallabha.The first two Sutras 

present the prims facie view.The opponent says that there is

creation in the dream state,and this has been stated by the
Gratis.In some texts the creator is also told as also the .

sops and the like.Thus the dream creation,created by Brahman,

does exists,From the third Sutra begins the reply.The

exponent says that dream creation is maya only,because it is

not fully msnifested.fhat is meant by iHya and ’ICartsnya*?- '

Purusottama here says ’Siddhante tu sluirthyaviheso maya. ...

ilia XSvarssya ya vyamohika daktih/ sa mays prakrte jneya. ...

De&ah kilo visayassnnidhir indriyavyapars badhlbhava^ ceti 
194kartsnysm.’ ' ~ Thus the dream creation is not real.As

Purusottama explains further,’Pa the caindrajalikena natena

yatha sam a j i k avy am oh an e kautukarthsa mayamatrasrs tih kriyate,

tathe&varena jivavyamohanadyarthaa svapnssrstih kriyate iti
195na tasylh satystvam.’ “'Why then should God create it at all? 

The fourth Sutra replies to this that the dream is indicative 
o f good and evil,as it has been said in the Gratis and again 

those who are experts in reading the dreams also spy so.Thus 

the dream is shown to the jlva for indieation.Purusottama says

388

194. JUB.P. p.876.
195. A.B-.P.p,876.
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that the dream is not as negligible as the sky-f lower, because 

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

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

Lord^srabhidhyanat) that the attributes of God are concealed 

from the individual soul,who suffers,as a consequence,the 

bondage.Or the non-manifestation of the attributes(Sah: Tirobhavsfa 
Tiparyayo va)may be due to the connection with the body.

Dr.Ohste has fully discussed the Mh-ikarana with reference 
to the interpretations of kamksra,Ramaiuja and Bhasksra,giving 

three different giwe,idealistic,-realistic and idealistioo- 

realistic respectively.As for Yallabha,he says that the Acarya

’practically follows the third view and interpretes just in the 

same way as Bhaskara does with the difference that he interpretes
____  IQg

Sutra 5just as .Ramanuja does it...’ Dr.Ghate is correct when 

he implies that Yallabha follows the ideslistico-realistie 

viexv by disagreeing with SamkarajWho takes the waking state also 

to be illusory end with the view of Ramanuja,that the dream is 

also real.But there is a fine distinction between-’his view and 

that of Bhaskara,in as jWch as for him the dream creation is 

s creation of Brahman and not of the individual soul,as under- 

-stood by Bhaskara.The problem for Yallabha however is that of 

196.Y.S«Ghate.Yedanta.p.121.



the connection of the -first four Sutras with the rest.The 

visaye in this Sutra according to Tallabha is,*Kincid asankya 

parihsr.ati.il anu jlvays bhagavan srsti© karoti pradariayati 

ea svasya sarvalllam.iyabas eayam.Katham asye duhkhiiYam ity 

asankya pariharaii tubabdah.* Why should this question 

be raised here and not in ll.iii? Sven though the Sutra 

contains the word ’ Tirohitaia’ ,which Vallabha and his followers 

understand as a sure indication of the Sutrakaro*s belief in 

the theory of Ivirbhiva-tirobhava,the Sutra,as explained by

Vsllabha,appears to be entirely out of context as it has
do •' ' _

nothing to/with the dream creation.The Sutra 6 again giYes

an alternative.Tallabha says ’Isvarecchaya aisvaryaditiro-

-blTsvam svamate nirupya matahtarenapi niyatadharmsvadeiia

nirupayati....Asmin pakse dehaviyoge eva pimar aibvaryadi-
198

-prsptih.Purvasmin Kalpe vidyamane' piti sessh.* What is

the ground for' ’SvaiDste’hereJ If the term*Tirohits’should 

indicate the Sutrakara’s belief in the theory of Jvirbhava- 

-tirobhava,can we soy that the ter abysms tram* in Sutra 3 

shows that the-Sutrakara accepts the theory of maya?ht the 

end Tallabha refutes the interpretations,given by others and

370

197. A. B. p.883.
198. ,A.B. p.884.



says *Kidraya vi vekajft©aabha va vassr atvad yathavyakhyata

evarthah’ .purusottama says ’Idem hi nidrepr akaranam.bidr a ca

tadaivavasarsis prapuoti yada viveka jnehsm na bhavati.Ato

jnenatirobbavasyaivatra vaktavyatvat tasya e oktar if tyaiva
_ 19?bodbit yathokta evartha ity arthah.'* 'It is difficult to 

understand hew Tailabha and Purusottama call this a nidra-

-prakarana.Should we think that the. last two Sutras deal 

with nidrs,while the first four with svapna? In that case 

why should there be one Adhikarana only?

The set of Sutras and Adhikar an,as,, beginning with IH.ii.ll 

- is very important for our purpose,in as mu$ch as they deal 

with the nature of Brahman in relation to the attributes.

Dr. (State says that according to Vallabha,Sutras 11- Elform 

only one AdhiKarana. This is not correct,if we follow 

Purusottama.The question here according to -ValJabha relates 

to the attributes of the individual soul and the inert 

matter as sometimes taught as belonging to Brahman,while at 

times, they are denied to it.Some believe that the reconcilia- 

-tion can be brought about by admitting the stJiaha,i.e.

199. A.B.P.p.886.
200. Y. B. Oh o t e. fed an t a. pp. 126- IB?.
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the abode;thus Brahman is endowed with smell in the earth

and devoid of it in watoBff.As Tallabha explains ’Evam sthan8-
3)1-tah parasyobhayalihgam upapadyate1 The term 'api'gives en

alternative explanation,’athava karaiia eva rupam arupam
20 2earv8cehedabliedena aoint^ya- samarthyad va. ’ Both these 

alternatives are wrGiig(na),because Brahman is taught in this 

way everywhere.(Servatra hi).purusottama explains that 

Brahman has no svagatabheda and is of one and the same nature
9AO

everywhere. w Xn the next Bu.tra the opponent says that the

explanation of the Siddhantim is not correct,because of

the distinction in the eaase and the effect.Thus Brahman,

different from the world,is distinct from. Brahman endowed

with the attributes of the world. (K a bbedad iti cet).The

exponent replies that this is wrong (B^), because Brhhman is

Said to be one everywhere.(Pratyeksm stadvscanatjSome Srutis

actually deny the bheda.(Sutra 13)Kere ends one Adhikarana.
\

The second adhikarana,beginning from Sutra 14 gives the

2Q1.1.B.p.900,

202.A.h.p.900.
203.1.B.p.p.902.
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reconciliation in the opinion of the ekadesin.fho is this

ekadelsjjtfpurusottama says * As am hy ekadesi brahman a ekadesena

jegatssmaviyaitvsm tadatiriktaeya jagadviilaksanyaip svarupatah

sadharmakatvam sveochaya vyavsfcaryatvani jHanatmakam brahman a

■akaram inanvaio jHanakarasya brahiaanah prspencapr91ibimbena
204laukikadhsrmsvattvadikam laanute.* Brahman is different from

(a)the world(rdpsYatrrupyate nirupyste vyavahriyate iti rupam
205 ’

sarvsvyavaharavisayatvam tadyuktaw rupavaa visvam.)fbecause 

Brahman is mainly taught (Pradhanatvat}wherever it is described, 

fallabhe adds that the discussion here is regarding the attributes

which are different from Brahman and not those of Brahman.He 

concludes*Tasmat kSryavat taddharraepam api karyatvat bhagavattvam
o 206na bhagavaddharmatvam iti siddhpm.1 The next Sutra says that 

just as the light of the sun is and is not an object of our 

senses in the absence or presence of the clouds and the like, 

even so Brahman can not be approached by our mundane speech and 

kind, but it can be approached in the absence of .obstructions. 
Otherwise,the S'Sfea will have no meaning(Avaiyarthyst) .The 

Sutra thujs'wants to prove that even though Brahman is not an

1011116.515.905,”
105.4 B.ppi 906-907.
206.4B. pi 908.
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object of worldly dealings,the scriptures are not futile,

Well, why then not imagine the supramundsue sense organs also?
/

To this the reply is given in the Sutra IS that the Sruti 

teaches, of Brahman as just a mass of knowledge,(Tanmatram: 

prajnenaghanematr8m.)The scriptures and the smrtis themselves 

show the absence of the attributes of the jada and the jiva 

in Brahman. (Sutra 17) Tail abb a says ? Propane gdhsrjifg bhagavaty 
ucyante vedadau na tu taddharma bhaga^titi jffapsyati. ’

The Srutis also give the simile of suryskaCSuryena sahitam 

jalam suryakam.Sutra 18)Fallabha says at the end ’Tasmaj
B09jadajivadhermansm bhagavaty upsclro nisedhas tu mukhyah.* J 

Purusottama at the end give the resume 0 which we have 
quoted in ©fetenso because of its importance."Brshmepeh 

prapaneavilakaanatvena kary a sadh ar an adh arm an am karane brshmany 

abKavena brahmanas tatsvarupadharmanam ca laukikamanovag- 

-agoearatvena krtsnah praj^anaghana iti srutyo akarasya 

jt-adstmaicatve^a tattatkriyadiham dhariairiam ca nsisargika- 

-tvena tesam ca bhsgavat-prakatye eva d ar ben ad i vy a vahar avi saya 

-tvena laukikafahmanobhih pratlyanfarianam sthanadharmat vat ta-

thpty ejkade^imatena siddham ity arthah.Tens brahrsanah cthonato
l ('

' ''' i

(k)7jL:A.Bip.S09.
;808U.Bip.913.
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jadajivadharmetvam svatas tu tadrahitatvam ity ekadefelmstena-

siddham.I’tenasyadhikars^asya pras angikatvam jsraksyamanopa-
_ __ gin-dghatatvem veti sue it am." , ' • ,

Sutra 19 begins the next adhikarana.lt contains the 
siddhmta 'agsinst the view of the eka.ciefein.The view of the 

ekadefein (Tathltvam) is in-correot(na) .Water can reflect a 

substance but the attributes can not so contain any reflection.

(yifflbu v ad- agr ah aha t) fh us the sarvakama etc. are the attributes

of Brahman and ere not aupaearika,cn account of the conneot-
Sll

-ion with the upadhis. How tl\en to reconcile, the eonflict-
s>.v *j

-lug passages according to the SuddfcadvaitQ?Sutra 20 gives a 

reply to this.Just as space may be big or small in accordance 

with its limiting adjuncts,even so here also Brahman is 

endowed with all the attributes.‘Ibis there is ubhaya-samat?,ja- 

-sy a. Sutra 21 says that all the attributes,even the contrad- 

-ietory ones,are seen in Hod.Sutra 22 gives the way of
i

reconciliation from the point of view of reason.fhe denial
tof the attributes in the Sut/is relates to only those which 

are mundsne(Prakrtaitnvattva),and then speaks of many other 

attributes,which are supramuudane.
• i •

‘210. A. B.P. p, 914. ~

211. i.B. p,919.
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Sutra 23 starts the next adhikarana.Vallabha says that 

the contradiction has been resolved earlier on the basis of 

sabdsbels end now the Sutrakira does the same.from the point

of view of the ar^hebala.Purosottama says that the ^arthabala- 
-Ticera is not necessary but as other sages'hare taken their 
stand'on the /^arfch&ala also,it is necessary to consider from 

tnat point of view also,21iC£utra S3 stages the prima facie 

view that Brahman is- avyakta.The next outra is a reply to it. 

Vallabha understands the word’Api* as ajeer against the 

opponent,who is a foM.The Highest Lord is seen in the 

course of intense devoti on (Safer adhana) ,when God shows favour. 

The devotee perceives him,or people like Bhrasra infer him.

The ’pratyaksaiumanabhyam^ay be understood as’&rutismrti- 

-bhyam1also.

Another Idhikarana -begins with the Sintra 25.This and the 

next Sutra form the Furvapaksa.The reconciliation of 

conflicting passages is not proper on the strength of the 

perception of a devotee,because that can be no specification.

(Avaihecyat)The illustration given here is that of light.

In the ..light of the sun,the main,the jewels etc,one 

experiences heat or cold;;but the light as such is not taken
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to be manyfold.The praka^a of ,the lord depends upon the 

actions like penance etc.fPrakasas ca kariaani) .This is not 

uniform but is Tarious (abh^yasat)corresponding to different 

actions and different devotees.The Sutra 26 .takes the argument 

further.Because of this variation (atah)the Lord is manifested
i

in endless ways(anentena).But then we should accept some frame 

(lingam)of the lord,This can be decided on the basis of the 

scriptures or the perception of a devotee,The Sutra 27 gives 

a reply to this by saying that Brahman is both ?/ithout

attributes and is endowed xvith them,because both are tai^jjht
\

(Ubhayavyapede&at) .This can be illustrated by taking the

instance of a snake,which may be both straight or eoiled.it

the end purusottama says 'evam ca sehdabalavicarena viruddha-

sarvadharmalrayam brahmeti nirnsyah.Srutyuktayuktya vieare

tu iaukikadharmakuhyam alaukikasarvadharmayuktam iti nirnayah.

irthabelavieare tu viruddhasarvarupam iti nirnaya iti bodhena-
213-rthorn stra tredha 'vicaritam, ’

Sutra 28 begins a new adhikarana.The question discussed 

here is regarding the relationship of Brahman and His Dharmas. 

The Sutra says that the abodes of light like the sun are non-
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-different from light as also different from the same;both

being called tejas.Similarly the attributes are both different

and ficA-different from Brahman.®e should note here that

Yallabha takes ’Ya1 in the sense of ’tu*.Sutra 29 however says

that Brahman, should be understood as before.This,says Yallabha,

is the ¥/ay of reconciliation from the point of view of the

ekede&in.This is further corroborated by the next Sutra,?/hich

says that the attributes are also denied to Brahman,as is
_ 214inferred from 1 era' in the passage ’Ikam evadvitiy am. ’ '*

Different interpretations have, been-given by different 

Ac ary as and it is very difficult to say -which of them is 

correct. The Batrak era himself does not appear to be very 

clear,as can be judged from the repeated use of the term

’va’ .It may be noted that Yallabha's interpretation of ’vs’ 

in the 28th Sutra as ltu’ is not so very happy.Similarly- one 

may feel that the explanations of *Arupavadfin Sutra 14 and 

fapi’ and ’ ssmradhane * in Sutra 24 do not seem to be satis-

-fsctory.Yallabha’s explanation of ’arupavad* as ’ jagad- 

vilaksana*reminds "one of II.i.4,where the question has already-

been discussed,though in a different context.The
(

214.ShE Chandogya Upanisad.YI.ii.l.
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problem before the Sutrakara is as to whether Brahmen is 

possessed of the Dharmas and not whether Brahman has the

attributes of the jada and the jlva.The greatest problem for

Valiabha however lies in his bringing in the ekadelsin.Who is

this ekadsbin? Why should there be a complete adhikarane for

him?Again the difficulty becomes more acute,when the lest

two Sutras 29,30 ere said to belong to him. Yailabha has to
_ 2]5say ’Ubhayam epi sutraltar:asam®atem*. ' purusottama takes

216special pains to distinguish between the two 'positions.

Again how is/4,lat Tyesa’s own opinion; is given in the Sutra 

28 ,and that of the ekadesin in the sutras 29 and 30?

Purusottama spores no pains to defend his teacher^.He says

that as the view of the ekadesin is corroborated' by another

Sutra 30,we should not think that the Sutrakara considers
_ '21?

the view as equally correot. ’Ekem evadvitiyaml, " Meed not 

deny the attributes also.When we say that Bsvadatta is at

home and nobody else,it goes without saying that Devadatta 

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

215.A.B.p.940.
216.See.A.B.P.p.941. 
217.Cli§ndogy8 Upanisad.TI.ii. 1.-
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only to show that there is nothing different from Brahman.

But it may appear that in his zest to defend Tallabba,perhaps 

Purusottama himself is facing difficulties.

The Opponent of Purusottama is again very searching.

It is wrong,he says,to understand the ekadesin as that of

Yyasa.In other words the opponent aska; what .is the ground

for believing that the Sutra 28 gives the Sya-siddhshta?

Purusottama replies;1Ikade&ipade abra ?y¥sasyaiv® eksdesi

grshyah.Anyailia smbuvatsutrena ata eveti sutrasiddham

drste&tam as d us sy e t. Vrddh i hr as ad i sil tr ad vsy e yukty an tar am 
219ca na vadet. * The ekadesin is not mentioned by name,

because he may not be so well known as Jai mini. The opponents

name is equally not given in the Sutra* jlvamukhyapraba-
_ • 220

lifigad iti cet tad vyakhyatam*. Or it it ay be that this 

view is intended for the lower edhikarins.lt can also be 

possibly stated that the ekadebin may be one Ka^akrtsna,
221

who is mentioned before in ’Avasthiter iti Kssakrtsnah*.

218.A.B.P.p.942.
219. A.B.P.p.942.

220. Brehmasutra.I.iv.17.
221. Brahmesuira.I.iv.22. ■ •
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Ibshould not again be said that as the Sutras 29 and 30

come after Sutra 38,they teach the mein principle.Purusottam

says *3>Tritiyask8ndh.e ’itthem bliavena kathito bhagavan bhaga-

-vsttaiaah , /ne t t.h ambh~ ven s hi par am dr stum arhanti surayah’

ity adibhir eiadamukhystayah sukavakye vy as gear an air evokta-

-tvlt. ?,Tne view ii admitted only for the lower adhikerfens,

who may fee enlightened by it.Purusottama refers here to the 

_ gggHasadiyasukto and says that Vyass thinks from the point

of -view of the ITlasrsii,while others do not understand 
223 *'*

it. Purusottama then goes on to denounce strongly the 

interpretations of others.

From all that is given above,it appears that -Yallabha is

at times obscure,and purusottama is also not satisfactory

vs±$4 fiefending him.At the end of the Biandamajm-adhikarana

Purusottama takes Ylcespati to task and quotes a verse;

Yukbihkir atibithilabhih satnadadhano drdhsri dosln,
_ _ „ £94

Yacaspitir api bhasye vyskhyavyajena dusanaro brute. "

Can the same thing be said of Purusottama here?

2?2.Rg-vede.1.129»

223. A.B.P.pp. 942-943.
224. h.B.P.p.220.
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if ter III, ii. 34.we have a different author for the

iinubhasya.fi tthslesa* s in terprs t a ti on s of the Sutras are not 

s very creditable performance,when compared with those of 

f&Llsbbs.Ke distinguishes through out between. Pusti aid 

Maryada,often refers to Uokula,discusses the incarnations of 

Viaziu,and all that.Wife all his fantastic interpretations, 

lie gives so many things with a sectarian byao and so many 

things,which the Sutrakars ms gilt have never intended. 

Purusott&ma as e faithful commentator has to explain all 

these things,and what is more he tries to defend V&tthaleba 

We may note only three instances here.

At the end of Ill.iii.S.Yitthelesa says ’lyam tupasena- 

-siargiya vyavastkokts.Bhektimargiya tv etadvilaksana.* S25

Purusottama in his explanation says shout Banda etc.but his 

opponent^ asks TBanu sutrakarenedam kutroktam yenaivsm 

ucyetev Tpurusot cam a replies 1 Agr imeyutre' dhilcsr asyanupaseih- 

-harshet u tU Ma th anenatra yathadhikaranirnayssucanat sue its® 

iti jahIM.,2‘

Under Sutra III.iii-.28 p liras at t am a’s opponent asks as

225. A. 33. p. 983.

226, A.U.P.p.984.
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to the use of referring to the Purlliss and Itih8Sa,when 

all others refer to the maxims of the P ur vstantra,Pur uso11ama 

of course gives the stock reply ‘Itihasapuranayor vedo- 

pabrmhenatvai.*

Under I?.iv. 7.however Purasottama has to say some- 

-thing which,if accepted by an opponent,Purusottama would

never tolerste.Ee says ’Myam niyaoio yad visayavakyam
_ _ 2P3sautrapadenurupam eva grahyam iti. *

!

hr.Ohate is frank in his assessment of the Amibhasys.

He sa^s ,* It is very difficult to assert dogmatically 
whether Yallabha’s doctrine receives or does not receive 

any .support from the Sutras;but so much may be said, that 

his commentary strikes us many times not as a very credit­

able performance,being in places very sectarian or un- 

-satisfactory,although one can point out instances where

he offers very interesting criticisms of others.lt is to 

be observed however that his special references to Ookula,

the pustimarge and the Maryadamarga,arid his manner of 
reconciling the mutually contradictory passages, in the 
Upanisads by postulating the miraculous and incomprehensible

227. ii.B.P.p. 1061.* i

228. ft. B.P. p. 1396.
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greataess(Ai6v8rya)af the Brahman end his assertion of

pure monism without any reference to plurality make it far

from possible that his doctrine eould have been the one
_ . _ g'29

propounded by the Butrakara.” One may not agree with
\

the assessment of Dr.Ohate in toto.The sectarian inter-

-pretstions are mainly found in the later part of the 
Bliasys, and Valiabha need not be blamed for the weaknesses

of his son.Again Yallabhs's criticisms of others are more 

caustic then brilliant.as regards the miraculous power of

God,it is indeed a moot point. The point however is that 

all these Acaryas try to evolve their own systems from 

the Sutras,which in their turn have tried to evolve some-

- thing like an Upend sadic system. But on account of the 

enigmatic style of the Sutras,it is very difficult to get 

a clear idea of the system of the Sutrakara.

• (TI).
Interpretation of the Gita and BKagavata Puraha.

While the Eh.ag.avad C-Ita is regarded by all as one of 

the PrasthanaSjYallabha includes the .Bhagavata Pur an a' also

229.Y. S. Crhate.Yedan ta . p. 1 r/7.



in the list. Yallabha himself as not commented upon the Gita,

g3 others have done;and though he has very often referred to 

it in the course of his commentaries and works,it is very 

difficult to piece them together and make out a full-flecfeg ed 

comment ary. In the first chapter of the TsttvadTpsnibandha-

YaHolla understands the term - *Sastrertha? as ’ GStartha’.
A

The point has been discussed by me at some length in the 

chapter BII.Any way Purusottarns., curiously,keefs quiet in his 

commentary st that place."' The Amrtatarangini commentary is 

said to have been written by purusottama but it is not.correct.

It is written by Yrajaraya.Qnly the introductory portion is 

from the-pen of purusottama.This is however sufficient to 
show the purport of the Pita according to the ^uddhadvaita.

-Purusottama,in the beginning,refers to the purport of 

the Gita, as explained by Idsmkara end M ad h u slid an a, and 

criticises them. He refers to Sridhsra and offers no comments.

i\t the end he states the views of Ramanuja and says ’Idam
231

SideUiaatasysnuguDsm. * After this he gives the explanation

according to the Sudcths&vaita.

The Lord iSrikrsna who came to the world far the liberation
• * w

23j.rf.S.iib.p.30. ‘
231,Bhegavad Gita with seven eommentcries.p.ll.



of all,uplifted the devotees by explaining to them the. 

concept of oevotion.Ke could see the. dark Kali age ,i8hich 

was devoid of all Pharma .Bence for creating devotion in the 

future generation,he preached his own essential nature to 

irjuna,when an oceassion for the same arose.Of the fourfold 
devotees, art a, ji jSesu,arthlrthin and jffsnin ,ir jh^ahsd ■ the 

first two Adbikaras. That teaching has been compiled by 

Yyasa, who if as an incarnation of the knowledge of God, in

seven hundred verses.lt has been explained by Yitthslesa in
• •

his Qltatetper;;<o thus:

?r a vr t tidh erriam bhsgavan r si a vara nirupyetu , 
biivrtiim istam sudrdham nihsendigdham harir jagau.

Sshkhyam-yogo rah&sysm ea rahasyatamem eva da, 
hnyoay'adliikyanirdharo j!I£na?ijfiahayor api. 

Svesverupsvinirdliaro biiajanetaranirnayah,
Teddhetur guuavgfea^yam sar va^astravinirnayah.

Iti gi tar than irdho.ro yathabhogo vitanyate,

Ssnkhyayogeu nirUpyadau moham utsarya phalgunam.
2 S3 8

Bhaktip^yusap'ataraffl krtavah iti s ah grab ah.

Yitthsleia has also discussed,says Purusottacia,as to

why should the first iidhyaya begin, with the speech of

£32.Bhagavad Gita with seven comoentaries.p.11.
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Dhrtarsstra.Dlirtsrastra is surely not a devotee and his son 

Duryodkana is an incax-nation of a demon, Again as the Brahma- 

-vidya is being taught here,it requires a cals adhikarin, 

'whose resignation is for getting the knowledge of the self. 

Here the spirit of resignation in hrJune is for fear of sin. 

Again if Xrsna would teach the Brahmavidyg to hrjono,then 

Jrjwis would also retire from the kingdom and the Semsara.

This is not the position.Hence the teaching is not quite 
up to the mark here.To this the reply is that the sons of

prthi are admitted to the path of devotion by the Highest 

Lord as his own.The Lord with a desire to lighten the 

burden cm the earth made YudhistMre perform the Hajashya, 

after which the great war war fought. Again Irsna through 

ludhisthira desired to establish the realm of religion and 

kill the demons.This can be possible only in the reign of 

Tudhisthira. If however the foes are killed by them, just'

as brothers kill brothers, and the pabdavas begin to rule, 

then the kingdom will have no element of virtue.lt is 

because of this that .Srsue taade Arjuna grieve in the stated 
way. Hence the withdrawal fraut war has been described of
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Ar-juna himself; otherwise a warrior would have experienced 

the feeling of heroism and not of resignation. Hence only 

the Bhagavedlystva is the cause of this feeling in Arjuns.

To suc-h a man only the Bhakti&arga should be taught and as 

the teaching is not of the common standard.Dhrtsrastra and ■ 

his son are brought in the beginning. Again when s Bhagavadiya|
i

thinks of doing something according to the desire of God, 

it is a good thought,not.otherwise. Thus it should not be

understood that the grief of hrjuna is for showing that those 

who are full of grief are entitled to tcnow Brahman,because 

it is not the primary purpose. The purpose in the Bfeagavad- 

01ta is to teach the limits of the path of devotion ,the 

limits that are beyond the world and the Vedas.Burusottama 

thus concludes fAto'tra mukhyataya bhakter evopade^ah yat- ' 

pun©r enyat tat-fiarvam tasyaiva iesebhutsm iti dik.f^S,?

As is the case with the Srutis and the Sutras,the 

Bhagavad Gita has also been interpreted very often and by 

many. It is difficult to say dogmatically as to whether the 

Suddhadvaita is or is not taught in the Gita.It will be a 

233.Bhsgavad Gita with seven commontaries.p.]£.
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study(in itself to see whether the ISuddhadvsitic inisrpreta- 

-tion of the Gita is correct. .

The Bhagsvata Purina is held in very high esteem in the 
feuddhadveita system. Yailabhs*s Subodhini on the same is not 

complete. He has also given a chapter-wise summary of the 
Purina in the third chapter of his Tattvadlpanibsndha.
Purusottama has written his sub commentary on the Subodhini 
end cm the said cliapter. Purusottama lias also independently

f

written one tract Bhag avatas varupa vi say akassiikan iris avid a.

The iudah'edvaita system considers the Purina^ as one 

of the Presthahas.Bbag&vsta is surely immensely popular 

among the Yaisnavas in India and it really deserves that, 
popularity,The daie/x the Purine has baffled the scholars 

and various views ere advanced for the same. is

interesting to note here that Purusottama has also tried
to show that the Bhagavata is not only a Mshapuraaa but is 
also very old. It is difficult to say anything about it.

234. Cf.D. £. She stri. hi tihasika sanhodhsna.p. ,M.Winternitz
History of Indian literature.Yol.I.pp.554-557,R.C.
Ilszra.Puranic records on Hindu ri$k&/ and custoiaa{Studies 
in)pp.52-5?,the Purina index. Yol.I.Y.R.H.Dikshitar.Intro. 
pp.xzviii-xzx.

235. 8 Ya t as vafupa vi s ay akas ah ks& iras avid e. Append ix to
T.Sn.
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It isequelly difficult to say anything about the .philosophi-

-cel teaching of the Pupana.PrinsS.i'I.JJasgupta has ..written on
236the. philosophy of the Bbagavate Parana. Apart from the 

question of date, the philosophical teaching of. the Purana 

also requires a separate study.

(VIII}.

Purusottama as an interpreter.

We have discussed above the interpretations of the Srutis 

Sutras and Gita according to the 'Suddhadvaita, in the light 

of Purusottama’s remarks.We may here add a few lines regard­

ing Purusottama’s own interpretations of his predecessors, 

whose works he has cemented upon.It should be Said at the 

very out-set that purusottama remains completely faithful 

to Tallabba and Titthale^a,whose works he mainly explains. 

But the problem before Purusottama was not just to explain 

the words of Vail abba and. Yitthale&a but to restate with his

scholarship and skill the teachings of Yaiiabha among the 

scholars of the day.Be has thus to write much more than

236. SJN.Desgupte.A History of.Indian Philosophy.?ol.TV.
Chapter,HI VD
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so obscure that they can not be understood without the help 

of a commentary. purusottama* s comsen tsries however supply- 

much more than what is needed, Purusottama not only tries to

explain the concepts of the ISuddhadvaita with clarity and 

exactitude, but compares them with other systems ,defends 

Tallsbha and Vitthaletsa and refutes others. All this he does

by way of commentarieson the Anubhasy a,Ivaranabhanga, 

on the Tattyadipanibsndha etc,Only rarely we find in the 

AnubliSsya-PrakaSa that Purusottama indulges in discuss!on§, 

which are not exactly called for in the Anubhasya. After

II.iv.16 purusottama discusses the jnanakriya,237and at the

end of the some pads there is a lane discussion on the

238SrstiprekriyF.' Similarly at the end of I.in.38 Purusottama' 

raises the question whether the tudras are also entitled 

to learn the whole of the iaha'bhareta and the Pur an as and 

comes to the conclusion that only those portions which do 

not teach of Brahman should be read or heard by them. ^

237. iUB.P.pp. 77-e~

238. A.B.i^pp. ^-*''3-

239. A.B.P. pp.442-444.
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Whenever he explains/he explains fully. Thus when an 

Upanisadie passage is just referred to in the Bhajsya by a 

word or two, Pur ns ot tame would give the whole -passage, inter- 

-prete it end reject the interpi-etations given by others.

He would not leave aside anything that lie knows,'and' ofceurse

he knows everything that is required for him to Jmow.hVen the
- ' /

trbditicusl story of the Tiveda between the Brahmsved in end

the IfFyavadin connected with the verse fEka& sastram devaE-
— P4.n

-putragitam etc1 does not move away from his mind/

When Purusottama is defending the interpretations of 

Tollable and Yittiialesa, he is surely brilliant though at 

times he seems to be facing difficulties in doing so.The 

most glaring example of this is found in the Suvarnasutra, 

when purusottama has to perform the duty of' defending the

fantastic interpretation// given by Titthaleia of the Tedic
_ wiverse ‘fa vara vastuny usmasy gamadhyai..,etc.T J Titthsleia

talks about Gokula .and all that and Purusottarns is of —

course not so enthusiastic about it in his eomentary.

240. G f. T. 3. Ah „ pp. 26-2?.

241. Eg Teds 1.154,6.
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Purusottsma however can not let, it go easily.His opponent 

immediately asks why should there he such an explanation, 

when even in the Birukta the verse is said' to hate the sun ' 

as.its dsity.Purueotcaoa can of course give the answer.

n Prakaranehurolhat.’ Yedaih ca sarvair sham eve, ved|cah,f 

’Sarve veda yat padam einsaanii’iti srutisrartibhv am ea.’Ado 

yacl darn pisvats’ Ivy elaksaiiprakesekamantraflya purusottams- 

-ksetramah.etjT,ye vyasapsdair vedabhasya vidyarsnyena ca 
§rijigannathaparstaya vyakhyaiiat,etssyak 'sarsaner darsitetvae

ca
.242

Again while explaining his master ,Purusottama does not 

miss the textual problems also .Thus for in stance,while
-f

commenting upon the statement of Yallabha’Agois'uryasotnavidyud- 

-rupa brahmano hsnsoktacaranarupn^’Puruscttama says ’hup ad/ 

iti pathe bKavapradhancjtLirdehah.Rupeti patiiah srihastiksare su- 

sandigdhatvad hodhyah.’ ^ffer IIT.iv.El.Purusottams says 

that another Bfltx-s ’Bhavaiabiic ca ’is read by others.He th^n 

explains why it has not been included here.nTac ca vidhir vi-

dharanaved ity atraitpsyaive syat padvid iti srtttivyakhyaasna- 

iva vyutpaditam atah prayojsiabhavad upeksitem iti pratibhsti.

242. S.S.p.235.
243. A.B.P.p.494.'
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Lekhakadosat trtitam veti jneyam.n 
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Sometimes purusottaeia finds that the interpretations of

the Sutras as given by Yi ttliale&a are different from those 

given by Yallabha.Purusottama notes the difference carefully 

in his AnubhasyaprakaSa. Thus for instance at the end of 

Sutra II.iii42 purusotiarta notes that while the term 

fPrayatnaf in the Sutra is understood as an effort of the

individual soul by Vailabhs,Yitihalesa explains it ns the
, 245effort of the Highest Lord for the purpose of sport.

Similarly at the' end of Jll.ii.18 Purusottama shows how the 

interpretation of this set of Sutras given by Yitihale&a is

different from that given by YaLlabha. 246

We have stated above that purusotfcaiaa is on the whole►

very faithful to the learya and his son,whose works he explains 

A very careful perusal of his commentary on the Anubhssya 

will however show that there are cases,of course rare,when 

Purusottaraa in his zest to give a scholarly explanation 

slightly goes off the tract. In the very first Sutra for

244.A.B.P.p.1212.

,245. A.B.P.p. 750.

246.A.B.P.np.914-916.
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instfjxce,?allabha discusses the illustration *Bahamas tram 

asi’ and points eriit that a laan knows himself to -be the tenth 

not only because he hears that, but also because, he sees 

himself to be the tenth.The perception here is thus stronger 

then the Zptavakys. Pur-usottaBia lev'.1 ever indulges in a 

scholastic discussion and gives three alternatives,one who 

sees, one who is blind and one who knows that the soul is 

different from the body,For all the three the knowledge is 

only.of the body and not the soul,resulting from the Jpta-
_ g47-vekya. Vsllabha’s explanation is certainly better,. Such

instcnees are very rare and again the difference wherever

found does not make, any substantial change in the teaching 

of the authors.We can say at the end that Purugottama, 

who is' a very capable argument a tor, is also i very faithful 

end brilliant interpreter.

247. i.B.'P.p.30.


