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THE YUKTIMALLIKA

“Philosophy attempts to arrive at a conception of the 
reality as a whole. It seeks to have a world view* It 
investigates the nature of the reality including nature, soul, 
God. It tries to interpret the meaning and value of human 
life and its relation to the world in which we live. Philo-

1.03sophy in this sense is the criticism of life and experience, *'

Philosophy and culture are the two eyes of human life.
If culture could be treated as light that exposes the worthy 
pat* or way of the life, philosophy would be the pioneer 
guide that ensues the thoughts as to how to lead the life on 
that path. Thoughts, flashed from philosophy, would be moire 
meaningful and useful if they are referred to and related 
with real aspects of knowledge. The philosophy is the branch 
of knowledge or science that pursues an inquiry into Truth 
(ultimate). It is defined# “Philosophy is the highest form 
of inquiry just because it alone involves no presuppositions.1'

Philosophy as the knowledge ultimates.. ♦ Shorter- Oxford 
dictionary defines philosophy as"that department-of knowledge 
which deals with ultimate reality, or with the most general 
causes and principles of things."104 In course of inquiry, 

it also discusses and reviews the sources and means of
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realizing the ultimate Truth and also related aspects# that 
are also truthful (real).

There lie different opinions among Saholars regarding
the existence of Ultimate Truth and also related aspects.

losIf some negate verily the existence/ others# though admit# 
disregard the auspicious form of that# and some others 
go to the extent of depriving it of being an object of know- 
ledge,* And it is Madhya, who for the first time in the 
history,of philosophy, has tackled this issue convincingly 
and also , in a manner agreeable to thought and reason. The 
propriety lies in his argument and exposition that the Ultimate

logTruth must be real at Cjall times. Whan truth is real, 
the sources and means, to realize that must also be real. C 
Madhva is not silent at this point of argument but traces 
the valid sources and means thereof precisely.

109The reason, emerged from thought, must have the
i

support of Infallible means. The reason cannot work indepen
dently, since it may sometimes give scope to counter-arguments 
and the like.110 , Therefore, Madhva stresses the valid support 

and in his opinion, the infallible testimony, the Veda is the
valid support. Madhva shows the significance of this and of

illothers in his works.
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Vadiraja, alosely following Madhva, upholds the view 
112in his works. He affords the important place for reason 

in his works, particularly in the Yuktimallika. In his opi
nion, Yukti is not merely the bare reason but something more. 
Yukti in the Yuktimallika. not only appears in the form of 
reason,, but it is an activating element that enables the mind 
to have the knowledge of discrimination. Its scope is wider 
and broader. It is reason with series of arguments graced 
with befitting and apt analogies. It stands supported by 
valid proofs - Pratyaksa, infallible testimony,the Vedas 
and the like.

I.' GUNASAURABH&
Vadiraja begins his Yuktimallika with benedictory 

113verses. The verses abound in deep devotion and are graced 
with poetic charm. The very first verse begins with the word 
Bhakti. Vadiraja offers salutations in the first verse to 
his favourite deity Lord Hayagrlva* From the second verse, 

he pays homage to lord Vedavyasa and then Madhva and others.

In the sixth verse, he modestly declares that, it is
only the devotional serviae at the feet of Lord Hayagriva

114that prompted him to write this work.

Then, he proceeds to state as to why he has selected
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the Pvaita Siddhanta as a topic and theme of his work. He 
says that starting from Jainism and Buddhism to the Advaita, 
ail have been the Purvapakaa and it is the Pvaita Siddhanta 
which is claimed as the. Uttarapaksa, He assures and 
promises that it can be ascertained by a close examination 
of the tenets of different schools and also of the Pvaita 
Siddhanta. Vadlraja expresses that he has resorted to this 
Siddhanta. only after having examined the.merits and demerits 
of other sahools and thus being fond of Yukti has written

t i

this work.
t * i

Vadlraja then shows the impracticability of the Advaita
system in brief. He says that neither the Mithvatva nor the
identity of the Advaita stands firmly and pleases the scholars.
He also points out that Brahman would be degraded and be
stained with blemish of reproach when identity and Ml thvatva
are referred to and related to. Further# he states that as
Mavavada is unhelpful for developing the theistic sentiments,

- 117he has preferred Pvaita Siddhanta to others.

Thereafter, Vadlraja praises the Yuktimallika in about 
nine verses. He says that it is not an ordinary work, to be 
compared with others, it is rare and peculiar of its kind.
He states that it is an opportunity for him to reveal his 
poetic talent, logical skill, devotional fervour and also to
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propagate the right doctrine. He says that this work is use

ful to both the scholars and the layman# like a flower# 

-rejoiced by both gods and bees. And this work does not owe 

any likes and dislikes for any particular view point, but 
it is solely guided and supported by the infallible reasons.118

THE? VEDAS ARB AFAURUSE3CA

"As the oldest Indian# and at the same time# the oldest

Indo-European literary monument# a prominent place in the

history of world literature is,due to the Veda,.. As the

Veda# because of its antiquity, stands at the head of Indian

literature, no one who has not gained an insight into the

Vedic literature can understand the spiritual life and the
119culture of the Indians,"

Radhakrsnan writes* "The Vedas are" the earliest documents
• « ♦ *

120of the human mind that we possess,"
i - '

Han is living in this world of wonders. He is its part 

and parcel. The environment wherein he lives# the society 

wherein he interacts and, the ideals with which he is infested# 

are variegated. As he grows up and attains maturity# he 

inclines towards making a.n inquiry in every step of his life*

He is enthusiastic about the objects of the world. To know 

the objects of the world in their reality# it is but Inevitable
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that the knowledge o£ the means that produce the knowledge
Ip 1of the objects is to be gained and made use of properly.

The means of knowledge or Pramanas such as Pratvaksa.
Anumana and Aaama, are widely accepted, by one and all.122 

123Pratyaksa, the first and the foremost means# produces the
knowledge by the contact of flawless sense organs with rele-

_ 104vant objects* The Anumana, depending upon the valid data
„ <25of the Pratvaksa. in the form of Vvanti (invariable con- 

comitance) produces the knowledge of objects. The Aaama 
is the verbal testimony. It is the declaration of a reliable
person that produces knowledge. The Vedas fall under the

- - 127third category of Pramanas, namely Aaama.

The Pratvaksa. Anumana and Aaama declaration of a reliable
person# become valid means of knowledge in secular level# but
they are not competent in case of super-sensuous level.
Because# there are some superb-sensuous and abstract objects
of knowledge# the knowledge of which cannot be gained neither
by Pratvaksa nor by Anumana nor by Aaama of ordinary kind or
of secular type. These objeats are Pharma. Adharma. Truth,
[sio£) God and the like. Hence# it is the Vedas that are

128competent to deal with these objeats.

The Vedas are the sacred treasures and back-bones of
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Indian culture and thought. They are the original and remote
129sacred texts. The Vedas are limitless in number. The 

Vedas are divided into four. Regarding the division of the 
Vedas# it is said nOne undivided mass of Vedas was made four-

130fold to facilitate the performance of sacrifices." About 
the remoteness and the authorship of the Vedas# there is
diversity of opinion among traditional and modern scholars.

- **

The tradition holds that# the Vedas are impersonal# beginning
less and eternal; whereas the modern scholars opine that Vedas

131are the compiled texts of seers of ancient times.

The four Vedas are Rg# Yajus# Sana and Atharvana. Therein#
*

again# are four divisions in each - Safohlta. Brahmana. Aranvaka 
and Upanlsad. In its derivative sense# the terra Veda stands
for knowledge. According to some# Veda stands for Mantras

— — 132(Safhhitas) and Brahmapas.
)

Vadiraja# in his Yuktimallika. discusses Vedapaurusevatva
first# since the Vedas are the valid means of knowledge of
v 133super-sensuous objects.

The main points of the topic# as summarised by K. T.
134Pandurangl# are:

“1. Vedas are not the authority but respective founders
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of the systems are the authorities.
\

2, Neither the Vedas nor the founders, but the reasons 
are the authority.

3. Vedas are authority, but they are not Apauruseya. they 
are' produced by X&vara at each Kalpa in the same manner.

4., Vedas are authority? they are Apauruseya? but there 
is no 16vara. I6vara has nothing to do with Vedas.

5, Vedas are authority? they are Apauruseva and Nitya? 
they are revealed by the God exactly in the same way at each 
Kalpa.11

Vadiraja tackles all the first four issues and justifies
i 4the fifth one in a lucid and logical manner.

There is a view that the Vedas are not the authority, 
but the founders of the various systems of philosophy are 
the authority. This view is not tenable because the opinion 
of one founder is not accepted by others. His explanation 
of Pharma. Adharma and the like are rejected by others. He 
alone cannot justify and establish his doctrine since oppo
nents are more in number and hence a single man cannot
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135contradict many. And moreover, - that particular founder 
cannot declare himself as omniscient. As he is not omni
scient, the statements made by him become not valid. Hence 
his statements are not authority since, they do not decide 
as to what is Pharma and what is Adharma. And his oranisaience 
is not recognised and accepted by other founders, lb, 
explain, the supposed creator of this universe is not accepted 
as omniscient by one and all. The Naiyayikas say that the 
creator of this universe is the Over-Pord and authority,
' * i 1

But the Buddhists do not accept this view. To them, the 
Buddha is the authority. The statements of Buddha oppose the 
views of the Naiyayikas in respect of the performance of 
sacrifices, worship of the lord and the like. Thus, the

✓
views of the founders of such systems oppose each other.
Whatever becomes Pharma to one, becomes Adharma to another.
Performance of the sacrifice is opposed by the Buddha whereas
it is upheld by others like lord iSvara. - Hence, nothing
can be concluded and be declared as authority with the help

138of the views of such founders of the different systems.
i

The second view is also not advisible. The Yukti (reason),
X39 '■ 1an outcome of human intellect, cannot.work properly and
140decide about super-human things. Reason becomes valid 

only when it is supported by explicit data of other means.
. ' A *

otherwise it Jails at every step, particularly in respect



of Pharma, Adharma and the like, If reason is unduly recomm
ended and accepted, then it may lead to disharmony and accredit 
blemish in character and thus spoils the very purity in the 
society* Do explains Thinking, repetition to be useless 
duplication, one may give up repeating the mantras. One 
may Ckill others saying that one wants to free the soul 
suffering > bondage in the body. In the same way, human logic 
or reason is apt to lead to so many ridiculous results. So
every one should depend upon the sacred verbal testimony which

141is eternal and beginningless, ..Our (human) activities may
lead to good results, sometimes to no results and sometimes
to wrong results. Therefore, human logic, as it is not
independently competent, sometimes even in case of secular
things, cannot help^to conclude anything about Pharma, Adharma
and the like* Hence, the sacred verbal testimony, that has
come down, to us through tradition since time beginningless,
should be accepted as valid means of knowledge since it is

142devoid of any personal faults or defects.

The third point is that the Vedas are the authority; 
but, they are not Apauruseva. Vadlraja discusses the view 
and justifies that the Vedas are Apauruseva.

The authorship of the Vedas cannot be assigned to any 
one of the founders of the schools of philosophy. Among the
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founders of (1) Carvaka, (2) Buddhism, (3) Jainism, (4) Nyaya-
i

Vai4esika, (5) Sankhya-Yoga, (6) Mimamsa and (7) the Vedantai
the first three do not recognise the authority of the Vedas.
The remaining four have no where declared that they are the
authors of the Vedas, But, they agree so far as the authority

143of the Vedas is concerned.
Si

The Sankhyas, the Mimamsakas and the Vedantins contend 
that the Vedas were not written and produced by the lord.
But, the Naiyayikas hold that the Vedas were written by the 
Lord*

But, the view of the ^faiya-VaiSesikas is not tenable 
144 145since their God has nobody and as such cannot produce 

146the Vedas. And this cannot be the origination or produc-
147tion like their atomic theory. The sound of a word, a 

product of articulation needs the efforts of the constituents 
of the mouth, Thus, it is possible only when the being has 
a body of such kiiid* Even if it is granted that after crea
tion, their god assumes the physical body, the authorship 
of the Vedas cannot be assigned to him, since even before 
that, the Vedas were existing which is evident from the 
statements like * Sabas originated from Rks.**48 Without 

the Vedic hymns, the various sacrifices could not be 
performed. And even at the time of creation, the Lord
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instructed the Vedas to His son and declared that He was not
the author or producer of the Vedas* And during Pralaya
(before creation) the goddess Durga, recites the Vedic hymns

149to awaken the Lord. So# it is clear that the Vedas were
150existing even before the world-creation. The explicit

5personality of lord Hayagrlva also justifies the same, since 
He is holding- the sacred books of the Veda in His hand* He

MV * 151teaches the Vedas to God Brahma in the same eternal order*
The Lord,> although Omniscient and Omnipotent, does not
alter the order in the wording of the Vedas to disturb the 

152eternal order. So the order, found in the Vedas, is
153unaltered and is eternally the same,

Vadiraja, in this context, as an allied topic, discusses 
the eternity of the Vedas in all respects, in general, order 
of words in a sentence are not the same everywhere and at 
all times* It may differ from man to man, place to place and 
time to time since they are the product of human intellect. 
But, in the case of the Veda, even the syllable, the word 
and the sentence, from eternity, are all put in the same 
order. The order is eternal since it is there in ifvarabuddhi 
which is Nitvopadhi. As I&vara is eternal, His Buddhi. in 
the form of Upadhi (eternal source of manifestation) is also 
eternal; hence, the order of the sentence etc., in the Veda3, 
is eternal. So this order is due to the Nltvopadhi of 
livarabuddhi.154
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The Pancaratra texts and the Purapas are Pauruseva as 
they are the compositions of the Lord. Because there are 
no statements in the Purapas to say that# like the Vedas# 
the Purapas are also Apauruseva. Perhaps# there are valid
statements to prove that they are Pauruseva. The god

(

Brahma and others learn and remember the Vedas articulated 
by the lord. And the same is followed by all the teachers.
So the Vedas are Apauruseva. Otherwise# the order etc. # 
in the Vedas might be modified and reshaped by all and as

/ such the authorship might be attributed to one and all. in 
the case of non-eternal and secular texts# dual-authorship 
may be accepted since everything is'there in the I^varabuddhl 
and it is then produced through a particular human being 
of supra-natural calibre.

It should never be inferred that the name of the author 
of the Vedas is missing unknowingly. Normally# even sometimes 
the secret and unknown work attains popularity through the 
author’s popularity. Here# the Veda is not secret and unknown 
and moreover# the eternity of this is held by tradition.
But# the same tradition has never and nowhere referred to 
the author’s name. And nobody can hide the author (name) 
of limitless Vedas of eternity. Therefore, the Vedas 
authorless.155

are
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The fourth view, that of Miraamsakas, is also not correct 
since that rules out the necessity of the presence of the 
Lord. They accept the Apaurusevatva of the Vedas but they 
have no faith in the existence of the Lord.

Vadiraja refutes this view very skillfully, saying that 
the Mimamsakas are Anathas or orphans whereas he and the like 
are Sanathas having care-takers* The Vedas are Apauruseya 
according to them. If the existence of the Lord is not 
accepted then, how are the Vedas retained in Pralava or 
annihilation and how are they reproduced and articulated at 
the time of creation. The reproduction and the articulation 
is possible only when there is a living being such as the 
Lord. So, the existence of the Lord should be recognised) 
otherwise, the Vedas might be known as Pauruseya - a view, not

i *

accepted by the Mimamsakas themselves. Therefore, the exist
ence of God should be recognised by all.

The fifth view which is upheld by the Dvaita system
is that the Vedas ars Apauruseya and Nitya. They are the
sole authority in respect of Pharma, Adharma and the like.
They are reproduced and revealed by the Lord exactly in the

156same way in each Kalpa. Thus the Vedas should be recognised 
as primary and ultimate source of evidence. As irrespective 
of any Kalpa and Yuqa they remain authority, one can understand
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properly as to what is right (Dhaxma) and what is wrong (Adharma)
by studying the eternal Vedas. And moreover, the effects or
the results (fruits) of the Vedle hymns are also experienced

157by so many aspirants. The Vedas are so called since they
ICOconvey the sense of Dharma*

The Vedas are uncreated and as such they are not defec
tive due to the inclination of personal attachment. Because, 
the inclination of personal attachment may be found where 
the works are written or composed by some persons of same 
sect. Or, sometimes it is found in case of close relatives 
on account of relative intimacy towards them. But the Vedas 
are neither written by any person nor are they defective 
due to the inclination of personal attachment. So this is 
the primary and ultimata source of truth and of knowledge 
of the Lord.159

CRITICISM OF CARVAKAVADA
In general outlook, materialism represents the tendency 

that seeks to reduce the higher to the lower or explain the 
higher phenomena in the light of the lower ones.

The Carvaka of Indian Materialism seems to be an old 
system and is known as the atheistic or Materialistic School 
of Indian Philosophy. The reference about this system, are
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found even in the Pre-Buddhistic and the. Buddhistic litera
ture. The founder of this system is known as Bphaspati.
The references to this system, are also seen in the Upanisadic 
literature.

The main tenets of this system are described thus:
1. Earth# water# - fire and air are the four elements.
2. Bodies# senses# and objects are the results of the 

different combinations of the elements.
3. Consciousness arises from matter like the intoxicat

ing quality of,wine arising from fermented yeast.
4. Soul is nothing but conscious body*
5* Enjoyment is the only end of human life.
6. Death itself is the liberation.

Vadiraja refutes the views of the Carvaka system logi
cally.

The epistemology of the Carvaka system is that the 
perception alone is the valid means (Pramana) of knowledge. 
But this belief is not sound. Because# if perception alone 
is admitted as the Pramana. then this statement itself 
becomes invalid. The perception is the contact between 
the sense-organs and their objects. Everywhere and at all 
times this type of contact is impossible. In that case one 
has to. advocate some reliable statements causing the same
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sense. If one does not make any statements, then one cannot
3.62make others know the things or gain the knowledge. Because, 

the very statement is verbal testimony which is not accepted 
as a valid means of knowledge by the Carvaka. Thus, Che

Vcannot open his mouth to convince others or to teach others.
When a statement is made as "Perception alone is Pramana"
and if this statement is accepted as valid, then the very
statement beaomas invalid. If it is not considered as valid,
then also it is useless. Thus, by both, there is futility
in advocating and accepting perception as the only means of
valid knowledge. The invalidity accrues with the means when
they fail to convey the - sense and do not denote the objects 

163 -to be denoted. So the theory of Pramana, advanced by the 
Carvakas is not acceptable since it does not fulfil the 
required conditions. Thus, the verbal testimony becomes 
valid.as it has not faced adversity in any way. The single 
Pramana i.e., perception cannot protect the Carvakas, as it 
causes Injury to themselves.16^

As Anumana (inference) is not considered as a valid 
means, the Carvaka has to shut his mouth in scholarly debates* 
Because, there he cannot participate since ha cannot advance 
any arguments. Advancing arguments is the core of inference. 
When the Inference is not acaepted, there is no scope for 
arguments. The knowledge of perceptive observance cannot
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becomes ineligible and incompetent to participate in the 

165debates. if something is said about the thing perceived, 
it does not convey any sense, sinae that expression itself 
is invalid. If he argues for validity to that, then it is 
but inevitable that he has to accept both Anumana and §abda 
as valid. Then only he can advance arguments, Even when 
he does not argue, his silence cannot disregard and debar

i /»/•
the possibility of the validity of inference.

The rejection of inference and verbal testimony narrows
down the scope to express our thoughts and ideas which cannot 

167be perceived. So, those who incline to think and to 
discuss, should necessarily and involuntarily or voluntarily 
resort to the inference and Verbal testimony.

Accepting perception as the only valid means of know
ledge and at the same time rejecting the validity to inference 
and testimony is not helpful to gain knowledge. Therefore,
one has to accept the validity of all the three means of

16Sknowledge, namely perception, inference and testimony* 
C.D.Sharma'has rightly observed- "The Carvaka view that 
perception is valid and inference is invalid is itself a 
result of inference.,. Thoughts and ideas, not baing material 
objects, cannot be perceived, they can only be inferred...



Pure perception, in the sense of mere sensation, cannot be
regarded as a means of knowledge unless conception of thought
has arranged- into order and has given meaning and signifi-

169cance to the loose threads of sense-date."
/

Vadiraja discusses the invisible destiny before coming
to the description of the Jiva or embodied soul connected
with this. It is said that Carvakas have not accepted the

170theological truths such as Adrsta, Karma and the like.
We cannot deny the possibility of , invisible destiny for It
is this that has caused difference among the individual
souls, The perceptible body, organs etc., cannot be held
as the cause of this difference. Because, both the poor
and rich may have similarity in their physic and desire.
But even then such a notable difference Is seen in the
society, Thus, when the effect Is clearly seen there must
be a cause. When the cause is not seen, it cannot be said
that effect resulted without the cause. The cause and the
effect relation is a universal principle and it cannot be
disregarded by any one. So, here an invisible cause Adrsta

171Is to be accepted inevitably. And this Adrsta differs 
from person to person and Is also under the control of the 
Lord,172

The view of the Carvakas that there is no Jiva as such,



apart from the body# is critically examined at length and 
refuted by Vadiraja. Just being dependent or being control
led by this Adrsta, the Jiva performs the activities causing 
different results* If Caitanva or consciousness is accepted 
as the very body then what is the difference between a living 
body and a deal body? - asks Vadiraja.

If the existence of the jiva is not accepted on account
of the presence of the sense-organs# one cannot differentiate
a living body from a dead one* It cannot also be said that
the breathing is the standard since vie cannot perceive the
breathing in the aase of minute foodies like insects etc.

173So one has to accept the existence of soul in the body.
The Carvakate contention of this kind is the result of their 
epistemological point of view. As perception cannot behold 
the Jiva and prove Its existence they took It for granted 
that there is no Jiva besides the body.

The Garvaka says that the consciousness in rhe body*
originates by the proportionate combination of the material

174elements - earth# via ter# wind# and fire like the red colour 
that originates by the combination of pan-leaf# arecanut 
and lime. If it is accepted# then, why should the conscious
ness not be present in a dead-body wherein there are all the
four elements. According to the Carvaka# consciousness should

175also exist In a dead body.
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But this view is not correct. Because, the reddish colour 
that results from the combination of leaf, arecanut and lime# 
is also material unlike non-material consciousness. So whatever 
is not there in any constituents of a cause, cannot get resulted 
in the product. Consciousness is not an attribute of any of 
these constituents. So their combination cannot produce 
consciousness. On account of the proximity of red flower, 
marble appears red and that redness cannot be brought in 
formless air by any means. In the same way. if there would 
have been consciousness in any one of the constituents of the 
cause then the theory of Carvakas would have been correct.
But consciousness# an attribute of non-matter Jiva cannot be 
considered as a product of material elements. The gather
ing of hundred blind persons cannot give rise to visual power, 
but only with the help of a visioned person there can be 
visual power. In the same way. a body also can live only 
when it is associated with Jiva an embodiment of conscious
ness. And moreover, with.artificial means, a body cannot 
be made active or to live. Because# a well-painted eye in 
a picture can behold nothing, so one has to accept the
existence of the Jiva voluntarily which is entirely distinct

— 177from the material body. Thus, one is called Dehl. The 
term Dehl can thus be explained as one having a material body,
Thus the derivative explanation also proves the existence

- 178of Jiva who is entirely different from the material body.
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The Jiva as different from the material body# can be
established with reasoning. The just born infant voluntarily
inclines towards breast-feeding. That, infant is in no way
taught regarding breast-feeding by anybody. It is the impact
of past life (experience) that it inherits the experience
and feels happy in.breast-feeding. Here, there is not the
same body to retain the experience. And it is seen clearly
that the consciousness of an experience is not an attribute
of the body. So# on this ground# one can infer the presence
of Jiva apart from the body. It is something other than the
body that constitutes the attributes such as consciousness#

- 179knowledge and the like and that is the Jiva. Thus# the body
may ahange whereas Jiva is the same since he is carrying the
experience of past-lives# like food may change but experience
of food-taken can be retained. In the same way# the body
is different and the Jiva is different. If this is not
accepted then breaking# splitting# cutting etc. # would have
to be attributed to the consciousness element which is not 

180 -desirable. Hence the Jiva is different and eternal.

When the existence of the Jiva is accepted# it cannot 
be said that he is formless. The nature (form) of the Jiva 
is of Jnana and Ananda. The nature of Jnana and Ananda is

Ini
to be accepted since it is asserted in the Vedas (sruti)
that the Jiva is the Pratlbiihba of I^vara and it is described
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in the srutis that the liberated .souls experience all sorts of
blissful enjoyments, As God is an embodiment of (nature of)
unlimited and eternal Juana# Ananda and other auspicious
qualities# the Jivas being Pratimba of God# are also embodi~
ments of eternal Jnana# Ananda and the like* buttra limited

scope. The reason also does not come in the way of proving
the nature of Jnana and Ananda to Jlva, As atomic form and

nature is recognised and accepted in the case of atoms#
likewise nature of Jnana and Ananda can be accepted in the 
_ 182Jivas, As the minute .atomic form and nature is invisible#

in the same way the nature of Jfiana and Ananda of Jivas is
also invisible to our material eyes. As the atomic form
(Parimandalya etc, ) can be recognised with the help of the
advanced and scientific instruments? in the same way# the
nature and form of the Jiva can also be recognised and
realised by,the divine power of sight. Thus# as atoms have
the eternal atomic nature in the same way the Jivas also have

the nature of Jnana and Ananda, They are lusture-natured 
133or formed,

it may also be sometimes questioned "why not the Jivas 
be formless like ether?", But Vadiraja says that even the 
ether has its own form and nature. , The natural form# giving 
scope to space for all# is the form of the ether. And 
moreover# it looks blue from a distance. In the same way
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everything has its own nature and form. At this juncture#
mm mm m* 184Vadiraja ridicules the Nlrakaravada of the Advaitins.

He states that everything is (including the Lord) having the 
w — 135form of Jnana and Ananda. The acceptable view is that the 

Jlva is lustrous and all his minute parts such as face# hands# 
feet eta. are also lustrous. Moreover# it is but practical 
experience ,to everyone that material should be different

1S6from non-material. In this body made of material elements#
fire has its own form; in the same way# let there be form
to that also (Jiva) made of pure lusture. We do find the

references regarding the lustrous and other formed Jivas in
1§7 —their respective worlds. So all the Jivas are of the 

nature of bliss , and knowledge and possess the limbs of Jnana- 
nanda which are eternally real* otherwise* they cannot be 
treated as Pratihiifibas of the lord. The Pratibimba* although 
being entirely different# carries the same nature and form of 
Biroba as seen everywhere. BJihba Lord is of the nature of 
Jnana and Ananda. so Pratibimbaji vas are also of the nature 
of Jnana and Ananda. The 6ruti also supports this view.1955 

Hence# the form with hands# feet etc*, is natural to the 
Jivas# as being closely attached to this; the Lifiqa-deha 
has also the form (of the same kind). And these Liftga-dehas 
are made of Prakrti>contents. These contents of Prakrtl have 
atomic form. So# they themselves cannot take the form of 
hands* feet etc. So* it is by the close association with the
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Svarupa~bodv of Jiva (having the form of hands, feet etc.)

Liftga-dehas have the form of feet, hand, etc, Liftga-dehas

are the garments,, made of Prakrti.of Svarupa body of Jiva.

The Linqa~deha gets the form of Svarupa body of Jiva.

So -che form of hands, feet etc,, is there in the Jivas

naturally and eternally and Llnga-Sarlra (form) is like the

191garment of that. Otherwise let all the material products

(forms) have the hands, feet etc,, of their own like human

beings, which is impossible and impracticable,: Therefore,

a: natural and of its own kind form must be aaaepted in the 
** 192case- of the Jiva.

, /

Vadiraja then attacks the ethics of the Carvakas. He 

says that the Carvakas’ .ethics is not at all the ethics on 

account of the absence of arty morals in the system. The 

doctrines of any philosophical system should have the base of 

morals or ethics. The system becomes sound and firm if it 

is supported by ethics.

The ethics of Carvakas is a path unrestricted and

unrestrained. Every one is given freedom of all kinds and

of all sorts. It preaches the enjoyment of worldly pleasures.

When the core' of life is spoiled, when the society is polluted;

the Carvakas cannot control or overcome the misfortunes since
193there is no steps in his system to control all that. *
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The freedom sanctioned by Carvaka system may lead to excess
Indulgence of worldly enjoyments# and that in course, indeed,
causes bad results. Excess eating leads to indigestion and
the like* So taking into consideration all these, one has to
conclude that, everything has got its own limitations. Identl-
fying and realising the limitations, one should try his best

194to gain the pleasure not mixed with mispleasure.

The scholars do not like the path of Carvakas as it
leads to troubles and then displeasure. And the illiterate
do not require the help of Carvaka system. Thus neither the
wise nor the layman prefer this system. So, on account of
its uselessness the Carvaka system has become non-effective

195like the impotent weapons having no power. There is no
topic (good) to be studied and there is no proper relation
among these as there is no utility. So the whole Carvaka
system lacks in having essential qualifications of a system
(Visava,Adhikarl, Pravolana and Sambandha). K. T. Pandurangi
has rightly observed the defective ethics of the Carvakass

This will certainly make his life and the life of his
fellow-beings miserable because of excessive indulgence. No

196civics or ethics is possible for a selfless society,“
C.D.Sharma remarks, “The ethics of the Carvaka is a Crude
individual hedonism; pleasure of the senses in this life and

197that too of the individual is the soul end."
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CRITIC ISMOP JAINISM AND BUDDHISM 

After bringing out the futility of the Carvakavada,

Vadiraja takes up the Jainism and the Buddhism for oritical 

consideration, Both these systems are being referred to 

simultaneously on account of similarities in so many aspects 

between them,

i

According to Vadiraja# the attack of the Buddhism and 

the Jainism on the Vedic.religion is surprisirig, , Their 

argument is# when killing of beasts is a sin in ordinary 

cases# then it must also be a sin in sacrifices. They ques

tion as to why alone killing of animals# in ordinary cases# 

is a sinful act? But they must know that Pharma and Adharma
-T

are super-sensuous elements and cannot be ascertained by- 

inference, The Inference cannot act independently since
198it is always dependent either upon perception or on testimony.

The baseless argument may even prove right what is aatually 

wrong# like drinking of liquor may be admissible, as it is 

also a liquid like milk, Q&ience# baseless inference is of 

no use. If baseless reason is resorted to# then# cutting 

the head of a person# just to relieve him from the bondage 

of Samsara may also become a worthy act. So reason# 

unsupported# cannot be a Pramana in ascertaining the Pharma 

and Adharma or what, is sin and what is not, Vadiraja says

that only on the basis of reason# eating of meat cannot be
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199prohibited which is done by the Jainas. Because, as rice 
is the product* of five elements, neat (/also is a produce of 
five elements. On this reason, eating of meat cannot be 
prohibited and for that one can kill animals. Thus the Jainas 
have to acaept killing of animals and eating their meat.200

201The total non-violence is impossible and impracticable. 
Even the Jainas directly or indirectly engage in violence.
While constructing the Jaina temples, during foaming about 
of the Jaina monks, lakhs of creatures are mercilessly slain. 
Holding the peacock feather and eating the salt etc. are also 
the acts of violence#202

The Jainas accept only two types of Jlvas, the liberated 
and bound. Vadiraja urges for the acceptance of the third, 
supreme Cetana (God) who is the doer of all the deeds in this 
world*203

j

Vadiraja takes up then the svabhavavada'6 of the Buddh- 
205 —ists# According to this Vada, matter aats on its own

accord with the help of its intrinsic nature. But, this
is not sound because the Svabhava accepted by the Buddhists
is also Jada (insentient) like a pot.. As pot cannot move
by itself;rin the same way,, the -Svabhava# being Jada, cannot

207 -move and make the objeat move and act. If Svabhava Is
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regarded as Aiada (sentient) and Asvatantra (dependent)

then also Svabhava is to be initiated by son© Svatantra

(independent) being. Because, an Asvatantra being cannot do

anything independently* It does require the help of a

Svatantra being. And it cannot be said that let there be an

individual Cetana (activating element) to each Svabhava.

Because, then -there may be limitless Svatantra beings acting

, in their own way creating chaos and corifusion. So it is not

tenable to admit limitless Individual Svatantra beings. If

an Independent Cetana is accepted, then, it would prove that

the Buddhists differ only in terminology. Because, the Lord

is the Independent Cetana who initiates and activates the

whole world. As a Cetana potter is required to produce

and shape the pot, a supreme Cetana must also be there to
209 -create this wonderful world. „ If Svabhava is the cause of 

everything then it should bestow upon the Buddhist the libera

tion. His engagement in the practice of rigid vows would be 

useless. So Svabhava of a Jada should be initiated by an 

Afada or Cetana.

Even the unseen things like sin and merit cannot make 

the man act and attain the cherished goal. Because, they are 

also Ja$as, lb make them active, the help of a Cetana is 

required. It is only the God who makes them active. The 

power of activating the Jada. being present in That, is seen
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clearly. Narasiihha, who can© out of a pillar and protected
Prahlada. ' So, He alone is Omnipresent and He alone dwells

210in the hearts of all to control and activate. Thus even
the Svabhava of Jada is under the control of the Lord,
Vadiraja, in this respect, cites some other examples and
shows that Jada cannot act without the initiation of the
Lord. Event the destiny cannot play its role without the
help of the Lord, Adrsta or destiny becomes active only
when the Lord minds it to be active. Thus Adrsta is also

211under the control of the Lord. The logic also corroborates
this view as all the effeats (products) pre-suppose the
presenae of the doer. So, there cannot be found even a single

212instance where this law is violated* So, Jada aats when 
motivated by A jada. So the Lord is the controller and regu
lator of all. The Svabhavavadin cannot reply, when questioned, 
as to why gem alone has lustre and not in case of other 
stones, since gem is also a type of stone, it is rjthe will 
of -die Supreme-Controller that the gem should be lustrous.
It does not mean that, the importance of the Svabhava of 
objects is totally ignored. The Svabhava of objects is 
accepted to the extents of the intrinsic capacity in the 
form of the eligibility as such. The raw-material mud has 
its-own Svabhava of becoming pot which is not seen in other 
tilings. Thus Svabhava is not ignored and to make it active.
the initiation of the Lord is necessary. Thus originally,
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all the.Jadas such as Svabhava, Karma* Adrsta etc.,4* are
inactive, and they become active by the favour of the Cetana

214 —Lord* Thus svabhava establishes the existence of the Lord* 
The Svabhava cannot be said to be one uniformly present in 
all objects* It differs from object to object and place to 
plaaef It is the eternal will of God, that wills that with 
gradation the Svabhava should be different in all objects*
And this difference of Svabhava is practically seen when one 
is blind and another is deaf* If it (svabhava) were one and 
alone?!? blindness and deafness would have been there in all 
and there should not^lfference between the two. But it is 
not so* Therefore, the svabhava is different and unique in 
all objects,215

Likewise, Karma cannot be treated as an independent 
cause, of all effects. It is also dependent and controlled 
.by the Lord* If it is held that 'Karma- is the sole cause 
of birth and death etc,, then, in practical life, killer-killed 
relation would become meaningless. And there cannot be any

1 ' t

sin when one is Gslain, saying that he is slain due to his 
Karma* So it is not the cause of any effect* Like the 
Svabhava it also acts when being initiated by the lord. The 
importance of Karma is accepted in this context as that of 
the Svabhava* Thus, Karma also seeks the help of a Cetana 
Lord. So, it is inevitable that one has to accept the
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existence of the supreme Lord who controls and activates all

. 217(the whole world) such as Svahhava, Karma and the like.

Thus# in this context* a few views of the Jainism and 
Buddhism are tackled# combindly, The excess indulgence in 
Ahimsa, the concept of Jiva# the Svabhavavada etc* # are

i ' fcriticised; and with reason of practical value and authority, 
the existence of the Lord as the sovereign and supreme acti
vating Agent is established.,

THE RAMAYANA SVATASTVA 
(Self1-validity of Knowledge)

M.Hiriyanna writes: "Indian theories of knowledge are 
divisible broadly into two classes- one maintaining the self
validity (svatah-pramanva) of knowledge; and the other contend
ing that it needs to be validated by an extraneous means 
(paratah-pramanva). In the former view, whenever knowledge 
arises# the presumption is that it is right; and verification 
becomes necessary only when there is some circumstance throw
ing doubt upon it* In the latter case# knowledge by itself 
guarantees nothing in this respect; and its truth or falsity

i 218is to be ascertained through some appropriate test.

In the system of Madhva the doctrine of self-validity 
of knowledge is the consideration of any knowledge as valid



59

— 219by the intuitive agent (Saksin) which experiences that 
knowledge without being hindered by any defects or any other 
obs true tion•2 20

It is a well discussed topic in Indian philosophy.
Whether the validity of the knowledge has its origin through 
the same conditions that produce the knowledge or by any 
other external conditions# and whether the ascertainment of 
the validity of knowledge is through the same conditions that 
make us to ascertain the knowledge or by any other external 
conditions, Vadiraja examines the question whether the 
validity of the knowledge needs external verification or not.

The Nyaya-Vai&es.ikas opine that validity of experience 
or knowledge requires external verification. According to 
them, both validity and invalidity are originated and ascer
tained by tee external conditions teat are instrumental to

221 « 222 the rise of knowledge. It is called Pramanva-Paratastva.
They argue that if validity’ and invalidity were to be intrin
sic then knowledge of any kind should not be false. But 
there arises falsity of knowledge. And hence we have to 
depend upon some external conditions for the validity. This 
school holds teat knowledge is apprehended by mental perception
whereas its validity is inferred by correspondence or texts,

« — 223Hence# Pramanva is Paratastva.

*
i
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•• 224 225The Mimamsakas and the Advaitins contend that
225Avalidity is intrinsic and invalidity is extrinsic.

The Bha£t:a view, referring to the Jnatata, (cognizedness)
■» 2states that validity is inferred through this Jnatata. 

Therefore, here validity is intrinsic, only in name and not 

in reality.

The Prabhakaras say that validity results from the
227knowledge itself and there is no invalidity at all.

The Sankhyas hold the view that both validity and inva- 
228lidity are innate. Both are organic to knowledge.

The Dvaita view is that validity is intrinsic with
229reference to its origin and ascertainment. Both the know-

— 230ledge and its validity are aognized by the Saksin/ whereas

invalidity originates by the defects associated with the
231 -instruments of the knoii/ledge. In the siddhanta, it is 

the nature of Saksin, that, gaining the knowledge of objects 

grasps its validity also without any external aid or verifi
cation.23^ In common practice it is seen that when we acquire 

the knowledge of an object, we proceed to deal with that.

It means, here validity of that knowledge is also gained.

If at all, there is any need to verify the validity, then
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there would not have been any hasty dealing with the object 
known.

The acceptance o£ the Sakgin is necessary because of
of the limitations o£ other means o£ knowledge such as mind

232and the senses. It is evident that# knowledge derived
/

through the sense-organs# sometimes# i£ not always# needs
correction by the subsequent evidences. It may be better
Pratyaksa# inference or other means* And these means and
tests# sometimes# would need further tests# and then as a

233result# that may lead to endless regression* And more
over# different persons require different degrees of veri
fication for validity of their knowledge. What satisfies 
one may not satisfy mother. Thus there is no end. The 
problem at this stage stands unsolved in the hands of all 
the philosophers. But it is Madhva who has pointed out the 
principle of saksin# which Is teamed as svarupendrlva of 
the knowing self and which is capable to reveal itself and 
its contents. Both knowledge and its validity are grasped 
by the Saksin in the ultimate analysis. So far as invalid 
knowledge is concerned# the saksin cognizes the cognitive 
aspect of invalid cognition that is the bare content of
cognition. And Its invalidity is ascertained by the
— — 235Saksin indireatly through Visafhvada and other tests.
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In the case of erroneous experience such as mistaking
a rope for a serpent or sukti for Rajata# the Saks in is
obstructed and it does not grasp the validity, it is the
Manas that hastens to grasp the experience as valid and also

236initiates the1 action* And when the error is realised later#
that Validity of experience is given up. And where there is
no obstruction by any Dosa* the Saksin obtains valid experience
and also the validity of the knowledge without waiting for

237the need of any verification* _ The insistence of verifica
tion in all cases# is unnecessary and Impracticable. Because
in that case# as already mentioned# there would arise the

•* 238defect of Anavastha - a chain of never ending experiences.
E.'§. if the experience of water is to be verified by the
experience of quenching the thirst# then the latter will also
need further verification by another experience to prove that
as not false. And then that experience may also require
another experience to prove it real. Thus# there could be

239no end in this direction* So# to avoid this never ending 
verifications# one has to accept the self-validity of the 
experience which is the very nature of the Sakfin. And this 
is capable of having knowledge and ascertaining its validity 
by Itself. ' C.D.Sharma writes “The fallacy of infinite regress 
cannot be avoided since the knowledge of the external condition 
which is said to validate any knowledge# being itself knowledge# 
would require another external condition to validate it.
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Henaa, all knowledge must be regarded as self-valid*1,2 There 

may be instances, where the error arises. But they are excep
tions and not a rule*

In fact the Nyaya-Val&eslkas do not Insist on any vari-
fication in the case of the inferential knowledge on the basis
of Vvaoti (invariable concomitance). They opine that when
Vvanti and other ingredients of an inference are faultless,
there is no need for further verification* Vadiraja, defends
and argues that if that would be the case, then why the
Sakfin Cshould not be given such a privilege when there are

241no Dos as in the gained experience, And moreover, the 
inference is also not an independent Pram an a as it needs the 
data of either Pratvaksa or of Verbal testimony* So the 
Saksin should be admitted without any hesitation* The Saks in 
is the name of the spiritual sense-organ of the self through 
which it Intuits its experiences. But this instrument of 
intuition is not something different from the seif (Pramata). 
And this Sakfin is competent to know its own flawless nature 
and the validity of the tests applied without restoring to 
further tests. The Saksi-Pratvaksa is self-luminous, self- 

explicable^, self-certifying and uncon trad ia table.2^3 Thus, 

the Sakfin is capable of ascertaining the validity of the 
knowledge obtained by it. The verification is needed only 
to remove obstructions that cause erroneous experience.
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even those experiences will be ascertained by the Saks in
itself 244

Thus# it is evident that the validity of knowledge 
arises from the same conditions that give rise to that know
ledge# and the validity of knowledge is ascertained from the 
same factors through which knowledge arises or as soon as 
knowledge arises. That means# ascertainment of validity of 
knowledge does not xvait for further verification. And so
far as the invalidity of knowledge is aoncemed# it is governed

224Aby external conditions.

The theory of self-validity of knowledge# in the hands 
of Mimamsakas and others does not conform itself to be purely 
subjective though they define and claim to be so# as they 
have not accepted the concept like Sakgin# which is inner-
intuitive organ. Their advocating this theory is only to

\

over come objective difficulties. (/Anavastha- endless regres
sion etc.). 244B

The credit goes to Madhva as he, admitting the Saksin# 
which is none other than the inner sentience? has justified 
the theory as purely subjective and self-authentic. And# hence, 
criterion of truth need not be conformed and determined by
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— 244Cscholars who have not realized the significance of Saksin.

By the fay# Vadiraja refutes the doctrine of the Nyaya-
— 244DVaisesikas# that the Pratibandhakabhava or absence of

obstructions is also a cause of effect* It means the Dosabhava
is also the cause of Prama. But this view is not tenable and
acceptable# Because# an obstruction or Pratibandhaka may

245prevent the result of the effeat# And that does not mean
tdiat its absence is the cause of effect. Causes are distinct
and different. Effect will not take place when these causes
are prevented fay an obstructing faator for their emergence.
When that obstruction is removed# the same causes lead to
the effect* Thus, the absence of the obstructing factor
cannot be a cause# it may only be a preventive factor
that disables the causes to be effective. So the Dosabhava

— 247cannot be the cause of Prama*

CONSIDERATION OF THE CLASSIFICATION OF &RUTI PASSAGES AS 
TATTVAVEDAKA AND ATATTVAVEDAKA

After discussing the problem of self-validity# Vadiraja
refutes the contention of the Advaitins that the &ruti passages
are both Tattvavedaka and Atattvavedaka. The Tattvavedaka
means those' passages conveying Truth and the Atattvavedaka
passages are those that give some tentative knowledge, being

248not true ultimately.
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This view of the Advaitins is not tenable since it cuts 
at the very root of the validity of the Srutl passages admit
ted by all. The very classification as Tattvavedaka and

' OAQAtattvavedaka is Invalid and as such unacceptable. The 
Vedas are valid by themselves. The validity of the Vedas is 
established since they are free from human defects of faults.
So they are self-valid. Hence treating some passages as

— 250Atattvavedaka is most objectionable.

By the by vidiraja criticises the Mlmafftsaka view of 
*• mm *m 2531Karvatavada. - S. Dasagupta writes* wThls doctrine holds 

that each word yields its meaning only as being generally 
related other factors or only as a part of an injuctive
V

_ sentence.** According tp the Mimatfisakas, the Srutl passages 

become valid only when they become causes and produce effects. 
To explain, one desirous of heaven, after performing the 
sacrifice of Jvotiatoma attains heaven. The Srutl passage 
via., Jvotistomena Svarqakamo Yaleta becomes valid as there 
is Vedic injenction in it. The verb Yeleta is Vedic injunc
tion that points to perform their duties and thus leads to

253successful activity. Hence, the statement is Valid.
This is called Karvatavada. They say that the §ruti passages 

do not convey the sense of accomplished objects (entities) 
such as the lord. Therefore, the existence of the Lord is not 
admitted by the Mimamsakas. ^ *\X l 53
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The Karyatavada of the Mimatfisakas involves the factor 
that the desired objects (Istaphala) must be an already 
established entity (Siddhartha). The statements# that are 
related to the desired objects, means thereof# and also to 
the factors of injunction; are authoritative* The heaven# 
for attaining which they perform the Jvotlstoma sacrifice# 
should be a Siddhartha - an already accomplished or established 
entity desired by the sacrificer. The §ruti passages that 
convey the sense of such an entity and means thereof# become 
valid according to the Mimaftsakas. Consequently# the lord, 
who is also an established entity (Siddhartha) and who is 
glorified by all the &ruti passages as limitless in their 
primary and ultimate implications should also be admitted*
Thus# by Mimarasakas theory of the Karyatavada also# existence 
of the Lord is established and all the £rutl passages are 
self-valid# She validity of the Vedas is thus proved by their
theory of the, karyatavada. So Siddharthabodhakatva does not

' 254come in the way of the eternity and validity of the Vedas#
Otherwise Asti Ayuh (Life-span is there) and such other
statements may become invalid or meaningless since they also
convey the sense of an established aspect vis*# life-span*
Therefore# the view upheld by Madhva# is defectless and right*
According to him# all the Vedas are Tattvavedaka and as such
they convey the valid knowledge of the Truth, Treating some
£ruti passages as Atattvavedaka is# therefore# wrong.
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There may fee some passages that appear to contradict the
import o£ other passages# This apparent contradiction should
be removed by changing the word-meaning with the help of
implications of purport# Thus we cannot disregard those
passages just because they apparently centradlct others.
Vadiraja aontends that if two cows fight mutually# to stop 

. , ( ) 1 , _ v the fight one should not Hill either of them; on the other
hand# one has to try his best to divert one cow by attracting
it by grass and the like and thus, stop the combat# To stop
the combat# as Hilling a cow is, unwanted# in the same way#

1 1 > ,r
to remove apparent contradiction, soup §rutl passages need

y ' i x , ^ , ,

not be considered as AtattvavedaHa and be rejected, The
apparent contradiction among £he 6rutl passages should be

'1 - 1 ■ 256removed by just altering the word-meaning with implication.
Thus all the 6ruti passages convey the Hnowledge of Truth.
And there are no Sruti passages as AtattvavedaHa as believed 
by the Advaitins:#

/ . .> '

257 . _ 258AIKTA&ttJTIS ARB SAVAKA^A
There are some &rutl passages called Ajkvasrutis by the 

Advaitins. That means# those passages that convey the sense 
of identity expressively such as Tafcvamasi, Atmafvedam, 
BHamevadvitlvam and others# The Advaitins contend that these 
AiHva&rutls convey the sense of identity between the Lord and
Jivatraan or embodied soul. But the Aikya mentioned in these
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passages does not convey the sense of identity asserts Vadiraja. 
The tern Alkya in the Aikyaferutis should be understood in 
different senses such as (1) similarity# (2) Unity of place,
(3) Unity of thought, (4) Unity of scope, (5) Uniqueness of 
qualities and (6) Uniqueness of independence* Hie £ruti 
passages do not give up the Intrinsic or inherent sense of 
their own. The Aikya is savakafea and hence does not give 
up the sense of the Advaitic identity. The Savaka^atva means 
restrained with some limitations^ Here also the term Aikya 
is restrained with some limitations. Because everywhere and 
at all the times, it does not give the sense of identity.
Hence, it is Savakafea. The six types of meanings, stated 
above, should be taken into consideration as per the context.

If the sense of Aikya is pre-eminent, foremost and
Ultimate, then it would become EiTlravaka&a or unrestrained
with limitations. But everywhere and at all times the Aikya
(identity) is not the ultimate sense. It gets sablated on
some contexts. Hence, the Aikvaferutis are not Niravaka&a.
Moreover, the meaning of the Aikya mentioned above in six
types does not prove the identity by any means. The unity
of space means coming together at one place, as Kauravas
gathered at one place. In the same way, the term Aikya or

260unity, never gives the sense of identity.
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The term Aikva* according to the Amarakosa* denotes
1 * ^(1) Pradhahatva or pre-eminence* Kevalatva or alone (the 

state of standing by itself)* (3) Anvatva or separateness 
and (4) First act. So it refers to the lord who is Pre-

I ft
eminent. The character of Pre-eminenae thus proves the

l « ' ' 1Omniscience of the lord and also difference from the Jiva 
and Jada which are not pre-eminent, and omniscient. Thus the
term Aikva in the £rutl passages conveys the sense of Pre-

’ ""i""' 1 262 eminence of the lord and His difference from ail else,
' „ ' ii \ 1 ' '

(. i \ , 1 , ' > ‘

In the Advaita* as Brahman is not an object of knowledge*
, « * \

as it is not the primary import of any £astra (Veda)* the 
very classification of §ruti passages as Tattvavedaka and
1 w # *

Atattvavedaka becomes most untenable. In the same way*
» 1 s i

considering some passage as Niravaka&a and others Savaka&a is
i ' > i i

also not befitting as entire £astra is the product of Alnana.

PRAKRTAGUNANIRA3ANA
As Aikva in the &ruti passages should mean pre-eminence etc., 

in the same way the term Nirguna also means that the Lord is
, i * t ‘

free from inauspicious qualities. The term Guna means
'ii 1 r '
' * t 1

quality of any kind* auspicious and inauspicious. Here*
Nirauna* does hot convey total absence of all qualities.

f ‘ >

But it conveys the absence of ordinary or common or inauspicious
qualities, Material qualities are Sattva* Rajas and Tamas. 264
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All these qualities bind the soul and become the cause of 
his Sa&sara and the qualities such as delusion* jealousy and 
the like cause grief* The lord is free from all these in
auspicious and common qualities* So Nirguna means absence
of such-.material and inauspicious qualities* and does not

, * 264Amean total absence of qualities. Thus* the Nirguna Sruti
At*'-*

should be interpreted properly. So it should be understood 
as absence of inauspicious qualities*

There are some passages such as Esati Sarve£varah266 

which declare primarily the ultimate supremacy of the Lord. 
Here, since the meaning is not restrained* this is NiravakaSa 
statement. Thus* the unrestrained passages never give up 
the primary sense.267 1

I

When the sense of the term is restrained* it should be
understood in a different fashion and sense. This change
or alteration, on implication* is introduced elsewhere also.

/ w 268For example, the statement Na hlmsyat has its scope 
restrained out side the sacrifices. The statement is not 
valid everywhere.

-- i

r

Here Nirguna etc., are SavakaSas and S^ah Sarve6ah etc.* 
are Niravaka^as. Savaka^a passages are to be understood in 
favour of Nlravakala statements.



Vadiraja In defence of this quotas the statement of God 
&iva given in the Padmapurana. The Lord £iva critically 
examines. and explains the tern Nijajjna as devoid of all 
unworthy and ordinary qualities. So this is the true and 
real meaning of Hirgupa passages,2^9

Vadiraja might he asked as to why -Abheda&rutis alone 
■are Savaka&a and BhedaSrutis are Niravaka6a. The reply is 
that the reason is odious. Passages like Dva supama convey 
the sense of two different objects. So when the primary 
meaning as well as the meaning by implication denote two 
objects of different nature clearly, there Is no scope to get 
the meaning changed, ’So in such statements, simultaneously, 
mind gets acquainted with two different entities of two 
different intrinsic natures,^ Thera is no need to imply any

i

other sense. Thus, the unrestrained (Niravaka&a) statements 
are ever valid and their sense is not contradicted. They 
always convey the reliable and proper sense.

' / 1

So all these 6ruti passages glorify the ultimate supre
macy of the Lord and declare the difference between the Lord 

— 270and the Jlva. - The word Wlrguna refers to the Lord, who 
is also called Narayana, So this Narayana is the Supreme 
Brahman and Eternal as He was there even before the creation. 
Like a pot, Ha Is not created and not affected by any material
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' 1 ,and ordinary qualities that throw one into the cycle of birth 
and death* On the other hand# He is endowed with unlimited 
auspicious qualities such as bliss# Knowledge and the like. 
The derivative explanation of the word Brahman is an embodi
ment of unlimited auspicious qualities* And the word 
Narayana also signifies the same sense when explained etymo
logically* Xraft means demerits# Narah means auspicious 
qualities'(merits)# Avanam means chief or primary source and

mm mm ' 271substratum. Thus Narayapa# who is Nlrauna, is Brahman
/ i i “ , 1 1 1

an embodiment of numberless auspicious qualities and devoid 
of any material qualities* He is the primary object of
glorification of ail the Vedas as described in the Brahma-
- . 272sutras.

After explaining the meaning of the Nirauna-4rutls* to
.* ■1 -•' ■substantiate his explanation# Vadiraja quotes the passages

mm* | f \* j * <from the Haravanopanisad* the Aitareva Brahmana and others 
and explains their Import, He also points out that passages 
like Neha nanasti declare that there is no difference between

r / l

the Lord and His qualities* Vadiraja also points out that
there is no such restriction as a rule to split the £ruti

4 1passage* Kevalo Niraunasca as Advaitins contend# but it can
also be split as Kevalo aniraunasca. Then# it explicitly
states that the Lord alone is Supreme and an embodiment of 

1 ! aispicious qualities*
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A CRITICAL APPRECIATION OF 1HS NARAYANOPANISAP s SUPREMACY
OF LORD VXSNU

Vadiraja, in this chapter# quotes the Naravanopanisad 
and critically examining it# justifies that Harayapa is the 
Lord Brahman* He alone can be called Lord Brahman and none 
else,

^ ' i

- All the attributes of Brahman-are referred to Lord 
Narayana# glorified in the PurusasUkta"4 * and in well known 
other Sruti passages. Hence (Ultimate Truth or prime gist 
of all the statements is that Narayapa# indeed# isD the Lord 
Brahman (an embodiment of everlasting auspicious qualities).
At the commencement of’ the &ruti as tfoakrama and at the end
as Upasafohara, Lord Narayapa is referred to and glorified

_ . 273as Brahman,

So in the opinion of learned Vedic scholars# who pursue 
an impartial inquiry about the Ultimate Truth (primary sense)
of the §ruti passages# Lord Narayana is the Supreme God and

>He is the Brahman being endowed with unlimited auspicious 
qualities*274

The word Nirauna Can be read as Anirguna, since there
is no prescription for dissolving the conjunction of the words 

275of Upanisads, Then Anirguna wherein the two negative
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prefixes# gives the positive sense* Thus §ruti can be read
, i v , « 1 <

as Kevala and Aniraupa* that means lord alone is Supreme and
i ' « i | \ v

is endowed with qualities* So.the term Anirauna throws away
' i 1 ; , , i ’

the sense of Niraupa as absence of' Guna. And .these attributes
i * ' / t , i ,

or qualities of the lord are not momentary but they are
276eternal and always real. _ Thus* all the words* in the

1 1 \

Vedas describe the glorious majesty of the lord (one or 

other auspicious attributes of the Lord); So the word negat-
' 1 t 'i

ing the attributes of Brahman is totally unseen in the Veda*

REFUTATION OF THE CONCEPT JATX OR SAMANYA 
OF, TARKIKAS

S.Dasagupta writes “Samanya is the fourth category. It 
means the genus or aspect of generality or sameness that we
notice in things* Thus* in spite of the difference of colour

, /
x 1 ‘ ,

between one cow and another* both of them are found to have

such a sameness that we call them cows. In spite of all diver**
sity in all objects around us* they ere all perceived as Sat

or existing* The Sat or existence is thus a sameness* which

is found to exist in all the three things* Drawa* Guna and

Karma. The sameness is called Samanva or Jati* and it is
regarded as a separate thing which rests on Drawa* Guna 

277and Karma. w

«• 278 s —The Jati according to the Tarkikas* is the property



r

76

which is peculiar to a class and distinguishes it from all
others. It is an essential characteristic of species as

279Gotva of cows, A&vatva of-horses and the like* , It is a 
common and equally applicable property of the entities, And 
it is being referred to by similar terras,. According to them 
Jati is that which helps to recognise the entities as similar,280

In connection with the exact meaning of the Jatl,
Vadiraja poses following questions: Is it a single means of
dealing? Or is it endowed with one property? Or is it of 
single formed and is it an object of expression with 
synonymous words? He opinesC^that the first option is not 
acceptable to both since, it is well experienced fact that 
even the entities of similar type are dealt with and referred 
to separately as "it is a pot, this is a pot, that is a pot" 
and the like. So, on the basis of dealings, the Jati cannot be 
proved* And the second view is not sound since the expressive 
dealing in terras will not lead to any identity. As it does 
not prove the identity, even the third view stands baseless. 
Because the different and variegated dealings ascertain the 
fact that there are different and variegated properties.
Thus, , this discards the claim that the common property of 
similar kind and of the, same magnitude must be there in all 
the entities of that class. So oneness of common property 
as Jati cannot be entertained* The difference is distinct
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in ail respectss e.g, the offering of Bali for devils and
others differs from one to another of the same class* Since
it depends upon the individual capability, if is not governed

282by a common property of any Kind.

If it is argued that the Jati of one class is single
and the parts of it are manifested individually in each
entity of that class,' then it appears that the each entity
is the part of that and this proves ,the absence of an entity
of complete Jati, Then all the pots.become only potsherds

283(Ghata-aifiiias) and there cannot be a complete pot.
This also causes impropriety so far as the usage and dealing 
are concerned; ,

So the view that the Jati is one in the entities of the 
same class, is not tenable. The Ghatatva of one Ghata is 
peculiar and is related with that Ghata only. Hence, Jatis 
are to be admitted as innumerable even in one single class 
of entities, Bach entity is governed by its own Jati. And 
if it is referred to with one word for the aafce of usage 
and dealing, there is nothing wrong, Because, this does not 
prove the coranon property of the entities of one class#
The usage with single word is for the convenience of easy 
dealing and it does not help to prove ary Jati, The property, 
(Pharma) though appears as if present in all the entities
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of that same class# Is distinct on account of the difference 
in entities as shown above#

It may also be held that the similar objects# subject 
to title similar and common usages and dealings, would be the 
Vyanjakas and that common and Innate property, lying there 
and which is suggested by the objects, is Vyancrva and that 
is termed Jati# Inthe expressions, 'This is Ghata (pot) *, 
‘That, is Ghata; 1 Ghatas (pots) are similar and they are 
Yyanjakas and these Vyanjakas denote the- aommon and innate 
property - Ghatatva. which is Wanava.

\ ~ , f ■» v _ ' - ,

But, Vadiraja says,that this view is not correct# He
advocates counter /argument questioning that if on account
of similar, common dealings and usages, a common, innate
property (Jati) is traced and' admitted then, what is unsound
if distinct and manifold properties are traced and admitted

284for similar and common dealings# Moreover, according
to the Tarklkas, expressions are not Nitva and they differ
from time to time and place to plage even with respect to 

*similar objects. And hence these distinct expressions cannot 
prove a single common innate property related to all entities 
of that class.

According to the Tarkikas, even the entities of same
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class are different.each other* And these entitles cannot 
be held as caused for the apprehension of single,common 
innate property. Because,,as entities (here, marked with 
the fact of being cause), that are held causes, are manifold 
and distinct each other; the differentiating characteristic 
attribute (Karanatavacchedakadh axma) is also manifold and 
distinct,; If Ghatas, as Karana, .are manifold and distinct, 
then the fact of their being causes, Karanata is also mani
fold, When Karanata is manifold^ it is evident that the 
differentiating characteristic attribute (innate property^ 
Karanatavacchedakadharma - Ghatatva) -is also manifold and 
distinct,283 , ,

Further,, if the Jatl is taken to be one, then what 
happens to .that Jatl, when an entity of that class gets 
affected, , When a Ghata is broken,, then what happens to that 
Ghatatva? Either the part, manifested, or the complete Jatl, 
should get affected. But it never happens* Thus, the 
acceptance of the Jatl in this sense, leads to such manifold 
absurdities.

ABSENCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE LORD AND HXS ATTRIBUTES
.There is no difference between the attributed (Dharmin) 

and eternal, attributes (Dharmas), Brahman is Dharmin and His 
attributes are Dharmas. The attributes of Brahman are eternal
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and real* So there is ,no difference between Brahman and 
His attributes, ^ 86 < , ,

> /

It may, be mentioned that in the Advaita , there is, differ-
287ence between the Lord, and His attributes* The Advaitin

may be questioned as to what is the reason or ground for him
to behold, difference between the, Lord and His attributes,
since he is the rigid and, close follower of unreality of
difference everywhere* It is, wonder to .know that he denies
difference everywhere but claims difference between the Lord
and His attributes* Thus it looks partial and contradictory
in the case of the Advaitins. So all the attributes of

288Brahman are Brahman-na tured (attributed-natured), Even
rdif£erence-c urn-identity',(Bhedabheda)289 cannot be referred 

to Brahman and His attributes, since neither,the few attri
butes (Dharraas) are destroyed nor the attributed Lord Himself. 
So the Bhedabheda view is also note,tenable,, Thus neither 
Bheda nor Bhedabheda. is found reasonable in-case of the lord 
and His attributes*

GUNAMITmrXTVA289A IS WOT POSSIBLE EVEN WITH AIKYA &RUTIS
i ■ n i— iim '1 *mmm    utnnm ■ «■■■■ -mi ■ ■■■■   i mm — !«—■■■        

Advaita holds that Brahman.is,qualityless. The reference 
of qualities in the„ Upanisads is not absolutely, real. It is 
not tentative* The Advaitins, in,this regard, claim the 
authprity of Alkva&rutis.
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Even the Aikya&EUfcis like Tattvamaal as such aannot prove
♦

the unreality of the attributes of the Lord, Because, identity 

is established if ail the qualities are given up. And the 

attributes are given up when the identity is established*
290Thus# there would result the defect of mutual dependence.

It neans when the identity is proved then the absence of attri

butes is proved* When the absence of attributes is proved 

then the identity is proved. The eternal and intrinsic 

attributes cannot be given up on account of the supposed 

identity-texts* Because# the statement Tattvamaal is 

Savaka£a and can be understood as not complete identity but 

as similarity. On the basis of Caltanva lying in the Jlva 

and Paramatman similarity can be traced and not identity 

in essence.(Svarupalkva). Whereas there are passages 

(Nlravaka&a £rutls) such as Satyam Jnanamanantam Brahma 

which cannot be interpreted and understood in different 

way. If the AikyaSrutis are understood as is done by

the Advaitins (if the expressive meaning is taken as invalid)
292then one has to give up the very concept of Brahman.

• — _ 293Because, in respect of attributes# if Satta is Wavaharlka. 

and Nltvatva means remaining for a longer period# then let 

it be so even in the case of the very existence of Brahman 

which is not acceptable even to the Advaitins. Nowhere in 

the Srutis the attributes of the lord are described as 

Wavaharlka but they are stated to be eternal# intrinsic
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and real# If the attributes are sublated# then Vyavaharlkatva 
may be attributed to them. If they are not sublated# they 

v are eternally real* When stand sublated# then the state
ments# denoting the auspicious attribute#)# would become 
invalid* So with, a view to safeguard the validity of the 
statements such as Kevalo nlraunasca and the like they are 
to be interpreted as absence of material attributes* In
case of the passages like Tattvamasi etc*# identity is to be

294understood as similarity with regard to Caitanva element.

REALITY AND ETERNITY OF ATTRIBUTES OF THE LORD
The attributes' of the Lord are never affected and never

get changed, when the nature of Brahman does not get affected,
how can the attributes get affected? - asks Vadiraja. So
the attributes are real and eternal. And the Brutl also
substantiates the view that knowledge# strength and action

295of the Lord are natural to Him for ever*
i *

The attributes of the Lord are neither, of the nature 
of destruction nor, of the nature of change as is the case 
in Pilupaka and Pltharapaka of the Val£e§ikas* , In the 
pilupaka atoms get changed* It means when wet pot Is heated 
then all its atoms are destroyed and they produce a new pot.
So in the Pilupaka* Bharmin or the object gets completely 
affected* In the Pltharapaka, the object does not get '
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destroyed or changed, but only Its attributes like colour,
form and the like get changed. The object remains the sane;
so in one case, the object is changed and in another attri-

297butes are changed,

i

The attributes of Brahman are not of the nature of 
getting in either of the manners said aboye. The Lord does 
not undergo any type of Paka i,e,. He does not get affected

p • i ' i

by the fire. So the form, Beauty, Valour, Adventure, Supreme
1 i < I V ’ a *

independence and Omnipotence and other attributes of the Lord,
29aare all real and eternally present in Him. And these 

characteristics of the Lord are not conditional and are not 
procured by others* favour. So when the Lord is not 
subjected to destruction, the intrinsic attributes are also

t i

not subjected to destruction. The attributes of the Lord 
such as knowledge and the like, are not created like the

iknowledge of an ordinary being* They are uncreated and
< T

Aprakrta* When the object is present, absence of its intrin-
299sic attributes, is nowhere found. The attributes of the

Lord are Irutisiddha and are nob sublated* Everywhere in
general, it is known that, existence of the attributes is
regulated by the existence of the object. E.g1., as long as
there exists the pot (object) so long potness (Ghatatva-attri-
bute) also exists-. So undoubtedly, all the attributes of

„. _ 300Brahman are eternally real* The natural attributes may
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come to an ©not only when the concerned created entity perl-
A A

shes, As Brahman Is eternally Undestroyable, Imperishable, 
His attributes will never come.to an end or never be destroyed* 
The attributes of the lord are described in the §rutis and 
the Smrtls as natural, real and eternal and hence are not

aAA ’■ AaA

the nature of Maya as understood by the Advaitins»
/ ■» „ , „ „ ^

, /The Vldva and the , Avidya are mutually opposite and
produce different effects. By the Avidya304 one cannot gain

the Vidya, strength, lusture etc. Because all these are not
the products of the Hava.. In the same way, like Brahman,
His attributes are also not the products of and not related
to the Maya* Corroborating with this, one can state logically

, that all the Bharmas of Brahman are Amavika because; they are
305 — »real* natural and eternal like Brahman. The Mava cannot be 

said to be an Upadhi (extraneous limiting factor) to Brahman. 
Because, the Hava is Jada and it cannot have the Lord's 
qualities like Wapvatva, Mltvafeuddhatva. Huktatva etc.
So the Mava cannot superimpose ail these on Brahman. Therefore, 
the attributes of Brahman cannot be considered as Mavika or 
products of Mava. Moreover, as this Mava of the Advaita
cannot trace and exert its influence on the Jlva directly,

/

how can then it superimpose the extra-ordinary features such
as Omniscience, Omnipresence on Brahman who is the Lord and

- 307is Omnipotent. In the Bhaaavata, fifth canto, it is dearly
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stated that the knowledge of Brahman never gets related with 

Maya. So as Brahman is Real* Natural and Eternal likewise 

His attributes are also real# natural and eternal. The
I , ! ' i •

308absence of them (non-existence) cannot be thought of.
■t

fc ' t ! , * ' ( ,

So far It is proved that Maya as Uoadhi 'giL 1'imTting> 

adjunct aannot be related with the lord and His attributes. 

Further it is said that In BMba and Pratibiihba, Biihba or 

reflection is Uoadhi or Pratibiihba or reflected. The quali

ties of the Biihba are seen in the Pratibiihba. As the redness 

of the^flower-is seen in.the nearby arystal, Here* the flower 

is Uoadhi or Biihba and crystal is Pratibiihba. Hence# the 

quality, of redness is seen in the Pratibiihba crystal. But 

the relation of Biihba and Pratibiihba cannot be referred to 
Mava since the Lord is Amavlka. The Maya cannoi be an Upadhl 

in case of Brahman as is the flower in case of arystal but# . 

it is only an apparent cause or a pretext# a secondary cause.

t •* r '

How Brahman is the Biihba and the Jiva is the Pratibiihba 

Brahman is Uoadhi and hence on account of that# the attributes 

such as knowledge and the like,of Brahman are seen in the 
Prathhba Jiva. To all these attributes# the Lord Brahman#

„ " v

who is Biihba and of’ the Uoadhi state# is the primary cause.

So all the attributes# seen the Jiva. are under the control 

of the Upadhi. i.e. Brahman# whereas the attributes of Brahman



I

8fi

are natural. We cannot ascribe the Aupadhikatva to the attri
butes of the Lord sinae they are like red colour of a flower.
So the qualities of Brahman are seen in the jlva as reflec- 

309tions. Therefore, the attributes of Brahman are all
natural and eternal. This proves that the attributes of
Pratlbiftba that are knowledge and bliss (Jivasvarupa) are
natural. Brahman is Blfitba to ail starting from Goddess
Ia*smT to ninute beings suah as ants and others. Hence,

310Brahman is real, eternal and is never Nirauna as the 
Advaltins contend. The relation of Biroba-Pratibimbabhava 
between the Lord and the Jiya, is not taken in respect of 
nature and content but with regard to the control and regula
tion of the Lord over the jlva in all respects. The 6rutl 
referred to above, describes the natural qualities of Brahman 
as Jnana, Bala, Krlva and the like, Vadiraja says that 
Lord Visnu, Saeima^ Brahman is none other than the Buddha 
Brahman, We cannot classify Brahman as Buddha and Gabala. 
iSrutl does not permit for this classification. So one has 
to give up the Cjvery concept of Miraunatva (attributelessness) 
and should accept Gunapurnatva (perfection).

Now even if Mlva, is taken for granted as Upadhi, Vadiraja 
says that Mavikatva cannot be attributed to the qualities of 
Brahman, In.general, a Mayin (magician) creates wonderful 
things out of Mava, But the very next moment, everything
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stands disappeared from our sight. So the created wonderful
things may be treated as non-permanent (non-natural) and
Maya-generated. But the existence of the magician, his
power# efforts# desire and the like do not disappear and
hence they are permanent (natural) and real. In the same way#
Brahman# His Knowledge# Desire# Action and the like are real
and natural But the world, created by Him though real
unlike the created things of a magician# may change now and 

311then. Thus# the Knowledge# Richness etc. of the Lord are 
natural and they are ever imperishable also# since Brahman 
is Imperishable. As the attributes of Brahman such as 
Omniscience fand Omnipresence are eternal and natural it 
cannot be imagined that they would disappear# since the 
Lord never disappears. Thus# the attributes of the Lord do 
not get sublated by any means whereas the concept of identity
of Brahman and the Jlva stands sublated, Beaause# so as to

1 , ——— ,

have the identity of.that kind# according to the Advaita# 
Brahman should be proved as attributeless (Nlrdharmika)# 
which is impossible. Therefore# identity cannot be proved. 
Hence Brahman cannot be described as Nirquna or attribute
less. There are innumerable 6ruti passages that extol tile

312majestic glory of Lord Brahman. The glory of the Lord
is real. He is the sole supporter of the whole universe.
He is the supreme Brahman. And there is no Brahman as 

313Nirquna. The Nirquna Brahman fabricated by the Advaitins
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is of no use# Because, It cannot, bestow the liberation. And
moreover# Vadiraja says that,.? both the Srutis and the smrtis

do not claim the Moksadatrtva to the Nlraunao Brahman#
It is, only lord Visnu# who bestows liberation (Moksa). Thus#
In all respects the Nirguna Brahman should be rejected,
Even if two Brahmans are imagined and accepted# identity
cannot be proved. And this imagination is contrary to the
iruti passage Bkamevadvitlvaih. So Brahman is alone and

315He is all-pervasive ana is called Vi?nu. Due to the 
reasons cited above# it is highly impossible to ascribe the 
Nircunatva to Brahman. If# .with strong attachment, or per
sistence# Nirauna Brahman is accepted then there will be two

' 316Brahmans which .would go against the Advaita, Thus# the
acceptance of Nirguna. Brahman# serves no purpose. It cannot
be proved by any valid evidence. Further# it leads to
rejection‘of the conaept of Advaita* So there is, no supreme

' _ «. 317Brahman other than Visnu-declares Vadiraja.

LORD VISNU IS THB SUPREME BRAHMAN 
Vadiraja promises that Lord Vigpu is Supreme. To subs

tantiate this he quotes the statements of the Mahabharata and 
the Bhagavata.

, * 1 s > *
The statements ascribe Farabrahmatva to Narayapa and

at the same time negate the existence of another Brahman. 313
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All the statements of the Mahabharata, clearly glorify the 
supremacy of Lord Vippu, with reference to the conventional 
marks of the purport,of proposition (Tatparvalificas) such as 
Upakrama. Upasarohara, in these verses* the supremacy of the 
Lord is referred to and is praised at the beginning, in the 
middle and at the end* So the aim of the statements of the

— — 319Mahabharate Is to establish the supremacy of lord Visnu.

, In the Bhacavata also it is declared that Lord Visnu 
is the sole creator* sustainer and destroyer of this universe. 
It is the Brahma, appointed by Lord Vispu who creates this 
world* That means the Lord, gracing his Brahma-form in 
Brahma, creates, this world. And in God §±va, retaining 'Mis 
Siva-forra destroys the world. Thus, Lord Vispu alone possesses 
all the three,powers of creation,, protection and destruction, 
under His control; both Brahma and Rudra fulfil their func
tions,320

The attributes of the Lord are innumerable and each one
of them is complete in itself, the scope of each is limitless.
Even the forms or incarnations of the Lord are also limitless.
They cannot be counted. Thus the concept Nirguna-Brahman has
no place .at all and, it is excommunicated in respect of all

321spaces and times.

1
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’ RSFUTATXON OF - NIRGUNA322 BRAHMAN EOT INFERENCE

' So far it has been - shown < that the attributelessness 
(Nirguiiatva) is not the import of Sruti and other, works. Vadi- 
raja contends that even, inference is also not competent to 
prove1 attributelessness. because if ,it is acaepted that there 
is a Brahman who is devoid of all characteristics* then an 
aspirant who realises It# would have to' become devoid of 
characteristics. If# with the help of inference etc. * Nirguna 
Brahman is accepted for the attainment of Moksa then* Brahman 
would ,be possessed of many Gunas or attributes such as Mana- 
mevata (the fact of being an object of Pramana) and Jnana-

< | ' f 3

dr&vata (the fact of’ being an object of knowledge or realisa
tion). And by this* there-comes the Vacvata (the fact of 
being an object of expression) and with this Padarthata (the 
fact of being an object) is also, attributed. So* this 
Vastutva wards off the Niraunatva-vlew of the Advaitins and 
proves the saqunatva-view which the yery word Brahman conveys 
that It being an embodiment of innumerable auspicious quali
ties. So the phrase Nirguna Brahman is self-contradictory.
The terms Nirguna and prahman give entirely different and 
opposite senses.32^

— — 325Now* the Vvavaharikas a tv atva cannot be attributed
to Nirauna-Brahman. since it is worse than Pratibhasikasatyatva 
which is the are in the Suktirafata. In Pratibhasika level.
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at the end (when the superimposed knowledge of Ralata vanishes) 

there remains 6ukti> in time and space* But when the Vyava- 

harikasatvatva of Brahman is sublated* there remains nothing.

So the Vvavaharikasatyatva of Nlrquna Brahman is more harmful 

than the PratlbhaslkasatvatVa. Because# in the Advaita by 

the knowledge of Brahman everything stands sublated (becomes 

unreal). So there is no use of the knowledge Brahman of 

Vy avah arik as a tva because it gets sublated (proved unreal)

(at realisation and it does not exist at all the times. So 

it is not proper to treat an unreal entity (Nirauna-Brahman) 

as Vyavaharikasatva. If the Badhyatva is there in the Badha 

(unreality in sublation)# then the Abadhvatva, reality is 

thus proved# (the attributes of Brahman become real), if 

the Abadhvatva is attributed to the Badha* then also the 

very statement proves reality. Thus there would be two 

zeal entities that lead to the loss of Advaita once again.

And if that Badha is a Brahman-form then it becomes an 

attribute of Brahman. The Badha is the knowledge of non

existence (Abhava). And if this Abhava is the form of Brahman* 

It becomes Jada and then It also* like Bhava* becomes an 

object of knowledge* Jada tva* Vastutva and the like then* 

become the features of Brahman* Thus# by this also# no 

Mrguna-Brahman can be proved* And if it is held that these 

attributes are not there in Brahman then there could be no 

Abhava also. Thus# there is no Abhava of negation, which

v
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means absence of Badhvatva in attributes. Thus they become 
real. If Nirqunatva is to be known through the Pramanas, 
then Hlraunatva is given up. If it is not to be known through 
the Pramanas. then also it is given up.

t

sSo. Hari. an embodiment of innumerable auspicious 
qualities, is the Lord (controller-regulator) of all and
there is none, who is equal and superior to Him.

t < 1

MADHVA* S APPROACH IS THE RIGHT APPROACH
» 1 * 1 1
That path alone is declared as right .wherein Lord Hari 

is worshipped as Gunapurpa. And that,is not the right path 
wherein the Lord is not given the state of Supremacy and is 
not worshipped with supreme devotion. The statement of the
r— mm «« ' 32(SAMahabharata, clearly states that, that path does not
help us to attain the upliftment where Lord Narayapa is not

- 327declared as Gunapurna, So the doctrines that do notWMM»«

declare Narayapa as Gunapurna. the Puranas that do not
t 1 * 1 1proclaim the Gunapurnata of lord Naravana and the Sruti

in"r 1 '™"" * • ■

passages that do not state Narayapa as Gunapurna are all
treated as unworthy and^a wrong path. 40 So the approach
of Madhva, based on such statements of the Mahabharata and
the like# and wherein the Lord is declared as Qeatirely
distinct from this world, as Supreme Being to be worshipped

329fry all and as sole' Controller and Regulator, is right.
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The Mahabharata verse in this way gives a clear exposition 
of the doctrines of Madhva school of philosophy in a nut-shell*

NIRGUNATVA CANNOT BE ESTABLISHED ON THE EVIDENCES OF PURANAS * AND THE LIKE

— 330There are eighteen Puranas which are classified and 
«■ 331called i&aiva. Brahma and Vaisnava (extolling respectively 

&iva# Brahma and V±$pu), In none of these Purapas there is 
any reference to Nirauna-Brahman of the Advaitins. Bo just 
as their Nirauna-Brahman is placed out of the 6ruti texts# he
is also ^excluded from the Puranas* And it is but proper as

— 332 both the Srutis and,the Purapas have the same purport*
Ultimately# all these Purapas do not refer to any attribute-
less Brahman besides describing Siva# Brahma and Visnu.

The purport of the Srutis can be understood with the 
w 333' ***help of Itlhasa and Pur ana. Accordingly€ one has to try 

his best in understanding the 6rutl passages with the help of 
one's study of the Itihasa and the Purina. So the understand
ing of the Sruti should be in accordance with the purport of

» - « „ 334the Sativikapurapas and the Mahabharata. In this way when
/

the iruti passages are understood evidently# Visnu will be 
proved as the Lord Brahman* Vadiraja quotes profusely from 
the accepted texts to prove the Supremacy of Visnu,
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The Mvaitins contend that the primary sense of toe 
£ruti passages should be given up and then it is to be said

that the &rutl aims at attributeless Brahman, The words Satvam,
- - 335 ' ,JnanaiTt and Anandafli are the terms denoting the attributes

i

of Brahman, So to avoid this, the Mvaitins suggest to give 

up the primary sense of these terms* If this would be the 

case, then Vadlraja asks that according to the same principle 

why can't the sense of toe terra Nlrcruna (sense of attribute- 

lessness) be given up and be understood as devoid, of materials 

‘attributes? If .this is not accepted then neither Nlrgunatva
? 236

nor identity could be proved,

Vadiraj’a opines that the Mvaitin's way of understanding 

the Sfcutis is like starving it to death- That is depriving 

the £rutl of its proper meaning. So Vidiraja pleads that 

the 6rutl be protected fcy offering at least limited,food 

(instead of giving up totally, the primary purport on implica

tion, it is to be understood .in different way, that means not 
killing but protecting by offering the food). Therefore, 

instead of giving up completely the primary sense, it is 

better to have a limited or ristrieted sense. So, the

restricted meaning of the term Mirauna. then, is absence of
337material qualities•



BRAHMAN lS_SAGim
S° far Saaunatva of Brahman is established by means of 

scriptural authority and now Vadiraja shows that Saaunatva
■s

can be proved by means of reason also* Brahman is endowed
with innumerable Bhavadharmas, since He is eternally liberated.
This statement proves the Saaunatva of Lord Visnu- and denies 

< 338the Nirauna concept of the Advaita. Here Muktatva or
t i 1state of liberation means the state of absence of Bandha or

bondage (Samsara). And this bondage is not there in Acetana
1 339or non-sentient. This is also not there in liberated souls.

So this bondage is, in sentient beings who are not liberated.
As there are Bhavadharmas in objects like pots, likewise, 
there are alsp Bhavadharmas in Brahman, Sven if the presence

' iof the Abhavadharmas in Brahman, is.taken into account (the
— 339aAdvaitins claim the presence of - the Abhavadharmas in 

Brahman and mode of cognition of those is as Brahman is not 
an object,of Jnana. Brahman is not Creator and so on), the 
absence of Sarhsara, as one of the Abhavadharmas, is to be 
accepted. If Muktatva is not accepted in Mukta Brahman then 
Baddhatva as in the Jlva, is to be accepted. Even then 
Bhavadharmas cannot be negated in Brahman. Here there are 
two self-contradictions (Vyahatis). . One is, accepting Brahman 
as Mukta and then attributing Muktatvabhava to Him and 
seaondly accepting Baddhatva in Him, Because a liberated

jtone can have neither Muktatvabhava nor Baddhatva, In this



context it must be noted that vSdirSja is not of the view of 
agreeing Baddhatva to Brahman but states the said view only
to refute the views of others. (The Advaitins claim Brahman 
as Mayabaddha).340A According to Vadiraja Baddhatva of Brahman 

means not tiie Advaitins * Mayabaddhatva but Baddhatva means 
bound in the hearts of devotees.

Now both Baddhatva and Muktatva are not at all found in 
Nirauna Brahman, Therefore# He is to be Saauna. Here 
Muktatva means absence of Bandha. But this type of Mulctstva 
is not there in Brahman# since He is Nitvamukta. Muktatva. 
in the form of destruction of Bandha. may be seen in the 
liberated souls, who. for sometime, have been Baddha (in 
Saiftsara) and then by the grace of the Lord# have attained 
the liberation. So# Brahman being Nitvamukta. there is no 
question of Baddhatva and Muktatva. If this Muktatva is 
admitted in Brahman then once again# it is a self-contradic-

Now Vadiraja proves Saaunatva with some other arguments.
The Advaitins contend that Brahman is Nirauna. Joeing an object

342 — —of negative cognition. It means He is Abhava&rava.
Vadiraja says that even this Hetu, viz.# AbhavaSravatva does 
not come in the way of proving Saaunatva of the Lord, Brahman 
is Saquna on account of being the Abhavaferaya like a Kanala
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or potsherd* In the potsherd, which is Abhavaferava of jar, 

there may not be the characteristics of Ghatatva and others 

but there are other characteristics such as form, colour 
and the like,, Thus, the Kaoila (an absence of jar) helps 

us to understand some other characteristics. In the same 

way Kirguna Brahman may be AbhavaSrava or object of negative 

cognition but as a real entity, which is a Prativoain or counter

part of Abhava, or negation becomes Saquna. Even if all the 

characteristics are negated, the characteristic namely
X ' 1

Abhavaferavatva or the faat of being an object of negative
s / *

cognition is there and it proves Brahman to be Saquna, So

making use of AbhavaSravatva characteristic (Hetu) in proving

Saqunatva is not a defect. Thus, this Hetu, Abhava6ravatva
343is not seen where there is no Saqunatva. Otherwise, doubt

‘ ' i ' ^ 1

or question may arise as to the Abhava of what? So wherever, 

this Abhava6ravatva is seen, there-is an entity with some 

Gupas. So Saqunatva is inevitable. There may be Abhava-
f

^rayatva or not, but there is no harm to Saqunatva. Muktatva
' f ( y| Jt

is a Bhavadharma and thus Brahman is Bhavadharmin. Here 

Bhavadharma means an experience of eternal nature of eternal 

intrinsic bliss. The Bhavadhamas of Brahman, that are 

characteristics, are unlimited.
, i

NOw, if Vyavaharika-satvatva’3 or empirical reality is

stated for Muktas and to their Muktatva, then also the statement



9S

i
is seif-contradictory in two ways. If Vyavaharlkatva is 
attributed to liberation# then it is as good as opposing the 
very Muktatva. Accepting Mukti and rejecting its Pharma 
viz, # Muktatva; is pne defeat? secondly let one be Mukta 
but not have Muktatva. It is as good as saying that Brahman 
is eternal but there is not eternity in Him, So Vyavaharlka- 
satvatva cannot be attributed to the Lord to prove Him as

i
Nirauna. because He is eternally liberated and hence the

•m wm ■ 346question of Vvavaharikatva does not arise. So rejecting
* c,

Muktatva In the Mukta. is as good as saying# let there be
, / t ] 'a Viora having no Vipratva, “Let one be rich without possess-

347Ing any money,"
. 1

i " ' *

" Vadiraja asserts that the text Kevalo nirqunasca should 
be_ understood as Brahman is Hircuna or devoid of material 
qualities,. The §rui± also declares that Brahman is Blissful

j " ■
as He possesses eternal and unlimited bliss. The 5rutl does 
not discard the blissful nature of Brahman, Because of His

I \ '

Blissful nature# He is called Blissful, When the sense of
the term Sukharupa is evident and not incompatible# there is
no reason to give it up and to understand a different sense.
Because# Laksana functions only when there is a primary sense

347A #and the same becomes incompatible. When the sruti passages
* , | i

convey compatible sense# there is no need to give up the 
primary (expressive) sense and understand some other sense

1
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by Implication, The Srutl states Brahman as Sukharupa, since 
His very nature is really and absolutely Sukhamava. If 
Brahman were not to be a Sukharupi then the Jjruti would not 
have praised Him, like that. In the same way, if Muktl is
not understood as Sukharupa, then it becomes the Mukti of

349 — -logicians, Sukhasvarupa and Sukharupatva go together
always,- If Bhavarupadharmas are denied in the Muktas, then
Sukharupatvadharma will also cease to be there. Then the
Hetu Muktatva would become removed and absent and this would
lead to the absence of Muktasvarupa in Brahman. So the state 

350of Mukti intended by the Advaitins, cannot be found on 
account of the absence of the Hetu-Muktatva, And if Brahman 
is stated as Nirquna (attributeless) then, that Nirquna-Brahman

f OC1will not become the topic of the jjruti.

In the §rutis, both in the beginning and at the end 
Brahman, is glorif ied as an embodiment of unlimited auspicious 
qualities? so how can the term Nirquna, coming in the middle, 
establish the attributelessness of Brahman? Therefore, it
should mean that the term Nirquna denies the possibility of

— 352the Prakrta»gunas (Sattva. Rajas and Tamas).

APPARENT MEANING OP NIRGUNA SRUTI IS NOT CORRECT 
, The Nirqunatva indicates the absence of Prakrta-gunas.

If one more negative particle is added as Nairgunvaih na, then
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it gives the sense of affirmation. It affirms that the Lord
353is Saquna {He is not Nirquna).

According to the Advaita, it cannot he said that Nlrquna-

£ruti negates the Bhavadharmas, Because the &rutl: Heha
- - 353A -nanasti kincana , denies all the Bhavadharmas in Brahman

according to the Advaita. If this is so then Nlrqunatva-

dharma-is also to he denied on the same ground. If Mirqunatva-
•

dharma alone is regarded or accepted then*Naha nana.,.‘

£ruti becomes invalid. Therefore, it is tetter to accept 

the meaning of the Nirgunaferuti as absence of three Prakrta-

quoas, or material qualities, by which validity of all the
, 354sruti-passaqes remains unharmed.

t '

Now, if it is stated that the Lord is Nirguna, then on 

account of Mirqunatva-rupadharma and Vacyatvarupadharma (quna), 

He becomes Saquna. If He is known by Laksyartha, then on 

account of Laksyatvarup'adharma. He becomes Saquna. If both 

these Vacyatva and Laksyatva axe given up, then He becomes

Abodhya and this Abodhvatva-dharma is attributed to by which
, , 355He becomes Saquna.

. »

If Nlrqunatva is Mithya. then Saqunatva is thus proved 

easily. The Nirqunaliruti cannot affect or cause any sublation 

to Saquna-£ruti, because Hlrquna&ruti is Mithvl. If Bhava-
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rupadharmas are alone negated or denied#then Abhavadharmas
i

could be traced and mentioned as real without any difficulty.
i

So the Anvonvabhava, one of the Abhavadharmas, becomes real

and it proves and establishes the absolute difference (Bheda)

between the Lord and the Jiva and the Jada. Here Anvonvabhava

may be known in respect of Sarvainatva of the Lord and

Alpalnatva of the Jiva. The two are distinct to each other.
355AThis difference is not the Frthaktva of the logicians 

which disregards any relation. Vadiraja states that though
J

the Lord and the Jiva are absolutely different, they have

the relation _of Blmbapratibiifibabhava. Pratibifoba cannot
!

have the existence without Bimba. So Prthaktva of the logl-
— 356clans is not the Bheda of Tattvavada.

So# Niraunatva may be real or unreal, or it may convey 

the sense of Abhavadharmas t Saounatva is unharmed. Hence, 

Bhavadharraas are to be admitted inevitably by Niraunaferuti 

as admitting Abhavadharmas. Bhavadharmas, such as Jnatattva, 

Visavatva# Abhavadharma^ravatva and others are to be accepted.

Vadiraja promises that the text Tattvamasi also indicates 

the Bheda of Anvonvabhavarupa. Bheda or- difference between 

Tat and Tvam is BhavarupaviSesa. The Advaita cannot deny
' mm m. 357this difference for having not admitted Bhavarupavifeesas.
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REFUTATION OF VYAVAHARIKAPARATVA TO &RUTIS AM) GUNAS 
The Nirquna 6ruti cannot attribute Vyavaharikatva to 

other &rutis or to Gunas. This 5ruti with its primary power 
may deny the presence of Gunas in Brahman* But on implica
tion# it cannot give up the Bhavagupas such as £abdatva and 
Othe^like that are A&rava to its Svarupa at the same time.
But really speaking# like Bhavagunas such as £abdatva and 
others# it cannot deny Bhavagunas of Brahman such as SarvaInatva
and others. Therefore# here the primary Vrtti or power is

358more important since it conveys the acceptable sense*
The Nirgunatva of Brahman# proclaimed in the Nirquna &rutl 
will not aause any harm to its Upajivyas3S8A that are Sabdatva 

and the like which are real* On the same ground# the unlimited 
Bhavadharmas such as Sarvainatva* Sarve£varatva and so on* 
cannot be denied by this Nlrguoa-^ruti. But this Nirguoa-§ruti
definitely denies Durgunas or demerits, and also material

> ' 359Gunas such as Satva* Raias and Tamas.

The Sarvainatva and the like ijwhich are the Bhavadharmas 
are also Upajivyas like the Sabdatva of the Nlrquna-&ruti.
So this £rutl should be meant that it affords protection to 
similar Upajivyadharmas. And the Bhavadharmas such as

ft* aSarvainatva^others.are self-Upajivyas and are absolutely 
found in the Lord. Thus* having resorted to Bhavadharmas 
such as Sabdatva and others* how can the Nirquna-£rutl deny
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or discard other Bhavadharmas. It is riot possible. Bike,
360i/zhere there is a pot it is not proper to deny its presence.

Thus, all other Sruti-passages that declare the Bhavadharmas

of the lord such as Sarvalnatva and others become Upallwa

to Mirquna-ferutia Therefore, this Nirauna-ferutl cannot deny

them. The Prakrtagunas are those, that are with changes,
seen in theJlvas and not in Brahman, so this Sruti proclaims

that Prakrtagunas are not there in Brahman, It'does not deny

Bhavadharmas of Brahman such as Sarvainatva and others, that

are Aprakrta. So as other Srutis would become Upajlvyas 
1 1 ' , \ . , | ,real, they also declare the auspicious attributes of Brahman.

' L, '<m ' < i ,

And hence, Vvavaharikatva cannot be attributed to both srutis
i ,

and Gunas of Brahman.# i

BHAVA or positivity is preferred to abhava OR MEGITIVITT
I J>

The NiraunaSruti is supposed to be a Sruti that gives 

the sense of Abhava or negation, absence and hence it is 
called AbhavaSrutl, Arid the other Srutis that aonvey the

* t 1

sense of Bhava.existence, presence are known to be Bhava- 

Srutis.

r

The NirounaSruti is a denoter of Abhavadharmas and 

others are of Bhavadharmas, Among these two types of Dharmas, 

it is bettor to get retained Bhavadharmas of the lord.

Moreover, scholars say that there is difficulty in respect of

I
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Abhava. It means, it is a difficult task to prove the Abhava-
dharraas in Brahman, whereas it is easy to prove the Bhava-

362dhaxmas in Brahman.

, In the text Meha nanasti kIncana, the term Kinoana 
conveys the,sense of Bhava}Vacvatva and Bodhvatva of some 
kind. So really speaking, there is no scope and possibility

i ^

to accept only Abhavadharmas in Brahman. So admitting
Abhavatva to that Srutl, becomes self-contradictory. As
Bodvartha is real, the Bodhaka^ruti is also real (unsublated).
As the £ruti is baginningless and eternal, its meaning is
also eternal and beginningless. So Bhavaauna is to be

363 f — —admitted as real. The srutl Neha nanasti klncana denies 
only difference in Brahman and not the presence of Bhava- 
dharmas in Brahman.

The Bodhaka sentence would not exist if there had not 
been the Bhavadharma viz., Vaktrtva in Lord Hari, who, dis-

i

closing the Vedas, taught them to others. Then the Srutis such 
as *Neha nana... ' and others, being absent, would not have 
conveyed any meaning. Further, the absence of that would 
be a severe defect in the form of Svarupahani (self-destruction!64 

Therefore, Dharmin must be taken for granted, otherwise 
Brahman would cease to be there. The term Iha, in that Srutl 
establishes Satyatva of Brahman.
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■ If the Bodhaha ,sentence is regarded as yjfjvahlrika-satya 
or empirically real# then Bodhya-Brahman will have to become 
Vyavaharika-satya. According to the Advaita# Vyavaharika-
satva means# ultimately total negation (absence). Thus#

( 365Brahman Himself becomes totally negated,
f i ‘ * , ‘ 4

And if the &rutl does not impart real knowledge# it 
becomes Atattvavedaka. Then how can it be the destroyer of 
Avldva? Therefore# if Brahman is accepted and declared as■ 4 ■ * r ■' ■, .' ■ ' >real# then# the Srufci# which gives the knowledge of Brahman#

' ' ' / , . ! < 1 ’366 #should also be taken as real; a Sruti of superimposed 
reality cannot convey or describe real Brahman just as a 
barren woman (a woman of superimposed womanness) cannot

,i • , ' > i . f !

beget any children, J So, it is to be admitted that Nlrquna- 
~ £rutl denies only Prakfta-gunas in Brahman. Therefore#

V 1 1 I 1 J

Vldiraja asserts that Nlrauna-&ruti. being attracted by the 
auspicious# supreme and extra-ordinary personality of the

- ‘ ( i \ <

Lord, does not deny the Bhavarupadharmas, whereas by discard-
i - ‘ i »

^ 367ing the Prakrta-gunas, it glorify the Lord. In this way*■" 'j * , * |
Bhava is preferred to Abhava.

/ i \

.BCPOSITIDN OP THB NIRGUNA-&RUTI368
c t ’ ' f ' , e ’On accepting the Advaita view# there appears contradic
tion among the &ruti texts. E;g.# the §rutis Bkamevadvltfvafo

368A #Tattvamasl and the like# and the Nlrguna Sruti, since
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conveying the sense of Bhava and Abhava respectively become 

contradictory to each other. The text Ekamevadvitlvaih indi

cates Ekatva-dharma, whereas the Nirauna-srutl debars all 

the Dharmas in Brahman. If the Nircmna-£ruti is regarded 

as Pramana or valid then the Ekamevadvitlvaih firutl becomes 

Apramana or invalid. Then the intended oneness, of identity
3^0 „ -

would not result. If the Ekamevadvitlvaih srutl is 

regarded as valid* then the Nirquna-Srutl becomes invalid.

And that will prove supremacy* Gunapurnatva and the like of 

Brahman, And again the intended oneness or Identity would 

not be there. So on account of mutual contradiction* the
v £rutl passages of both the types seem to be invalid (sublated).

The connotation of the words depends upon the usage 

of the learned. Therefore* the usage of the learned is 

to be taken Into account. If it is not taken as authority* 

then the literal meaning of the words may differ and become 

incorrect. The word Pafikala is not taken to mean a frog* 

but the usage of the learned reveals, that the term denotes 

•lotus*. In the same way* the word Suvarna aannot msan 

'fire* on account of Yaugikartha-fcoasessing dazzling 

brilliance.* So Ignoring the understanding of the usage
I

of the learned it is not proper to accept the Yougikartha 

viz., devoid of Gupas to the term Mirquna. According to 

the Advalta* there can be no usage that alms at Brahman
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•» 370since Brahman is not Vacya by any words* Tbs term Nirauna 
is primarily used in Brahman* And for this* there is support

*V7iof the usages in Irutis and Smrtis.A

Therefore* the meaning of the words when employed to
i ,

convey a certain object* is to be taken without prejudice 
or harm to the basic characteristics of the object*, like 
the word Guru. The >term Guru could be used - in a teacher 
on account, of teaahing quality, etc. * in aase of a weighty 

object (stone etc.) and;also in, respect of variegated. So 

the basic features are to be taken into account when a word- i i

\

is to be employed to' convey certain objects, , In the same 

way* the term Mlrquna* when employed to Brahman* with res-
t

trictlon* denies the three Prakpta-gupas and not the other

innumerable auspicious Gunas as in Kanvakariudara. Here*
Anudara does not mean that the girl has ,no waist but it

372conveys that she has a very slender waist.
i

So depending on the context* the meaning of the term

differs. The term Nirauna when employed to describe an

ordinary man* it may give the sense of absence of Sadcuna
in that man* and if the same word* when applied to Lord
Brahman - an embodiment of auspicious qualities it gives

the sense of the absence of Prakrta-gunas and not Aprakrta- 
373

gunas.



108

<U I

NIRGUNA MEANS DEVOID OF THREE GUNAS ACCORDING TO THE BHAGAVATA 

Lord Hari is totally disassociated from Prakrti and 

Prakrta-tattva. Hence* He alone can be called Nirguna. He, 

who worships the Lord Nirguna, will also become Nirguna, that 

means by Lord’s grade* he* being released of the Prakrtl- 

bandha* will attain Mukti. Thus* Lord Hari is glorif ied as 

Nirguna in the Bhagavata, Hence* on account of' the .absence 

of three material qualities and being embodied with all the
( >11 * >

auspicious Gupas* He (denoted by (j&he Nirguna-Sruti) is
1 V 374

Brahman? who is absolutely Suddha. When the devotee with
* , j | p» , I t

His grace gets released from the bondage (Prakrti constitut

ing three Gupas- Sattva, Rajas and Tamas) and attains
S ' ’ , 1 ' ' } '

Mukti, (state of the absence of the effect of three Gunas) 

how can then the Lord be a Sabala (impure due to the associa

tion of three Gunas)? When River Gafcga* since touching the
, , * t

holy feet of the Lord* has become holy and pure to all* how
375“ . —then the Lord be impure? - asks Vadiraja.

And moreover, the description pf Mukti is Nirguna has

to mean-beyond trinity (free from three Gurias), If it is

interpreted as devoid of any Guna, then no body would long
376for and try for such Mukti,

vThe^iBhagavata, undoubtedly states that Lord Hari is

Nirouna on account of the absence of three Gunas. And the
.. ' '><■* *
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same terra is also applied to Muktas secondarily, since they
s 377too, for attaining Muktl. are freed from three Gunas.

l

Further, Vadiraja discusses the topic in most appeal
ing and different manner; Siva has Prakrta form and his 
worship will become the cause material wealth (progress).
Lord Hari has Aprakrta or extra-ordinary form and His 
worship would become the cause Aprakrta fortune (Moksa),
This also proves that the Lord Hari is Aprakrta means 
Triauna-feunva. The Aprakrta form of the Lord is of the 
nature of Git only, ( And this form is Satya and Nitva. Hence, 
Aprakrta qualities such as Sarvainatva (Omniscience),
SarvaSaktitva (Omnipotence)' of the Lord are eternal* They 

' 378will never get sublated. So the Nlrguna should be under
stood as devoid of three Prakrta Gunas.

’ !

THE SENSE OF ABSENCE OF QUALITIES* LEADS TO MUTUAL CONTRA-
—DICTION

1 379In the same context, (6th Chapter Sve. Up.) the term
380Sarvavid denotes Omniscience, Likewise Ekah* Devah. and 

Saksi etc,, are the words found in the same passage, that 
declare Lord Brahman as Saguna (having Sadgupas or auspicious 
qualities). When all the words give the sense of Saaunatva, 
it is improper to deny the Gunas in Brahman by a single word 
Nirguna of the same sentence. Otherwise, there arises mutual
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1 381contradiction among the tfords of the same sentence. If
— 381AEko devah of that sentence is to toe supposed as Anuvada 

(secondary) then on the same ground, the Nlrguna-word 
should also be considered as Anuvada. Therefore, in the 

same sentence, this is not correct to have such discrimina
tion. .Moreover, a single word of a sentence cannot deny 
the purport of other words of the same sentence,

/ i *

, A '

So, if the term Nirquna is taken to mean as devoid of
> * . ' .

all qualities, then, Ekatva, too, toeing a quality, is to toe
I I * * * | i V 1

denied. Thus, Nirquna, if understood as absence of quali
ties, leads to mutual contradiction. Ekatva, Davatva etc.,

» V , l

are the qualities denoted toy that verse. Among all these
, 1, t >

qualities, preferring the only one quality, that is Ekatva; 
if other qualities are denied account of the term Nirquna

t 1therein; then it becomes as good as saying that there is
difference in the homogeneous delicious food of the same
vessel. So, if other Gunas are to toe denied, then the 

W 1 •
I , , 1

Ekatva should alsq toe denied. All the qualities conveyed 
toy the terras, from Eka to Kevala, are to toe taken into 
account. As the term Nirquna cannot deny the Ekatva, it 
also cannot deny other Gunas conveyed by the intervening 
terms of that sentence,

I

( | 1The Lord incarnated Vedavyasa does not admit the

!
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negation of even a single Guna. In the Brahmasutra, He 

states- "Sarvadharmopapattefeca,n which clearly declares that the Lord is an embodiment of unlimited qualities and 
is devoid of all demerits. The Srutls are to be interpreted

i

in accordance with the Sutras. And these Sutras, composed 
by Vedavyasa, admit auspicious qualities of the lord and
never deny them.382

< !

THE &RUTI WORDS. SINCE CONVEY PHARMA-VIDHAYAKA SENSE. ARE
powerful

All the words of this Sruti state one or the other 
meritorious qualities of Brahman. Therefore, they are more 
powerful. If the ni prefix, conveying the sense of negation 
in the term Nircuna. is separated and added to all the words 
of that 6ruti-text independently then Skatva would be no more.

' f

And if it is not dissolved and not added to others, then
there is no (meaning) sense in saying that it protects the

383Bkatvadharma and denies all other Dharmas.

THE &RUTIS ARE HOT ANUVADAKAS384 
The Advaitins hold that certain passages of the Sruti 

are Anuvadakas, mere repetitions and hence fit to be rejected. 
If this is so, then there must be some indicative terms such

ras *Yat*, *Tat* and the like. But such indicative terms
!

are not there in this Mirauna §ruti. So the words of this

1
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Srutl or the whole passage aannot be considered as Anuvadaka. 

The presence of indicative terms may he found where there 

are both Anuvada and Nisedha in only one sentence or passage*
385otherwise Na is used separately in difference sentence.

To declare certain data as Anuvadita. it must have been

already conveyed by sc»ne other Pramanas. There, the question

of negation does.not arise. If Nisedhakatva is understood

by the word Nlrguna. then all the Dharmas,of,that sentence,

including Ekatva become invalid. When the Dharmas are

Anuvadita (invalid) then those need not be negated by the

Nirguna word. Thus, ron either grounds, the Nisedhakatva is

not the intended and suitable meaning of the Nirguna word

in this context. In this way, there arises the defect of
386mutual dependence. , And even if the term Nirguna is 

understood as rejecting the Guna, it cannot deny the Dharmas 

such as Ekatva and others, . It. is to be, questioned whether 

the Anuvadita Dharmas (Sagunatva etc., according to the

Advaita) are conveyed by the Pramapas other than the Vedas
* / >

or by the Advaita or,by Veda-Pramanas? Let the Dharmas be 

conveyed by any means, the Anuvadakatva aannot be conveyed 

§nd attributed to that. Because, the qualities of the Lord
f 1 ' 1

such as Sarvalnatva and the like, are eternally conveyed by 
386Athe Vedas, u So they need not be conveyed by any other 

Pramanas. Therefore they cannot be called the Anuvadita 

Dharmas. If these Dharmas stand conveyed by the ^ruti. then 

also these cannot be rejected by the Nirguna jsruti. Whatever
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is conveyed by one section of the §ruti# cannot be rejected

by another section of the same 6ruti. Otherwise# the very

validity of the 6ruti gets affected. So the Anuvadakatva
387cannot be established in respect of the Saguna passages.

t

Further# the Ekatva and the like# are unaffected even
pi 4 ’ ,

when they are accrued with Anuvadakatva. In such aase# they
i 1 f r ' ' *

convey the object of knowledge as it is. Hence# it will not
i T \ ’

become invalid. Agnirhimasva bheaaiam conveys that fire

destroys snow. This fact becomes well-known and firm by
, / <

this statement. So the Anuvadakatva will not cause any harm
i ’ 388 ' '

to the purport. Because# it has aonveyed what is confirmed 

by direat observation. So the Anuvadakatva has nothing to 

do with negation. Thus# the Hirauna £ruti will not deny or
, ^ l

reject the Bhavagunas such as Sarvalnatva and the like of
' , i ' ■ 1 ‘ 389 .

Brahman conveyed by other Srutis. So the sruti opines
, ; * * > ' '

that all the Gunas of the Lord are Svabhavika and hence the
j * ' * ' 39o

question of denying them does not arise. The Gunas of 

the Lord cannot be considered as Wavaharika, since# even 

before creation# all these Gunas were there as they are even 

today. The eternal Veda proclaims them as eternal. so 

Wavaharikatva cannot be ascribed to these Gunas that are 
unsublated for ever. The Sruti Yavad Brahmavistitam tavati 
vak>390B clarifies that both Brahman and £ruti are beginning

less and eternal. The §rutis are Mitya, that means they get



So themanifested from the Lord at the time of creation, 
creation is manifestation in respect of the Vedas. Therefore, 
all the Srutis are Satva and Mitya. The Mirguna Sruti, hence, 
denies the PrSkrta-dharmas that are different from the Nitya- 
dharmas of the Lord such as Kartrtva. Bhoktrtva and Phala- 
datrtva etc* Hence, it is to be admitted that the term 
Nlrguna does not belittle or reject other &ruti passages.

Here Vadlraja quotes some Srutis and the statements 
of the Bhaaavata in defence of Guna-declaration. These state
ments clearly state that Lord Brahman is Sarvagunaparlpurna, 
possessing all the good qualities. There is no limit so 
far as His ocean of qualities is concerned. Even thousand 
faced Se$a cannot count His auspicious qualities. Thus,
all these statements establish the Anantatva (infinity) of

391the auspicious qualities of the Lord.

Further, if the Sruti words are dissolved as Kevalah
w r .......i- '■ ............ .

and Anirquna&ca then the purpose will serve very easily.
The expressive meaning will remain unharmed. It conveyes
uncontradictory and unsublated sense as Brahman is not devoid
of qualities. This explanation also removes the mutual

— — 392contradiction and proves the Ekavakvata.
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THE ADVAITA INTERPRETATION393 IS SELF-CONTRADICTORY

How# if it is argued that the passage Kevalo nirqunafeca 
<&ve, Up.) denies all the Gupas# then it will lead to the 
rejection of Jnana# Ananda and the like of Brahman, If
Brahman is understood as of the nature of Jnana, Ananda

/and the li.ke the Nirquna Jjruti# if understood according to
the Advaita# will also rejeat these Dharmas when interpreted

394 — -as above* If the Dharmas - Jnana, Ananda and the like
are said to be identical with Brahman# then on the same
ground Gunas (Dharmas) such as Sarvalnatva and the like#
are also to be understood as identical with Brahman, The
&ruti Neha nanasti kincana394A denies the difference between

Brahman and His qualities. So let there be Abheda between
1 TT| r395the Lord and His qualities. There is no impropriety in 

this. The Nirauna §ruti rejects the qualities that are not 
identical with Brahman* So the Gunatva and Ekatva can be 
present in Brahman, As the above Sruti - Neha nana... 
directly rejects the Bheda, there is no possibility to think 
of the Bhedabheda in Brahman, The Gunatva and Ekatva may 
be present in Brahman at the same time and it is possible 
with the help of the VlSega,3^6^

Further# if something is not possible to a person# the 
very possibility cannot be ruled out completely. Because 
it may be possible to another man, In the same way# everything



1 IB

is possible in Brahman. In the Bhagavata. the Lord declares 
Himself as Ananta. He clarifies that each Guna is complete
in Itself and unlimited and it is cognized as Ananta by Him.

- 397Thus# the Gunanantva of the Lord refers, to each quality.
All this is possible with the help of the V16esa. which is
also called Bhedapratlnidhi since it assists for Bheda-

— 398wavahara where, really speaking, there is no Bheda at all.
The Brahmasutra- Atmani calvam vlcitrafeoa hi (II-i-29) states
that the Brahman is endowed with this VISesa-power that
ascertains the Gunanantva of Brahman without any contradic-

. 398Ation.

THE SARVAJNATVA AND THE LIKE ARB. ALSO BRAHMASVARUPA
The Advaitins contend that" Sarvainatva of Brahman is 

Sopadhika (conditional). And whatever is Sopadhika is not
, 390Aabsolutely real. Because* to gain Sarvainatva. the know

ledge of the xrtiole -world is necessary. When the world is 
caused by Mithvopadhi. the knowledge of that should also be 
caused by Mithopadhl. So the Sarvalnatva (an attribute of 
having the knowledge of Mithva-world) being Sopadhika and 
limited, it cannot become identical with the nature of Brahman 
which is Nirupadhika (unconditional - unlimited).

But Vadiraja argues that the world cannot be Mithya. or 
Sopadhika. It is not caused by any Upadhl. The world is
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399real, Its reality is conveyed by the Srutis. So the

Sarvainatva is not Sopadhlka. And both, the Sarvainatva

and the nature Of Brahman could be stated as one and the 
400 -same. The Mlthvatva of the Advaitins is self-imagined 

and superimposed* If there is any doubt regarding the 

reality of the world, then vrhy not the same case regarding 

the unreality of the world. Thus, this view of mutual contaa- 

dictipn about the reality of the world (personal views of 

different sects) will not affect and harm the Sarvalnatva 
of Brahman, which Is conveyed and proved by the Srutis.401

Further, the identity of the world with Brahman cannot
, r 1 » V ‘ '

be stated on the basis of the identity of Brahman and
t

Sopadhlka Sarvainatva* since both Sarvalnatva and the world 

are Sopadhlka.

Moreover, their view is also unsound. Because, the 

knowledge of a pot is of Manorupa* but the pot itself is
f

•• 401Anot of Manorupa. The pot is outside and mind is inside.

In the same way, the knowledge of the whole world (Sarvainatva)

is of the nature of Brahman and not of the world. Further,

the knowledge of the world (may be Mi thy a according to the

Advaita) is real as the knowledge of the silver in the

conch-shell and of the serpent in the rope Is real, since
, jit is cognised by the Saksin. In the same way, though the
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world As held to be Ml thy a, the knowledge of that need not 
be so# Therefore# there is nothing wrong in considering 
Sarvalnatva as identical with the Brahmasvarupa. If it is 
argued that on account of the Mithvatva of the world# the 
knowledge of that also is to be taken to mean Mi thy a#, then 
why can’t the object of real knowledge be considered as 
real. As the knowledge of.Brahman is real# the objects 
(world eta#) o£ His knowledge# should also be treated as
real# The knowledge of Brahman is real and Yathartha,

L \ ; I 1 404so the objects related to that knowledge are also real#

Further# Vadiraja questions regarding the sopadhlka-
/

Safvaihatva itself. Is it mixed with the world caused by 
the Upadhi or is it'only termed or indicated by the Upadhi? 
If it is admitted that the Sarvaihatva is mixed with the 
world caused by the Upadhi, then it is as good as, saying 
that there is no Sarvalnatva, since the very Upadhi in the 
Advait'a# is Mi thy a. ,

v - * - - J

Secondly# the Sarvalnatva cannot be termed as it is 
indicated by the Upadhi, As light of the sun, which is 
identical with.the sun# in the same way# the knowledge 
present or abiding inside though having connected with the 
outside* world# is identical with that person, _ So the 
Sarvaihatva of Brahman is identical with Brahman* Further*
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if the knowledge related to the Mlthya object is taken to 

mean Mithva. then the knowledge of Brahman too, is to be 

regarded as Mlthya since having as its object, the Mi thy a 

world, Then it amounts to Csaylng that Brahman too is 

Mlthya. According to the Advalta, the knowledge of Brahman 

has delusion. But in the Siddhanta, this defect is not
t *

there, .Because, Lord Brahman has the knowledge of,the real 

world. So.He is of the nature of real Jnana.Thus, the 

,Sarvainatva of Brahman becomes unsublated and this in turn 

suggests that all the Dharmas of the Lord are of His very, ‘ i ' '

nature. With the help of the Vlfeesa-yGunagunitva, Bkatva-
406anekatva etc,,,are possible in the Brahman. Therefore, 

like Sukha, all the qualities are identical with Him.^0^

The Advaitins declare, that the Brahman is of the nature 

of Jnanananda. They do not contend that the Brahman alone 

is there and not the Jnana and Ananda. So also there is 

nothing wrong in declaring that the Brahman is of the nature 

of unlimited qualities. And all these qualities are identi

cal with the Brahman. There is no charm,and reason to 

lessen and limit the number of qualities in the Brahman.

So Gunata, Gunita# Sukhita and Sukhata are all possible in 

the Brahman. They are not contradictory. The §ruti- 
Vi 1 nanamanandam Brahma^07A states that the, Lord is of the 

nature of Jnana and°Ananda. And the &rutl- Anandaih brahmano
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yldvan407B specifies that the Brahman is possessing Ananda. 

Thus# the first statement proves Sukhita in the Brahman and 

the second the Sukhata in Him, On the same ground# Gunata
■i AQfl f1 cs urn

and Gunita are also established. Thus# Vljnana, Ananda
i t i » > * < * m ' i , (

etc,# convey the presence of innumerable qualities in the 

,Brahman and,not merely the svarupa of Brahman, Though they 

are identical with the Brahman# with the help of the concept
I <■ ' * 1 )

AQ9
of VJLSesa# they are liable also for Bhedawavahara.

' 1 ' 1 w ’ * 1 , t
In this way# the Nirqufta~§ruti will also not cause any harm

to other Saquna-£rutis, but negates only the vicious quali- 
' ? ’ ' ' } 

ties- Prakrta qualities in Brahman*

r >

THE REFUTATION OF AKHAKPARTHAVADA4Q9A
i »

The Advaitins opine that the 6ruti passage- Satvam 
An 9B ' — —Inanam.». is Svarupamatrapara, It may be an answer to

the question- Kim Brahma. Therefore the above Sruti passage

gives the Akhandartha. But this is not correct, Because in

an example- Kafecandraft (who is moon?)# the question is asked

to know the special features of the moon. One may be knowing

already the moon as an illuminating object of the galaxy.

But to know more about the moon i. e, # its special features#

he asks that question*. Therefore# it is not an ordinary

question but it is a particular question - (Dharmavacaka) l.a.#

the question is- * What are the special features of the moon?
410Who is possessing the Candratva? and so on, If the
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question is meant to refer to Svarupa only, it may be taken 
to mean as Candra only by nature, but that is not wanted*
It is something more that is enquired into, i.e,, the special 
features of the moon*

In the same way Klrti Brahma is not an ordinary question 
related to Svarupamatra. Here .also, to know the special 
features of the Brahman, the question is asked. So the 
£rutl'- Satvafo Inahaflu., is a reply which is. the relevant 
Laksanavakya. And this Laksanavakya states the special 
features of the Brahman„such, as Satvatva, Jnanatva that are
not found elsewhere. It declares that all these Dharmas are

411 - -Complete. If it is taken to mean Svarupamatrapara, then
there would.have been only one term and not more terms. ,

> 412In that, case, other terms would become useless# By way
of Laksana it is not befitting to say that Satva is ’other
than Asatva#* Jnana stands for ’other than Aihana* and
Ananda stands for ’other than Duhkha.1 In such case, in the
oft-quoted passage ’Gaficravafn qhosah* the. term Gaflaa will have
to mean 'not Aqafiqa* instead of the bank (Tlra) as understood

by one and all. Then both Gahaa and Lakava-bank appear to be
conveyed by Laksana which is absurd. In fact, the terms Satva
and the like convey the Dharmas of Satvatva and the like of
the Brahman. The term Satva itself negates the possibility
of Asatva. These terms directly convey the Dharmas of
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Satvatva and the like which is the primary meaning of those
terms. The Laksvartha (secondary meaning) is taken into
account only when Mukhvartha (primary meaning) gets sublated.
fhe basic fact is# without Mukhvartha, there cannot be 

- 414Laksvartha. The Advaitins may say that the Brahman# though 
not having Satvatva. is not Mithva being of Sadrupa. But this 
is not correct because# without Satyatva there cannot be

'•> t' /r • 1 1 >— 414ASadrupatva. ^ Otherwise, horns of the rabit, though not
* ? I t t , * ^ • l i1 v ! - ' ■ ! ’

having Satvatva. should also be taken to mean Sadrupa. The
t * - i * * • t - ’ ‘ * '

Satvatva and. tie Sadrupatva go together always. And wherever 
there is no Satyatva# there is no Sadrupatva* Therefore# to 
admit Sadrupatva in the Brahman# the Satvatva must be accepted. 
Otherwise# the Brahman cannot be of the Sadrupa as a head#n 4 , < ■

415when shaved# is deprived of hair.
> - , , , f , ,

If it is said that the term Satva conveys the Brahman by 
Laksana# then there must be something else to be Vacva and 
real (by which the Brahman is implied and suggested). And 
that real could be the world. So if the Brahman becomes

M' 1 ' ' M ' ' , , ’
Laksya - secondary meaning# then the world becomes Vacva
(primary meaning)* Thus# the Laksana of the Advaitins promises 
to guarantee two real things. - world and Brahman. And this 
Laksita Brahman# becoming real# will not give up the Satyatva
of its own.. So conveying of Satvatva and the like is
’, > i ' ”
inevitable.
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Likewise# if, the 6ruti- Tattvamasi^6 is treated as
v -* - • - - ' .... ... .......  ........... ........

Svarupamatraoara. then the Aikya cannot be termed in Brahman 

since according. to the Advaita as the Brahman is-devoid of 

aXX the Dharmas# this Aikyadharma too# cannot he traced there* 

When the Aikyadharma is not,there, identity of Brahman and 

Jlva is not possible* Thus# this 6ruti conveys the primary 
sense Bheda.417

_ So here the Laksana is .not, meant as conveying the 

secondary meaning# but/the term Laksana refers to special 

or extra-ordinary features of Brahman. That means it aonveys 

the Pharma such as Satvata^ Jnanata and Anantata.

Bven if the Advaitins deny the Dharmas such as Satyatva# 

Jnanatva etc., their intended Akhandartha is not proved and 

established and Sakhandatva is not dropped. Because# the

Advaitins may negate the Dharmas viz. # Satvatva and the like#
)

but cannot deny Laksvatva# Amukhyarthavisavatva and the like* 

These Dharmas are unaffected even at the negation of Satyatva
AIO

etc. In fact# Akhandatva is also a Pharma. If this too

is negated# with a view to declare Brahman as Nirdharmlka.

then Sakhandatva occurs automatically. Because# Abhava
419.(negation) of Akhandatva means Sakhandatva.
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EXPOSITION OF THE CONCEPT VI&ESA 

“The relation between substance and attributes is one of 

the intriguing problems of philosophy* It has well-high taxed” '
f 1 , t* j l

the ingenuity and1resources of philosophers in the East and
i

in the West* Madhva's contribution to the solution of this
* i

problem is both original and significant. He has aatually 

contributed a_ new idea, the concept of ViSe^as - to the treat-
' t -

ment of this philosophical problem. It is an outstanding 

discovery Of his'. Madhva accepts a relation of ‘colourful 

identity (Savi^esabheda)in respect of coessential attributes
J, , » J 1 i V

and difference-c um-Identity (Bhedabheda) in the ease of tran

sient attributes.
11 i t 4 t ^ 1 mm

DKhandite bheda alkyaih ca? svadvastu na bhedavatlTV) 

He has thus made a striking efforts to rise above the ’dualism* 

of substance and attributes and combine them into a homoge-
i ' 1 »

neous whole that admits, however, of logical conceptual and 

linguistic distinction, wherever necessary, thro’ the self- 

differentiating capacity qf substances themselves, to be known 

as «V16esas*«420

' It is peculiar characteristic of things which makes the 

talk of difference possible where, really speaking, there 

exists only identity.420A

The concept Vlfeesa is an unlimited power of Lord Brahman
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which is His very nature, that plays the role of, conveying 
the identity of the attributes of Brahman that appear mutually 
distinct for common understanding and, also that helps for 
Bhedawavahara. This Vifeesa conjoins and distinguishes the

1 ■* * 42GBattributes for Bhedawavahara and it does not spoil the
very nature and identity of the attributes of the Brahman,
And it does not refer to and conjoin the attributes that are
of opposite nature such as Baddhatva. Muktatva since they
spoil the very nature and greatness of Brahman* This Vijsasa,
though it is one of the Gunas (or is included in Gunas), its

421function goes on without any obstaale. With the help of 
this Vlfeesa* presence of the attributes of mutual contradic
tion is possible in the Brahman such as Anutva (atomic form),

422Mahattva (universal form) and the like. Such wonderful 
attributes such as Anima-mahima. Garima-laqhima are present 
in the Brahman as a mark of His unlimited treasure of auspi
cious qualities. This Vi&esa also establishes the identity 
of the Brahman with' His each unlimited Guna. This conveys 
the Nitvatva to the lord's Bala, Jnana, Kriva and the like.
The concept Vi&esa may be defined as- "that extra-ordinary 
power of Brahman as His nature that fulfills the need of 
Bheda-wavahara where there is no Bheda at all; and also 
Infinity of the attributes, individually," Here the function , 
of Bheda by Vl&esa is ris trie tad to that which is conveyed 
by the Jruti. Therefore, it is to be understood that it
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does not serve the purpose of identifying Duhkha, Jiva and

the like in the Brahman. To prove Abheda of this vifeesa

with the Brahman, we do not require any other Vi&esa. lest

that may lead to endless regression, it proves of its identity

with the Brahman itself and not with the help of another

Vi§esa. So it is Svanirvahaka like a lampf that reveals

other objects and does not require another lamp to get 
’ 424 ' «,itself revealed. It is Svanirvahaka. means self-competent,

self-explicable and self-related for dealing. It is nothing
* *

but an intrinsic power, peculiar, and particular of respective 
424Aobjects. The qualities of Brahman are not different from

, i 5 '
I , ,

Him, But-these are referred to as distinguished through
i

this Vi|esa. This is the real purpose of V16esa.

i

The Gunas are the very nature of Gunln. So the VISesa, 

being a Guna. is the very nature of the Brahman and hence
i

establishes the'identity of them and distinguishes the same 

for the sake of usage. For the sake of usage as Guna of the 

Brahman, the ViSesa is acaepted that playing the role of the

representative of Bheda, assists for usage on one hand and
{ 1t * 4establishes the identity of Brahman and His Gunas on the other.

The inaarnations of the Lord such as Rama, Krsna and the like 
are not different from Him. All are identical Qin nature.42 

In the same way, the unlimited auspicious qualities of the
t '

Lord Narayapa such as Sarva-fhatva etc., are identical with
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each other and are present even in incarnations#. The unlimited 
forms and innumerable qualities are identical* There is no 
mutual Bheda among the forms and qualities of the Lord.425 J

It can be stated that# the V16esa too is conveyed by 
the Jruti. Because# the Srutl states that the Brahman is 
Gunapiarna,' Gunavi&ista and there is no difference between 
Guna and Gunin. Explicitly it appears contradictory and 
illogical# But for conveying the real import of the Veda# 
all these .three are grouped together in sense (Vlfeesa# Guna 
and Gunin). And for that# the Vl£esa is to be admitted which 
successfully accomplishes this function. With the help of 
this Vifeesa# difference-in-identity and identity-in-difference 
could be conveyed. Identity can be established with reference 
to Gunatva and Gunitva in the Lord like Sukha and the like.
It means Sukha# Jnana etc. # are the very nature of Brahman,
The Vacvatvarupa guna of these is aonveyed .and Gunaaunibhava 
is thus possible with the strength of ViSesa.426 The sruti- 
Yathodakam., a426A st3t^ng the Brahman as possessing unlimited 

attributes# negates the difference thereof.' So this very 
§rutl conveys the Vifeasa# described above in detail.42>7 
So to prove the validity of this Sruti# the Vikesa should be 
admitted in the Brahman as His Svarupafeakti that indeed 
dispels the contradiction being seen in the explicit appearance 
of Gunaaunibhava# identity of the Gunas and the like.
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Thus, it is not possible to state the relation of attri
buted and attribute without the help of suoh concept which is 
termed Bhedapratinidhi (playing the role of the representative 
of difference). This is also required to relate the plurality 
with regard to the attributes of same object.423 JayatXrtha 

says that these Vi£esas are innumerable subject to manifold
and innumerable dealings and usages.429

/

II. &UDDHISAURABHA

NIRDQSATVA OF THE LORD IN HIS mULARUPA AND IN AVATARARUPAS
In the Gunasaurabha the Gunapurnatva of the Lord Narayana 

was established. In this 6uddhisaurabha, the Nirdosatva of 
the Lord is established. The theme of this Saurabha is 
“Lord Narayana is absolutely free from all demerits and draw
backs. “

Vadiraja asserts that even the act of searching for a
demerit in great persons, is wrong. So, it becomes an unworthy
act bo refer to blemishes or flaws of Lord Hari, who is Ever-
free from all demerits. He is Nirdosa being endowed with

430innumerable auspicious qualities* And whatever seems to 
be a defect in ordinary persons need not be a defect in the 
great. The Lord destroying the whole created universe at 
its end, stands unaffected. E.g. giving up of daily religi
ous duties is sinful in respect of those, who are in
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Sampra 1 natasamadhi tout' it seems not sinful in case of those 
who are in deep meditation or Asampra Inatasamadhi. So the 
Lord is defectless even when He gets engaged in some des
tructive deed and such a destruction appears sinful from 
the point of view of only ordinary persons. Thus even 
killing Ravana is not a sinful act. The Lord is Acyuta 
having no demerits.^3* * aUrin9 -

Pralaya# sleeps on,a leaf; But that leaf exists without 
any tree. When there is such greatness P~s ^) in the
case of the leaf at Pralaya then what to’ say about the

432greatness ,of the Lord who sleeps on that. The Lord has
no birth and death. He is eternal. Because# birth and
death ,ar<5 also a type of Bosas as they exist in the bound
souls. But Lord, Hari is an Eternally Liberated Supreme Soul
The absence of pre-existence may be the cause of effect in
case of others. But the lord is an exception to this as He
is Eternally Existent, Even during Pralaya He is not destro
yed. So there is no absence of pre-existence in the Lord,

433Thus, He is not born like others* There is no cause 
as such for Lord's birth# since He is not born. The four
faced Brahma is born out of Lord's navel and god §iva is 

born of His wrath# but the Lord is not at all bom from any
source. It means# there is nothing' that could be thought

434of as the cause of His birth. When there is no cause#
no effect, (birth) as such can result. The presence of the
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Lord, during the Fralaya, justifies that even when everything 
In the universe is destroyed. He is not destroyed and He is 
present even before everything is created. So this fact 
proves that He has no birth and death.

Now one may say that the Lord is Apurna since He, in
the beginning, tends towards the creation of this universe.
But this argument is not tenable since this inclination
towards creation is for the, sake of others and not for His
sake like the oyerflowing,of the water, from a tank is to
Irrigate the adjacent lands, and not,for its own benefit.
Ip the same way, the Lord engages in the creation etc.,
with a view to give different states to different souls,,
(Moksa, Svarqa and Haraka). Lord Narayana has no displeasure
and delusion. He is an embodiment of bliss and knowledge.
Therefore, neither is Be sorrowful nor deluded. The
displeasure and the like happen as a result of the misdeeds

437and the like in one*s past life. But as the Lord is
never bora, there is, no question of His past life and per-

/formance of, misdeeds and the like. He neither gets prospered
nor degraded by, any action, since His engagement in activity,

438is not for His own sake, but with a view to bless the 
devotees, He gets engaged in multifarious activities. We 
learn that the Lord, in His incarnation of Krsna, has eaten 
butter, drunk milk and so on. But by this, w® cannot conclude
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that He also has the feeling of hunger, thirst and the like. 

Because, generally, the feeling of hunger, thirst and the 

others, are not seen even in the liberated souls. Those 

feelings are there only upto liberation. The Lord, being 

eternally liberated, cannot have either hunger or thirst.

And likewise the Lord is independent. Although He sits on 

Garuda and moves. He is not dependent. Because, when the 

whole earth was drowning into water, the Lord lifted it up

and. at that time, there was neither Garuda nor others to
* • 1support Him, So His sitting on Garuda etc,, is only to

favour them by receiving devotional service from them. In

His several incarnations, some activities of the Lord may

appear as If defective. And, one may ascribe Him pain,

sorrow and the like as it happened in the case of Rama who

lamented for Sita. But there, it does not mean that Rama

was incapable of regaining Sita and hence suffered a lot.

Because, the same Rama, in His Kjrgpa form went to Anantasana

tb bring back the child of a brahmin. For Him, getting back
sita was not a great and impossible task. The faat is, as

the Lord is all-pervasive, He was there all the time with
sita, even in Laftka. Even then Lord’s variegated deeds

are to impart instruction regarding theO behaviour to the
— 439human beings as it is remarked in the Bhaaavata. Although, 

He killed Ravapa who was a brahmin. He did not gain any sin 

by that. Because, at the end of the Yuqa or age, He even
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swallows the creator Brahma# but He was not stained with
! f w

any sin. Therefore# there is no Brahmahatyadosa as such.
Ahd His installing the Sivallflqa at RameSvara# is to offer
a chance to god £iva to loo3c at Setu and to get rid of the

«*• 440sin of Brahmahatva. caused by the cutting the fifth head
of God Brahma. So at the request of Siva# Lord Rama installed
the sivallftqa there. And keeping friendship with Sugrlva is
also not defeatful. King although capable# goes as if led
by the servant? Lord Rama# who is capable to take with Him

441the creatures to the Brahmaloka# has no need to depend 
upon others.

i i - i ‘ [

Then Vadiraja deals with the Krsnavatara and its Wir-
dosatva. Lord Krsna is also free from birth and death.
Because# in His belly# all the worlds exist and they were
seen by His mother Ya§oda as such. His showing the Brahmanda

442in His mouth proves that He is beyond birth and death.
The holy mark of Srivatsa# which is there on the chest of

tat mm AA ^Lord Narayana# was seen on the body of Krsna. So Krsna * • " * * « « » *444is none other than Lord Visnu. ,
• •

The Lord is not subject to Cheda, Bheda and the like. 
When Kfs^a showed His Vlfevarupa to Arjuna# the latter saw 
all the warriors of his enemy side# being clutched between 
the teeth of Krspa.' So how can suah a Lord be killed and

445
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44£cut off by the same warriors on the ground. Therefore,
i

He is Acchhedva and Abhedva* When Krsna came to Duryodhana 
for the talks of compromise, Duryodhana intended to bind 
him, but could not. So, lord Hari is beyond and not subject 
to destruction like Cheda, Bheda, Bandhana etc. Thus, lord 
Hari, in His incarnations, appears to be weak and defectful. 
But He is not so in reality* So, his appearance is like 
a male actor, who takes a female role on the stage; but by 
this very acting, he cannot be said to be a woman,447

*Here after, Vadiraja quotes from the scriptures to 
substantiate what is proved above.

By this, it is clear that the lord is free from all 
demerits. He, who credits demerits to the Lord, will become 
sinful, The lord, therefore, in £is original form or in the 
incarnated forms, is defectless. He is Blissful and Guna- 
purna. It means. He always enshrines with His intrinsic
pure and blissful nature,448

/

REFUTATION OF ADVAITA CONCEPT OF AJNANA 
After clearing out the doubts regarding the Nirdosatva 

of the Lord, Vadiraja takes up for, criticism the Advaita
AAQ (jmeonaept of Alnana, The Advaitins attribute Ainana or 

nescience to Brahman. They say that Brahman is the A$rava
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450(locus) and Visava (objects.) o£ Ainana. And it is said 
that He, because of this# undergoes Sa&sara (transmigration). 
If all this is admitted, then Nlrdosatva or defectlessness 
of the lord would become baseless,

Vadiraja states that Brahman can be ^either the A&raya 
nor the Visava of nescience. By superimposition of Ainana, 
only erroneous experience will, result and that will lead to 
attaining states like Jlvabhava. But the super imposition of 
nescience on Brahman is impossible. Because, according to 
the Advaita, superimposition is of two types: (1) Tadatmva- 
ropa - mistaking one entity for another and (2) Dharmaropa - 
mistaking the attributes of one entity as the attributes of
another entity, mistaking the attributes of body such as

— 451sthulatva, etc., as the attributes of the self. But
Brahman has no such erroneous experience of two kinds, it
cannot be said "Alnanafh Brahma1* -* which means Ainana cannot
be attributed to or transferred to Brahman saying "Brahma
Ainanam.11 Thus Aihanaropa is not possible in Brahman,
And the experience as Ajnoham - ,rl am ignorant" involves
no superimposition. It is only the experience of Siddha-

r* & 53inana. It may be superimposition only when association 
of nescience in that, is regarded as superimposed. For this, 
presence of nescience must,be there somewhere before and 
same is to be wrongly associated with Brahman by superimposing

v



the attributes of that. But in the Advalta, there is no 
454another entity other than Brahman, which ean be the locus 

and object* Presence of nescience cannot be regarded as 
superimposed* And in the Advaita, nescience is not a 
different and independent entity. According to them, it

^ ^ /cc4s Brahma&rita or associated with Brahman and not Anva6rlta«
, To have erroneous experience in Brahman, there should be 
nescience before, then it is to be superimposed. The expres-

w 1 rsion “I.am ignorant** may ba erroneous in him, who has no 
nescience. And it is not erroneous in him, who has nescience. 
So, in the Advaita, A1 nanasamsarcaropa is not possible since, 
nescience is already associated with Brahman. So, there is 
no question of superirapositlonas §uch. And this association 
cannot be treated as.superimposition, so, the expression- 
**I am ignorant” is not erroneous one. The superimposition 
of nescience might be.possible, if Brahman is considered an 
Adhara or substratum of nescience and the attributes of 
Adharatva (state of being, substratum) of Alnana are seen.
Buit, the Advaita Brahman feels Itself as * It Is ignorant. *

' >

So the experience of ignorance is not all erroneous. Moreover, 
unless the superimposition of nescience is proved, the super- 
impositibn of its association cannot be proved and vice versa. 
The superdisposition of nesaience in Brahman is not possible

1 , i
f

since, nescience is not an Independent and different entity.
So, in the form of cognition ”1 am ignorant,” there is no
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- «. _ 456Aropa of Tadatamra. and Samsarca as shown above. In the
statement “I am Ignorant, * if Ajnanaropa is accepted, then
there would be Apaslddhanta i.e., the very concept of their
Siddhanta will collapse. For, according to the Advaita,
nescience is associated with the very nature of Brahman
and it is the root cause of the experienced such as "I am
ignorant" etc,, So how can either the nescienae or its
association be superimposed?,, The association of pot and
earth is not at all superimposed (not imagined). It is
real* So nesalence being present with Brahman, is not
erroneous, but it is to be accepted as real and non-erroneous?

And Brahman is declared as HIrdosa or defeatless in the
ACgAdvaita, If association of nescienae is referred to 

Brahman then the very Nlrdosatva will be no more. And 
nescience cannot become erroneous to itself. It may cause 
erroneous experience such as pride etc., which are seen in 
the embodied soul. So it is evident that Ainana is Jlvaferlta 
and not Brahmaferita. Thus, ( superimposition of nescience 
in Brahman is not tenable. The nescience is eternal and 
hence there is no first and second nescience as such. Even 
if it is taken for granted, the latter does not become the

cause of the defect of erroneous experience to the former.*
But, it may become the cause of the ascertainment of nescience

459 mm-as in darkness. iBhramai is possible, only when something 
is understood in its absence, In the same my, erroneous
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experience (Bhrama) may get originated, only when super- 
imposition of nesaienee or its association is possible. As 
shown above, the superimposition of Ajnana is impossible.
All this has been said and thus proved that the Advaita 
concept of Ajnana remains unproved. Really speaking,,in 
the eternity of Ajnana, it cannot become the cause of super- 
imposition of latter Ajnana. Moreover, at the time of 
the ascertainment dr apprehension (in the case of experience 
as “I an ignorant), nescience cannot become the cause of 
Bhrama (its superimposition). Because, cause should precede 
the effect. Ajnana being a Dosa or defect, should give rise

A 4to Bhrama (erroneous experience). But here, both nescience
462and erroneous experience become mutually cause and effect.

It means whenever there is nescience, there is apprehension 
of erroneous experience and whenever there is erroneous 
experience, there is, nescience, (defect). Thus, the view is 
affected by Anyonvaferava-dosa or the fallacy of mutual 
dependence.. Now the erroneous ness cannot be said as born 
of nescience because according to the Advaita, even this

— 464erroneous experience of nescience is cognised by Saksin.
And this Saksin is eternal and unborn. So in “I am ignorant," 
the knowledge of it, is cognised by eternal Saks in, And this 
experience is unborn and not erroneous. Whatever is not born 
of defect (nescience) is not erroneous experience. So, 
the expression "I am ignorant" does not accept Ajnana as

X



138

Brahml&rita, since there is no any valid proof. But it is 

clear that it is JivaSrita or associated with soul, where 

its effects such as pride, arrogance etc., are clearly 

perceptible. So, the association of nescience in Brahman 

is just imagined and baseless. Thus, in Brahman, as there 

is iio nesalance, there is no erroneous experience. In the 

Advaita, the self is Nirvi6eaa (devoid of all character

istics). So, how can there be defect of nescienae and the 

erroneous experience from that in It? The Nirvi&esatva 

view of the self (Brahman) does not permit nescienae to be 

the cause of erroneous experience, so nescience concept 

of the Advaita is not tenable.

Now, if nescience is not superimposed, then it must 

be real. When it is real there is the loss of the Advaita. 

Not only this, the world created by this should also be 

declared as real. Because, when the cause is regarded as 

real then the effect must also be real. The real cause 

does not give rise to an unreal effect* By this, the Bheda 

or difference is also established and because of real 

nesaience it remains unsublated so far as cognition is 

concerned. And according to the Advaita, whatever is real, 
like Brahman, never disappears.467 So, the real nescience 

remains as it is and because of this there is no Moksa or 

liberation. Moksa is cessation of nescience. When nescience
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is real like Brahman there is no cessation and hence there 
is no liberation. Thus, the doctrines in the form of 
branches of the tree of the Advaita, such as identity,
liberation fall one by one,, since the ,v:ery root Ainana of

1 *

the Advaita-tree is not firm.

According to the Advaita, Fratikarmavyavasthiti means 
when the nescience which is Bandhaka or binder and the veil

\ f »of an object, is removed by the precaution of direct cogni-* 
tion (Aparoksainana), then that entity becomes an object 
of knowledge Cetana. This is Pratikarmawavasthitih, As 
shown above, when the cessation of real nescience is imposs-

t X t s t

ible, then Pratikarmawavasthitih is baseless. Thus,
> V *» r f > ,nescience as contended by the Advaitins, is nowhere found 

as proved so far* So, Brahman does not get associated or 
affected by this nescience and for It there is no necessity 
to attain state of soul and see the world, Thus, there is 
no nescience as such; even if it is real (in the Jlva) its 

products such as world etc,, are also real. So, acceptance 
of the conaept of nescience by the Advaita leads to baseless 
and impossible conclusions. Thus, the whole tree of the 

, Advaita with nescience as its root, when uprooted, collapses 
completely.And there remains nothing as a topia for the 
Advaita Sastra. 470Kow “i am ignorant'* and other statements 

give the sense that nescience is present in soul since he

\
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has such experience. How can it be then Brahma£rlta? For 

Pramana <valid means) is somewhere and Prameva or an object 

of knowledge is elsewhere* Pramana is the experience of 

soul and how can Brahman be an object of knowledge of this?

And even by the fact of Aikva (identity) in Brahman and Jlva* 

nescience cannot be attributed to Brahman, If attributed, 

then there will be the defect of AnvonvaSrava (mutual 

dependence). When identity is proved, nescience as Brahma-
” t , * i

t f
6rita is proved and when nescience as Brahma6rlta is proved" ■! r * i i “

then the identity is proved.„ Thus, there is Anvonvaferava-
' ; 47i ‘ r ’ ‘ ^
dosa. So nescience is impossible in Brahman, The

- <w ^472 ^Bhaqavadqlta clearly shows, that the Lord is Sarvaina or 

Omniscient and Arjuna is Alpalna or, knowing little, And
fii ’

these two qualities are mutually contradictory. And by this 

statement, it is evident that the Lord has the perception of 

His Sarvainatva omniscience for ever. So, nescience seen 

in the soul cannot he associated with Brahman, Thus, nescience 

is also not approved of by Srutl* Smftl etc.

Now, even the Jlva does not become the locus of nescience. 

If it is to be the locus of nescience, then it would be earlier 
to nescience. And if nescience is proved, then the Jlva is 

proved, and if Jlva is proved then only it can be a locus of
i 1

nescience. If it is contended that Brahman, owing to Ainana, 
attains jlvabhava* then the Jlva has to be admitted as distinct
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70 2k
since beginning less ' and by this Bheda ^difference becomes

evident* So to avoid this* the Advaitins have to declare

that Jiva is Alnanakalpita. So*, when it is Aifianakalpita*
473then also there is the defect of mutual dependence* And* 

this defect of mutual dependence is more severe* than the . 

defect of endless regression (Anavastha)*- Because, in 

Anavastha (as in peed and sprout),* the relation of mutual 

cause cannot be decided and it is not deformed and moreover* 

it does not create any Avatharthalnana (the tree is not born 

of the seed of the same tree)* Whereas in mutual dependence* 

the state of .cause and effect is defective* So nescience 

is not a Visava or object at all* Brahman is not Aferava 

or locus of this nescience (of superimposed nature). If it 

is admitted that nescience present in soul is also there 

in Brahman* then Brahman Itself owing to Alnana should attain 

Jlvabhava. By this knowledge of identity* experience of a 

Jiva should also be seen in all* i,e., nescience of one soul 

should be in all and experience of one soul must to there 

inwall* To avoid this crisis* if Wavaharikabheda (empirical 

difference), is allowed to flourish* then the experience as 

”X am ignorant” does not prove nescience in Brahman,

So Jiva is ignorant, he is not,the Lord and creator of
i

the world* He*, who is the Lord and creator, has no ignorance, 
The association of Bhrama (illusion) of nescience is impossible
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474 ,in Brahman. In srutis also, it is clearly stated that,
soul is associated with AInana since eternity and this A inana 

. . - - 475 (positive)
is of Abhavarupa (negative) and Bhavarupa /as it veils the
understanding of the nature of knowledge, bliss etc. There
is no Ainana in the sense of 'self,* but only in respect of ,
the content of knowledge, bliss etc., of 'self.' So in
"I am ignorant" A inana is of Abhavarupa. Otherwise, the
saifisara (with Bhavarupainana) would have to be declared as
Moksa. If there is realisation of the pleasure of self, then

476that state is called Mukti. And there is no rule as such, 
that without the knowledge of the Svarupasukha (Bhava), there 
cannot be knowledge of its Abhava as there is no knowledge of

i i

the objects without the light,, Because as, for the cognition 
(perception) of darkness, light is not required. So also
for knowledge of Abhava, knowledge of Svarupasukha (Bhava)

( *

is not necessarily required, so just giving up of the rigi~ 
dity of the rule as knowledge is ever dependent on an object, 
it is to be accepted that svarupa knowledge is common and 
general and knowledge of its qualities such as bliss etc., 
are particular and peculiar. So ",J am ignorant" means, the 
sense of I (self) is general and common and ignorant means 
Abhavarupa1hana of the qualities of self (Avacchedaka).^ ' 

Thus, in this context, the problem is whether an object of 
which. A inana is talked of, is known or not. For this the
Advaitins have no solution. But in the Dvaita, the solution
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is shown as above (with the help of the Samanva and Vl&eaa),

Without the distinction of Samanva and Vl&esa if 
Jhanabhava (absence of knowledge) is meant as Atvantabhava 
(total non-existence) Jthen the Atvantabhava is §unva and 

its knowledge would become absolutely real as Brahman.
(It is as good as saying the feunva is also real). Because 

knowledge of Prativoaln of Atvantabhava is real as Brahman, 
So, the iunva X’a Bratlvoaln of Atvantabhava) should also be

real, 478

Then, if Jnana of Jhanabhava is not accepted, it is as 

good as negating the Jnana itself, which is impossible as a 
blind by birth cannot negate the presence of variegated and 

colourful earth* There is nothing which is absolutely 
unknown since there is no evidence. . (It means, everything

including Jhanabhava, is cognised in the form of knowledge).
_ » — 479So, Jnana of Jhanabhava is to be accepted. As nescience

is accepted, likewise let absence of knowledge also be 

acaepted in the form of knowledge. Thus, there are two 
aspects (Alhana and Jhanabhava) to be put on. May be Bhava- 
rupalhana or AbhavaruphIhana, there is no so much distinc
tion siht^e Aichatatva is common to both. If Bhavarupa i hana 

is accepted, as it is a partial view that causes the loss 

of the Advaita. According , to the Dvaita view, there is no
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Abhava of JnanasamanvsP80 since Saksiinana is eternal one.

And so far as Abhava is concerned# it is there in the Vlfee^a- 

in ana of the Jivas. But it is not there in Brahman# since 
He is Sarvaina. So in the experience of Jlva as "I am ignorant” 

the A jhana is of Abhavarupa of Vifeesainana. So as to say 

it does not mean that Jiva has no Samanvainana of Brahman# 
but he lacks Vifeesainana which is Abhavarupa.

X£ some one says that he does not understand Brahman# 
it means he has no direct cognition of Brahman through eye;
(He lacks Vi^esainana of Brahman or laaks Sastrainana per-

' ' ' «• — «• 480Atainlng to Brahman) but he may be having Samanvainana.
- » { '

The A in ana does not mean total negation of Jhana but only

absence of Vl£esainana. So the statement "X am ignorant”
. t ‘ > , 1

does not negate Faroksainana gained by the study of Sastras#
, i r

but it negates only the Aoaroksainana (direct cognition) of 

Brahman. Here the same is applied to the Advaitins# because 

the Bhavarupainana although conceals the nature of Brahman 
(Brahmaparoksa) it does not negate the Jnana gained "by the
4astras. The Advaitins contend that they do not understand

* a Arm
It (Brahman) even after gaining Its knowledge by the Sastras.

<■

Xn the Dvaita# there is no impossibility of cognition 
(Jhana) of A jhana (Jnanabhava).^81 According to the Advaita# 

Brahma inana is not competent to remove A jnana but it is the



Manovr t ti inana, that removes the Ainana. But this view is 
not tenable since it is as good as saying that a king# 
impossible to be killed by the sharp weapons of his enemies# 
is slain by the sword of his own at home* The Vrtfciinana

i

is originated from Avldva (Ainana). How can this Vrttilnana 
remove the Ainana which cannot be removed by Brahmainana? 
(knowledge of Brahman or absolute knowledge)? So the view 
of the Advaitins is contradictory to the £rutl and reason 
as well. And Brahma inana is Aiada (sentient) and Vrttilnana 
is Jada (insentient)., So how can this Vrttiinana which is 
insentient* remove the nescience? One Jada cannot kill 
another Jada as it is originated from that., It is impose!-

Ago ^ble. Really speaking# the very contention as Vrttlinana 
originates from insentient Ainana (nescience) is unsound.
The mind (Vrttilnana) only when having association of the 
Svarupa inaria* becomes capable to cognize the objects. So 
how, then does the mind (Vrttlinana) become competent to 
remove nescience without Svarupa inana? For the removal of 
nescience* connection of Svarupainana is necessary. Otherwise* 
neither-can lt(Manovrttiinana)coqnize the objects nor can it 
remove the nescience since it is -insentient. Only with the 
help of CetanaSakti of Svarupainana; the two above mentioned 
capacities are seen in Vrttilnana. So the nescience stands 
undestroyed,,

Thus* having disregarded the nescience* Vadiraja takes up



the Bhrama (illusion) of the Advaitins for refutation. This 

illusion is also a produce of nescience. If it is said that 

Brahman cognizes the Siddhaiaqat* then it is not the Bhrama. 

And if at all it (Jaqat) becomes the product (Kalpita) of 

Illusion to which nescience is the .cause, then it (Jaqat) 

would be~etemal (Sarvakallkanitva) being Brahmakalpita. \
K

As long as the world, is there, nescience is also there and ^

eternal Brahman is also there. And as Brahman and nescience
*

are eternal, Brahman would have the cognition of the world 

for ever. Because as long as nescience is there, illusion 

is also there, and Jaqat a product (Kalpita) of that nesalence 

is cognized without destruction (Pralaya) since the power of 

cognition of Brahman is eternal and indestructible. Thus, 
illusion!,5also Mltva. The Adrsta. Kala etc*, cannot be

treated as the cause of Pralaya, since they are also products

484 ,of Bhrama, The Advaitins quoting the sruti passage-

"Mavlnantu mahelvarafit” contend that Maya is in Brahman, But

here the term Maya means PrSkrti (primal matter). So May in

does not give the sense of Brahman having Maya. The term

May in does not attribute Maya to Brahman, Brahman does not

gdtljbound by Mava like the term Cakrln, referring to a

potter, does not make him get bound by the wheel. As a

potter makes use of the wheel in manufacturing the pots and

the like, Brahman also makes use of Mava in creating this
world. As'the wheel is under the control of the potter, the
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Mava is also (junder the control of Brahman* So May in means 
- - 485He, with Mava under His control. Brahman, although 

Mavln is Mavadura like a king, although in forest is called 
Dhanln. How can Brahman get affected by Mava (Ainana) when 

He is declared as Sarvaina? He, who is Omniscient has no 

Ainana. Brahman is Sarvaina in the sense. He is an embodi
ment of eternal power pf cognition and cognizes Himself andj ' 1

the whole world. So attributing nescience to Omniscient

is as good as saying that a, mother is a barren woman, which
486 *is self-contradictory. The Sruti proclaims that Brahman

is Asaftaa (having no association of Ainana as such)*486 A

And it, cannot be argued that, it is only by means of Ainana.
that-Brahman gains, the knowledge of the world (contact of

the world) and, without Ainana His Sarvainatva is no more.
, Because, Ainana need not play the role of conductor since

Brahmaaetana is all pervasive and need not be helped by any

means* And very naturally Brahman has the contact with all
the objects, The Advaitins explain the term Asafiaa as Brahman,

486Bin Xts nature, is devoid of any contact* In the Dvaita
view, Asaftqa means Brahman, not affected Jay the association
of the world* Really speaking, the Advaitins. cannot explain

the term since, in their view. Brahman is associated with
nescience always*c But: in the Dvaita, Brahman is Asaftga in

the sense that He is all pervasive which means although having
associated with the world. He is disassociated in the sense

487He does not get affected by that association# So the very
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£rutl passage Asafiga wards off even the association of Ainana
in. Brahman* But it does not rule out the association or the
contact! of other things other than the Ailiana. Because*

Asanaa-^rutl not merely discard the defect of Ainana but
discards other defects (demerits) also, otherwise* this
£rutl would oppose other §ruti passages suoh as Nlranisto 

4 487Aniravadhvah. So the Asanaa-iruti negates the association
of defective things such as Ainana and the like# and it does 
not negate the association of meritorious and auspicious

tqualities^ The Asaftaa-feruti* admitting meritorious and
auspicious qualities in Brahman such as Sarva&varatva. Sarva-

a' ' r ’
vaoitva. Sarvakartrtva etc,* does not admit creation of

i ^ *- t ' t it

defective world* It means* because* Lord Brahman is Sarvakarta.
<5 « j t » t

He .does not create any Illusory world* but creates a real world. 
And byt* this very creation* He is not affected by any Eos a.
s''’ i } I I I /

I 1

Thus* the term Asahaa gives the sense of the absence of the 
contact of demerits Or defects. The creation of the world 
does not make Him to be defective* whereas it proves His 
Sarvalnatva* Sarvakartrtva* Sarvawapitva etc. So, this 
Sruti describes that Brahman has the association of toe 
Prakrti (primal-matter) and at the same time it negates toe 
association of the defeats such as Karman* Ainana* Duhkha etc# 
And the £ruti-Niranisto niravadhyah does not negate the
association of meritorious qualities* but negates the associa-

(

tion of demerits. The Asafiaaferuti also suggests that Brahman
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nescience are two different# separate# distinct# opposite and
contradictory aspects. Therefore# Madhva has stated in his
Uoadhikhandana. that Ainana can never be attributed to,Brahman

491who is ^-Omniscient (Akhilasamvetr). Wow it cannot be said
that let there be Aifiana in the presence of Jfiana. Because# 
then the prefix a (giving the sense of negation) becomes
futile# or else# -Ainana should .mean the knowledge of Brahman

' ' ‘ — 491Asinae a denotes Lord Visnu. ,So His knowledge is Ainana.
f i t

And Brahman has no Vrttiinana (since. He has no mind which is 
Prakrta). So there is no question of getting affected His

. ' ~ 1 , 1 f iSvarupainana as. shewn aboye and also ManasikaIhana since
there is no material mind. Thus there is no nescience in 

492Brahman, The world# including mind is the product of
nescience. Before creation there was no nescience since 
there was no world as such. How can then the forming or 
fashioning of these be possible? So there is neither nescience

v cl

nor illusion in Brahman, When it is proved that Brahman has 
no Manasika 1 nana (Vrttiinana) how then its nescience (if taken 
for granted) be removed? Because# in the Advaita# Ainana is 
to be removed by Vrttl ihana. And it is foolish to say that 
nescience of Brahman would be removed by Vrttiinana of the 
Jivas forming in future. Because# nescience of one cannot 
be removed by idle Vrttiinana of another. And if the Advaitins 
say that this is possible because of the identity of Brahman 
and embodied soul# then as shoim earlier# there would be
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Anvonva^raya (if there is nescience in Brahman there is

identity and if there is identity there can be nescience in

Brahman)# It also cannot be said that it is possible as

Brahman attains the Jivabhava through Its nescience because

it amounts to saying that nescience is there along with

Jnana (true knowledge) whiah is a self-contradiction# Now

it is proved that Vrttiinana of soul cannot remove idle

nescience of Brahman, As Brahman is veiled (or concealed)

by nescience# there is no chance for soul to gain true know-
493ledge since he is identical with Brahman in the Sdvaita,

Let idle Vrttilnana, a product of nescience# destroy not only 

the nescience (even if taken for granted) but also true know

ledge since it is understood that it is present always with 

A jnana in Brahman and both of them are not contradictory# as 

Ainana is not going to be destroyed by Jnana, This view 
beaomes opposed to the £ruti passage- Drstvaiva taih mucvate^3A 

(Realising It one gets liberated)# because# according to this 

view neither Samsara nor Ainana can be destroyed. Further# 

it is to be accepted that nescience has only resisting power 
towards the origin of true knowledge# 0 the wise#, the £ruti- 

passages relating to the destruction of Ainana by Jnana 

become futile.

NOw this nescience cannot be destroyed by Manas ainana. 

Because*? Manasaihana related to Brahman# is Insentient according
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to the Advaita. The Ac it element of this Jnana is not capable 
to destroy the Aihana. And if the Cit element is regarded as
competent as it is the very nature of Brahman, then there is

*

no scope for Aihana to be there in Brahman, So the Bhavarupa- 
inana which is Nitva as contended by the Advaitins, is not at 
all there in the Lord,

AJNANA IS WOT VISAYA§RITA
rm AQASome of the Advaitins contend that A jnana is Vlsayaferlta* 

According to this view, Vlsava becomes the locus of Aihana.
It is because of the concealment by the Aihana; the §ukti 
cannot be comprehended as it is. It is because of Aihana only, 
the Sukti is mistaken for Raiata. Therefore, it is said that 
the Aihana is Vlsava6rita. But this view does not stand any 
test? since, when the Aihana of that object (Sukti) is removed
by the Vrttijnana of one beholder, then the object, as it is,

* /

should become exposed, to one and all. ' Because the Vrtti jnana
has already removed the Aihana covering that object. But

495practically, it never happens. When some light is taken 
into a room, it removes the darkness therein and makes all 
the objects therein visible to "one and all* But in the case 
of Aihana. which is believed to be VisavaSrlta, it does not 
happen. Even by the Vrttiinana of one, when the Aihana, which 
is the Avaraka of the object is removed, it does not become 
visible as it is to one and all. So it is clear that the Aihana
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is not Vlsava£rita« If another concealment is to be accepted

(A1hanantaravarana) > then that object becomes invisible to one

and all including him# who# at first attempt# had seen the 
496 '

object. If separate Ajnanas# concealing the same object# 

according to a number of Jivas# are to be Ocegarded# then that 

leads to the concept of infinite number of different Ajnanas,
So the view# that the Aihana Is Visava^rita, is not tenable.497

Thus# It is clear from this# that neither Brahman nor 

individual soul and nor even Vlsava can be the Aferava of 

Ainana.

aj5ama497a is JIVA&RITA •'

According to the Dvaita view# the embodied soul is the 

locus of Ajftana. The Aifiaha (wrong knowledge)# coming in the 

way of true knowledge is found in the soul. And the souls 

alone# and not insentient things# are called Tamasas (possess- 

ing Aiftana). He# whose Ainana (wrong knowledge) gets 

removed# is capable to have the knowledge of objects. And 

like the variegated defeats of sight in different persons# 

the veil of Ainana (wrong knowledge) is also distinctly 

different from man to man. Generally# the light and darkness 

appear to be resorted to objeats. Really speaking, objects 

resort to light and darkness. One becomes the Ma&aka (destro

yer) and another Na&va (destroyed) as light enters in the place



of darkness and removes it? in the same way# Jnana and Ainana 
are Na6aka and Nafeva (relation of Has van a6 aka). By this very
fact# it can be known that both Jnanainana are there in the

\ tsoul. As true knowledge is there in Purusa. in the same way# 
the nescience to be destroyed by that true knowledge, must 
also be there in the same Purus a. Then only the destruction
of his nesaience (wrong knowledge) is possible. But in

\ 11
Brahman, there cannot be any nesaience (wrong knowledge).

,, , 1 , i j v AQQSince He_ is an embodiment of unlimited pure knowledge.
Thus, Jnana jhana being present in the Jlva the Jnana becomes

* am ' 4
the cause of Vastuinana and wrong knowledge of that like an 
eye-disease, causing veil to objects, becomes the cause of 

wrona knowledae. The role of wrona knowledae in Purusa is
also the same. As the Jnana is there in the knowing Jlva.

«■ " , <m 500the Ainana is also there in the Jiva.
i \

The Advaitins * stand is that to gain the knowledge of
j

t > * i t ,

objects, our mind moves out of the body through eyes (senses)
towards objects (A&rava of Ainana). But this view is
wrong. Because the experience of the knowledge of objects
etc., is like the experience of pleasure and displeasure.

501As the experience takes inside, knowledge of objects cannot 
take place outside. Otherwise, there cannot be experience of 
that. The sense-organs such .as the eye, ear, although tracing 
outward, originate knowledge inside? whereas mind, not tracing
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outward* need not move out ,o£ the body,towards objects. The 
moving of the mind £rom the body is seen when the soul departs 
from the body* The mind ip, called Antahkarana - inner sense - 
organ,, So it should always be there inside and accomplish 
its work, As Jhana is Antahkarahaqata, Aifiana is also 
Antaftkaranaaata. , So the destroyer and destroyed should be 
at the same plaae. And moreover the true knowledge of one

* i i 4
i

man does not destroy the wrong knowledge of another,i By
^ ' ' . v ^

this <$ary fact also* „ it is clear that Jhana and Aifiana are
1 r l t

°£ Bka^rava (having one and the same as substratum). The
experience of Saks in is also the same* The experience as -
* I know' and the experience - ’I know not' are also cognized 

— ' ' 503 „ -by the Saksin, The Jhana as *1 am ignorant' proves the
* <

Aifiana of the cJlva, The Vedic -statement corroborates the
same point as Mava, (Avidva-Ainana) is there ,in the Jiva since

- 504 ieternity* But, it cannot be said that lay the fact of
identity (Aikva) of Jiva and Brahman* A jhana can get trans
ferred, to Brahman. , Because* Prama-trtva (knowability) is 
there in the jiva and Pramata (Jnlttr) (knowsr) is soul only,

t. mm 1 mmSo the Pramatrtva of Jiva cannot be attributed to Brahman
i

as there, is difference in Kartr* Karma and Bhava according
504Ato the Advaita, When Aikva itself is untenable and

Illogical as shown earlier* it" is foolish to attribute 
t 505Pramatrtva of Jiva to Brahman, Hie inference also favours 

the view that wrong knowledge is in the soul since the A^rava
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£ locus) o£ this is same as that of Jnana (trua knowledge)
506like the pleasure and displeasure found In the same person,

The Advaitins hold that Ainana Is the Upadanakarana
(material cause) for the creation of this world. So
Alnana Is there In Brahman* But this view is wrong. The
primaXjnatter (Mulaprakrti) at creation and the mud and the
like in subsequent creations is the material cause (Upadana-
karana). So the nescience is not required for creation of
this world, Even If it is taken for granted that nescience
is there in Brahman, Brahman is the lord, the controller of
that like a cowherd who is called the lord of cows (Goman).

507It means# He being the lord of that# never gets affected.
The J?va, since sleeping with Maya (Ajnana-affected), cannot 
have the experience of his own bliss, Wien this Mava (Ajnana- 
wrong knowledge) is removed, he will experience his own

mt — ~ 508 — «•bliss. Hence Ainana is Jlva&rlta. This Mava, which is
real, conceals only the blissful nature of soul and not the
element of the cognition 'I*. The wrong knowledge does not
affect the *3t* element. The Mava (A-jnana) of this kind is

_ 509real, an element of Prakrtl, and seen in Jlvas. The 
wrong knowledge which is Anadi in souls is of two kinds.
One Jlvacchadaka that veils the very nature of the soul like 
the cataract of an eye and another is Paramacchadaka, like

v.
a curtain, that makes the very nature of Brahman unknown
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to the soul- Thus two-folded Ainana (Maya) is there in 

the diva. The Lord# not having any of these, removes away 

the same, (He is the destroyer of these two). If He 

is not away from or free from two types of wrong Knowledge, 

how can He then dispel the wrong Knowledge of others liha 

a King being himself confined or arrested cannot help 

others to get released. Those, who attribute Mava to 

to the Lord, should bequestioned as to whether Mava causes 

delusion to the Lord or not? If it does,not create delu

sion then let it be in the lord as a special power. Then 

it proves that the Lord, being,unaffected and undeluded,i i i 1 >

_ «. 510
maKes the divas deluded. The Bhaaavata passage discards 

the possibility of the presence of Alnana in Brahman. It 

is only a fool or ignorant, who, with a view to hide his
' \ ' < 1 1

demerits, attributes the same to the others. In the same 
way, he attributes Aifiana. possibly present in the diva.

- 1 '1

to the Lord with a view to ward off the inferiority com- 
513 ,,«•plesc. Thus, Alnana. may be in any form, can never be 

attributes to the Lord; whereas it can be attributed to 
the diva since the diva is the locus of the Alnana.

i

ONE AMD THE SAME CAN BE THE SUBJECT AMD THE OBJECT

The Advaitins contend that one and the sene cannot be 

the subjest and the object for one and the same action,viz., 

Knowing, Regarding this, they say that Lord cannot realise
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himself or know Himself* But the statements suah as "I
know not myself”, *1 know myself* clearly show that one
and the same can he the subject and the object for the
same action of knowing* This cannot be rejected since it

514is universally accepted* The contention of the Advaitins
_ 514Aseems to be based upon the definition of Karma Mimaftsakas, 

According to them. Karma or the object is that where the 
fruit of the action such as movement (knowing) is seen. 
According to this* one and the same cannot be the subject 
and the object for the same action. But* this definition 
has no universal applicability. Zt may not be true in the
case of experiences. So some other definition has to be

, 515 stated,

, •, ' '

By quoting the definition of Karma of Mimamsakas the
515AAdvaitins slip into self-contradiction. Because^ dis

regarding the same definition* the Advaita superimposes the 
world on Brahman - with the view that the subject-object 
relation (Jnana-Jhevarupa-re1ation) cannot be applied and 
attributed to Brahman,, If it is attributed* like Brahman* 
the world will also become real. Hence* the Advaita does 
not admit this relation in the case of Brahman. But here* 
to reject the identity (sameness) in the subject, the object 
and the action* the Advaita has relied upon the same defini
tion of Karma given by the Bhappas. Thus* there is self-
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contradiction in this approach, Moreover* the definition 
itself of the Bha£tas is defective. Because,, the fruit 
or aim or result of action can never be the object whereas 
it is something pertaining to the subject only, E.g. he, 
who wants to go to a village!, walks a certain distance*
The mere stepping into that village is not the fruit or 
the aim, but it is something more that pertains to the

*' t
*subject who walks* _ Otherwise Karmatva is to be attributed

to the entire portion of , the land touched by his feet on
* >■ (

the way* But# this_„is not the case* Just Karmatva cannot
be attributed to the entire portion of the land# in the
same way, Karmatva- cannot be, attributed to the last portion
or last stepped or touched land* Thus the application of
definition is affected# with two demerits* too wide and too

' 516narrow (two logical defects)* _ Therefore# the relation 
of the subject and the object ntust be subjective - a'type 
of subjective or intrinsic relation* since it is evident 
that when one knows an object (pot)# the frjuit of that 
knowledge is to describe it in terms or words* And this 
is seen in the knower and not in the known (pot). Hence# 
the fruit of the action is related to the subject and not 
to the object. So the definition of the Bha££as Is defective. 
According to this definition* one and the same cannot be the

i t

subject and the object. Whereas self-objectivity of know
ledge (Svarupa) is thus evident. So there is identity in

517the subject* the object and the action.
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The characteristic of the object of the Knowledge is 

riot found in the object (pot) but seen in the Knower, since 

the fruit of the Knowing action is a peculiar subjective 

relation which is in the form of usage or articulation*

The Jnatrtva is not there in the object but in the Know

ledge of the Knower* If it is in the object, then Jnatrtva 

cannot be seen pertaining' to the realisation of past and** ~ » * i

\ M Q

future things. So Jnatrtva Is there in the Knowledge 

of the Knower, Therefore^ there is sameness in these.

The Svarupairiana of the lord realises the nature of 

the lord* * The Bhagavadgita corroborates this view. The 
Gita^8A declares, the Kartrtva, Karmatva and Kriyatva 

to the lord. The difference is seen between Jriana (which 

is intrinsic) and Jfieya (the object of Knowledge - extrinsic)
■> ' f

in respect of the Knowledge of the Jada. But when Jnanatva s

and Jrieyatva are attributed to the same Jnanarupa Atman
!

there is no difference and there the same becomes the 

subject, the means and also the object. Hence, there is
' v f

no universal rule that there is difference between Jriana 

and Jrieva. So there is no any invalidity in saying that 
Atman realises himself.^^Jnanatva and Jrieyatva are possible

* < / i * - (

to be seen in respect of an object of Jnanarupa such as 

Atman.
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Explicitly, there appears difference among Brahman,

His knowledge and His action so far as usage is concerned.
But, they are not different. Identity among them is possible 
with the help of the concept Vlfeesa.3 The Vifjesa is the 

philosophical concept expounded by Madhva that proves ultimate 

identity between the lord, His knowledge. His action and 

the like and at the same time plays the role of representa
tive of difference so as to help the usage.such as *Lord's 

knowledge,* *Lord*s action* and so on. So, there is no 

Impropriety in saying that one and the same can be the 

subject and the object for the same action of knowing. To 
the same Atman (the Lord) Kartrtva is attributed in the

process of knowing and Karmatva too as He being the object
520 «• — _of knowing. The statements *Mamaham na vilanami*, *

*Mamaham lanami* etc,, clearly show the sameness in the

subject, the object and the action of knowing.

Now, Vadiraja point out the demerits of trie definition 

of SvaorakaSatva of the Advaitins* First of all, the

sense, conveyed by the definition, is contradictory to 

common understanding. Because, the Advaitins simply say that 
Brahman is Svaprakafea but declare that It has. no svarupalnana 
and attribute Asarvatnatva to It, So Svaprakafeatva becomes 

meaningless. According to the Advaita, Brahman is not merely 
Asarvalria. But it also attributes Jadatva, a defect also.
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The state o£ Brahman of the Advaitins, Is worse than that
of a blind man* Because/ a blind man, though not knowing
others/ knows at least himself* Whereas, the Advalta-

521 «•Brahman knows not even Itself, If Svarupasukha Is not
experienced, then it is useless, According to the above
definition. Brahman has no experience of bliss, although
having Sukhasvarupa* If, like Svarupasukha, It is contended
that Svarupalnana is also not an object of Itself then what
is the use of the Jnana that cannot be made use of* The
knowledge, that cognises an object, is useful for Wavahara.
But the knowledge of Brahman, as it does not cognise Itself,
Is useless. When this is the state of Brahman, then nobody

522will aspire to attain and realise such Brahman. If it
t —is said that Brahman is sukharupa, but It has no experience

of that Sukha then how can It be declared as eternally
\

liberated one, since in the state of liberation, one has to 
experience the bliss bereft of sorrow of any kind. So a 
liberated one, although having Jhanarupa and sukharupa

t > ?' cannot gain any fruit experience of Jhana and Sukha. If 
bliss is not experienced in the liberated state, the libera
tion will cease to be a Purusartha. The liberation is 
nothing but a state of realization of intrinsic bliss and

Cam*knowledge* 44 If there is no experience of bliss and 

knowledge in liberation, then it will not be coveted by 
any one and. also it cannot be called as the final goal tofebe
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523achieved by an embodied soul. Therefore, to prove Puru-
sarthatva to liberation, Brahman should be described as
Svaprakafea as one who realizes-Svarupalnana and Svarupasukha
of Himself, That means that these are the subjective
objects of His realization. The derivative meaning of that
term also corroborates this view# as Svaprakafea is one who

524 - -knows his nature (himself). The Gita statement also
j «states the same that the lord knows Himself through His

_ 524Aknowledge,
i

Therefore# even if one and' the same becomes the 
subject and the object or even if Kartrtva, Karmatva and 
Krivatva are seen in one# there is no harm. But# the 
Advaitins* idea of Svaprakafia as one that does not know 
himself (itself) is untenable,

, ~ *

REFUTATION OF £>ABALATVA ATTRIBUTED TO V1SNU BY OTHERS
/ 524B, The Advaitins attribute Ssbalatva to Brahman, The

Brahman when affected or qualitied by Avidya becomes s'abala 
and thus is called I&vara, And this Cabala-Brahman plays 

the role of the world-creator and the like. But this view
• - i f

is wrong. There cannot be such classification as 1 Para- 
Brahman1 and &para Brahman.* Therefore# Vadiraja says that 
He# who is eternally Suddha cannot become Sabala. Since 

the Lord is eternally liberated one# He cannot be confined
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to any bondage or He cannot get affected by, any Dosa such
as Avidva and the like* Brahman is the supreme Lord. He
is eternally §uddha and Mukta. Nltvamuktatva and Nltva-
£uddhatva are not present in Saihsara. Nitvafeuddhatva
means absence of any Dosa suah as Ajnana# Bhrama for ever,

525In the state of liberation* one is free from such Dogas.

According to the Advaita, Brahman gets affected with
Avidyadoga and since beginningless it has been assuming 

' • M 525a‘the Jiva-atate or form. If this Is the position, how
can there be P^uddhatva in Brahman who is stained with the

t 7

dirt of transmigration* In the Advaita, there is no possi
bility of a §uddha-Brahman. Further, it cannot be argued 
that part of it gets stained with Alfianadosa. It is to be
stated that the whole gets affected like an injury in the

* 526part of the body that causes pain to that man as a whole.
Haw it can also not be argued that Bandha is not real and
hence let Brahman be both Baddha and §uddha. Because, the
Jruti-passage does not admit this. In the jiruti, both
the Jlva and the Lord are described as two birds. They are

528present in the same tree in the form of body always.
The Lord, although present with the jlva, does not undergo 
any changes or does not get affected like the Jlva. The 
terms ‘AnaSnan* and * Abhicakafelti * do not admit any Dogas 
In Brahman. So He Is eternally luddha. So it cannot be
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stated that let Brahman he both Baddha and Mukta as Bandha 

is unreal. And moreover# unreal Bandha cannot attribute
4 t

Baddhatva to Brahman. So it is inevitable on the part of

the Advaitins either to give up 6uddhatva (Muktatva) or

Baddhatva Ciabalatva) of Brahman, The 6ruti-passage, cited

above# does not permit both together in Brahman. Both are

contradictory to each, other, , So it is evident that Brahman#

being eternally. Buddha and Mukta, neyer gets affected by

Avidva and the like and .never becomes Sabala as the Advaitins 
coocontend.

Now it may be argued that let the Bandha. though unreal 

but on account of it being Vyavaharika, be attributed to 

Brahman. But this view is untenable because whatever is
i

Wavaharlka, is not there in reality. As £ukti remains as 

it is (unchangeable)# Brahman.also is of same type (unchange-* 

able) for ever. And moreover# the Baddhatva and the Muktatva 

cannot be present jointly in one. The Baddha is different 

and the Mukta (Nltvamukta) is different. The Sutra- 

Sthitvadanabhyam ca, acaepted by both also states difference 

between the Jiva and Brahman, The term sthlti in the Sutra 

suggests the presence of Brahman with the Jiva. The Jlva 

enjoys.or eats the fruit of his deeds. The term Adana 

suggests the presence of the Jiva enjoying the Karmaphala. 

Thus, neither 5abalatva aan be proved in Brahman nor Identity 

of Jiva with Brahman is possible.
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CLARIFICATION OF THE MEANING OF THE BHAGAVATA V£RSB - 
"B ADOBE) MUKTA ITI HIAKHYA GUNATQ MB NA VASTUTAH"5306

The Bhaaavata verse, Baddho mukta itl hvakhva aunato 
me na vastutah at first reading appears to convey the sens© 
that "I (God) am called hound and released through Gupas 
but really speaking I am neither bound nor released." But 
this is not the , intended meaning. Because In the previous
verse Lord Krsna has said that there are Gunas, namely,

1 1 " ' " 1 . .

Sattva, Ralas and Tamas. These Gunas bind the Jiva and not
- ^ ‘ i

the Lord. By this it is promised that the, God is free from 
these three Gunas. Bandha is to the j£va on account of the
Gupas that are under God*s control. When the Gunas are

531under the control of the Lord, how can they bind Him?
531AAnd moreover, latter part.of_ the verse also suggests 

that since Gupas arise out of Maya or Prakrti. God has no 
Bandha nor Moksa. Because. Maya or Prakrti is also under the 
control of the, Lord.. Therefore, the real meaning of the 
verse is "The Jiva has Bandha and Moksa through the Gunas - 
Sattva. Ralas and Tamas that are under My aontrol but not

t '

as a part of his very nature? since, Gunas arise out of Mava 
or Prakrti. I have neither Bandha nor Moksa." Because,
The very Mava is under God*s control, as in the statement- 
*he lives with ray amount. * Here ‘my amount* means amount 
under my control. And for livelihood, it is taken by some 
one, else. In the same way, *Me gupatah* means through Gupas
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that are under my (God' s) control. So the Jlva. thus gets
bound through these Gupas and hence is called Baddha. When

— 532the same Jlva gets released of these, he is called Mukta.

The Advaitins interpret this verse that on account of 
the association of the Gunas, Sattva and the like, the God 
is called Baddha. Mukta and the like and not in reality,532A 

But this interpretation is not correct since there arises 
contradiction -when compared with previous and latter verses. 
And moreover, according to the Advaita, Bandha may be supposed 
to be Mithva but Moksa can never be said to be Mithva. There
fore, Vadiraja*s interpretation wherein both these Baddhatva 
and Muktatva are attributed to the Jlva, is correct and 
appropriate. Further, as long as there is Bandha, there is
no Moksa, when once Moksa is attained there cannot be any 

533Bandha,

In the latter part of the verse, Lord Krsna negates the 
Bandha to Himself since He is devoid of or is not influenced 
by the Gupas such as Sattva, Ralas and Tamas that originate 
from Maya. The God is Aprakrta and hence, there is no 
possibility of the effect of Prakrtagunas that cause Bandha. 
Mava cannot be there in the lord because He is the destroyer 
of that. Therefore, the Gunas, arising from Mava, cannot 
affect the Lord, So, when the Gupas are not there, there is
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no Bandha. When there is no Bandha, the question of attain

ment of the Moksa does not arise. Hence, the Lord is Nitya-
- 534mukta whereas the Jiva is Baddha and also subsequently Mukta.

The Jiva is of different nature from that of the God, 

Therefore* he is called BhlnnaASa. In the statement Savuiau 
aafrhgyau,534A gjjjQjjg the two birds of the Jiva and -the God, 

Gunabandha is there to, the Jiva and release of the Bandha is 

also there to- the Jiva. The beginningless Aifiana is the cause 

of Gunabandha. When the Aifiana is destroyed, the Gunabandha 
is released... - Then the Jiva attains the state- of liberation.

f

Thus, the Bandha and the Moksa pertain to the Jiva and not 
to the God.535

i t

ANOTHER INTERPRETATION OF THE VERSE *BADDHQ MUKTA.*

Vadiraja. interprets the same verse Baddho mukta... in 

a different manner.
f i ' ( , 1

Baddhatva, Muktatva and the .like are attributed by the

scholars to the God since He controls them; Really speaking,
— 535AHe Is completely free from Bandha and Moksa. The Brahmasutra 

.also justifies the same? that, which is regulated or controlled 

by a person, is normally attributed to him as in the slogan- 

•King is victorious, * Actually, It is the soldiers who are

responsible for the victory, but since' they and their efforts
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are under the control of that sovereign;victory Is applied
536 -to him. The term Baddha is real in the case of the Jlva

who is dependent. He is Baddha due to having real Bandha.
This clearly states the difference between Baddhaiiva.
Mukta i Iva and Nltvamukta God, ' As the Lord controls the
Maya, how can there be either Gunabandha originated from
Maya or destruction of that, in Him,■nmmmw w

j

• / / ' , j ■ , ,
If the Bandha is imagined as delusion, then the cause 

, to that,effect should also be stated, But the Guria cannot 
be treated ,as its cause. Because, it is the reel Puna that 
causes Bandha and not the delusion. Moreover, cognition of 
Guna is not unreal. Therefore, Mithvatva cannot be attributed 
to Bandha. The Srutl also proves the same,

i*

Moreover, the knowledge originated from the Sattva-
quna, is taken for.granted as real. The gods, sages, full
of Sattvacuna, admit that Saihsara-bandha is real. It is
an objeat of their direct cognition. So the, Bandha aannot

S38be called as unreal. In 'CHls .preaching to Uddhava. God
K£s:$a has said that Bandha is due to Avidva, but it cannot

— 539be.called Mithya,

» «» 540Vadiraja refers to other verses of the Bhagavata
and states that even the four-faced Brahma, who heads the
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Jivas# gets bound by Guna. And he cannot know the Lord com

pletely who.is totally free from Gunabandha, who is Supreme 

and is the Lord of all. All the Jlvas - from the four-faced 

Brahma* to Sthavara Jaftqama (ordinary beings) all are bound 

by these Gunas with gradation in content. Being caught hold 
by the wrong knowledge# (except Rjus)540A they are always 

engaged in the performance of various Karmas and as a result
i i . 1

of that they undergo or attain different births. At the end# 

even after the attainment of liberation# all the Jivas remain

in the state of .dependence. There also# they are bound by
** «, 540BAsvatantrva, Aournata and the. like. And hence they are

! V r 1 *■» *

called Baddhas both in Saiftsara state and also in Mukti state.

PURPORT" OF DIFFERENT &RUTIS AND SMRTIS SHOWN IN THE PAPYARTHA 

Here vldiraja establishes Lord's Mltva-muktatva assert®! 

by some §ruti passages and Smrti statements. In the Bhaaavad- 

qlta, it is stated that Karmas do not affect the God since 

He is completely beyond that. Three Gupas# namely# Sattva# 

Raias and Tamas originate from Prakrti and they bind the
t t j •> *

embodied souls in different bodies, so it is clear that
p i > *

the Gunabaddhatva is to the embodied souls and not to the 

Lord. Likewise# the sruti-passaces Utamrtasya and

the like declare the Mtvamuktatva of the Lord. It is also
/

suggested that the MUkta£d3 are not Wityamuktas because 

these Jlvas attain the liberation by the grace of the Lord
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and hence even in the Mukti states they remain dependents 
on and devotees of the lord. So the Nitvamukta God is the 
Lord of Muktas. As the Lord is the controller of the

542embodied souls# He is also the Lord of liberated souls.

It is accepted that, when a Jlva attains the liberation#

his Gunabandha is removed.- But there is bondage in the form
of Asvabantrva. So the Jlva has either Gunabahdha or Bbakti 

543 ' -bandha. • - There is a class of Jivas who_are called Nltva-
satfisarins# 'since they have, the mixed experience of pleasure
and paid according to their inner nature* There is diffi-

544culty to treat them ”as. Wixyabaddhas. - Thus Baddhatva and
1 Muktatva are eternal and real. - So# Mithyatva cannot be
attributed to these* The ’two are eternal like Brahman and 

545 —Mukti. The bondage, of the Jivas is on account of Ounas 
and not as a part of nature. This bondage* although beginn-

i
f

ingless, is not eternal.

Attributing bondage to the Lord is contradictory to the 
common understanding also. A fool# if- unhappy# attributes 
unhappiness to others. - In the same way# an embodied being 
attributes his bondage to the Lord.

- i

i

It cannot be said that the Lord is also bound. If He 
too becomes subject to bondage# then who ^would be there to
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II \
■V

iI
release the souls from bondage like a man, fallen in the
ditch, cannot protect others* Therefore, the God should
be declared as Nitvamukta: then only He can remove the 

I 54Abondage of bound-souls* When the Bandha of the soul is
Iremoved, tie jsoul will not become similar to the Lord* The
lidentity cannot be established between the God and the Jiva.

Because, the ,God is eternally released and pure where as
I

the soul is then released and purified like a dirty cloth 
made clean* LA released soul may not have birth and death

i
but on this ground he cannot be identified with the God.

** 5 46 AThe Savulvarouktl* a kind of release does not indicate
jany identity,) but it states that the soul without any pain
|lives with God*
iliiiThe Advaitlns classify Brahman as Parabrahman and 

Sabalabrahman; and attribute .|abalatva to the Brahman, VadirSja
Iasks* "What is this Jjabalatva? Is it Maya 6abalatva in the
I

form of a Dosa? Or is it Maya iSabalatva in the form of Adosa? 
Or is it &abalatva in the form of meritorious qualifies 

such as Jnana* Ananda?" In these options, Vadiraja, dis-
jcarding the first one, accepts the second and third ones
i

since the two do not superimpose or attribute any demerits
# j 547 -(Do§as) to the lord. And it is ascertained that Ajnana
(Maya) ,is jSva&rita and not Brahma6rlta. Because, AiSana
is experienced by the jiva as Ahaih aihah. So Ainana is
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ESTABLISHING MAYAPURATVA BY THE BHAGAVATA STATEMENT
9*

In this context, Vadiraja gathering the data from the 
Bhaaavata,549 states that the praise of the Lord (God Krsna) 

reaited by the four-faced Brahma. The praise declares that 
the Aihana. that causes delusion to the embodied souls, is 
not found in the Lord. He is the Supreme Atman. He is a

f 1 ( * mm 1treasure of qualities and is the Adipurusa. He keeps aside 
the Mava by the power of His knowledge. He is the Lord of 
Prakrti. He is the controller of the entire world. He is 
Ana&rita (rot having resorted to any one). He is glorified 
as bestower of Pharma. Kama and Moksa to the Jivas who are 
deluded by Mava. Thus the praise establishes Mavaduratva 
of the Lord.

Vadiraja adduces one more argument that the Vaikuntha- 
loka is Aprakrta. It means, Mava (either Prakrti or Aihana) 
is not there in the abode of the Lord viz., Valkuntha. When 
the abode of the Lord is Amavika. then how can its Lord be 
Maya-formed? Thus, it is evident that the Lord is Amavika

^50(absence of Prakrti. or Mava).



ESTABLISHING MAYADURATVA BY A DIFFERENT INTERPRETATION OF
THE TERM MAYA

The term Maya occurs in the §ruti and Smrti passages in
the following meanings: (1) God's Stesire, (2) God's Bower/
(3) Goddess Laksmi, (4) Jadaprakrti and (5) Ignorance of the 

550A — —souls. The Maya, referred to in these meanings, is not
Ml thy a. So Mava is Inexplicable according to the Advaitins, 
is nowhere found. The Maya, although being declared as 
Anirvacaniva- inexplicable by the Advaitins, it is not 
Anirvacaniya. It is Anirvacaniya only in terms and not in

« * if

sense. It is not totally Asat. The Advaitins' interpretation 
and explanation of Maya and its product £abalatva look base
less and are totally disregarded by scholars. If the Lord# 
an embodiment of infinite auspicious qualities is declared 
as £abala, Afeuddha and so on, it is a defeat or bad remark 
as in Idle case of pure cloth when stained with dirt. When 
He is declared-as Suddha Brahman, an embodiment of unlimited 
power, beauty, knowledge and the like, then that shows that
demerits such as ignorance etc., are not there in the Brahman.

551Thus, He becomes Pure and not associated with any defeats.

Now in attributing Sabalatva to the Lord, AiEtana or 
nescience is the main cause* This nescience is an aspect 
whose presence is known temporarily at the time of appearance 
and not prior to that. And this nescience, it is stated,



becomes the cause of delusion. It is also said that this 
nescience is removed by the Vrttiinana bom of the nescience 
and not by Svarupainana. If Svarupainana is not the destro
yer of Ainana then the Aifiana. although destroyed by the 
Vrttlinana. may reappear and cause the delusion as in the 
case of delusion of the silverness in the conch shell, so 
it is to be stated that the nescience cannot be destroyed 
totally since its, appearance now and then like the delusion 
of silverness in the conch shell which proves the absence 
of liberation or presence of the nescience even after libera
tion. Both these views suggest that the nescience cannot be 
destroyed completely.

So it Is right and. .logically reasonable also to state
that Ajnana is destroyed by the everlasting and' dazzling
Svarupainana. By its association only, one's mind gains

552 •the cognitive power. The Svarupainana .of the lord is 
eternally pure and illuminious and unlimited. Therefore, 
there is no possibility of the presence of Ainana in Him.
When A1 Sana is not there, then &abalatva connected to Ainana

— — 552Acannot be attributed to Him* . Mavam wudasva cifcfeaktva
and otter Srorti passages proclaim the eternal &uddhatva and
Muktatva of the lord, So how can there be any defect in
Bin*553
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EXPOSITION OF THE &RUTI-PASSAGBS >NISKALAM NISKRI/AM &ANTAM* ETC,

, 553AThe Advaifcins deny Kartrtva in the Suddha Brahman 

on the ground that, ,i£ Kartrtva is accepted In Brahman then 

that would be a, defect in the form of a means to possible 

action of aggreai>le efforts. It means, K^trera is also a 

cause of £abalatva. Biit this view of. the Advaitins is 

untenable. Because, if Kartrtva is said to be the cause of 

§abalatva. then why., not Jnatrtva?:< .'.And '-moreover,, xas Krtrtva 

is denied in Buddha Brahman, on the same ground Jnatrtva 

should also be denied# which is undesirable, if Kartrtva 

denotes the action of movement etc, # Jnatrtva also indicates
, I W- C

the action of cognising the objects*v In both# one or other 

type of action is involved* Further# in general# all the
i / ' i

roots give the sense of action one or other, so if Kartrtva 

is denied then Jnatrtva be denied. §rutl passage has no

partiality in denying Kartrtva and in attributing Jnatrtva.
» > rTherefore# either both have to be denied- or to be admitted.

' S I

' >t 554ABut really speaking# the sruti passage# cited above#
never denies Kartrtva and(the like In Brahman* The 6rutl55^

eccA „ ^Parasva 6aktih clearly states that Jnana* Bala and Kriva 

of the Lord are all inherent and eternal. If the previous 

&ratl is understood as denying the Kartrtva then there would 

be contradiction between the Jjruti-passages of one and the 

same section*' Therefore# It should be known that Nlskrlvam
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£ruti negates the merit and demerit of action in the lord,
4 b

It means* the Lord* though engages in the action of creat
ing the world and the like is neither graced with merit nor 
stained with demerit# In the same way* other 6ruti passages 
are also to be understood. The Jhruti- Afeabdamasparfeamarupam 
does not deny the 6abda, Soarfea and the like completely, but 
denies- Dusta^abda, Pusta&par£a etc. If this is not admitted, 
then the Miskalam £rutl is to be understood that it does 
deny Jnatata in Brahman, „ Therefore, all these are bo be 
understood as the Lord is free, from evil-sound, evil-touch, 
evil-form and the like. If A&abda £rutl speaks of Him then 
also He becomes iabdavisava, the object of expression* If 
the 6ruti does not speak of Him, then also His &abdavisavatva
is not disregarded. So, in either case, He is not A£abda

. 556not being an object of sabda. Similarly, if Aspar&a is
meant as absence of touch, then Avidya of the Advaitins

557cannot touch or affect the Brahman, If the option is
given in the case of Avidva (means Avidva alone touches
Brahman and not the other), then also expressive and primary
meaning of the term Aspar&am Is supposed to be given up.
So with implication, agreeable meaning is to be understood.
In that case, the term Aspar^a could be meant as not having
Prakrtasoar&a - effect os influence of Pr akr taspar £ a. The
Sruti- A^arlrln suggests that the Lord has no Prakrta or

— — 557amaterial body since He has Aprakrtasarita. Further,
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the &ruti describes God as Rukmavarna. Ibis shows that He 

has Rupa or form. It means He has no Prakrtarupa, but
558Aprakrta one. Moreover# touch and form go together. 

Therefore, neither of them can be denied. So the Srutls 

*A4abdam... * etc*, deny evil word, evil touch, evil form 

and the like, and not the meritorious or auspicious words 

- such as Narayana# the graceful touch of GodessD LakgmI.

^ESTABLISHING THE PIVYAKARA (DIVINE FORM) TO THE LORD BY 
Srutx, SMRTX AND YUKTI

The j>rutl- Aditya varnam tamasah parastat55declares

that the lord is free from nescience and He is brilliant
559or illuminating with extra-ordinary unlimited prowess.

Here is the argument wherever there is colour, there is 

touch and both these are in form. This rule is not merely 

applicable to the material world of things, but applies 

also to the non-material domain. The JSrutl-Rukmavarnam 

tamasah paras tat states that colour, touch, form and the 

, like exist also there in the Aprakrta place. This can also
f

be proved by the reason Tamasah paras tat which means away
560

from ignorance i.e., Prakrtl. Therefore, on the basis 

of the Iruti and Yuktl stated therein, the Akara of the 

Lord is described as He has unlimited eyes, arms, legs# 

faces and the like. It means He is Vl&varupln. So the 

Lord’s presence in the Prakrta things# does not become
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Prakrta and also does not get affected. He is eternally 

Aprakrta bliss-natured. He has the forms of Sukha, JnanaMB09MOBBM # HMMt MMMMMM' MMMMWW

«■ 561
and the like and not the forms of Fancabhufcas. Though 

He shows the single world of things in manifold forms at 

the same time in different places* He is unaffected with 

Prakrta contents. As the Maya, the causes of material 

creation* is not heard as „related to Him* His form is of 

knowledge and bliss and is free from Maya. The form of 

the Lord is all-pervasive in the sane way.

And the term Kava. when derivatively explained# conveys 

the following senses *Ka* means Sukharupa and Aya means

Jnanarupa. So Kaya denotes Sukharupa and Jnanarupa of the
562A * -tLord. In the same way# even when the term Sarira is

referred to the Lord# His Sukharupa remains unharmed. The
term Sarira# when etymologically explained# conveys the

following meanings *Sa' means happiness# *Ra' means enjoy-
ment and 18Ira* means knowledge. & Thus# Sarira means

He who experiences and enjoys His own happiness and knowledge.

The form of the Lord abounds in happiness from top to bottom.

All the limbs are of bliss-natured and are of extra-ordinary 
563prowess.

Another §ruti ascribes A6ariratva to the Lord. But it 

does not mean that the very concept of form is negated. It
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only denies the presence of the material body# as is in the 

case of aerial speech# where body is not denied totally but 

unseen body is accepted and taken into account. Because# 

without the organ there cannot be the articulation of any 

speech. In the same way# Afearirata with regard to the lord#

« 5fiA # _stands for Alauklkata. If there is Sarira, there is no 

need to accept the presence ©f Puhkha and the like as a rule. 

Because# the £arXra of the Lord is entirely different and 

not a product of matter* Bor Puhkha and the like# £arlra 

is not responsible but the type of food. The Lord has been 

declared as Nlranna in Dvasuparna &ruti*^S4A So He has no 

defects that could originate from the food (of ordinary kind). 

So whatever may be the objective term# that would never 

attribute any defects to Brahman. All the terms declare one 

or the other meritorious and auspidous quality of the Lord,

i i - , >

Mow# Vadiraja refutes the view of the Advaitins that

5643there is no Kartrtva to Cetana of Cit-contenfc. If Cetana

is declared as not Karta. then there arises the difficulty.

If Kartrtva is ascribed to the Dehagatacetana. then it appears 

as if it refers* to the both Paha and Cetana. Because# when 

Kartrtva is referred to the Vifeista (Pehin)# then Deha and 

Indriyas are also understood to have Kartrtva. But really 

speaking# it does not behave proper to attribute Kartrtva 

to the Jada. The Jada by nature itself# is devoid of any
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565 «*565AKartrtva. * And scholars say that Svatantrah karta

that means Cetana alone is Karta since he does different 

activities with means that are under his control, like the potter who is acclaimed as Karta hr doer*3 The potter 

uses the mud, stick* wheel and the like that are under his 

control* These are the external instruments for accomplish

ing the effect viz.* pot. The mind* body ,etc**of the potter 

are the internal means. So neither the mind nor the body 

is the Karta whereas Cetana or soul alone is the Karta and
• f '

all others are just related to that* The Maya of the Advai-

tins also cannot contribute Kartrtva because it is also Jada,

Moreover* scholars do not agree with the idea that the

Kartrtva is specified or qualified in ordinary case. So Jada

- 567 — —is accessory and Cetana alone is,Karta. Vadiraja says 

that* the Kartrtva of the lord is noticed as qualified-

Viiista. Because the lord creates this world with accesso-
1 ' 563ries time* Prakrti* Karma* that are under his control.

And Vl&ista Kartrtva is possible in the case of the Lord*

as this is the very form and not different from Him.

So far as the Lord is concerned* He is Mityamukta. 

or eternally free. His form (body) is eternally embodied 

with unlimited auspicious qualities such as power* brilliance 

of knowledge, bliss beauty etc.569 The embodied souls 

becoming favoured by His grace* get released from the bondage.

/
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In release they always look at the blissful form of Lord
u a* t 569ANarayana. The Sruti Yaroaivesa... conveys two things

that the Lord removes the obstacle of the Jivas (Jlvaccjh-
_ .. « _ 559bdika) and setting aside the curtain of Paramaccad ik a,

unveils His form (fo?, souls who fulfilling the prescribed

course of Sadhana, income qualified for liberation. The
&ruti also states that both eternally free Lord and the
released souls have forms. The term Tanu in 6ruti signifies

this* The adjective Svam suggests that it is the Svarupa-
570deha and no else. if the body of the released souls is

considered to be material then the grace of the Lord ( would

have to be treated as futile. The terms Svam Tanum and

Vivriiute indicate the nature of bsginninglessness and

etemality of Svarupadeha respectively. This also proves

that body in release state is other than material; it is

non-material* Therefore, scholars, knowing the purport

of the scriptures admit and proclaim the body of the

released and of the Lord as an embodiment of Clt or spirit,

Jnana and Ananda (bliss) and not material. The non-material
571body ms described above will not cause rebirth, oldage, 

disease and the like. So how can there be dirt of any kind 

to both Mukta and Nitvamukta. All the released are devoid 

of defects, They are pure natured and enjoy desired enjoy

ments of various kind, So there is no Sabalatva in them/
572both in the released souls and in the Lord.

/
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Vadiraja, at this point, emphatically denies the possi
bility of §abalatva in the Lord. The inherent nature of the 
Lord is not Sabala but it is jtembala, that means the Lord is 
the bastower of extra-ordinary treasures to released souls.
The Lord of the Advaitins is Gabala and of the Dvaitins is 
gambala. Only an Anusvara is added by which He becomes 
more powerful and destroys the Sabala Lord. Hence, no 
£abalafcva can be attributed to 'Brahman or else. He may
also* be understood as Sabala since He is bright and lustrous

573variegated complexions.

The form of the Lord is Amavlka and eternal. In this
— - — — 574regard Vadiraja quotes the Bhaqavadqita statements.

The lord is described by Arjuna; He is beglnningles s. He
has no beginning, middle and end. His universal form is so
bigger that everything could be visualised. He has unlimited
arms, faces, eyes and the like. Arjuna could see this Vilva-
rupa, only when he was graaed with the divine sight by the
Lord, Thus, the form of the Lord is extra-ordinary. Therefore

- 574Ahow can it be treated as Mavikan and material. The Lord
has His own unlimited power to assume minute form as well as 

575bigger form. The form, directly cognised by Arjuna, is 
unlimited and all-pervasive. So then haw can it be formless

aand associated with Maya. It cannot be. 1 Moreover, the 
•devotees who seek refuge in the Lord, get released of Maya
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by Lord's grace, how can there be Maya in Him? He is 
eternally free from Maya. Further, when qualified soul 
realizes the God in the cavityCl^of his heart# Maya gets 
burnt to ashes like a cloth. Thus,when the very sight 
or realization of the Lord destroys the Maya how could 
God become Mavamava? It can never be. His blissful form 
is eternally of same nature, and unaffected,

t 1

CRITICAL EXPOSITION OF THE FURUSASUKTA
, 2-

The exposition of Furusasukta. given by Vadiraja#
* t * * '

tackles the views of the Advaitins. The Advaitins hold that
the Lord described in the Furusasukta is Mayamava. He is
formless* The world is not different from Him. There is
identity of the Lord with the embodied soul and the like.
But in this hymn, .the Lord Brahman Is extolled as having
wonderful form with unlimited heads, hands and the like.
tTft&sO the whole hymn describes Brahman as possessing a form.
The Furufa in this hymn is the same Narayapa or Visnu aid not
any ordinary being* It is stated in this hymn that* he* who
realizes the God as described in this hymn, attains the 

57SAliberation. If this is the fact* then how can He be
579the Joeing of any ordinary type?

So the Being described in this hymn* is Lord Visnu who 
is spiritual, non-material, free from nescience and Joes tower

4



of the release which is non-material* If this Being would 
be of ordinary type# then He cannot grant the spiritual 
release* so there is no doubt that the lord of this hymn is

V

Aprakrta or spiritual*
i

5 79 AThe Advaitlns contend that the statements Purusa 
eva idam sarvafti etc.* in the hymn#, .give the-sense of oneness 
and claim that there is identity between Brahman and the 
embodied soul* And the Lord is not different from this world. 
But this view is not correct* Because# the terms in the 
hymn are adjectives# that qualify and denote the extra
ordinary nature of the Lord# and hence they cannot be referred 
to the embodied souls in any manner* Neither explicitly# 
nor implicitly# the embodied soul is described here. And 
moreover the Lord cannot be identical with this world# since 
He is Alada or non-material and the world is material.
And if oneness is' traced forcibly then as the world is 
false in the Advaita Brahman should also have to be declared 
as false or unreal* The PurusasUkta does not convey either 
the falsity of the world or identity of Brahman and soul.
But .it establishes the absolute supremacy of the Being (Lord 
Narayana)# reality of the world# and distinction of Brahman 
and soul. It also states that the entire world is under the 
control of the Lord. And'as Lord Purusa (Brahman) is eternally 
real# the world# controlled by Him is also eternally real.



Thus,, it can be said that# the Purusasukta is a critical
exposition of the second Brahmasutra- Janmadvasva vatah.

581Hence# the Being of'this hymn is the Brahman# And the
end of the Purusasukta of the Yalurveda, Sri and Lak^ml

581Aare described as Lord’s wives. This also indicates
« 589that Purusa is Lord Harayapa. CHe# who knows and

realizes -che greatness of the Lord Purusa# will be favoured
by the grace of the Lord# and as a result of that he attains
liberation. Hence He is essentially knowable by the
seekers of release. Therefore# there is no other Brahman
Gabala as such. The term Brahman primarily and absolutely

« 583refers to Lord Narayana. And devoted service of this
Lord Narayana, who is an embodiment of Innumerable auspi
cious qualities# who has spiritual form is the only means
of attaining final release. The service of other gods

584will not lead bo that release.
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III. BHEDASO URABHA

INTERPRETATION OF THE TERM ANANTAM IN THE &RUTI SATYAM-

jnanamanantam brahma584a

This Bhedasourabha. after a close examination of ail 

aspects# establishes the five-fold difference. The five

fold difference is 'distinction between God and the embodied# 

soul# distinction between God and matter# distinction among 

souls# distinction among matters and distinction between 

matter and soul.

"Difference is not merely a component part of reality# 

but constitutes its very essence. So much so# that to a 

thing is to know It as distinct from all others# in a general 

way and from some in a particular way...

Difference being thus Dharmlsvarupa# the so called 

perception of the object Is nothing but the perception of 
Its difference?5840

At the beginning# the expression Anantam in Satvam- 

1 nanamanantam brahma of the Taittiriva Upanisad# is examined. 

The Advaltins interpret the term Anantam as limitlessness 

in respect of time# place and entitles. They contend that 

the limitlessness in respect of entities means Brahman is 

comprised of all entities and hence there is nothing other 

than Brahman. It means Brahman is Sarvavasturupa or of the
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form of all entities. This view is not correct. Because, 
the very exposition of the nature of Brahman, according to 
the Advaita is Brahman is not Jada or insentient matter.

He is not unreal* If it is admitted that Brahman is Sarva- 
vastvatmaka or Identical with all entities then it would 
be contrary to their contention. As matter is also one of 
the entities, accordingly, Brahman would have to be of the 
form of matter. But the statement acclaims that Brahman 
is Jhanasvarupa or of the form of knowledge. So the inter- 
pretation as the form of matter is not aggreable. Further, 
in the Advaita, world is unreal and this passage declares 
Brahman as real. So how can it toe of the form or nature 
of unreal matter? There lies eternal difference between 
real and unreal. ' So the term Ananta conveys that Brahman 
is limitless in respect of place as It is present everywhere.
<all-pervasive), l£ is also limitless in respect of time 
sine®' It is present in all the three times, viz., past, 
present and future. Thus the expression does not convey 
the sense of Brahman as of the nature of all entities.
That which is all-pervasive cannot be an f.Anurupa or of the 
atomic form, and that which is eternal, cannot toe claimed 
to toe non-etemal like pot, cloth and the like that are 
also atomic. Because in the first two cases pervasiveness 
and eternity of Brahman are declared. So how can the word 
An ant am convey the sense of identity with atomic and non-eternal

585
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CQfientitles like pot# cloth and the like. Brahman is 
described as different due to Its limitlessness nature in 
respect of time and place. But how is that It is identified 
in respect of entities. If identity# with entities# is 
intended# then It must also be identified with time and 
place since these two also fall under the category of 
entities* This leads to the absurdity of expressing Brahman 
as De^akaiasvarupa. or of the form or nature of time and 
place. But the attribute of pervasiveness# in respect of 
place and time# makes it clear that Brahman is distinct 
from De£a and Kala. Because# difference between pervasive 
and pervaded is ever established. Thus# the expression of 
identity with entities leads to two defeatss Identity with 
insentient matter world and identity with place and time.

As Anantatva or limitlessness in respect of place and 
time is understood as Brahman is present in all places and 
times# in respect of entities also it should be known that 
Brahman is present in all (limitless) entities. The limit
lessness is to be understood in all the three cases with the

588 — ■«•same application. Vadiraja gives one more agreeable 
588Ameaning. The term Anantam means being the substratum

or support to all entities. As Brahman is the sole substratum 
of limitless auspicious qualities He is also support of 
all limitless entities. Here it is to be noted that though
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Brahman is-the substratum'or support to place, time and
entities, He is different from them. But in the case of
auspicious qualities. He is not Gunabhinna or not different
from the qualities. He is very embodiment of those qualities.
In this sence, He is GunaSraya or the locus of auspicious
qualities, Gunabhinna or identical with them and Gunavyapta
or pervaded by them. It is also meant that there is no
limit of Brahman in being the support of limitless entities
and there is no limit of entities having the support of 

589Brahman, * Ananta1 is that which has no limit. Anta
means limited association in respect of place and time with 
some entities? and that which has the association of all the 
times, places and all entities, is called Ananta. Thus, 
Gunanantva means Brahman having the association of all auspi
cious attributes, In this sense, there is no difference or

590difficulty in realizing the significance of limitlessness.
The relation in respect of place and time is of the Adhara- 
dheva-tvpe or ?the support and the supported ~since Brahman 
is the Adhara and place and time are Adheyas. In the case 
of the qualities the relation is Adharadheya and also Guna-

nj jj*% QQR m M>qunibhava. Brahman is Adhara and the qualities are
Adheya.
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RELEVANCE OF THE GIVEN INTERPRETATION

The expression Anantarn is xo be understood accordingly,

so that it should not lead to any confusion or contradiction.

Otherwise, that may show the ignorance of understanding of

the reality in respect of entities and also of Brahman being

Identified with all, entities. And moreover, the sense of

identity degrades or lessens the greatness of Brahman.

Therefore it is not agreeable to regard identity. Further,

the sense of identity stands opposed with other scriptural
“ 59 GBpassages like Sa ca Brahmavldapnotiparam and the like

wherein the term Par am glorifies^ Brahman as distinct and 
591

supreme.

In fact, there is no difference of opinion with regard 

to limitlessness in respect of time and place. The difference 

of opinion lies only in the third aspect that is whether in 

respect of enties and in respect of qualities. Therefore,
i

Vyasa has specifically clarified and explained as Mahadqunatavat 
591Avarnanantamahuh stating the lord is Ananta, being endowed

f )

with limitless auspicious qualities. Really speaking, it is

beaause of the attributes of Waptatva or pervasion, and
limitlessness in respect of qualitiei 

Nitvatva or eternity, Gunanantva/is the primary meaning of
592the expression Anantarn. Vadiraja critically examines all 

the terms of the passage in their fitness with the context.
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Brahman is extolled as Safcva or real since He affords
the very Sattva or existence or sustenance to this entire
world* This conveys the sense of creation, serstenance
and destruction. As Sattva stands for three functions of

593the Lord He is called Satya. The Advaitins interpret
•m CQO*,the term Satya as Abadhva. v According to this It is

a subject of sublation, But this is not the meaning
intended here, Because, in continuation of that passage,
we, find other passages that deliberately deal with the

593Bsustenance and destruction of the world by the Lord*
Therefore, here *Satya* means the sole and independent
creator, of the world, which is also real and stands

594distinct from Him*

As it is said that Brahman is the creator of this
world. He is also the destroyer* It is clear from the

594A •* «• 594Bstatements - Adyatettica* Ann am Brahmetl waianat
and the like* Thus the very fact of destroying the crea
tion is the Annatva. So here Satva means destroyer of the 
creation*(Annamava Ko£a)^9^A .

How the term Satva means also He, who affords the very
life or sustenance ;|f£) this world* This is denoted by the
term Prana* The Lord is described as Pranamava that means
the protector of the world. Both Satva and Prana give the 

596same sense*
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The second tern Jnanam in the passage is explained with 
reference to Manomaya and Vlifianamava Ko£as. Brahman is 
described as Jfianam or knowledge due to 0His possessing 
the knowledge of all the entities in general and particular. 
The general knowledge of the Lord is complete and limitless 
in all respects* He knows limitless entitles in this created 
world* . Brahman'has also specified (particular) knowledge 
of all entities. This Is indicated by the prefix Vi in 
term Viinana of the Vi ifianamavako^a. Ibis is the knowledge 
of limitless entities with regard to special characteristics. 
Henae He is also called Sarvaifia or Omniscient. This 
Sarvainatva is explained in two Prakaranas - Manomava or

_«« 598sheath of mind and Viinanamava or sheath of intellect.

Now the last term Anantam of the passage is explained 
in the Anandamava Prakarana. Anantam means Purna. complete 
in, all respects. Brahman is Puma or perfect with attributes- 
Ananda or bliss and the like. So the limitlessness is in 
respect of attributes and not in respect of entities. If 
Anantatva is meant as identity with the entities, then the 
very Anandamava-prakarana becomes not only irrelevant but 
also opposed to the other passages, if the world becomes 
identical with the nature of Brahman, then the passages

** mm 598ATatsgtvatadevanupravi&at and others become meaningless. 
The Intended entrance is possible only when created world



is real and distinct from the creator. So Anantatva is
the Purnatva or completeness of Anandadiqunas of the
qualities like bliss and the like and not the identity cs

599contended by the Advaitins, Thus, like Sarvainatva, or 
Omnisaience Anandaournatva or perfection in respect of 
bliss is also a, characteristic attribute which is explained 
in the Anandamava Prakarana. And it is denoted by the 
term Anantam. ,It may be questioned as to why the term 
Ananda is not used in passage instead of Anantam? The 
term Anantam serves double purpose. The term not only 
denotes Ananda as shown above, but also the limitless nature 
of other attributes .such as all-pervasiveness, omnipotence 
•necessary for the creation and the like. The mention of 
Anantam in the passage is to state that all the attributes 
are complete also individually.600

The attributes are limitless in number. Each attri
bute is also all-pervasive and of the nature of limitless 
attributes. So the description of the six Prakaranas is 
the critical exposition of the Mantra Satvam Jnanamanantam 
brahma. In this way, the absolute distinction between the 
lord and the world of souls and matter is established.



JUSTIFICATION OF THE ABOVE ORDER AMD INTERPRETATION
The above order and interpretation is agreeable in all 

respects* Relevancy in two ways, is noted here* The state
ment SatvamInanamanantam brahma suggests the order in terms 
one lay one* By the term Satvam* the sole doership (Sarva- 
kartrtva) of the lord is explained* And this Sarvakartrtva

rnecessarily requires Sarvaifiatva or omniscience* And 
this is described by the word Jnanam. At last as an essence, 
Gunanantva or limitlessness in respect of qualities is 
explained* This Gunanantva relates to all attributes of the 
lord headed by Ananda and declares that each attribute is 
limitless also* Secondly, this order is Indicated and upheld 
by the Brahmasutras also* The second Sutra mentions the 
creation etc*, of this world.600A This creation is placed 

first and others next in the order* So the order of the
• fiOlinquiry of this passage has thus the support in two ways.

These two, ways do not clash each other* Moreover we find
— 601A.another passage as Satvaminanamanandam brahma* It is

called Samakhva §ruti. Here the word Anandam is in the place
of An an tarn. It evidently states that the term Anantam is
to be understood in respect of attributes, Ananda and the like.
In this way it is substantiated by the Samakhva £ruti*602
The presence of Ananda in the Samakhva Sruti does not negate
the possibility of other qualities* It implies and stands
for other qualities also* Thus Anantva or limitlessness is

** 603proved in respect of -qualities Ananda and the like*
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„ 603A -The passage Haloe sukham states that, the Fumatva
or perfection is the cause of bliss, and this also promises
the Purftatva or perfection of each attribute of the lord*
The Lord is eternally contended. He is complete in respect
of beauty, prowess, knowledge and the like* There is no
occasion to, have defects of sorrow and the like. Hence,
He. is eternally blissful. The.limitlessness becomes the

«* 604cause to prove Furnatva or perfectness*

/. Bven.if the Vastvanantva or limitlessness in respect
t

of entities is taken, it is nothing, but the Lord's eternal
h t i 1

relation as the primary support of all the limitless enti-
605 —ties, The relation.of the Lord with the Guna, Kriva and

the like of all the entities is also evident. Here the
Vaatu is nothing but an attribute of the lord. Just as
one who has abundant wealth, is called Dhanaourna* so also
Brahman is called Gunapuma since He is endowed with limit-

60S «■* Mless qualities*. In defence of this, Vadiraja quotas
some Bhaaavata statements.606A As there being no limit in

fsCYlrespect of- qualities, the Lord is glorified as Anantam.

, i 3 *

if the term Furnatva in respect of qualities such as 
Sarvainatva etc. of the Lord is not admitted then, it would 
be as good as treating the Lord as AlpalSaa, Alfiani in some 
places* But nowhere and by no means the Lord is described
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as either AXpaifia or A-ffiani. As the Lord is all-pervasive 

(gharmin), His auspicious qualities , (Dharmas) are also all-
i

pervasive like the form, taste etc* of the objects. The

Dharmas, other than Sarttvoga* are all-pervasive In Dharmin
60Slike Dharmin itself. Therefore the state of limitedness 

cannot be ascribed to the attributes of the Lord. Neither 

the Lord nor His attributes are the products of Maya* As 

He is, eternally real, His limitless qualities are also 

eternally real*

Thus, the passage Satyam Jftanamanantam brahma disproves 

the two contentions of the Advaitins, identity of Brahman 

and soul and quailtylessness of the Lord. It proves Guna- 

pumatva or perfectness in respect of qualities of the Lord 

and also the absolute distinction between the Lord and the

souls. 609

ESTABLISHING JIVE&VARABHEDA BY SHOWING IRRELEVANCY AND 
CONTRADICTION IN OTHER BHASYAS

Lord Vedavyasa has composed the Brahmasutras to determine 

the support of the scriptural passages. These Sutras show
•m 610the way of interpretation and hence are called Sutras,

They are Nirnayakas or de termining^the.. scripture Cr ^ is 

Nlrneya or the determined* The purport or import of the 

scriptures should be understood in the light of the Brahma-*
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sutras. Therefore, any interpretation, that is not in
accordance with the Brahmasutras, is not correct. Vadiraja

— 611Adeclares that the Bhasya or the commentary written by 
Madhva, .• alone is relevant since it is written in accordance 
with the Brahmasutras.

The Advaitins interpret that the Puccha in the passage
of the Taittiriva &rutf viz., Brahma Puccham Pratistha6333
is Brahman. They also say that the Anandamaya is a Kojsa,
But in the forthcoming passages of that context, Asanneva sa
bhavati. Asadbrahmeti veda get, Asti brahmeti eedveda andBlic 1the like the word Brahman is used twice and Anandamava is 
described as Brahman only. The Sutra Anandamavo * bhvasat 
also lays down that Anandamaya is Brahman.6330 So treating 

Anandamava as Kofea and describing Puccha as Brahman is
1 /• 4 Airrelevant to the context and also against the Brahmasutra.0-1

The term Anandamaya is to be understood as, Brahman and 
not as Puccha. Because, in the four Prakaranas of Annamava 
and so bn, the object of praise is Aha in and not the Aftaa 
(limb). Likewise in the fifth Prakarana of the Anandamava. 
the Aftqin (Purusa) alone is to be taken to be the object of 
praise and not arty limb such as Puccha. The word Brahma

, —612Ain Brahma Puccham Pratistha does not suggest that the 
Puccha is Brahman but it implies that the Puccha (foot) of



199

Brahman is also Anandapurna or blissful. So the word Brahman
i

is to be'taken to mean Anandamaya (Afiqfn) and not as Puooha 

(Aftqa).

The Advaita-interpretation states that Anandayama is 
612Ba Ko^a. But it is irrelevant; because as the Ko&a is 

insentient the Puccha, its part, must also be insentient.

So Brahmatva cannot be attributed to that insentient Puccha.

1$ the Dvaita view, as all the limbs are of the blissful

form of Brahman, they are also blissful and are of the very
” ■ fAo-cJs - 613nature of Brahman and as such,, no such irrelevancy.

, i

If Brahmatva is attributed to Aftqa (Puccha) alone,

then how can there be Brahmatva in the Anain and if Abrahmatva

is ascribed to the Ahqin then how can there be Brahmatva to

the part (Puccha) of that Ahqin. Thus both the arguments

show the defeats in the Advaita-interpretation. In Brahman,

who is Jnanarupa or nffie~vggy form of knowledge, there are

delight, bliss and the like* These are also the very nature

of Brahman. When Brahman is Sukharupa or blissful, Brahmata

is there in that bliss. In the passage Brahman is described 
— -613Aas Anandam brahma kafh brahma and the like. This states 

that Ananda or bliss is Brahman, blissful is Brahman. So 

Brahmata is there to that Anandamaya in complete and not 
only in a part viz,, Puccha.6^ It is strange to know as to
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how the Advaitins, who are very much particular about the 
identity of soul and Brahman# are not ready to admit the 
identity of Aftqa and Afiqin that constitutes or comprises of 
one and the sane object. When Puccha can be Brahman then 
why can't the middle portion of that body? If an Ox is made 
of clay# the tail should also necessarily be of clay.

■ Moreover, Brahmatva is. evident in both Am£ln and Aifigas
and it is. complete in all' respects. The passage Pad am brahma
karau brahma616A clearly mentions that Brahmata is seen in

all the parts. It glorifies the limbs of Brahman as having
617 *•Brahmata being complete in all respects. The Purnatva 

or perfection described in' passage of Brahman, has been 
realised by the knowers like Brahma and others. Ya&oda is 
the witness in this regard who saw the entire world in the 
graceful mouth of Lord Kp§pa. So all the limbs of Brahman
are all-pervasive and hence are of the nature of Brahman.

In the Bhrquvalli of Taittirivopanisad. while delineat
ing the definition of Brahman, it is described that creation 
and the like of this world take place from Ananda and the
same Ananda as Brahman is praised at the Anandamava-prakarana

617S ^ 61flof the Brahmavalli. So the Anandamaya is Brahman.
By the passage Brahma Puccham pratist&a, A if Brahmatva is

restricted to Puccha only then, according to the passage
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*"■ •• & 1 QO wAnanda atma* Anandatva is to be restricted to the soul 
of Brahman* Then it implies that there is no Ananda in

- \ i

Brahman denoted by Puceham, so if Brahmatva is negated in 
the Anandamava* then the Anandatva is to he negated in Brahman. 
Thus# the entire exposition of the Advaitins becomes absurd

6 IQand contradictory*

If the Anandamava is the material sheath# then how canr". T ' YT "
there be Brahmatva in its Puccha? And by referring to Puccha* 
form is to be admitted. But in the Advaita# Brahman is form-

*•> «* 61QKless (Nirakara). By admitting Brahmatva in the Puccha
of material sheath which is deprived of Brahmatva it appears
as if the organ is cut off from the Anandamava* It is

/ ‘

as good as saying that the passage is Atatvavedaka or not 
imparting the right knowledge.620 And if for attributing 

Brahmatva* Puccha is taken to be Adhisthana or substratum# 
then Brahmatva becomes Aropita or superimposed. And whatever 
is superimposed is unreal. So Brahmatva would become unreal. 
And how is that this Brahmatva is attributed to Puccha alone 
which is a limb and why not to other limbs of that Anandamava.

oTherefore# Brahmatva should not be restricted to the 
Puccha. It should also to be referred to the Anandamava
as a whole. . Then only there would be concordance among

> - — ^ ^scriptural passages Anandam brahmetl waianat. Brahma puccham
gratistha and the like.620A
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If the Advaitins have high regard to scripture, let 
- them admit,Brahmatva to Puccha but they cannot have the 
privilege of discarding Brahmatva to Anandamaya (sheath).

«• A 9 1Abrahmatva of Anandamaya is nowhere heard in scriptures.
The reason given by the Advaitins as Brahmatva, since speci
fied in terms with Puccha, is not there in Anandamaya; gives 
chance to fabricate counter reason as Brahmatva, since not 
referred to Anandamaya cannot be there in Puccha as it being 
the part of Anandamaya or sheath. Thus mere reason leads 
to misinterpretation. Sometimes it also spoils the contextual 
purport. Therefore, that reason alone which has the support
of either perception or right scriptures is valid. The

hasreason, given by the Dvaitins,/the support of both scriptures
and Brahmasutras. Hence, Anandamaya is not a sheath. Brahmatva
. - 622is to be referred to both Anandamaya and Puccha. However,
the reason advanced by the Advaitins may be appealing, if it
is against the Sutra, then it will be futile.

The Advaitins contend that the Kartrtva, in respect of 
creation etc., of the world though a characteristic is a 
contingent in pure Brahman, It is a contingent character
istic and not a constituent characteristic. The above defini
tion may be seen in the Gabala Brahman whcfl^ is Avidya&rita.
And it is this §abala Brahman who is the Karta of the creation 
etc., of the world.
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frJhile interpreting the second Sutra Janmadvasva yatah, 
the Advaitins hold that this Laics ana or definition is a 
contingent characteristic of Brahman, They say that sabala
Brahman, a product of Maya, is the creator etc,, of this

&29B •>world. Hence, the above definition of the Sutra applies
to this Gabala Brahman, It is as good as attributing
Jaaatkaranatva or world-creatorship to Maya*. But the
contention of the Sutrakara is different. t The second Sutra
expresses the faat of Brahman being the efficient causa
(HimittakaraoaO) like a potter in making a pot. And this
Sutra does not state the Tatastha laics ana as the Advaitins
believe. Because, after mentioning Brahman in the first
Sutra, idie Sutrakara is giving the definition of Brahman
in the second Sutra. There is no necessity to define Avldya
or &abalabrahman in the second Sutra which is out of context.62^

According to innumerable usages and also other aphorisms, 
a word having the suffix *Tasi* conveys the sense of all

623A , m,cases. In view of this Yatah in the Sutra is to be meant
as * Yena* (instrumental case). Then the Sruti conveys that
the Lord is the creator of this world. He is the efficient
cause. He need not get modified Himself and need not appear
in the form of the world as the Advaitins contend.

If the definition of Kartrtva is attributed to Maya.
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then the entire creation and the like of the world, would 
becjome without a Karta.624 It is not sound and tenable to 

hold that without a Karta, effects get originated, And if, 
along, with Mava. Brahman is taken to be a cause of creation, 
then the purpose of ascribing Tatsasthva to Brahmalaksana 
stands unserved. And further, neither the i-irutl nor the 
Sutra promises two types of origination of an effect with 
Karta and without Karta.

■ ,■ t ■ ' t >

In the first Sutra. Brahman is described as aln object
/ *• t

of Inquiry and in the second Sutra as a reason to have
’ 1 * >

inquiry. His constituent characteristic of creation etc., 
is explained. In the same way, the £rutl passages Tadvl 1 i- 
inasasva tadbrahmeti^4A and the like, state Brahman as an 

object of inquiry. And other passages Yato va imanl bhutani 
jay ante and so on, deal with constituent characteristics 
of Brahman* as the cause of inquiry, if the definition of 
Kartrtva is not referred to aim at Brahman then why the 
mention of Brahman, as an object of inquiry In the first 
Sutra, is made? And if it is held that the definition aims 
at Maya-, then one has to pursue the inquiry >of Maya to attain 
the same. By this, the very concept of Brahman and the inquiry 
of Him stand dismissed. Hence, taking Into account 
Brahman as the primary object of inquiry, definitions are

t

to be explained.



The Advaitins‘ contention of attributing Tatasthatva
to the definition of Brahman does serve the purpose of
overcoming the contradiction with other passages like Nis-
krivafo nlskalafo bantam,, is baseless. Really speaking there

- 62 5Ais no contradiction. The passage Miskriyafit niskalafa feantafn 
doe© not negate the Kartrtva of Brahman but negates secular 
effects such as birth, death and the like, 'So there is no 
contradiction among scriptural passages and hence there 
is no scope to attribute Tatasthatva to the definition of 
Brahman, Like Time. Brahman is also an efficient cause*
But He is the primary efficient cause unlike Time and the 
like# So there is no possibility to describe,Brahman as 
the material cause by any means,626

The Pharma or the characteristic feature that is present 
only in all the defined objects and not in others, is called 
Laksana or definition. That is the Asadharaoadharma or the 
unique feature of that entity, When this is what is meant 
by Laksana, then how can the Laksana of Jaqatkaranatva, 
aiming at Mayaf the Upadanakarana of the world.be the Laksana 
of Brahman? And if its application or presence is admitted 
in both Brahman and the Maya, then Laksana becomes Atlwapta 
< tao-wide), Further, Laksana of Jaqatkaranatva, aiming
at Maya as said above, cannot be the Laksana of Brahman.
Thus, the attributing Tatasthva to the definition of
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Jaaatkaranatva makes the very definition as the definition 
of Maya and not of Brahman, Thus, Tatasthalaksana spoils 
the very proposition of the context-inquiry of Brahman,6260

By disregarding the Tates thalaksana, it is proved that 
Brahman cannot get associated with. Maya and hence Upadana- 
karanatva or the fact'being the material cause cannot be 
attributed to Brahman, Further* Tatasthalaksana can also 
not be understood as,Brahman is the substratum (Adhisteana) 
for the superimposition, (Aropa) of Maya, tee Upadana accord
ing to the Advaitins of Jaqat. Because, neither in the 
Brahmasutra nor in the Jiruti, -Aropa is described as an object 

Sf inquiry, Otherwise, the Sutrakara could have composed 
the second Sutra as Aropasya Yatah instead of Janmadyasva 
yatah and the §ruti would also,have explained tee Aropa 

deliberately. Therefore the term Yatah in the Sutra and 
the Sruti, is to be meant as Brahman and to be construed 
with Tad teat literally denotes Brahman, Thus, there is no

«• 6^7reference to Mava by any means*

The contention of the Advaita that Laksana is Tatastha,
MIMig NMMMMMM'

A A ^ /■ O >3 Hsince Brahman is Nirquna04 is also untenable. The 

Laksana conveys the attributes of Brahman one or another.
And if on the basis of Hlrquna-Sruti, Tatesthatva is attri
buted to the Laksana, then that leads to the defect of mutual
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dependence* If Nircunatva or attributelessness would be A 

the primary Import of the Sruti then Laksana can be proved 

as Tatastha and if the Tatasthatva of Laksana is proved, 

Mlraunatva can be proved. Thus there is AnvonvaSrava or 

defeat of mutual dependence. So the Laksana cannot become
gjgTatastha with regard to Brahman.

Now Brahman cannot be the 'Upadanakarana or material

cause of the world. Because, He is Nirvlkari (not subject

to modification). Hence He is described as the creator
and so on in the Sutra as well as in the Sruti. Brahman

not being subjeat to modification, is acclaimed as Nlskrivah
in the Sruti* It also means that though He gets engaged In

the creation and the like, He is not affected by the results
and^

such as Puny a, or merit,/Papa or demerit, in this sense. He 

is called Akarta or non-doer#

There is no proper direction in the approach of the 

Advaitins since they, sometimes neglecting the Sruti, resort 

to the Sutra and sometimes disregarding the Sutra, resort to 
the Sruti. E.r§. while explaining the Sruti Asya Lokasya.. ,629A 

the term Aka&a is understood as Brahman with the help of the
• a* ^ KO QQ mm

Sutra Akafeastalliftqat; but while explaining Anandamaya, 

the determining Sutra Anandamavobhvasat is given up, and it 
is explained as KoSa* * Thus there is irrelevancy in the 

Advai ta-interpre tation.
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The £rutl Sa id am sarvamsrlata6290 clearly states that

Brahman is the creator of this world and not the material
cause. If Kartrtva is absolutely unseen in Brahman than
this passage would have to aim at something else. But
nowhere in the Sruti and the Sutra. Kartrtva of Brahman is

negated. In the first Sutra instruction is given to engage
in an inquiry of Brahman. Thus# having instructed in the
first Sutra., there is no need and occasion to define Maya
(A in ana) in the second Sutra. So there is ho scope to 

UpadSnatva . _ _attribute/an attribute of Maya, to Brahman.

The Opadana or the material cause cannot itself modifycinto 
an effeat. _ ^

/So the Prakrti being Upadana cannot modify Itself as the world.
It requires a Karta or a creator to modify as the world. i

So the creator is needed for any creation. Otherwise, the
very argument goes in favour of Niri6varasankhyas, who admit

m&m as an inQapendent cause for the creation. Hence
the Kartrtva. willingly or unwillingly is to be accepted

633without any alternative* Further the Kartrtva is not
seen in insentient matter* So Brahman, the supreme being.
must be’admitted as the Karta. Referring to the Niskrlyatva
passage if Kartrtva is negated then owing to Nirauna' passage,
Aifiana must be negated. As the soul is described a dependent 

-» 633AKarta in the scriptures, there is no room for doubt whether
— - 634Brahman is the sole Karta. Brahman is the Independent Karta.
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The passage stating Niskrlyatva# denies the Vlkrlva or 
modification in Brahman and not the Krlva or action. If 
Lak^ana of Kartrtva* owing to Niskrlva passage Is Tatastha 
in Brahman, then Alnana must also be taken to mean Tatastha

| w m mm 3 5in Brahman owing to the Sruti Ekamevadvltlyam brahma. 
Vadiraja interprets this passage in the most appealing 
manner* -

In the Advaita, Brahman, and AlKana are since beginning-
less. Sb Alnana is to be admitted as second, other than
Brahman* The world, then, would be the third one. If the
Advitiva &ruti is taken for granted to refute the second one#
then, by that# Alnana# being second, stands negated and not

63 5 Athe world which is the third*,

Thus, the Advaita-lnterpretation of the Sutra and the 
^ruti gives scope to the defects Atlvyapti63tatFributing 

Brahma laksana to Avidya), Asambhava (negating Katrtva 
as Laksana) and the like, And hence it is not in accordance 
either with the Sutra or with the Sruti.

By the Sutra# Janmadvasya yatah the Brahmalaksana is 
given. It is acclaimed that Brahman is Purna in respect of 
power, knowledge and the like. For the creation of this 
wonderful world unlimited knowledge, will, effort, power,



210

kindness and the like are essential* The Laksana of Srstya-
dikartrtva/ referred to in the Sutra, is also a Guna. Thus
toy the Laksanasutra, Gunapurnatva or perfectness in respect
of the qualities of Brahman is proved# By this Laksana-
sutra itself, rHis absolute distinction from the world of
souls and matter is also proved, as Brahman is described
the creator, the sustainer, the destroyer, the toestower
of knowledge arid the like, His Supreme Superiority,is also
proved. The same, Sutra, delineating the Laksana of Jaqat-
kartrtva or creatorship of the world of Brahman (who is
absolutely real} establishes reality of the, world.too.
The Abheda or identity of Brahman with these qualities as

’ — « 636aexplained in the Qpassage Meha nanasti kincana 'is also 
suggested by the Sutra. The fact of Abheda in His qualities 
is also a merit and is the very nature of Brahman# It means 
Brahmatva is the. very nature of the qualities. Brahman 
is the possessor of ail qualities. There is identity between 
quality and their possessor. There is also the GunaqUnibhava 
dr the relation of the quality and the qualified. To effect 
these two, the Vlfeesa is to be admitted* These Vifeesas are 
infinite in Brahman and help for Bhedawavahara as ’knowledge 
of Brahman* and the like. These Vifeegas are also the very 
attributes of Brahman and are of the very nature of Brahman.
Otherwise the very usage or expression would be meaningless.

633Ail this has the sanction of the Sutras. When Brahman is
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declared as the .creator. He must have the defeatless form.

A formless one cannot act and create something, The bliss

ful form of Brahman is glorified in both the Sutras and
*

Gratis. If the graceful and blissful form is not

admitted, then Brahman would cease to get engaged in crea-
639tion like a potter, lacking hands, cannot create a pot.

Thus has been shown with relevant examples, irrele

vancy of the Advaita-intarpretation and relevancy of the 

Dvalta view.

BHBPA ESTABLISHING THROUGH BRAHMASUTRAS AND THE INTERPRETATION
OF AIKYA &RUTI

Really speaking* all the Brahmasutras declare Bheda or 

absolute distinction of Brahman from the soul. But some 

"Sutras do not state the distinction openly. But it is beyond 

doubt that distinction is nowhere denied. In some Sutras* 

apparently if appears as if distinction is denied and identity 

is accepted. But taking into account the contextual reference 

of the scriptural passage, Adhlkarana and the like, it is 

evident that distinction is the primary import of all the 

Brahmasutras. Vadiraja deals with those Sutras that ultimately 

aims at the absolute distinction of Brahman from the soul.

As already said, there are a good number of Sutras that
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establish© distinction, but the Sutra Sthltyadanabhvlm ca639A 

(I%iii.7) is taken first as it involves Yuktl or reasoning 
and as the work is named Yuktiroallika.640 In this Sutra 

soul and Brahman are described as abiding in the physic.
The soul reaps or eats the fruits of his deeds whereas 
Brahman, without eating, dwells there with His blissful 
nature. ,Thus the two reasons as eating the fruits of the 
deeds and absenae of eating, prove the distinction between 
soul and -Brahman.

The Sutra l>arlra§cohhavepi hi bhedenainamadhivate6^QA 

(I.ii.2Q) explains that Sarira iiva is not an Antarvamln 
or indweller. It is the Paramatman who is Antarvamln. So 
Paramatman is the supporter and soul is the supported. So

(LAI Mthere is difference between the two, - This Sutra is to 
determine the purport of the ia>ruti Ya atmani tig than..

. There are some Sutras quoted here wherein the term 
Bheda is present and that states distinction clearly. 
Bhedawapade&acca (I.i. 17), this Sutra is in the Anandamava- 
dhikarana. This states that the Anandamava is Vi^rm and not 
others, since distinction lies even in the Mukti state.

w . g/inAnd it is repeatedly stressed in Talttirlva srutl.
As the Bheda is there even in the Mukti, it is evident Shat
the Bheda is eternal. Bheavyapade&at (1,111.5) this Sutra
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deals with the Atharvana^rutl-Justam vada. •. It promises
that a devotee should think of and realise Vigriu as distinct 
from him* Bhedawapadesicchanvah (l*i, 21)* this Sutra speci
fies that the Antarvamin is distinct from souls like Indra
and others* . The Sutra- Vi6esanabhedawapadefeabhvafo ca netarau*

.......... N T~T~7T r“

(I.ii.22) deals with the passage* Yah sarvainah*..6410 and
— 641Sstates that Visnu is distinct from Ksaraksarajivas as

‘ • 642He is Omniscient and self-contended.
/ ,

Further* two Sutras AnupaC^pattestu na £arirah (l,ii.3)
5 ' ‘ " , V (and Netaronupapatteh (I* i* 16) Justify the distinction of

soul and Brahman with proper reasons. At first* it is stated
that the attributes of soul are distinct from the attributes
of Lord Visnu. Hence there is Bheda. The second states that
Vi^nudharma of bestowing the release is unseen and unreason-

643able in the soul. So He is Bhlnna.

The Sutra Muktopasrpva wapadesat (I4iii,2) states that 
Brahman is an object of attainment even by liberated souls*
This Sutra explains and determines the import of Atharvana 
Sruti Amytasvesa setuft. It proves that Visnu and not
others is the supporter of the entire world. The Sutra 
Asminnasva ca tadvoaam Saati (1,1,19) explains that the 
aspirant will have the Yoga (contact or. association) of 
Anandabrahman as a fruit in release* The Sutra FrthaaupadeSat
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(II, ±ii,27) dispels the apparently appearing contradiction 
of the Srutis Tattvantasi, Ah aft brahm&smi# Kitvo- 
nityanam,6430 pyj suparna6435 end the like,, it is stated 

that the soul is absolutely distinct from Brahman since the 
import of the Srutis specifies the distinction.

Then the Sutra coming In the fourth via,, Phaladvava 
sampadvavihava svena feabdat (IV,lv,l) states that the soul 
of the realized nature, attaining Brahman in release and, t > /
being distinct from Him, experiences the desired blissful

i * " ' i '

enjoyments. Brahman is Jaaai ianmadikarana (efficient cause 
of the creation etc,, of the world) but the souls,' though 
liberated, do not have the creatorship of the creation of 
the world and the like. This is stated by the Sutra 
Jaaadwapara varlaih (IV, Iv, 17) which negates Srstvadiwapara
(the power of creation etc,) in the released souls,

\

In this way, Bheda is acclaimed in all the Sutras 
composed by Vedavyasa. This is the primary import,644

The Surottamatlrtha, in his coumentary Bhavavilas6s*>' 
gives a brief account of all the four Adhvayas of the Brahma- 
sutras and mentions that Bheda is the primary aspect enumer
ated in and determined by all the Sutras, In the first 
Samanvavadhvava, Brahman Is described as the priraier object



215

and import (sense) of all the words that generally refer 

to and convey other things. Other things are not the 

primier object of expression of words. So there is dis

tinction between the two i,e. Brahman and other objects.

In the second av Irodhadyava* Brahman is declared as defect-
1 ' I I

less (Dosadura). So He must be distinct from those who
/

are defective. Thus, distinction is evident, _ In the 

Sadhanadhvava* Brahman is described as an object of realiza

tion, So, he, who will secure^realization, must be different
i t

from Him the object of realization. In the last Phaladhvava, 

Brahman is stated as the bestower of realease and'is desdribed 

as an object of attainment. ' So, He must be distinct from 

those, on xvhom He bestows the release.

The §rutis that appear as if conveying the Abhedartha, 

are to be understood in favour of distinction only since
‘ i

the Sutras have determined that Abhedartha is not the primary 

import. In the Sruti PranO Vahamasmlrse. if. appears 

that Indra is Prana. But he is not. The Sutra Na Vaktur- 

atmopade&aditl cedadhyatmasambandhabhumar hvasmin (I,i,29) 

determines that, at the time of Indra*s declaration of this 

£ruti, there was special presence of Vigpu toy name Prana.

This statement,is like the usage ’this is fire* when an iron

ball, excessively heated, is seen, In fact that is iron

ball only but (because of reddish colour, ball is termed as £ire.^
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In the same way, he is Indra only. But owing to the special 
presence of Visnu by name Prana, he declares *l am Prana. *
So there is no scope for conveying identity. It ultimately 
conveys distinction. Indra cannot be identical with Prana-
namaka Visnu. In this way, with the help of the Sutras,

§ 6*4) 5apparent contradiction of the Srutis must be dispelled.

Thus Vadiraja,. showing accordingly the distinction as 
the primary import of all the Sutras, promises that the 
Sutras not only determine the Bheda but also the reality of 
the world. E.g, the Sutra Sattvaccavarasva <11.1,17) declares 

, the real existence of the,things other than Brahman.

mmThe passage Pare*wave sarva eklbhavanti seems to 
declare the Advaitic identity. To determine the import of 
this passage, the Sutra Bhoktrapatteravibhagafeoet svallokavat 
(II,i.16) is taken into account. Here, Abheda or identity 
is treated as Purvapaksa, and It is denied. The Sutra states 
that all the liberated souls get together in release like 
the cows getting together in the cow-pen. This shows that 
the liberated souls are distinct from each other and also 
distinct from Brahman. In release the liberated souls are 
under the control of Brahman. There is, only sthanalkva or
the unity of place. Thus the concept Bheda is referred to

- 646in all the Sutras.
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This Bheda is Paramarthlka and not Wavaharika or 

Mithya# as understood by the Advaitins. It is essential 

for attaining the Moksa. The Sutrakara. proposing an 

Inquiry of Brahman in the first Sutra as an essential 

requirement for the attainment of release# has determined 

distinction in all the Sutras since Brahman# an object of
r

an inquiry must be distinct from those who pursue the 
Jiifiasa6^ an inquiry.

* SAMANVAYADHYAYA * ESTABLISHES GUNAPURNATVA THROUGH SARVA-wmmmmmtmmmmmtmmmmmmmmmmmrnmmm ........................................... ..................................................

Sabdavacyatva

The Advaitins* view is that Brahman is Avacva or beyond 

all expressions. Because It is inexpressible# It is Nircuna 

or qualityless or unqualified. So# there is no question of 

Gunaournatva or full qualified as understood by the Dvaitins. 

Avacva means unable to express by any word. No word expresses 

Brahman'by Mukhvavrtti (primary power). Sometimes# it is on 

idle basis of implication (Laksana). Brahman is conveyed by 

some words* Words always convey one or other attribute of 

entities. As no word expresses Brahman and thus It being 

Avacva. It has no attributes. Attribute's# conveyed by

Lakganavrtti or implication are not at all taken into account.
( ,. 648This view of argument of Advaitins# is not correct.

In samanvavadhvava of the Brahmasutras# not only the
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words, describing (gg&expressing Brahman are taken into 

account but also other words that express generally other 

entities, are also explained. It is determined that all the 

words primarily express Brahman ,only, As an example differ

ent types, of words- Namatmaka* Llfiqatmaka and others are 

explained and it is shown that every word describes one or 

the other auspicious quality of Brahman. The word Brahman 

in the first Sutra gives the sense of Gunapurnatva or 

perfectness in respect of qualities*1 it is because of 

Brahman is Sarva&abda-vacva.(expressible by all words).
Etymologically, Brahman means Purna649 or full o£ perfect.

!

The same fact is determined in all the Sutras of the first 

Adhvava. Ther Liftaa is a peculiar Pharma or character is-
i

tictr denoted by a concerned word. It Is in the form of an 

attribute. So It is as good as saying that even Llftqatmaka 

words ultimately convey Brahman by describing His attributes.

The Sutra'Antasfcadharmopade&at (I.i.20),, Antaryamvadhl- 
daivadisu taddharmawapadekat (I. ii.,18), Adr^vatvadlqunako 

dharmokteh (I.ii.2Q). Sarvadharmopattefeca (I.i.38) etc,, 

clearly point out that Brahman is expressed by infinite words 

as He possesses infinite attributes. So He is Gunapurna, 

perfect in respect of qualities* He is also Sarva6abda-vacya 

or an object of all expressions.^ If words do not express 

distinct nature of Brahman,, then what is the use of describing
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Him by so many v/ords? As Brahman is absolutely real# His
651attributes are also real.

All the words in the Vedas declare Brahman primarily#
The Sutras §abdadeva pram1tab (I. ill, 24)# Gouna&cennatma
4abdat (l.i,6) etc.# make it clear that Brahman is expressed
by all the words, in Him there is Samanvava or harmonious
interpretation of different,,words^ And this Samanvava stands
useless if attributes denoted by the words are denied in
Brahman, Because# .that aultimately negates the Gunapurnatva
of Brahman, Then the very usage Brahman in the first Sutra

652would become meaningless and purposeless,
t i

.. The Advaita Bhasva or Brahmasutra. mentions that the
/first quarter of first chapter makes an inquiry of Brahman 

dealing with some indicatory marks that, are clear and explicit 
whereas the second and the third quarters of the same chapter 
refers to the indicatory marks that are not clear.

, But#, Vadiraja, opines that the indicatory marks enumerated 
in the Br.Su. are all clear and explicit as they proclaim one 
or other characteristic or .attribute of Brahman. Here# it 
looks that Vadiraja understands and takes the clear indicatory 
marks in the sense of characteristics or attributes. As a 
matter of fact# he refers to the first Sutra of the third
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quarter and defends that the Sutra declares the positive
t

indicatory marie clearly as an attribute of the Lord# and lie
also promises that all the Sutras aim at and glorify the

653Aattributes of the Lord clearly*
t

- c 1

The Suiras aln the third quarter# Dvubhvadvavatanam 
sva&abdat (1* iii* 1) and Muktopasrpva wapadefeat (I.iii. 2) 
clearly stats that Brahman is the-support to heaven# earth 
and the like* He is an object of attainment by the released 
souls. -Thus# here also the qualities of Brahman are described. 
So there is no scope for NirviSesatva or attributelessness 
and the like. And moreover# the very expression# as JUnasa 
inquiry of Nirvi|esa attributeless Brahman is defective# 
because an inquiry needs the discussion of the Dharmas or 
characteristics or attributes of entitles here of Brahman.

'' So the opinion of the Sutrakara is that ~JTT. 
that Brahmanl is Purna or perfect with infinite auspicious

attributes since He is expressed and conveyed lay all the
,' , 654words.

ADVAITA VIEW IS CONTRADICTORY TO THE SUTRA 
Owing to the apparent contradiction# seen in the scrip

tural passages the Advaitins classify -the Vedas as Tatvavedaka 
or imparting true knowledge and Atatvavedaka or imparting
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wrong knowledge and they consider only NirgunaSrutis,as
555 —Tatvavedaka. . Avedaka means communicating or aiming at

reality, They state that the passages that aim at reality,
(since according to the Advaita, Brahman alone is reality)
are Tatvavedaka and others are Atatvavedaka. But this classi-

656fication is not at all upheld toy the Sutrakara. Owing
to apparent, contradiction, it is not agreeable to group the

\ ,scriptures as above. The third and fourth quarters o£ the 
second Adhvava (Avirodhadhvaya) are meant to remove the 
apparent conflict or contradiction,among the scriptural 
passages, . There, it is proved that all scriptures are 
Tatvavedakas only,

i
, f *

On the basis of personal experience as 'I am ignorant,' 
it is not befitting to attribute Alnana or ignorance in 
Brahman and it is not the contention of the sutrakara also.
As already stated, all the Sutras aim at the absolute distinc
tion between Brahman and the soul. Both are of distinct 
nature, so personal experience as *1 am ignorant* proves 
that ignorance is a quality abiding in the souls. This 
experience does not prove ignorance in Brahman and cannot 
harm the Sarvainatva or omniscience of Brahman, The very 
experience indicates that the soul's experience is an outcome 
of ignorance.657 So the absolute distinction of idle soul from 

Brahman remains unharmed. '

/
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BRAHMAN IS NOT NIRAKARA BUT IS OF PURNANANDADEHA 

In defending the Niraunatva of Brahman the Mvaitins 

hold that Brahman is Nirakara. If It were Akaravan having 

a form* then their contention of Nlraunatva holds no good* 

Therefore, they state that Brahman is Nirakara or formless. 

But this view is not tenable, because when Puccha (according 

to the Advaita) is taken to mean Brahman, the view of 

Nirakaratva is. gone. This is closely examined and discussed
*■ <*» egg

In the Anandamavadhlkarana.

gCQ

The passage Tasya privameva jsirah states that His

form is blissful. Here, 6irah stands for not only head but

also other limbs.* So all organs are blissful* The two

arms of Brahman are described as Mod a and Pramoda, aspects

of bliss. The related passages are Modo daksinah paksah,

Pramoda uttarah pakfah* Here Mbda and Pramoda are not

different in nature and essence; they are the two aspects
Moda

of the same bliss. The right arm. called/1also is blissful 

like the left one called Pramoda. So difference lies in 

terms and not in essence.
(

The passage Ananda atma conveys the blissful nature of 

the middle portion. And the passage Brahma puccham pratistha 

refers to all the limbs of Brahman. As support of the entire 

body possessing all limbs, the foot is extolled particularly
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and specifically. But it does not negate the blissful nature 
of other limbs of the body.

The word Brahman# used at the end of that Prakarana, 
is to be construed with all the statements accordingly.
Brahman stands for Purnasukha or perfect bliss. The terms

■toPriva. Moda. Pramoda and so on referred* at first# declare 
that the form of Brahman is blissful including Puccha-£oot.
The * Mayat* suffix in Anandamava stands for completeness or 
for abundance, Mayat is also Purnatvavac aka or expressive

mm 662of perfectness and Brahman also Pumatvavaoaka. So there 
need not be any difference in purport or import of several 
scriptural passages, *

In another passage# it is stated that the souls# liber-
, ated by the grace of Brahman# will have the blissful enjoy-
ment at their ownv accord. This proves that Brahman#who
is eternally liberated# must also be of blissful nature.
Thus# the scripture as well as reasoning describe the Puacha

«■* 66^is also of-perfect bliss. , So the term Brahman is Sukhavacaka? 
Brahman is Bifoba or original and souls are Pratlbifhbas or 
reflections. Owing to the Blnfoa-pratibirhba-bhava also Sukha- 
ruoatva blissful nature is evident*, Because# it is explained 
that the liberated souls# who are reflections will have bliss
ful enjoyments for having got manifested their blissful nature.
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Thus the scriptures clearly state the blissful nature of 
Brahman# In view of this# the Sutrakara also specifies

mm mm 666 *as Anandamave * bhvasat.

in these ferutt passages# the primary import is the
blissful Brahman is not irrelevant* The Laksana is resorted

667to only when the expressed sense is Incompatible. 1 If it
is argued that *§irah' is to be understood as like Slrah then*

on the same ground in Puccham Brahma* the primary sense of
the term Brahman is to be given up which is not desirable

66Seven to the Advaitins. Moreover* in the same line* the 
# «■» 669srutl directs as Sa va esa purusavidha eva where there
is no scope for Laksana. The particle *Eva* determines
that Brahman is Purusakara and that is blissful, it does not
get modified and hence it is_absolutely and eternally real.6*70

So Brahman is of the nature of Purnananda or perfect blissful.
He is blissful with Sukharupa and He is the lord Narayapa.
He is eternally deprived of material elements. He* being
eternally blissful# becomes an object of blissful experience.
Thus the £rutl promises that Anandamava is Sakara with limbs

671that are also blissful,
^ ‘

INTERPRETATION OF APPARENTLY CONFLICTING STATEMENTS OF 
Pu4lAS SXJCH AS TRAYANAM. .. ETC. .OF BHAGAVATA672

(Purnas also declare Bheda).

/



The Nlrneva works are those that convey the determined 

sense and the Nirpayakas are those that give the clues to 

determine the purport of the Nimeva works. The Sruti,

Smrti and Puranas are Nirneva works and the BrahmastLVas

since determine the import of them* are called Nirpayakas. 

in the Sutra, as already mentioned* Bheda is pointed out 

clearly. But in the Puranas* in some places* there are some
^ i

statements that appear ,as if denying the distinction of the 

soul from Brahman, And this portion, contradicts with other* 

declaring distinction. At this junature* one has to seek 

the help of the Nlrnavaka works, The Nirneva works are 

original and Nirpayakas are the commentaries of them, so 

Nirpeyas are to be understood in thelight of the Nirnayakas?'

To give the correct import of . the term Bhida of the 

Bhaaavata verse Travanam.,, Vadiraja gives the seven xsenses . 

(meanings) of the term Bhida. .

(1) Anvonvabhava - difference of one object from another?

(2) Bhrama, - misunderstanding

(3) Virodha - opposition.

(4) Buddhibheda «- differentiating the opinion or splitting
the/ mind?

(5) Na6.a

(6) Mi6rana

(7) Asaihvoqa

destruction 

mixing up and 

separate existence 674
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Vadlraja also states the stock examples of these* 
Difference between pot and cloth Is Anvonvabhava.. Mistaking 
rope as snake involves Bhrama, Mitrabheda is taken to mean 
Virodha. Buddhlbheda as one of the four devices* Nafea. 
destruction of a pot and the. like. Mixing up of water and 
milk is an example of Vimferana. Bifurcating or standing 
apart of the two armies is an example of Asafhvoaa. In this 
way,, the same term conveys the seven meanings.

The Bhaaavata verse Travanam..* does not convey the
sense of identity*. Thisverse is spoken toy Maitreya or Vldura,
The same sage elsewhere in the Bhaaavata Itself has made it

675clear that Lord Vl^riu is supreme* And even the episode
of Bhrgu’s meeting all the three deities proves that Lord
Vif^u is supreme. Vadiraja* critically examines the verse
in the light of the meanings given above* He states that
the term Bhida. in the verse, does not deny the Bheda of the
variety of Anvonvabhava. And hence, it does not prove the
identity of three deities. He proves the fact that there is
no difference jof opinion so far as the three deities are
concerned. The term Bhida denies the difference of opinion.
It conveys that though there is gradation and difference among
Lord Visnu, Brahma and Rudra in respect of nature, there is
no Buddhlbheda (difference of opinion) among them. Vadiraja
interprets the verse skilfully and establishes rhat this verse

676does not prove any identity among the three deities.
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To know the purport of the Purapas and to understand 
their importance, it is necessary to know their types, Here 
Vadiraja gives the list of all the Purapas with classifica
tion and stresses that the purport of the Satvika Purapas 
stands unquestioned, significant and evident. So contradic
tion* appearing in others, is to be warded off in the light 
of the Satvika Purapas. The author also says that the 
three-fold nature, of the works, means and fruits, proves it 
evidently that three_deities are neither equal nor identical.
So- the above verse does not convey either equality or iden
tity, but it does convey the sense of absenae of difference 
of opinion among them.

, 677INTERPRETATION OF THE BHAGAVATA VERSE BHAYAM DVITIYABHINIVSSATAH. .
The Advaitins contend'that the Bhaqavata verse Bhavam 

dvltlvabhlnlvegatah svat... affirms their identity and 
establishes the unreality of the world. But this contention 
is not correct. The Pvitlva word indicates world constituting 
body, family, property and the like* The word Abhlnlve£a 
means attachment* So, the import of the verse is that one 
has to worship the Lord devotedly, setting sdside or giving 
up close attachment towards worldly objects* The Pvltiva 
that involves world is not at all denied. So the,expression 
does not,agree with the view that rthe belief in the existence 
of other than Brahman' causes fear. If the word Pvitlva is
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meant that, there is nothing other than Brahman, then the

statements- Shalettam bhaktar a... and the like serve no pur-
679 -pose* Because, here duality of Sewa-sevaka or master

and servant variety is clearly stated. Brahman is the first

who is sewa or the Master and the devotee, who is servant

is the second* So the second, other than Brahman, is not

denied, and it is also not unreal. The word Gurudevatatma

in the above,verse, which is an adjective of Budha, directs

that his mind should get fixed on Guru and Devata. But it

does not conyay the sense of_ identity. Therefore, with

close observation^ and examination, one has to understand the

import of the expression as it is done in the Sutra Akafeasta-

lifiqat (1*1,22) where the popular and general sense of the

word Aka&a is given up and the word is aimed at conveying
AQQ

the sense befitting to the context as Brahman*

It is hinted that more attachment towards this world 

causes fear*. To be free from, the fear, one has to worship 

the Lord with his mind fixed on preceptor and deity, with 

true devotion. So the world, second and other than Brahman 

is not unreal. We find a good number of statements in the 

Bhaaavata and in Other Pur an as that instruct the devotees 

to give up the attachment towards body, family property and

the like on account of their being defectful in so many
681respects and to worship the lotus feet of the Lord*
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In all these, it is hinted that close and more attachment 
towards worldly objects causes fear. But nowhere either 
Atmaikya or Mithyatva of the world is stated. In the above 
verse, Abhlnlve&a or attachment of the Dvitlya or the Wrld

i ...
— 682is said to be given up and not the Dvitiya itself. If 

the attachment to the world is given up, the world will 
not become unreal like a house will not disappear or will
not become unreal when the house-holder renounces it and
reports to ascenticism.

i *

Really, all these things, including Kala, Karman and
, ' 683the like are under the control of the Lord. But it is

because of the close attachment, they appear as if under
the control of the souls and thus cause fear. But they are
not at all unreal and their very existence is not at all negated.

INTERPRETATION OF THE BHAGAVATA VERSE AHAM BHAVAN NA CA...884
In the Sastras and the Purapas, we find a good number 

of statements, that appear as if conveying the sense of 
identity. But they are to be understood in accordance with 
other statements in the same context. '

People, who are more affectionate to eaah other say
*1 am thou,* 'Thou are I* and the like. Here both of them
cannot be Identical. These are the statements spoken out of

685 •intimacy, affection, faith and the like. Vadiraja opines

j
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that on such occasions if the primary sense seems to be' s

irrelevant# then it is to be understood accordingly on 

implication.

In the Bhaqavata, Haifts arupl-paramatman preaches Price tus 

as * I am thou, not distinct/ thou are I, wise will not 

see any distinction between us two,; Here Hamsarupi- 

paramatman is the,preceptor and Pracetus is the pupil, 
Paramitman, appearing in the guise of a brahmin, teaches 

Pur an Jana, who -Is now born as the daughter,of Vidharbha king,
Puranjana is Jlvahamsa. Paramatmahamsa is teaching to Jlva-

\

hamsa, .The apparent identity stated here, should not be 

taken literally, The preceptor, to ensue devotion in the 

devotee and to show his deep affection, has spoken thus.
Here Paramatmahamsa is Bodhaka-teacher and Jlvahamsa is 

Bodhya-taught. The lord, wants the soul to get uplifted who 

is eligible: for realizing the philosophical truth but who is 

now deeply .engaged in worldly enjoyments. One is Sarvaina 

or Omniscient and another is - Aina or Ignorant, so how can 

there be identity between the twg? To realise the philoso

phical truth, complete harmony, of the mind is essential. And 

this expression is uttered to gain the complete harmony of

the mind.

Or, it may be Bijhba-pratibMibabhaya or relation of
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reflective and reflection that is hinted here, Paramatma-
hamsa is Biroba and Jivahamsa is Pratiblmba. This relation
denotes the.^togetherness of the two and not the identity.
Jiva must always live together with Paramatman. So it is
also an expression of the relation of Avinafehava or together-

638ness of the two,
' ' > < 4 «

Vadiraja gives a wonderful order of Interpreting and 
argues that the above vers,e states the difference and not 
the identity. , If the first pause is given at Ahaih bhavan 

’ SS then that conveys * I am not thou,* the second sentence 
is as Tyam anvah that,means *Thou are distinct,* Here the 
distinction of Paramatmahamsa from Jivahamsa is stressed.
Third sentence is as Tvavi eva aham instead Tvamevaham.
Then it conveys that the Paramatman is the Antaryamin or the 
Indweller in all the souls. Thus, the distinction of the 
soul from the Paramatman is the primary import of the verse.

Further# it may be asked as to why the Indweller God 
is not seen?. The reply -is that,He is seen by great seers 
who are graced with divine sight as it happened in the case 
of Arjuna.^0 tod they# although knowing the joint presence

of God and the soul# do not hold their identity. They have
olthe knowledge of distinction these two as a swan has in respect 

of milk and water.
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The advice of sage Marada and also concluding verse of
that Purcf&l anooakhvana affirm that Jivahamsa, being thus
initiated and enlightened by Paramatmahamsa gained real

691knowledge and by His favour became contented. This 
result also determines that the soul is distinct from Brahman.

KAP£L%KKYANA ALSO PROMISES BHEDA 

The Kapilakhvana oceuring in the Bhaaavata (third 
chapter) wherein Lord Kapila preaches to His mother Devahuti, 
also ^establishes the Bheda.

The Lord Brahman is distinct from Pancabhutas or five
great elements, Indriyas or senses,' Manas or mind and also
from the Prakrtl, the primary cause of all these. Though
He is the primier-source of very existence and the action
of all these. He is totally distinct from them like the fire,
though the cause of the origin of flames, sparks, smoke and

692the like, it is distinct from them*

As the terms Indriyas or senses, Manas or mind and the 
like also stand for conveying their respective presiding 
deities, not only Jada 1 ada-bheda or distinction among matters 
and Jade&vara-bheda or distinction between matter and God 
are hinted at but other types of Bhedas are also suggested.
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The sentences quoted here are the explanation of the
£L O O

4ruti passage- Ekamevadvitlvam Brahma. These declare 

that Brahman is distinct from both Jlva and Jada. The
i

£ruti- Neti netXtvatma qyhyah^9^ states that the Lord is

neither Jada or matter nor Jlva or soul. He is distinct

from both.' This is idle import of the Sruti- Ekamevad vltXyam.

The term Advitiva does not convey the sense of identity as
>. 695the Advaitins contend.

i

The Advaitins hold that Brahman is Akhanda or partless, 

Nirakara or formless, Nlrquna or attributeless and Avacya
* AQfi

or inexpressible. All these views have been refuted in 

this Bhacavata verse. The terms ’Bhagavan* and ’Brahman*
697prove that Brahman is not Akhanda as the Advaitins contend.

He is not Nirakara since He has blissful form. He# being

Brahman# is not Nlrquna as the term Brahman means an embodi-
698ment,of ^infinite auspicious attributes. He is not

Avaava as He is the primier object-of the import of all

the Srutis. And because of this# Brahman is distinct from
699souls and matter. This distinction will also continue 

to exist even in release,'

bhsdaSrutis are niravakaSas and abhbda6rutis are savakaIas700 

Vadiraja argues that# it cannot be said that the Bheda- 

£rutis convey the sense of distinction due to the Matlbheda



or the difference of thinking* Matibheda is possible when

there is Svarupabheda or difference in nature* It is due

to the Svarupabheda* sense of distinction originates. And

in the case of the Abheda&rutis, they can be understood as

aonveying Matvaikva or unity of opinion, Sthanaikva or unity
701of place and the like* Therefore, the BhedaSrutis are 

NiravakaSas, having or affording'no scope for different 

explanation* The £bheda&rutis are Savakafeas, since there 

is scope to understand the import through different explana

tion or implication*

In the, &ruti- Dvasupana sayula sakhavau.. the term 

Sakhayau conveys that the two have harmonious mind and the
v

term Savuiau states that both of them are abiding in the

same place or body. Here .Paramatman and soul are the two
birds dwelling in one place with harmonious mind. Here

there is ,no scope to convey Matibheda or difference in

intellect and Sthanabheda or difference in place. Bheda is

distinct due to svarupabheda or difference in nature. The

dual number specifies that one is distinct from another.

And it does not harm the beauty of the sense of Matyaikva 
— 70aand Sthanaikva. - Not only this# the passage also states 

the mutually contradictory and opposing attributes of the 

soul and Brahma* In the soul, there are Baddhatva {boundness), 

Apurnata (imperfectness) and Karmaphalabhoktfctva (the state
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of experiencing the fruits of his deeds) whereas in Para- 
matman, there are Nityamuktatva. Purnatva (perfectness), 
and Anatrtva (the state of non-eating the fruits of deeds)* 
Because of this# the distinction between the soul and Brahman 
is real and eternal*^04"

And in the case of Aikyaferuti, resorting to Laksana 
and setting, aside the expressed sense of identity, one has

i 1 I

to understand Matyaikya or unity in thought, Sthanalkya or
unity in place and the like as in the statements lifts:
They two got together. Here there is no scope for sense 

705of identity.
‘ \ r ‘ ✓

)

As there is scope and chance to Matyaikya. Sthanalkva 
and the like, with regard to Aikya&rutis there is no scope
to realize'Matlbheda. sthanabheda and the like with regard

v { ’

to Bheda-^rutis as shown above but the Svarupabheda. Hence 
the BhadaSrutls are NiravakaSas and the Abheda&rutis are 
SavakaSas*

INTERPRETATION OP THE &RUTI NITYONITYANAM...706 

Vadiraja, gives an elaborate interpretation of the 
passage Nftyo nityanam.., and shows that this §ruti states 
the Pancabhedas (five varieties of distinction) clearly.'



The passage conveys that the Lord is Paramanltya or
supreme eternal among eternal entities* He is Paramacetana
or supreme being among all sentients, He brings qualified
souls in Sathsara and affords them chances for pursuing their
respective Sadhana,,' He blesses with eternal bliss to those
who aye eligible* He, being Indweller of all, is the Lord,
who is Independent, in all respects* Wise always realize
the distinction and not the identity with the Lord, Others
do not realize this truth and henae they cannot have the
realization of the Lord, It is the very nature of wise
that helps them to realize the Lord* Those, who have the
realization of the lord, will attain blissful '^release. And

707others have no release due to having no realization,
' t j t

The passage also affirms .that the Lord alone is the 
independent Doer and none else* The Kartrtva cannot be 
ascribed to nescience since it is insentient. This also 
proves that Brahman is not the material cause of the creation, 
but He is the efficient and independent cause (Nimltta and 
Svatantra karana). So there is no question of superimposi
tion of Kartrtva and the like on Brahman, Here, it is also 
explained that the Lord is Omnipotent, Supreme and Omni
scient as He, having the knowledge of all entities (including
primeval matter), creates the world sportively. So He is

708Independent and others are dependents* Neither He is
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initiated by others nor He seeks the help of others in 
creating the worlds The souls are dependent* since the very 
survival of them is under His control and Bhoaabhoktrtva 
the state of experiencing the enjoyments is also blessed 
ly Him.709

The repeated description of the attributes suah as 
eternity* sentiency, being alone, doership promises that 
this £rutl is an interpretation of so many other Srutis. 
Ekatva referred to above establishes Abheda between the 
original form and Incarnations of Brahman.

This passage also proves the concept of Vl£esa* a
Samarthvavl&asa (or distinat power) of the Lord and that

— 710helps for Bhedawavahara. There is no difference 
between the Lord and His incarnations* His limbs and His 
qualities. All are of the same nature. The attributes are 
absolutely real and not ephemeral,

0

The Lord* with Indwelling-forms dwells in all. His 
realization is essential for attaining the release. The 
liberated ones are identical neither with Brahman and nor 
with eaah other. They are distinct from Brahman and also 
from each other. Brahman is the Lord of the released souls

tand they have the direct vision of the Lord always. This
711will never get affected.
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In this passage, the five-fold difference is clearly 

stated. It is also described that the liberation is of the 

nature of bliss. And this liberation can be attained through 

the knowledge of five-fold difference. The sentence 

Anupa6vanti dhlrah indicates that there is gradation with 

distinction i*ith regard to the nature of the souls in 

respect of their Aparoksainana or realization,' The graded 

souls axe of three kinds and there is mutual distinction 

among thou. The sentence Kaman vo vldadhati indicates the 

plurality of the means of enjoyments and also mutual dis

tinction among them,, Yo vldadhati states that the lord is 

the creator of them# and it proves the distinction of matter 

from Paramatman, This also proves the Jiva 1 adabheda or the 

difference of the souls from the Insentient matter.

As Brahman is the Creator of all,means of worldly
t

\

enjoyments# like Brahman# reality of the world is also proved, 

It is also stated that the world is eternal in the form of 

a current. Hence# the process* of creation is biginning-
t

Vadlraja opines that# this passage not only established 

Fancabheda# Taratamya and the like# but at the same tin® 

denies the scope for Advaita-vlews such as identity between 

the Lord and the Jlva, identity of Jlva and Jlva# non-reality
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of the world/ attainment of the Moksa through Nisprakaraka- 
inana. nature of jlvas# Akartrfcva to Cit and the like.712A

TOE ■ IDEA OF JIVABRAHMAIKYA IS CONTRARY TO REASON
Those, who opine that there being no'soul other than 

Brahman# may say for argument's sake that just as Akafea is 
one and by limiting adjuncts like Ghata, Matha and the like 
it is referred to as Ghataka^a, Mathakafea and so on. Simi
larly# Brahman also with the limiting adjuncts# assumes 
the role of Jlva. 'Or else, it may be also be contended that 
the Jlvas1 are the AMas or parts of the all-pervasive Brahman 
like the water in pots fetched from a lake,

f

In the Advalta# Brahman is partless (Akhanda). The 
Advaita does not accept the view of AMa and AMin in ulti
mate senses What all referenda about the AMa and M&in# 
seen in the Advaita works#- relates with empirical level

«* «•* 712B ' mm —(Wavaharika). Vadiraja# disregarding the view# opines
that even this idea of AMa and AM In of the Advaita does 
not help to prove the identity between Brahman and soul.

If it is argued that the BrahmaMa in a body is Jiva, 
then it is as good as saying that BrahmaMa outside the 
body is not Jiva, Then the very proposition as Brahman is 
all-pervasive becomes unsould. Further# there cannot be
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movements in limiting adjuncts such as body since according 
to the Advaita, Brahman is Niskriya or passive. And Upadhi 
or limiting adjunct being insentient cannot have activity 
o£ its own. Thus the movements of living bodies become 
impossible. As there is no movements or shaking in 
Brahman, it cannot be said that the body gets activated by 
Brahman. Thus, the body should become stable or movement
less. So the BrahroaftSa. abiding in a body, since having no 
movement cannot hope to go to heaven and the like. One may 
raise the question that movements are seen in grass and the 
like that are insentient when they are shaken by wind. But 
the reply is that it is not the mere wind that moves and 
causes movements in other things, but it is the presiding 
deity of the wind, being sentient, that moves and causes 
the movements in others. This ,is possible provided Kriya6akti
is admitted in presiding deities unlike the Brahman of the 

714Advaitins.

As their Brahman is Niskriya. Brahmaftfea must also be
likewise Niskriya. Further it cannot be argued that it is
because of the association of Upadhi. viz., body Brahman
becomes active since Upadhi is Jada. It is by its nature 

1 7 ISalways inactive. And it is also not reasonable to hold 
that the body at every step, gets associated with the facing 
Brahmeaft&a. leaving the one behind. Because, in that case,
at every step, there are to be deaths and births
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The above given exposition may seem to be unconnected 
to the topic of the content* But by close observation and 
deep reflection* relevancy of the exposition may be known*
The main aim of the exposition is to tackle the concepts 
Upadhl or-limiting adjunct* Abheda or identity and also 
Nlskrlvatva or actionlessness of Brahman. On the basis of 
Upadhl* neither Abheda of Jiva from Brahman nor the Mis- 
krivatva of them be established. By admitting Upadhl* Deha 
etc** if Krlvafeakti is taken to be attributed to the jlvas 
or BrahmiA^as then the above shown absurdity and Irrelevancy 
are inevitable. In this way* the given exposition is 
connected with the context.

If the souls are taken to mean Brahmafh6as in the limit
ing bodies* then there aannot be movement In the souls. 
Because* when Brahman is motionless* how can there be motion 
in Brahmiunfeabhutajlvas,souls being parts of Brahman, Without 

the movement of the mud or clay* the pot made of that cannot 
move. Further* the body being limiting adjunct* product
of nescience cannot generate action since the very nescience 

716is insentient.

So it is not proper to state that the souls are Brah- 
maiftSas and thereby there is,Identity between them. Because* 
if that would be the case then as in Brahman according to
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the Advaita, there should not be any activity in the souls
which are Brahma parts. And it is evident that activity
is seen in souls. So even according to the Advaita, the
fact ,that souls are parts of Brahman, cannot be proved.
And if, with regard to the limiting adjuncts parts of
Brahman "are explained, then they differ from body to body,
as it is to be bigger in an elephant and very small in
ants and the like, This optional view seams to be similar

717to that of Jainism.

It is specified in the Brahmasutra- Utkrantiqatvaq- 
— 718tinam (II. iii. 19) that the soul of atomic nature is having 

dependent powers. Henae, the soul cannot be Identical with 
Brahman. Nor is it Brahmafo&a. ]

In the Advaita, Brahman Is motionless by nature. And
this Brahman becomes active or will have the motion when

■» — 719getting associated with adjunct by name Maya. But it is 
impossible. Because, the nature does not change. He cannot 
be active even when there is the association of thousands 
of limiting adjuncts. Because adjunct being insentient is 
itself inactive, ,How can then it cause action in others 
like the space in pot cannot cause movement since by nature 
it is actionless. In the same way, when Advaita holds that 
Brahman is actionless by nature, there cannot be action by
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any means, Advaita cannot explain the soul of Brahmamfea 
either Sthiraififea or immovable part or Caladaiftfea or movable 
part because the soul, by nature, is inactive. The soul 
can neither be immovable part of Brahman nor movable part 
of Brahman, If immovable part is taken then that would be 
against the experience, if it is taken as movable part, 
then It should have the movement. But according to them, 
Brahman has no movement,720

t

Thus, in the Advaita neither immovable part nor movable
part proves identity. According to the Sutra and the Sruti, 

721soul is Anu, The souls attain different bodies as they
are associated with fruits of actions of each body. Being
dependent they are distinct from each other. This is the
state of soul. On the contrary, Brahmachaltanva or supreme
soul is altogether distinct. It exists always and everywhere.
It is pure by nature. , It is also indestructible, partless,

722unchangeable, eternal and firm. When Brahman is indes
tructible, partless etc., there is no chance to have pieces

723of it as souls. So souls are not at all parts of Brahman. 
Since Brahman is alone and partless in the Advaita, the 
very contention that the souls are parts of Brahman is 
untenable, Nanatva in respect of parts cannot be proved 
also.



Brahman ,1s endowed with Vlcitrafeaktl or supreme power*
*

He is Omniscience lord of ail and soledoer. He is of the

minute as well as of the biggest form* Though, Brahman is

capable of doing anything. He never thinks to misuse His
724power and thereby to assume the form of a soul.

Now it cannot be argued that the Avidva or nescience

responsible for Brahman assuming the form of the embodied

soul, contributes power* Because it is insentient* As

nescience, is insentient, it has no power of discrimination.

So it cannot assist Brahman in assuming the state of soul.

Thus, it is evident that neither Brahman can Itself assume

the form nor can nescience make It, to assume the soul form.

Brahman pf the Advaitins being.Hirvifeesa or qualityless,

cannot have the power which is also a quality^ If It would

have the power of that kind,. It could have driven out the

nescience .making It to assume soul form. And nescience,

being insentient cannot have this power. If that is admitted

then the Advaita would be similar to that of Nirifevara- 
-* 725saAkhvas. Further, it cannot be said that power can be 

attributed to the qualified Brahman (Aihana-»Avidya-vi&lsta 

Brahman). Because originally this power is neither in 

Brahman nor in nescience. Further, Brahman,- knowing the 

nescience to be th® cause of undesirable and unworthy things 

and of sorrowful transmigration does not” want to get associated



with that. Or Brahman will be inactive until It is moved 

■by nescience and It is inactive again when nescience dis

associates from Brahman, Thus, really speaking# the idea 

of a qualified Brahman is baseless and unreasonable. In

this way# Brahman assuming soul form is totally Impossible. 

Therefore# souls are not parts of Brahman, They are dis
tinct beings* In some Pur%as they are described as parts

i.

of Brahman# but it is to be understood in the sense of

dependence* They ,are under the control of the Lord, The

incarnations# Matsva, Kurma and the like are His SvarupafnSas

or nature forms, Hence# there is no distinction among them.

Whereas there is distinction from the souls as they are not 
— 727BhinnarhSas. ; Therefore* the contention that Brahman

assumes the state of soul is not correct. As Brahman is

all-pervasive, and soul is A$u# the distinction is evident.

And this distinction is existing since beginningless time

and it will continue to exist even in release. Hence#
729identity is by no means possible here and hereafter.

Though the body as adjunct gets destroyed* it is not possible 

for soul to become identical with Brahman since as already 

proved# both of them possess opposing aspects like the water 

in the jar and in the lake. When jar is destroyed the water 

will not become identical with the water of the lake.

726

NOw# if Brahman is regarded as actionless then Brahma-
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formed soul must also be actionless. Because* the inexpres

sible Maya or Avldva of the Advaita* dividing Brahman in 

parts* aannot contribute power of action to the parts.

In the Dvaita view* there is no difficulty* since it is

the £aktivl6esa or His unique form* the very nature of Brahman*

which helps Him to assume Anu as well as Mahat forms. So He

is of infinite forms. The same &aktlvl&esa proves the

movement in Him, But the souls possess only Anu form and

dependent Krlya&akti. Hence* both of them are absolutely

729distinct from eaah other. And Brahman* abiding in all 

the souls, is one and the same and is perfect and Supreme.

' He is one with Mahat and all-pervasive form and is infinite 

with indwelling forms. All these forms are perfect in

respect of qualities and are identical with original form.

* — 729AThe Srutl- AntarbahiSca tatsarvamvyapya narayanasthltah

specifies that all-pervasive Brahman is the Narayapa.

If the Advaitins hasten to admit the possibility of two

all-pervasive sentients* then the very concept of the Advaita

730stands uprooted. So they cannot accept two all-pervasive 

sentients. Therefore* the illustration of Ghataka&a*

Mathakafea given at the beginning to prove their identity* 

is irrelevant. The souls do not conform with the size of 

the bodies in the form of adjuncts. They are Anus. The
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above analogy may be taken with preference to the incarna
tions of the Lord as His all forms are all-pervasive. Souls
are like dust particles flying in the space. So they were

731not# are not, and shall not be Identical with Brahman.

When Brahman is beginningiess and souls are beginningless, 
distinction among them must also be beginningless as explained 
above. So identity aanriot be thought of between soul and 
Brahman. It cannot be stated that though difference is 
beginningiess, it gets destroyed at the attainment of the 
release because difference is not Pjthe product of nescience. 
Though, nescience is destroyed by knowledge, difference 
remains as it is.

The Ekallvavadlns Sold that it is due to Avidya, that
Brahman attains the soul form. Soul is one only and it is

73?its nescience by which the entire world is fabricated.
When its nescience is removed, there originates Aikva Jnana 
as ‘I am Brahman* and by this, the fabricated world ceases 
to exist. The Bahujlvavadins* °v'hold that it is due to 
the manifold Upadhis, that Jlvas or Brahmaih&as are many.
By knowledge of identity when once adjuncts get destroyed, 
they getting liberated, attain Brahmasvarupa. For them the 
world becomes unreal.

Vadiraja attacks the view of the Ekajivavadins. He
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argues that if the settlement in the world is unreal and
sentiency abiding is so many bodies# is unreal# then how
can the movements etc.# causing effects be possible? The

734unreality cannot move. If it is a real serpent# then 
only it can move. In the same way# sentiency as xtfell as 
their living world must be real# then only movements and 
the like are possible. And it is not the delusion that 
causes movements. The whole world cannot be taken to mean 
to be ephemeral. If souls are superimposed on one Cetana, 
then they are unreal, since being superimposed# they

, t

cannot be the parts of real Brahman and there is no question 
735of identity.

Further# the view of the Advaitins that all the souls 
are parts of Brahman is also not tenable. The distinction 
between soul and Brahman is evident since beginningless 
time. This is because of their inherent distinct nature and 
distinct constituent characteristics* souls# living in

Vdifferent bodies# are of Arm size. Brahman is all-pervasive 
and of Mahatnarimana. Brahman ,is Niskrlyj (not affeated by 
by the effects of actions). He is perfect,oot^Souls are 
active and are affected by actions. And as a result of that 
they move from one body to another and from one place to 
another. Brahman is defectless. Souls are defective# and 
as a result of that they suffer. So such souls aannot be 
parts of Brahman or forms of Brahman,
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The Advaitins hold that like the difference of ether 
in the pot# souls or parts of Brahman possess unreal diffe
rence caused toy adjuncts. But it is wrong. Because# if 
difference is unreal#, then the very attributes and effects

i

of that also become unreal. Xf difference is real# then
only all those will toe real. Ghatakafea does not move
wherever pot moves. And ether in the pot does not get
stained with the. water, or dirt in the pot. It is unaffected
like the ether all-p©rvasive. So if soul would be a part
of all-pervasive Brahman he should be actionless and
unaffected, like the ether in the pot. But the soul is not
like that.,,, He is active and hence associated with the
fruits of actions.. So the distinction between him and

736Brahman is real. , As dust particles# distinct from ether
i

and each other# fly in the ether that is motionless and
unchangeable# the souls too# distinct from each other and
from Brahman and being active abide in all-pervasive Brahman.
If they were to be parts of Niskrivabrahma# they must not be
Sakriyas as said above. If dust particles are parts of
ether# then they must be aetionless. But they are active.
since#they are not the parts of ether. In the same way#

737souls# being active# are not the parts of Brahman. If 
the difference is regarded as empirical# then the very concept 
difference would be meaningless, since it will be no more 
after the knowledge of sublation. If the knowledge of
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sublation is negated then the very idea of empirical diffe
rence is useless*

So the five-fold distinction is evident to the expe
rience of all. The state of distinction safeguards the 
very code or law of worldly-behaviour. Let all entities 
be distinct, soul as a soul, matter as matter and the 
Lord as the Lord* There is no need to change their states. 
The soul need not become matter or Brahman and vice-versa,

r7*3'7 AAs the scriptural passage- Dhata vatha purvamakalpayat1° 
states, the creation and the like which are subject to the 
five-fold distinction, have been continuing since beginning-

i

*738less time and they will continue till eternity.' The 
release is not attaining the identity with Brahman but 
attaining,the experience of inherent bliss always,

739The passage Sarvam khalvldam Brahma refers to the 
entire world of sentients and the insentient matter. So
there is no scope to drop matter from the meaning of the

!

term ‘Sarvam. * If at all Aikva or identity is to be under
stood, let it also be understood clwith matter and not only 
with sentient souls* Because,Sarvam* stands for all includ
ing souls and matter. So the passage is to be understood 
as everything Is under the control of the Lord or everything 
gets.or comes into existence from the Lord, otherwise,
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the contention of proving Identity of souls and Brahman 
leads to undesirable identity of matter with Brahman.^0 

So identity of souls is untenable* If identity between 
Brahman and soul is voluntarily forced# then all the above 
mentioned auspicious attributes stand untenable or they 
are to be abandoned.

Vadiraja taunts at the Advaitins saying that it is 
good on their part to prefer identity with matter to^ldentily 

with souls since that does not mates their Brahman to assume 
soul form and to undergo the hardships of transmigration. 
Whereas# it cannot be applied in the Dvaita view* since 
matter is not capable of doing anything. It is inactive 
by its very nature.

According to the Advaita* Brahman is Svaprakafea* that 
means Svavedvatva is there is Brahman (absence of self- 
knowledge or realization), it can also be found in
matter. So identity with matter is preferable. Vadiraja 
taints that the passage- Sarvam khalvldam Brahma becomes 
fruitful and relevant only when the Advaitins hasten to 
relate entire identity comprising the Identity with souls 
and identity with matter that lead to unreality of the world 
and also unreality of souls (beings). Let Brahman be also 
unreal as being, when everything is unreal# then like bondage#
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- 741release will also be-come Mithva. This leads to the 
absence of Bandha and Moksa. Both Moksasadhana and Sukha- 
boktrtva also become Mithva. Then the state of Mukti would 
be nominal and for only name sake.

Thus, if Jlvaikya is related then it appears attribut
ing Baddhatva and Muktatva to Brahman and entire Jaaat
becomes Mithva. But the £ruti conveys that the entire world

- 742of > Jlva and Jada is under the control of Lord.

In this way the Advaita-interpretation of this £ruti
is irrelevant and contradictory to valid perception. It is
also against the Brahmasutras. Badarayana has shown the
way of interpreting the scriptural statements wherein there
appears contradiction as in Mrdabravlt, Apo *bruvan and the 

742Alike. Here neither the clay nor the water can speak
but it is the presiding deities of clay and water that speak. 
Thus, relevant to the context and to the valid perception, 
the Srutls are to be interpreted.

The expression of Atmaikva is against the^very code and

conduct. It is neither pleasing nor a real one. Paundrak
Vasudeva was severely punished since he declared that he was

743the Lord. It v/as neither pleasing nor a real one. The id

entities that are ever distinct like the cloth and the soap 
cannot be identical. So the expressive meaning of the 6rutl 
since sublated, should not be accepted as the real meaning.
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Even the liberated souls are not identical with each
other nor with Brahman. Because, Brahman is ever-released
and they are the gainers of release. So there cannot be
identity* And their distinct living is also evident. There
may be little bit similarity in some aspects like the
explicit form. (Sarupva). Further .^although gain the
required knowledge may not attain,release. The gained
knowledge has no impact on them. It is only those who are
eligible in nature. Knowledge is the only instrumental.
In release# similarity may be termed only in respect of
the state of liberation. That means one is liberated like 

745others. Identity cannot be referred to even in case of 
Sayuivamuktas. They are also distinct from Brahman, It 
is true that in the cavity of the heart of the soul, there 
abide both the soul and Paramatman, Paramatman is ever- 
released and Omniscience whereas Jlva is Mlyamva. Alpalfia
and the like, Jlva experiences the Karmaphala, whereas

— 746Paramatman does not. So both of them are distinct like
milk and water. Thus on account of possessing contradictory
qualities and distinct nature since beginningless time

747cannot be stated and proved.

The Advaitirfs I6vara cannot be identical with the world 
of Jlva and Jada. . If Ifevara is incapable of the creation of 

the world then the world cannot come into existence, since
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^ be capable# even then He cannot be identical. Because,

748creator and created must be distinct each other.
If the import of the 6ruti is taken as real# therT; the

Advaitins admitting the identity of soul and Brahman# would
become unreal and not a reality. And if the import of the
passage is taken to be unreal# then,also the Advalta becomes
not a Tattva that means# it cannot be proved. Since Nirquna
passage declares Brahman as attributeless identity cannot be 

749talked of. In spite of knowledge# if nescience is attributed
to Brahman there aannot be this Safiisara since that nescience
cannot influence and affect the inherent knowledge. If nescience
is negated in Omniscient Lord# then also there is no SaAsara
(effect of nescience). Nescience cannot be referred to
in Brahman. If nescience is possible# then only soul form#
and the like become possible. As it is said that knowledge
of Brahman is real# He cannot have the nescience (ignorance)
(knowledge of comprehending limited objects). If Ha has no

' knowledge# then also there can be no nescience sinae# absence
of knowledge does not lead to or result into any apprehension 

751 •of nescience.
Thus# there is not even a single argument# relevant in 

all respects# that can help the Advaitins to prove and to 
assert Identity. The very idea or concept Identity is against 
the valid experience and contradictory to the import of the Srutis.

ADVAITA IS CONTRARY TO NITI OR MORAL CONDUCT 
The Very idea of contending the state of Brahman in
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soul by the Advaitins# is mere suparimposition which means 
false. It is not a real one as poor people sometimes behave 
as if they are rich ones. As richness appears superimposed 
and hence false, in the same way# attributing the state of 
-Brahman to soul is false. The very idea appears as an 
ignorant hopes to get popularity and for that sake he boasts 
of himself to be too great. But as by mere boasting he will 
not become great. The soul too# who is very mean and ordi
nary cannot attain the state of Brahman though boasts of 

752himself. Hoping to be identical with Brahman is as good 
as hoping to become the lord of Laksmi# mother of the entire 
world# xvhich is most unworthy and sinful.

Vadiraja# attacks directly the practical behaviour
of the Advaitins saying that the Advaitins# during pleasure#
plenty and prosperity declare that they are gods? but when
in distress and difficulties# x^iey fall at the feet of gods
and worship them. If they themselves are gods then they

753need not prostrate and worship others. The Advaitinv 
treats himself as Brahman but for getting rid of the sin 
resorts to sacred rivers to take the holy bath and also 
rushes to the temples. Thus there is no harmony and pro
priety in his declaration and actual behaviour.
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EXPOSITION QF TRIVIDHAMSA
Even when Am§am£l form of relation is taken into account# 

it is not possible to prove and establish the identity of 
Jiva and Brahman. This Am£am£i form is three-fold - Bhinn- 
am&a (different part)# Bhlnnabhlnnam&a (different-cum- 
identical part) and AbhinnaMa (identical part).

Vadiraja states that as souls are considered Bhinnam&as# 
that does not help for or convey the identity. The same 
word, when referred to different objects# does not lead to 
either equality or identity. But it conveys the sense of 
distinction, E.g. the word Hari stands for both frog 
and Visnu; The mere reference of articulation does not 
create any greatness in frog the greatness that is found 
in Vispu. It clearly shows the distinctive features of 
both. With regard to distinctive features souls are dis
tinct parts unlike Matsya# Kurma etc., that are recognised 
as identical forms or forms of nature. Thus the usage of
the same word does not convey the same sense with regard

754to all objects denoted by it.

In the Bhaqavata-Ste Svaih&akalah pu&sah krsnastu
— 755 — — —bhagavan svayam and Jivah sarve kalah kila# it is clearly

stated that identical forms are the incarnations of the Lord
Narayana such as Matsya# Kurma. These are the forms of
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nature of the Lord. Hence they are identical. Here, they
are explained as Svam&akalah of the Lord. Whereas souls

- 7S5Aare explained as only Kalah. Thus, it is evident that
forms (parts) are of two types; Identical form and dis- 

756tinct part.

Distinct part is the part which is under the control 
of the Lord. This constitutes the entire world of soul 
and matter. Different-cum-identica! part relates to half
similarity as in the thread and the cloth. Identical form,,
i9 total similarity and identity that is seen in the incar-

757nations of the Lord. Souls are distinct parts as they 
do not possess the auspicious and great qualities of the
Lord. Since the incarnations of Matysa, Kurma and the like

1

are endowed with those great qualities, they are Identical 
forms.

So far as different-cum-identical part is concerned, 
it refers to matter entities. Because, in these, the cause 
of distinction is both perceived and unperceived. There is 
half-similarity between cloth and thread. Even at the des
truction of the entity, half-similarity exists, hence there 
is both difference and identity. Though cloth is destroyed 
it is not other than the thread, hence both difference and 
identity are seen. In this way there are three types in
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758Aifi^as. So far as the view of different-cum-identical 
part is concerned# there is no difference of opinion. There 
is such a difference only in respect of different part and 
identical forms.

The isSruti Purnamadah purnamldam purnatpurnamudacyate... 
states that like Mularupa or Original form# the incarna
tions of the Lord are complete in all respects. The Purnatva 
or perfection is the very constituent characteristic of 
the nature of the Lord. Hence# they are Identical forms.
The above adjective specifies that there is one more Mi£a 
which is not perfect and that is the soul. And it is 
distinct part. Apurnaiti§a is never identical with perfect
form. Difference is evident between two entities possessing

759distinct nature. So soul is distinct part. In this
- - - 759Aregard# Vadiraja refers to the Bhagavata verses that

declare soul as distinct part. The Brahmasutra- Aifi£o 
nanavyapadeliat (II. iii.43)* makes it clear that soul is 
Brahmam^a in the sense he is distinct part as soul seeks 
the help or support of the Lord in many ways. Since having 
relation with Brahman he is stated to be of Brahmaifo6a.

The Advaitins admit the view of Atyantabheda (absolute 
identity). In that case# the very concept or usage of 
Am£am&a-bhava becomes meaningless, in their view there is
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no possibility of Ar?i&a and AmSih. Both must be AfttSins, then 

there aan be no identity which means Advaita. In the Dvalta 

view, Am§am£ibhava. with regard to the forms of nature, 

wherein absolute identity is evident can be referred to, 

with the help of Vi6ega. The Aih6aft61bhava. in case of 

the forms of the nature, necessiates difference with iden

tity. That means in Am£afo6ibhava of the forms of nature, difference and identity (with Vi6ega) go together. They do 

not stand separated.

This relation of part and whole, together with difference 

is there in release. Both relation of part and whole and 

absolute identity cannot be there in one place (except in 

the case of SvarupaMa). The two are contradictory to each 

other.

' BAHUJIVAVADA

”5aftkara does not support the view that the jlva, 

limited;! by Avldya, is one, as Avidya is one. For if all 

souls are one Jxva, then when the first case of liberation 

occured, mundane existence should have come to an end, which 

is not the case. Brahman, limited by the different inner 

organs born of Avidya, becomes divided, as it were, into 

many individual souls, but the difficulties of the relation 

of Maya and Avidya to Brahman led to the formulation of
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several theories in the later Advaita# of which the two

chief are ekailvavada#- single soul theory# and aneka jiva-
761vada# or the theory of a plurality of souls.”

The Advaitins* identity is not possible even when

souls are held to be many. According to them# souls with
762distinct Karmaphala are born in different births. The

fruits of their actions and the change in the time of their

liberation and the like negate, the mutual identity. The

identity# not prevailing in Saifisara#, cannot be attained due

to the above mentioned causes. The distinct nature of the

souls in Sa&sara does not get changed. In release though

they attain Brahman# do not become identical with Brahman#

like the threads though conjoined together in cloth do not

become identical with each other. Their distinct nature

remains unharmed and unchanged. It is simply the change

of state from Saifisara to release. So the contention of

mutual identity of souls# held fcy the Bahujivavadins# is
763also untenable. Further#.soul attaining identity with

Brahman will lose his soul form and hence how can he be

identical with other souls since all souls do not attain
764liberation at the same time. Therefore# souls are not

identical each other in Saifisara as well as in release.

Neither reason nor 6ruti supports the view of the Bahuilva- 

765vada.
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Mutual identity of jlvas would be contrary to reason. 
Because in that case# experiences of pleasure and pain should 
be uniform and simultaneous to one and all. If parts of 
Brahman were to be in many bodies, then there must be uniform 
experience. But experience changes from one to another.
The idea of mutual identity leads to so many irrelevant 
and unworthy trends in society.

If identity in nature of souls is going to be admitted 
.then that causes Karmasamkara. That means, sinful acts or%____ i 1........v'' ,M.......

may be meritorious deeds of one, should iij acarue to others. 
But it does not happen. On the other hand, difference 
in actions seen everywhere, cannot support and overcome the 
defects of identity whereas it proves ultimate distinction.
So if identity in nature is going to be admitted then that

9causes so many problems as stated above. And explicit 
elements such as body, action, since being unreal and super
imposed, cannot contribute to different dealing. Only that 
which is not superimposed can be taken as the means of 
different dealing. And that is the very nature. And if it 
is taken to be identical then it aannot survive the different 
dealing but leads to manifold problems. So this nature must 
also be taken to be distinct to each other and infinite in 
number. They are not at all parts of Brahman. There is no 
identity in nature among them. The facts such as difference
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in the experience of pleasure and pain* difference in the 
source of birth and the like affirm that sentiency* seen in
each body* is distinct. And that is the difference in nature

/

All the sentient souls are distinct and they are the 
very Saksins of their experiences of pleasure and pain.
The Saksin is the sentient. Thus distinct sentient souls 
abide in different bodies.

The idea of mutual identity is also contrary to worldly 
experience, When one is in distress* nobody will identify 
with him. But only in the state of prosperity* every one 
prefers to become one with him. This shows that identical 
dealing is nominal and is not real. It is the difference 
which is ultimately real.

REFUTATION OF BKAJIVAVAPA769

t'As opposed to aneka i xvavada * there is ekailvavada,
according to which there is only one self who being bound
by one avidya is deluded and the same Jiva Is released when
that avidya is destroyed. Thus* according to this theory
there exists only one self diva) and all other JIvas and
phenomena are but the figments of imagination of that single
ilva. The existence of other jlvas and the phenomena*
according to this theory* may be compared to the dream of 

— 770that jingle jiva. M

767
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The Advaitins# who hold the view of Ekallvavada# state 

that soul is one and one only. Owing to the impact of 

nescience# he sees the entire world of soul and matter as 

a dream. For him# like a dreamer# the entire world is 

unreal. The others and matter entities are all superimposed 

by that soul#- product of ignorance,

Vadiraja attacks this view severely and says that the 

Ekalivavadln has no discrimination. Because# there would 

not be distinction in day and night for him. Further# his 

view suggests that all others are as good as dead in this 

world# though in reality they get engaged in various activi

ties# assume different bodies one after another. Vadiraja 

opines that the Skaiivavadin is not any different from 

Carvaka or materialist. Because# the latter declares body 

as the soul and the former attributes the lone sentiency 

to himself. For him others are neither souls nor Brahmans. 

The very existence of all others is like a dream. It also 

appears that he alone attains the liberation after the des

truction of nescience. This view looks that even the great 

Yogins &uka# Vamadeva and others# are deprived of attaining 

release. According to this view of Bkalivavada# all kinds 

of worships* gifts# sacred baths and even sacred studies 

and hearings are also to be futile since they happen to be 

the occurances in a dream.



264

The view is absurd to the extent as it states that
it is the single soul# sleeping since beginningless time

771due to nescience has created everything.

In the Ekallvavada the preaepbor must be fabrication 
of nescience. And this preceptor should teach the know
ledge of identity to his disciple for the destruction of 
nescience^ If he has the knowledge of identity# he himself 
should get destroyed first since knowledge of identity 
removes the nescience. Then# who else is to teach the 
disciple. Or# at the time of preaching# preceptor will be 
destroyed and the disciple gaining knowledge of identity 
attains the release. Thus# the self-destruction to the 
preceptor and release to his disciple. Thus# it is absurd. 
If knoxirledge of identity of preceptor who is product of
nescience of single soul# is taken to be real# then the

772Advaita view as dream is Illusion# will be no more.

The world# if compared with the dream# affirms plural-
773ity of souls and not single soul. When the entire world

is the dream of one soul# then to justify it# there is no
other dream as an illustration. Thus# inference also does

774not support in this regard. So# illustration of dream 
is not tenable to the world in establishing the view of 
single soul. The Brahmasutra- Sandhve srstVrahahi(lll.ii.l)



states that the aspect of dream determines the plurality 
of souls. It also mentions that the dream is fabricated 
by the Lord according to the mental impressions of the souls 
and hence it is real. In the waking state the things, 
created last for longer time whereas the dream-creations 
exist for a limited time as they are the products of 
Vasana (Manosaifiskara) or past impressions.

If all dreams are witnessed by that single soul (that
means if the entire world appears 'to him alone as a dream
always) then to whom could there be waking state? Because

776both these states cannot be there at the same -dime. If
both the states are taken together, that leads to the defect
of AtmaiSrava or sitting on one’s own shoulder. Therefore,

777waking and dream states must be mentioned distinctly.
And in dream, if the plurality of the souls is admitted 
then also there cannot be the Ekaiivavada. Further, if 
presence of the souls, in different bodies, is admitted, 
then also the Ekaiivavada would stand no more. If their
presence is negated, the view of Ekailva would be false,

, 778since the functions of all the bodies become unreal.
If there is no any Vl&esa (special difference) between
different body and jar, then jar, though matter, must have
cognition and sensation. If bodies are distinct from
matter (Jivasahlta), there cannot be single soul.
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New, other bodies cannot be the sources of experience
to that Ekaiiva as his body? because to enter into other
bodies for experience he has give up his body and then has
to enter other bodies. This causes undergoing the deaths
and the births repeatedly for experience. So all the bodies

- 779cannot be held as the sources of experience of that Ekajiva.
The singular usage CJas soul in £ruti, Smrtl and in other 
works does not restrict the number of the souls but that 
stands for and represents the entire group of that class.

Vadiraja says that dream state of the single soul
j\e.cannot be* state of wakefullness. Because, in the state 

of wakefullness, it is evident that there are opposing and 
variegated functions of different souls with different 
bodies. If souls are not in those bodies, then functioning 
must not be seen. So the state of wakefulness does not 
support the view of single soul.

Further, if the Ekajiva is the creation of Maya or 
nescience, then creation of others would also be of nescience. 
This Mayika cannot see others, products of nescience. And as 
there are no other souls, no one is there to see the illusory
creation. If existence of other souls, is admitted then

— 780the view of the Ekaj iva would be no more.
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Now, it cannot be contended that the Ekajlva is the
part of Brahman himself and others sentients acting in
different bodies are his AM as, because, he being present
in one body, CP cannot enter into other bodies with his
parts. He is not a Yog in to possess and to enjoy teat

M 781power. Thus, the Bkailvavada is not agreeable. So it 
is to be accepted that, since beginningless time^4, there 
have been infinite number of souls, dwelling in infinite 
number of bodies.

Vadiraja questions as to how the body of the Ekajlva 
is created. It must be created by some one else. And he, 
himself, cannot be the creator of the body before its comigg 
into existence. So It must be accepted teat, the body is 
created by someone i.e., Brahman. In this case, why only 
the body of this soul is created by Brahman? And if not 
created then, let all the bodies, including the body of 
the Ekaiiva be Nirjlvas, This argument also opposes the 
view of the Ekaiivavada.

Now* Vadiraja says that creatorship of the world can
not be attributed to this Ekaiiva as it leads to contradic
tions in view of the Advaita also. Because, in the commen
tary of benedictory verse of an Advaita work, by name 
Tattvadlpana, the creatorship of the world is discarded
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in the case of Brahma and Rudra, stating that they do not
have the ability of creating the world as they are the
products of nescience, Tayoh karyatvena nikhilalaqatsar-

-» - c - 781A1ana saihharana samarthyabhavat. * So how can there be
the creatorship of the world to this Skaliva, who is also
a product of nescienae and is plunged in the mundane world
full of sorrow. Further# the Brahmasutra has also not only
denied the creatorship of the world to the soul, but has

78?clearly attributed it to Brahman,

Vadiraja raises the doubt as to whether the Bkajlva

sees the world fabricated by him? As Advaita denies the
creatorship to the clt element, he cannot fabricate the
world. CT’it is the mind and other organs that have created
this world. So the Bkajlva cannot see the world. Thus,
the very Idea_of Ekaiiva and his fabrication of the world
is aontrary to reason and experience. Really the soul,
who is in atomic form cannot create this wonderful creation.

783It is possible to All-pervasive One and He is the Brahman.

BHEDA OR DIFFERENCE IS REAL 
The Advaitins to defend their concept of identity 

advance CD an inference as followss Bhedo mithya bhedatvat 
candra bhedavat. Difference is unreal since being the fact 
of difference like the difference appearing in two moons.
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This inference, no doubt, favours the Dvaita also with the

change of the Drstanta (illustration) Bhedo na mithva bheda-

tvat brahmamoksavat. Difference is not unreal since being
7S4the fact of difference like Brahma and Moksa,

The Advaitins refer to the illustration of moons. In 

the Advaita, Brahman is Sat and the world is neither Sat,

nor Asat and nor even Sadasat. It is inexpressible and other
' 784A

than these three.

Really speaking, in the Advaita, release cannot be 

identified with Brahman.

Bheda between Brahman and Moksa is not Mithva. Even 

when removal of nescience is taken, to be release, it will 

not be unreal. Because, Avidyana&a is the fifth in the 

ts enumeration of Vastusatta. As already mentioned world is 

the fourth one (Sadasadvilaksana) and removal of nescience 

being distinct or other than the world becomes the fifth 

one. Prior to the removal of nescience,there is unreality 

(illusoriness). But release being the counter positive o$<xr\ 

faSiliilof that removal of nescience must be other than 

Illusory means real. And this release is distinct from 

Brahman. Because, like release. Brahman is not the Prati- 

yogin of Avidyanafea (removal of nescience). Like this
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difference among souls is real. Further, to substantiate
this inference, the £ruti declares that Satvam bhida satvam- 

— — 784Bbhida satvambhida. That means, difference is the ulti
mate reality. If difference in the illustration is regarded 
as illusory then the Advaita Brahman also becomes Illusory 
(unreal)*785

The inference that is framed by the Advaitins is not
✓ 3relevant. That means it will not prove Bhedamithyatva.

If difference is real in the illustration (difference between 
moon and its reflection) then, that leads to Sadhvavalkalya- 
causing deficiency with regard to probandum (Mlthyatva).
If difference is illusory (unreal) in illustration due to 
absence of difference, that leads to Sadhanavalkalya- causing 
deficiency with regard to reason - Bhedatva, Thus the 
inference does not prove unreality of the world. When -the 
reason-difference is not there, how can it prove the Mithya
tva. Like an unreal serpant cannot aause any fear. So

786difference remains unaffected and [ vindicated. Thus, 
illustration does not help to prove unreality of difference. 
And moreover difference, cited in the illustration will not

i t i

be an illustration to prove unreality of difference. Because, 
difference between superimposed moon and unsuperimposed moon 
Is quite real. And this real difference cannot help to 
prove Sadhya vis,, unreality of difference. Difference of
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real moon from the unreal one Is the very characteristic 
787of that, A real entity is competanu to be existent 

with its nature. Neither the objects caused by the illu

sion of a particular entity, and nor the others are iden

tical with this. The distinction of it from other entities 

is evident and unsublated. In the illustration, the moon 

unsuperimposed, is distinct from the moon superimposed and 

also other real entities like the pot and the like oiling 

to their respective individual nature, Therefore, differ

ence is real* When difference is real in Sapaksa (similar 

instance) or illustration, then unreality of difference 

cannot be proved in the subject of a syllogism. In 

instance, if difference of unreal moons is taken into account, 

then difference could not be a reason, since there cannot 

be difference in unreal entities. Hence, the reason cannot

prove the unreality. The Dvaita view does not relate Bheda
<*» m 789of Anvonvabhava in tespect of unreal entities. * If an

entity is non-existent, then its non-existence is not at

all related or is not referred to in respect of negating

Tadatmva with other entities. There is no question of

relating Anvonvabhava in this respect. When it is stated

that a hare’s horn is non-existent then, there is no need

to relate its Tadatmvabhava (identity) with any other

entities. So in .these cases, the question of difference

does not arise. Thus, if both the ”1'‘~T-'
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moons are unreal like a hare's horn then the question 
of difference does not arise. And this leads to Sadhana- 
vaikalya. Therefore# there cannot be difference of 
mutual non-existence with regard to unreal entities. One 
may say that this is a jar and not a cloth. Here# there 
is mutual non-existence-(difference) between jar and cloth. 
If mutual non-existence (difference) is admitted in respect 
of non-real entitles also#then it amounts to attributing 
reality to them. So difference of Anyonyabhava type cannot

be related with unreal entitles - two unreal moons like 
791hare's horns.

At this point Vadiraja examines in detail the four 
types of Abhavas# or non-existences- Pratiyoqin# Apuyoqin 
and the like. The discussion is so deep and observation 
is so close. He defends that in the presence of Bheda of 
Anyonyabhava# there cannot be any other Abhavas (negation). 
The three Abhavas can be mentioned with reference to their 
respective counter-co-relates.

So there is no distinction among non-existents. Hence#
superimposed

In illustration# the difference of/moon is unreal. This 
leads to Sadhanavalkalya in Paksa. Difference is possible
if there were to be two unsuperimposed moons. The reason-

/

Bhedatvat is not evident or Pramanika in illustration and
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hence causing Sadhanavaikalya (causing deficiency with
regard to reason or means or proban) cannot prove unreality

„ 792of difference (Sadhya) (probandum).

Therefore# difference that is superimposed is not a 
difference at all as silverness in superimposed silver. 
Hence# difference that is not superimposed between two real 
entities is real one. In the illustration of the above 
inference# as moons are unreal or superimposed# difference 
cannot be thought of and related to. And if that difference 
is taken to be real# then that causes Sadhyavaikalya and 
as unreal leads to Sadhanavaikalva. Thus# inference itself# 
is defective.

Now# Vadiraja deals with another inference of the 
Advaitins. The Advaitins may frame the inference as: vlmata 
atmanah paramatmanah na bhidyante atmatvat paramatmavat.
The souls are not different from supreme self since having 
the nature of self like supreme self. This inference is 
most irrelevant. It is not an inference at all. If it is 
taken to prove Paramatmatva to soul# then mother can be 
proved as having wife-hood as there is the common property 
of faminity (Stritva) in both of them. Therefore# the 
mere fact that the presence of a simgle common property 
cannot be taken to be a means to prove Identity between
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794any two entities. “ This type of inference may pose irre
levancy in arguing and treating a cow as a dog owing to the 
common property of Pafeutva. pot as cloth since having the 
common property of Drawatva and so on. So the reasons 
related here, are fallacious. The defect of fallacious 
experience is same with regard to the Hetu-Atmatvat in
inference. So, that cannot prove the nature of Paramatman

- 795that is identity in the Jlva.
o

, In fact, jthe inference always seeks the support 
either of perception or of testimony. Independently, it
cannot give rise to any,conclusion. Hence, It is called

- 796Anumana i,e« following other. The, inference, cited
above by the Advaitins is not agreeable to both perception
and testimony. , It is contrary to the perception of personal
experience: MI am not OmniscientM and also to the scriptural

«* -»797 — 798passages- Dvasuparna and the like that are Hiravakafeas.
The concept of the Advaitins* identity is not at all evident.
As the Advaita admits Sarvamlthvatva including of scriptures,
all scriptural statements conveying identity are unreal,
hence identity is also unreal. In the Dvaita view, these
statements are taken as not conveying identity. So there
Is no Identity.

/

Vadiraja advances perception, inference and other
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evidences In favour of difference between soul and Paramat-
man* Inference is, Vlmatau jlvaparamau na abhlnnau viruddha-
gunavatvat tuhlnadahanau iva. Embodied soul and supreme
Soul ac§ not identical owing to the possession of opposing
and contradictory properties as possessed by snow and fire.
This Inference is agreeable in all respects. The personal
experience as * I am not Omniscient* constitutes perception.
And in the Vedas difference is stated repeatedly through 

~ 799Niravakasa passages. In this way# the knowledge of 
difference is evident and rests on defectless authorities.

The liberated souls cannot be identical with the Lord.
— — -»799AThe Bhaqavata verse- Na yatra maya states that there isuaano HMMMM

no Maya in Vaikuntha. This statement negates the material 
relation and at the same time affirms the difference in 
release. When nescience is not there, there cannot be

qqOthe impact of its effects* The released are distinct 
from the Lord and from each other. Thus, the abode of the 
Lord is away from nescience. It consists of plurality of
released souls. It is absolutely real. Difference therein,

' 301is also absolutely real.

Vadiraja holds that not only the difference Is evident 
but reality of difference is also evident(reality of differ
ence. As difference is proved by the authorities, so also
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is reality of difference proved. In this respect, Vadiraja
gives the inference. Vimato llvaparayoh bhedah paramartha

avidyastamaye satvat yatha a tern a. Bheda of jlva and
Paramatman is absolutely real since being present even
after the removal of Avidya like Paramatman. This inference
proves the reality of difference. The reason, as being
present even after the removal of nescience has the support
of Aqama.The statements Na vai sa atmatmavatamadhl^varah 

*** 803bhaaavan vasudevah... etc., state that the Lord never 
gets affected by getting incarnated and the like. The 
Brahmacaitanya is not the same as Jivacaltanya since not 
having the experience of sufferings. He cannot also be 
identified with matter on the ground that it too has no 
experience of sufferings. In the insentient, the very 
question of enjoyment or experience does not arise. Because, 
He is sentient whereas matter is insentient. The Lord, 
being Parama Cetana and having no experience of sufferings 
is distinct from soul and matter.

Vadiraja, referring to the inference of the Advaitins, 
advances the Anumana to prove difference. Vimato 1ive£a- 
bhedah paramarthasat anaditvat brahmavat. Difference of 
soul and Paramatman is real since being beginningless like 
Paramatman. Here Ahadl-Hetu is accepted by the Advaitins 
in enlisting the beginningless entities. So as Brahman is
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Anadi and Satya, Bheda is Satya since being Anadi. Anadi
means not only as that which is beginningless but its
presence must be since time immemorial, otherwise, a hare's
horn which is total non-existent, would also become beginning- 

804less. The inference cited above is defectless, since 
the Hetu-Anaditva is present in similar instance and subject 
and not in contrary instance. Thus the absolute reality 
of difference is evident.

THE SCRIPTURAL PASSAGES DECLARE THE DVAITA VIEW 
The scriptural passages- Anadimayaya supto yada iivah 

prabudhyateand bthers declare inherent and ultimate 
difference. It is stated that soul being caught hold by 
wrong knowledge has been sleeping. When he gets the Maya 
destroyed that means when Mayabandha is removed by the 
grace of the Lord, he will attain release. Thus, identity 
is not at all traced. Distinction between the lord and 
soul is clear. Here Jlva' is the knower and the Lord is

r*

the known. So there cannot be any identity between the 
knower and the known.806

i

“• 306 AIn the passage Advaltam paramarthatafa, the term
’Advaitam' negates the inner distinction within Brahman.
It also promises that there is no any other entity which

807is either superior or equal to Brahman. Thus these
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scriptural passages will not help the Advaitin to prove
the doctrine of identity between soul and Brahman. So
without any alternative he has to accept difference as real.

808In some places, the Lord Is glorified as Nityamukta
(eternally liberated^ ~Jiva is described as bound. As
Nityamuktatva and Baddhatva are opposite to each other,
there cannot be any identity between eternally liberated
Brahman and bound soul. The state of release in the case
of soul, indicates the Sarupya (similar form) in release.
The liberated soul will have the similar explicit form as

809that of the God.

Vadiraja asks~ "is this identity true or false?" If 
this identity is not true, then difference is true. If 
identity is true then second question follows* "Is this 
attribute distinct or not?" If the very attribute identity 
is distinct, then the Advaita is given up. If it is not 
distinct then, it cannot be an attribute of Brahman, since

q^q

Brahman, in the Advaita, is attributeless. The Advaita 
cannot talk of identity between attribute and attributed 
because, the fact of being attributelessness is the only 
aspect in the Advaita. Therefore, neither identity can be 
treated as attribute nor can it be identified with Brahman.

Even in the Advaita, Brahman and souls, due to
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possessing opposite attributes cannot be declared as iden
tical, And with Laksana, setting aside-opposite attributes
if identity is going to be traced then, that is not at all

811the identity of soul and Brahman.

But in the Dvaita view, there is no difficulty. Because, 
the identity between attribute and attributed is accepted. 
Attributes such as Omniscience, Omnipotence and attributed 
Brahman are not distinct. They are identical. The concept 
of Vl£esa helps for different dealing. It is the power 
and also the very nature of Brahman with the help of which 
distinction is hinted at for dealing without difference in 
reality or essence. The expressions such as bliss of 
Brahman, knowledge of Brahman and others do not convey the 
sense of difference, since they are the very nature of 
Brahman,

AIIOTA § RUT IS ALSO DO HOT SUPPORT THE ADVAITA 
The scriptural passages, that are considered as Aikva 

srutis or "identity-passages’ by the Advaitins, and which 
are regarded as Tatvavedaka or truth-imparting by them,
also do not convey their identity and unreality. The passage

- — 813 - - 814Bkamevadvitiyam , Neha nanasti and others are inter
preted by the Advaitins to prove the illusory nature of the 
world. But really speaking, all these passages neither
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prove the illusory nature of the world nor negate the differ

ence between Brahman and the world consisting of sentient 

souls and insentient matter. The Advaitins hold that these 

^passages declare Brahman as Abadhva or unsublated and world 

Badhya or sublated. This interpretation does not prove the 

identity but on the other hand proves the difference between

Brahman and the world# since difference is evident between

S3 5sublated, and unsublated, Even if the world is taken to 

mean sublated, its reality cannot be eliminated, because, 

as nature of attributed (of Brahman) its difference is 

real. If the world is taken as identical with Brahman, 

then also the world would be real. Thus, neither identity 

nor unreality can be proved with the help of these state

ments. The above interpretation of the Advaita ultimately 

insists on either to accept both Brahman and the world as 

real or both as unreal, in the same way the passage Tat 

tvam^asi does not state the identity between Brahman 

and the soul. The term Advltivam in Ekamevadvitlyam does 

not negate the second other than the Brahman, But it 

certainly proves that Brahman is different from the second, 

that is world. Here, neither the non-reality of the second 

via., the world is stated nor the identity is stressed-.

It is like the expression Anafva. Ana6va, though something 

other than Mva, or horse, does not negate the existence of 

others. In the same way the term * Advitiva* also does not



281

<5;deny the presence of the second viz.# the world.

And moreover# the term 1 Advltiya1 is stated in the
context of Pralaya world-dissolution. So it also means the
Pracabhava and Pradhvamsabhava or the prior and posterior
non-existence ofe the,world.1. And that entity to which the
prior and posterior non-existence are connected# cannot

be subject to Atyantabhava. total non-existence. Andfjarther this 'Advltiya* term does not refer to or indicate
817the illusory nature of the world. Though the concept 

unreality of the Advaita# conveys the sense of absence in 
the past# present and future# the expression Advltiya in 
the context of Pralaya cannot be understood in that sense. 
The term "Advltiya1# with reference to the annihilation, 
suggests that the created world would be absent only during 
annihilation. It is evident that it was present before 
annihilation and will be present after annihilation. In 
addition to Brahman# Time is also present during annihila-

818tion. And it is indicated by the term 'Aqre1. So with 
reference to the annihilation# presence of Brahman ^Z)alone 
cannot be asserted but also of the world. That means# the 
world# in the term of primaval matter (Mulaprakrti) is 
present even during ^dissolution. 8**-8A

The passage Neha nanasti kincana does not prove either
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Identity of the soul and Brahman or does not negate the
presence of something other than Brahman. It denies the
difference in Brahman and CHis attributes# between original

8X9form and incarnations and so on. The same view is being
820asserted by the passage Yadeveha tadamutra. The passages

Qrt «| mm mm mm QO ONaha nanasti kincana and Ifeano bhutabhavyasva are
beginning and concluding statements respectively. In both

8? 3neither identity nor unreality is declared# but identity
of Brahman and His attributes# supremacy of Brahman and
reality of the world are promised. Vadiraja interprets
the passage Neha nanasti.•. and says that the Lord is the 
- - ' 824Adhara (supporter) for all. The relation of supported 
and supporter is evident.

THE PASSAGES BRAHMAH&MSMX" 1 AND OTHERS ALSO SUPPORT BHEDA 
Vadiraja quoted not only statements that openly declare 

Bheda#' but also those that have been misinterpreted by the 
Advaitins,

The Advaitins' contend that the passage Brahma ahamasml 
825

states the identity. But it does not. The term 'Brahma* 
which is in the nominative case# can also be understood 
in locative sense. Then the expression becomes as 
Brahmanl ahamasmi that means "I am solely dependent upon 
Brahman." Vadiraja states that it can also be interpreted
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326as * I am controlled by Brahman. ' Thus, there is no scope
for identity. And moreover, to explain, suah statements one
has to take into consideration the context also. The above
passage occurs in the Aqhamarsana hymn. Here a qualified
soul is offering prayer to God Varuna. The relation of
the worshipped and the worshipper is clearly visible. Hence,
the soul cannot be declared as identical with God. Vadiraja
asks the Advaitin as to whether he intends to declare
himself as identical with Jvotl or flame since in the same
context teere is the statement as -Paramjyotlh. The Advaitin
cannot get himself identified with the Jyoti. So the context
is'more important. Further, Brahma ah am asml cannot be
interpreted as soul is identical with Brahman. Because in
the Advaita *Aham* does not stand for Jlva Caltanya as it 

- 827is Avacva. So 'Aham* stands for Antahkarana which is
insentient. Now the identity can be traced provided this
insentient Antahkarana is real. But it is not real as it
is a product of nescience. Therefore, Brahman cannot be

823identified with this insentient matter. Thus, the above 
statement does not help to identify Brahman with soul.
The above passage Brahma ah am asmi is nothing but a ^ repetlr

^ — QO Qtlon of the Brhadaranvaka passage vi2., Aham Brahma asmi. 
since all the scriptural passages (including this) are the 
declarations of Brahman Himself at the time of world- 
creation. He cannot intend Himself to get identified with
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someone else. So here also, the sense of identity cannot 
be understood.

330The passage Sarvam khalvidam brahma does not state 
the identity between Brahman and matter. Because, Brahman 
is sentient. He cannot be identified with matter which is 
insentient. Further, it does not state the identity between
Brahman and Soul, since both possess opposite attributes.

*Brahman is Omniscient whereas soul is knowing little. 
Therefore, there cannot be identity between the two.77 ' 
Vadiraja promises that the term Sarvam in the passage above 
conveys the all-pervasiveness of Brahman. His all-pervasive
ness is declared here. He, who is all-pervasive and sentient, 
cannot be identical either with soul of Ekadefeawapi or 
with matter which is insentient. If the sense of identity 
is understood then, that would become contradictory to the 
beginning statement of that context Ta1ialan itl santassan 
upaslta. & In the beginning statement, the relation of 
worshipped and worshipper is clearly mentioned. And always 
it is fadt that worshipped is distinct from worshipper* The 
worshipped is not only distinct but also superior to 
worshipper. Then only the relation of Upasva-Upasaka has 
some meaning. This not only promises the distinction but 
also the gradation. Therefore, the passage Sarvam Jchalu 
cannot be interpreted as against this beginning statement.
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So the sense of Identity should not be understood here as 

the Advaltins unfortunately do. The passage is to be under

stood as'Brahman is all-pervasive', 'Everything is dependent 

upon Brahman'and so on. It also means that the entire world 

is controlled by Brahman. So there is no question of the 

identity and unreality. And further it does not hold good 

if Sarvam is meant as Sarva brahmadhisthana, since it is■in ■■■■> mmmim him ■iwm— . . . . . . . . i—*

833not the intended meaning in this context.

INTERPRETATION OF EKAVIJNANENA SARVA VIJNANA
The Jiruti- Utatamadefeaih...834 does not help the Advaitln

835to prove his conception of identity. The meaning of the 

statement seems to be that by gaining the knowledge of one, 

everything becomes known. According to the Advaita, Brahma- 

jnana is Nisprakaraka (absolute-without distinction). That 

means it is Cinmatraifiana or knowledge of sentiency. It 

is the knowledge of Brahman devoid of all attributes and 

it is only an element of consciousness. But this knowledge 

which conveys nothing, cannot help to know the knowledge of 

all other entitles. The knowledge of other entities is 

possible only when there is some relation with that. But 

Vadiraja argues that as Brahman is attributeless, the know

ledge of It Is also not concrete and definite. So It does
836not help to gain the knowledge of all other entities.
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or substratum and’ the world is Aroplta or superimposed.
The superimposed one cannot be known by the knowledge of 
the substratum. The substratum Brahman is real and it 
cannot give the knowledge of the superimposed world. In 
fact the knowledge of Brahman sublates the knowledge of 
the superimposed snake. In the Advaita# the superimposed 
one is non-real. And if it Is held that the knowledge of 
Brahman helps to gain the knowledge of the non-reality of 
all other entities# then it amounts bo saying that the 
gained knowledge is the knowledge of the absence of all 
other entitles. This type of knowledge cannot be considered 
as knowledge. Such negative knowledge may be termed as 
Abhavainana of all other entities and not the knowledge of 
all other entities. So the interpretation of the Advaitins 
of the passage Eka viinanena sarva viinana stands baseless.

The correct interpretation of the passage is that
as there is similarity in respect of reality and the like#
between Brahman and the world of souls and matter# the
knowledge of Brahman helps to gain the correct knowledge 

837of the world. Here this Interpretation of similarity
neither proves the identity with Brahman nor the unreality 
of the world. As the Lord is Supreme# All-pervasive and 
so on# His knowledge is enough to realise the entire reality.
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The knowledge of Brahman gives/rise to the correct know

ledge of the world as the world is created by Him. This
,k n

is also explained in all Itihasas, Puranas and other 

authoritative texts.

The Vlfevarupa darSana episode of the Gita and the

universe being shown to Ya6oda by Lord Krsna substantiate
/

the above view.,- Aktara also makes it clear in the Bhaqavata,

that all the wonders of the world are the wanders of the 
833Lord. Therefore, to know Brahman, is to know the entire 

world. Further, he. who knows Brahman well, is blessed 

by Brahman. It is the grace of the Lord that makes us 

have the knowledge of the whole world. So it is all- 

knowledge. As Brahman is Omniscient, supreme doer. Supreme 

being and so on, and as entire world is created by Him,

His knowledge indeed promises the knowledge of entire 
world.839

So the passage does not mean that as there is nothing 

other than Brahman, the knowledge of it leads to the know

ledge of non-reality of all others. The correct import 

of the passage is given by Vadiraja as above, Vadiraja 

ensures that as the knowledge of Brahman is vast and the 

knowledge of the world is limited, the knowledge of Brahman 

makes easy to have the knowledge of all other entities.
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INTERPRETATION OF TAT TVAM ASX AMD REFERENCE OF SRUTI- 
GITA AND OTHER ILLUSTRATIONS 

IN SUPPORT OF THAT

> The scriptural passage which is widely quoted as the
most stable evidence for stating the identity as understood

840 «• «■by Advaitins is the passage- Tattvamasi, Vadiraja opines
that it does not help the Advaitins to prove the identity
between the embodied soul and Brahman* The teal import of
the passage is that soul is similar to Brahman in some

841respects, in a limited way* That does not promise complete 
identity between the two as made much of by the Advaitins*

V» i

Vadiraja asserts that this type of expressions are 
common but nowhere the sense of identity as understood by 
the Advaitins is conveyed, The expressions like *He Is a 
tiger* and ‘The boy is fire* do not convey the sense of 
identity. But* it is the similarity with regard to some 
common properties that is Intended here to be conveyed. 
Similarly*„in the case of Tat tvam asl also* the sense of 
similarity in some respects is to be taken into account.
The context in which the statement is taught clearly
, ' 842Indicates the difference and not the identity. The
preceding statement also does not talk of Identity. The
, _ 843Sruti— Sata somya tada sampanno bhavati states that
there is no identity between the soul and Brahman but it
Is the soul who has close proximity with Brahman at heart
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during deep-sleep state. During waking state and dream
843Astate the soul abides in the eye and the neck respectively.

i ♦ '

So the passage Tat tv am asi that falls in the sane context# 
cannot be understood in favour of identity of the Advaitins*

Another passage of the Brhadaranvaka Upanisad vi2.,
^ _ — g44Pra,1 nenatmana samparisvaktah also corroborates the view 

of the above 6ruti that the soul has close proximity with 
Brahman during deep sleep. Here also the identity is not 
expressed. The Sutra- Susuptvutkrantvorbhedena (I*iii.42) 
also proves that there is difference during deep sleep and

mm ' QAfiutkrinti. if difference is not accepted then there 
should not be any difference between deep sleep and release.

— 847The expressions or terms *Manas * and * Prana * that
are used in this context# denote soul and Brahman respec- 

848tively. And it is also explained that one is regulated 
by the other. That means soul is regulated by Brahman. The 
relation of regulated and regulator shows that there is 
difference between the two. He#, who is regulated seeks 
the shelter of the other.

In the passage of ’Tattvamasi’ itself# nine illustra
tions are given to substantiate the reality and the rela
tion between ’Tat* and *Tvam.* And all these nine



290

illustrations clearly state that in this context difference 
of soul and Brahman is intended. The illustration of salt 
and water ascertains the difference. When salt is put in 
the water, no doubt it melts and becomes Invisible, but 
it does not become identical with water. Likewise when 
river J flow and join the sea it does not become identical 
with them. The river-waters do retain their separateness

{ iand individuality. The human capacity is limited and as 
such not enough to distinguish the river-waters from the 
sea. But that does not rule out the fact of their exist
ing separately. It is only the confluence and not the 
identity. In the same way when bees collect the flower

* > j

juice from different flowers and when they form into , 
honey that does not mean that juices of different flowers 
have attained identity. Their separateness remains unharmed, 
The close examination makes it clear that they have the
variegated tastes. Thus all the nine illustrations of

' 1 1 849that context prove difference and rot the identity,

Vadiraja critically views the context wherein the 
passage oceurs. When Svetaketu, son of Uddalaka, developed 
arrogance thinking himself to be highly learned, then this 
was realised fcy his father and the father wanted to remove 
the arrogance of the son. And with that Intention he 
taught this truth*, The father wanted to convince the son
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that the knowledge is vast and mere recitation of the Vedic 
hymns would serve no purpose and henae one had to under
stand the real Import of the Vedas. So, his intention was 
not to convey the identity but the difference. Then only 
Che could make his son give up his arrogance, if the 
sense of identity was intended then there was no scope to 
reduce the arrogance, of five take tu, Thus, the context 
also affirms that the passage declares the difference and

ORAnot the identity. The Advaita prefers to have implied
meaning with regard to two terms Tat and Tv am. That means
the primary meaning of the terms should be given up. As
these two terms indicate the opposite attributes, the
Advaita prefers secondary meaning to rprlmary meaning.
Because, unless and until the sense of opposite attributes
is given up, it is not possible to talk of Identity. But
Vadiraja says that resorting of Laksana or indication could
be enough for one word- Tat as it shows an element of
Laqhutva or easiness in interpretation. There is no need
to adopt implication for two words- Tat and Tvam. Now the
word Tat can be understood as Tatsadr&a or (similar to that)
Tatsambandhi (or related to that). This would be the most
befitting meaning to the context. So implication may be

851applied to only one word and not to both the words.

Further, the term *Tat' may also be understood as



292

Tasmat. In that case# the meaning of the expression would 

be 'Thine very existence is from HimJ' The sense of 

Akhandarthatva also is not tenable and agreeable to the 

context* Because# it makes the entire discussion and exposi

tion baseless and futile* Vadiraja refers to the statements 
of the Bhaqavata such as £rutlqita and others and proves 

that even, the Bhlaavata does'not declare Identity between 

Brahman and the world* He asserts that even Vlsnusahasra- 

nama indicates difference*

Bhedo mi thy a bheda tvat candrabhedavat. The inference 

advanced by the Advaitins has no support of either percep

tion or of testimony. Hence# the very inference is likely 

to be disproved by counter inferences* Jlvefevarabhedah 

paramarthika sav\ mahapralayepi urvaY^a tatvat brahmavat*

The very attempt of resorting to indication is unnecessary. 

Because# in that case# Brahman# giving away all His auspi

cious virtues# would have to be declared as only consisting 

of sentiency. Sven this also does not help to prove the

supposed identity. And moreover# perception also openly
853proclaims the difference. Thus# identity cannot be 

established,

Vadiraja# by the by# attacks the epistemology of the 

Advaita and remarks that according to them the Pramanas are
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not real as they are the product of nescience. As nescience

is unreal, its effects must also be unrealv Therefore,

these Pramanas or means cannot establish the identity.

While resorting to Laksaoa in Tat-tvamasl the Advaitins

cite the example So1 yam devadattah. But actually, neither
854the meaning of Sah nor of Ayam is given up. So this 

example does not confirm their arguments. Because, in 

the example cited above, Sah stands for and denotes time 

and the place of the past and Ayam stands ,for and denotes 

the time and place of the present.

Further, Vadiraja opines that Vl&lstaikya cannot be
•>

traced here. And that will not indicate Vi^esanaUcya

necessarily. Because, in the example Dandl devadattah

and Kuodali devadattah. Devadatta is one and the same but
855not Panda and Kundala. So Vlfeesanaikya cannot be held.

Now if the aspect of sentiency alone is to be meant

with C'iregard to the terms ’Tat* and >Tvam, 1 then the very

usage of expression would be meaningless, Not only that,

the expressions, then by no means convey the sense of

identity. And if sentiency alone would be there, then

also, the question vis,, as to the identity of what remains 
85&unsolved. Therefore, as already mentioned the sense of 

similarity in certain respects between Brahman and the soul
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is intended here. This passage also relates the relation
of reflective and reflection. Brahman is reflective and
soul is reflection. This relation promises certain similar-

856Aity and also the control of reflective over reflection.
Thus# the passage Tat tvam asi does not ascertain the 
identity.

In defence of thisf Vadiraja mentions the episodes 
of Paundraka Vasudeva and of Mucukunda and shows how the 
knowledge of identity brought about self-destruction and

QC<7the sense of difference led to upliftraent respectively.
« *- SB 8He also discusses the Gita statement Ifevarohamhambhogi...

and defends that knowledge of identity will not help bo
attain the liberation.

THE &RUTI DVASUPARNK... SOPPORTS BHBDA
■> tm am Q5 9The passage Dvasuparna savuia sakhavau... does not 

mention identity whereas it clearly states the difference. 
Here both soul and Brahman are described as two birds 
abiding in the same tree in the form of physical body.
Jiva is described as one who eats the karmaphala whereas 
Brahman does not. The very fact of eating and non-eating

8BOclearly shows the distinctioh. There even the Advaita 
interpretation mentions the two birds as soul and Brahman. 
Vadiraja opines that the mention of two birds as soul and
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Brahman In the Advaita commentary, ascertains the difference
861and not the identity.

The Advaitins interpret the passage with the help of 

the Adhvahara of two words as Paramarthika and Vyavaharlka. 

They explain that, in the empirical state, one and the same 

Brahman eats the fruits of his deeds and in the real state, 

one and the same Brahman does not eat the fruits of deeds. 

Thus, the two states as eating and non-eating are taken 

into account. The opposite nature of these two is discarded 

by resorting to Adhvahara of above words. Hence, both 

enjoying and non-enjoying of fruit of deeds seem to be 

possible with regard to one and the same Brahman. In this 

way, apparent difference as two is simply empirical and 

hence is not absolutely real. Whereas, the sense as one 

and the same, which is Paramarthika is real. The Advaitins 

hold that difference implied here is only empirical.

This interpretation as well as the contention of the 

Advaitins is not correct. Because,, here Adhvahara is not 

necessary. Generally, Adhvahara is resorted to when the 

particular passage cannot be interpreted In a cogent 

manner.863 Further, there is no ground or any reason to 

state eating of fruit of deeds is only empirical. Because,
. cm mm <M QAA

the passage Sosnute sarvan kaman saha... declares that
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the enjoyment is also there in liberation. And this enjoy

ment or eating cannot be considered as empirical. It must 

be Paramarthlka. So the enjoyment and the non-enJoyment 

are both absolutely real. And this proves the real differ

ence between the two. When there is difference between 

liberated soul and Brahman, there is no need to stress 

difference in respect of the unliberated or bound souls.

Further, if there was no real difference, then, there 

tfould not have been in the passage the mention of ‘two* by 

using the dual number as Dva suparna. Because two attri

butes of one and the samething do not make it to be cons

isting of two. A jar, possessing colour and form, cannot 

be considered as two jars. And also a wife, having courage 

and beauty, cannot be mentioned as two. In the same 

way, enjoyment and its absence do not make one and the same 

as two but convey only two distinct entities. Because 

of the two attributes one and the same object is not men

tioned in dual number. The Bhagavata verse Vidyamayo nitya

mukto... clearly establishes the distinction between soul

, „ . 867and Brahman,

Vadiraja holds that, the inference as Vimatah bhedah 

paramarthasat... proves the difference. It states that 

difference is evident as reference is made of the souls,
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liberated afterwards. And moreover# the illustration also
corroborates the proposition that difference is absolutely

368real like the bliss of liberation. In the passage Dva 
suparna difference is hinted at on so many grounds. The 
use of dual number, reference of enjoyment and non-enjoy
ment and also the usage Anya promise only the distinction 

869beyond doubt. The expressions sakhayau and Sayujau
assert that the distinction, hinted at here in the passage,
is in respect of nature and not in respect of place and
thought that is unity,of place and unity of thought. As
the passage also deals with the enjoyment of liberation
of the liberated souls, it is sure that the difference in

870nature is taken into account. Brahman is described here 
as brilliant:. It shows that He is superior and master, 
another soul is Inferior and servant.

The term 'Sayujau* in the passage implies the Sayujya
type of liberation and not the identity. The Sayuiva type
of liberation indicates soul's presence in close proximity
with Brahman always and not the identity between the two.
So there is nothing in this passage that could suggest that
the difference between soul and Brahman is simply empirical.
The view of the Advaita that Vyavahlrika Bheda referred to
elsewhere, is quoted here is also not tenable since according
to the Advaita absolute difference is nowhere declared in

S71the entire scripture.
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Brahman, being Omniscient, Omnipresent, Omnipotent and
so on, need not undergo any hardships for his enjoyment.
The question of gaining of fresh enjoyment does not arise
in His^case. He is eternally contented. His activity is
for others' sake who are under his control and supervi- 

87?sion, Vadiraja cites the example of how God distributed
the nector and poison obtained in the churning of milky
ocean. Neither he tasted the nectar nor he rejected the
poison. This shows that he has nothing to gain or lose
with efforts. He dwells in all as the inner controller
and without experiencing any fruit of 'actions, since.
He controls, He is the Impeller and as the soul is the

873controlled, he is impelled. Thus, this passage also 
indicates the relation of impelled and impellor. The very
fact is being discussed and narrated with illustrations in

- _ ~ 874the Bhagavata, ..n Gita and in other works. It is
explained there that soul eats the fruit of deeds according
to his own deeds; Whereas CGod being unaffected, simply
witnesses and controls the soul. The sufferings and
others, seen in soul, are not seen in God. Therefore,

875soul and Brahman are distinct to each other. Thus the 
very expression of the passage denotes one or other unique 
attributes of both of them and establishes difference as 
its primary import.
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BHSDA IS NOT WAVAHARIKA OR EMPIRICAL876

The Advaitins hold that difference is empirical and not
fall toabsolutely real. But at the same time they/explain this 

empirical difference convincingly. They cannot say that 
it is sublated by the cognition of Brahman, And it is 
evident that it is not sublated by any other knowledge. It 
shows that the very usage emperical is baseless. Further, 
difference is not sublated by this cognition of Brahman.
But, it is the Brahmaikya that gets sublated. The expe
rience or knowledge as 'I am not Omniscient,' 'I am not 
the overlord of all* is evident. This experience is the 
perception. And the knowledge of this perception contro
verts the idea of the identity fancied by the Advaitins.

According to the Advaita, the experience or knowledge 
that is sublated by the empirical experience, is called 
real in appearance. If that is true their Brahmaikya since 
being sublated as explained above by the experience of

onnempirical perception would become real in appearance.
E.g. the experience of the snake gets sublated by the 

' experience of the rope. Here the experience of the snake 
is illusory whereas the experience of rope is empirical 
according to the Advaitins-. According to this, in the 
Advaita, perception of difference is empirical. And as 
knowledge of identity gets sublated by this perception of
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empirical difference that would become Pratlbhasika. So the
t

Advaitins cannot treat difference between soul and Brahman
as empirical, Vadiraja says that the efforts of the Advaitins
is like a person running out of fear of the scorpion but

878rushing into the hole of venomous snakes.

The contention of the Advaitins is that the passages 
like Dv'q suparoa,«and others that declare jlvefevarabheda 
which is only Vvavaharika. become Atatvavedaka or convey
ing false information. But Vadiraja opines that a true 
follower of the scriptures will not accept this view.
Because, really speaking, it is as good as disregarding 
idle scripture as the Buddhists do. A true and rigid follower 
of the scriptures will rather try his best to prove both 
difference and identity conveying passages, as Tatvavedaka.
That means all scriptural passages convey valid information

879when interpreted properly.

In the Advaita, as cognition of Brahman is Nirvlkalpaka
(without distinction), it can neither establish something

380nor can it sublate anything. It can also not sublate
QQ1 ^ ^the difference. Hence, difference is real. Vadiraja 

asks: “What is this sublation of difference?” If it is 
taken to mean Bhedana&a, then it is not a sualation at all. 
Because, when something is destroyed nobody says that it is
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the sublation of that. Destruction of a jar is not the 
sublation of that jar. So the sublation of difference is 
not Bhedana£a. The Advaitins also hold that the ignorance 
that causes illusion is going to be removed by the sublat- 
ing knowledge. The ignorance that causes the illusory 
experience of the snake# will be removed by subsequent 
sublauing knowledge of the rope. But in the case of 
difference it is not at all caused by any ignorance. As 
difference is beginningless in time, it will never get 
sublated.882

The Advaitins contend that the empiricality is nothing 
but Arthakriyakaritva (effectiveness causing some activity). 
But it is not correct. Because, as already pointed out 
that the Vyavaharikatva is not a reality according to them. 
Hence its Arthakriyakaritva does not arise. Otherwise the 
hare's horn will have to be treated as Paramarthika (abso
lutely real) as it is not Arthakriyakari a view that is 

833 — Mabsurd. Vadiraja taunts at Advaitins that their Brahman 
should be treated as Vyavaharika since being Arthakriyakari 
in the form of being Upadana, Mimitta and Bhramadisldiana.
And It would not become Paramarthika. So Vyavaharikatva 
cannot be defined as Arthakriyakaritva. Vadiraja also 
opines that whatever is, Pratlbhasika in the Advaita will 
become Vyavaharika if the above definition of Vyavaharikatva
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is taken into account* The illusory knowledge# related to
the substratum (Adhisthana), is Pratibhasika. And this

■» •1 111 1 " 1,1 1111 ■   
Pratibhasika* since being Arthakriyakari* as shown above# 
can also be considered as Vyavaharika. As the experience 
of the snake superimposed on the rope causes fear and the 
like,-it should be treated as Vyavaharika because it is 
Arthakrlyakari* But in reality# no one admits this view, 
Generally \tfhen an experience leads to fulfilment of some 
purpose then it is treated as valid experience and if it 
does not lead to any fulfilment then that experience is 
considered to be invalid. In the above aase# defining 
Vyavaharikatva as Arthakrlyakarltva and considering Vyava
harika tva* that will not real or invalid# has made the 
very discussion invalid. Even if Vyavaharikatva is defined 
as Avidyakaryatva* that will not fulfil the intention of

GQAthe Advaitins in establishing identity. Further# this
difference of soul and God is considered as one of the six

■*" 835 —Anadis by the Advaitins, When it is Anadi or beginning
less it cannot be Avidvakarva or the effect of nescience. 
And as it is not the product of nescience it cannot be 
empirical*. Thus# the very definition of the Advaitins
proves that the difference is not empirical. When it is

883not empirical# it must be absolutely real.

Vadiraja quotes some other passages that support and
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declare difference. The passages Brahmana saha...# Pararti- 
887

Ivotih..» clearly state the distinction of the soul from 
Brahman. The former passage states that there is distinc
tion between the soul and Brahman in the liberated state.
The term saha indicates this. And the second mentions
that soul attains only proximity with Brahman and not

888Identity with Him. Thus# difference of soul from
- 889Brahman is absolutely real. The Brahmasutras, cited already 

also declare difference and not the identity.

AN WADYATVA AFFECTS AIKYA AMD NOT BHEDA 
The Advaitins hold that Bheda ferutis are 'lower* area 

Abheda £rutis are 'higher.* Here 'Apara* means they occur 
first and para means 'they occur later.' The view of the 
Advaita is as follows:- Bheda £rutis may be useful at the 
beginning and lower stage whereas Abheda Srutis are useful 
at the ultimate and higher stage. So Abheda Srutis are

890preferred to Bheda 6rutis. But# this view is not correct.
The very classification of passages as higher and lower 
is not correct because all of them are impersonal. When 
one admits scriptures as impersonal# this classification 
does not hold good.

If it is held that Para srutis invalidate the Apara 
ones because Para Srutis occur later# then on this ground
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as Smrtis occur later than even these Para firuti passaqes,
891will invalidate the*higher* scriptures. The world that 

emerges later may also invalidate Brahman* The contention 
that Nisedha or negation is superior to Vidhl or injunction 
is also not correct. Because, in sacrifice, negation of 
violence is set aside and violated* In sacrifices Pa6uhimsa 
is preferred by the Mlmarhsakas. Therefore, such classifica

tion of scriptural passages will not help the Advaita in 
any manner. On the basis of conveying the import, the

• QQOscripture may be grouped as Savaka6a and Niravaka^a.
The close observation and study proves that Bheda Srutis 
are Niravakafeas and Abheda Srutis are Savaka£as.893 So 
this makes it clear that Savaka&a Srutis (Abheda Srutis) 
are to be explained in accordance with Nlravakafea .Srutis 
(Bheda Srutis).

The Advaitins also opine that Bheda Srutis are only

Anuvadakas (repetitions) because, they convey the sense
which is already -Pratyaksasiddha (established by perception).

- 894As they are Anuvadakas, there is left nothing to prove. 
Whereas Abheda Srutis are not Anuvadakas as they declare 
the Advaita for the first time. This view is also not 
correct. Vadiraja asserts that this type of argument may 
also be advanced against the Advaitins. Brahman is sva- 
praka^a or self-luminous and a known entity in the Advaita.
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And this Brahman is mentioned in the scriptural passages.
Hence, the Advaita §rutis are Anuvadakas.835 Thus, the
argument proves £rutls as Anuvadakas. If. Bheda Srutis are
alone considered as Anuvadakas, then is it grouped and
mentioned without any purpose or is it for refutation?
In the first case, there is purpose and this purpose is
to adduce the Bheda Srutls as stock Pramanas. Because
Bheda &rutis have the support of Pratvaksa and £ruti.
Wh'at is evident by perception is upheld by scriptures.
Thus the support of the two creates more confidence in the 

897proposition. In the second alternative, difference 
cannot be shown as stained with defect and hence cannot 
be refuted. The mere fact that difference being opposite 
of identity# cannot be a defect. If the mere opposition 
of identity is held as defect, then that will lead to 
Anvonvadraya dosa. Till the validity of Abheda Srutis is 
proved, Abheda Srutis will not be able to invalidate the
Bheda Srutis. And until the invalidaty of the Bheda &rutis

' # 898is established, the validity of Abheda Srutis is not final.
As both are scriptures, it is not possible to attribute
invalidity to any group. If at all there is a need to
attribute, it must.be to all the scriptures. Otherwise,
the very view becomes opposite of perception and may lead

899to either the defect of mutual dependence or some other.
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As already mentioned that if a fact is supported by 
two Pramanas, then it becomes more stronger. In Bheda 
5rutis, as difference is Pratyaksaslddha. its Anuvada in 
the £ruti will strengthen it (difference), then Abheda 
£rutis, since lacking such strong support will have to be 
explained in accordance with Bheda Srutis, Generally 
testimony will not come in the way of perception. If at 

' all there is sublation in perception, then only implica
tion is preferred to. But nowhere perception is given up 
for the sake of_ testimony. Intuitive perception supports 
the difference and this difference is rightly upheld by 
the Bheda Srutis.®00 So the Advaitins resorting to 
implication with regard to Bheda §rutis, is unnecessary.
To support Advaita, there is ho fun in resorting to impli
cation* Perception is valid in the case of those that are 
liable for perception and testimony (Agama) is valid in
respect of those that are beyond senses. That does not

901mean that perception is Invalid.

The distinction of soul and Brahman is evident as it
is established by perception. And the same is explained
in the scriptures. Even if it is considered as repetition,
that definitely strengthens the difference doctrine.

AnuvadaSome times/in the form of mere duplication and repetition 
becomes invalid and weak but here it is a )?lus point that
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strengthens the very difference. Thus, Anuvada necessarily 
does not effect the validity in any way. The significance 
of validity could be realized by Yatharthya. Whatever is 
not Yathartha, validity of that knowledge cannot be gained. 
Otherwise, on the basis of Anuvada as explained by the 
Advaitins, Smjrtis are to be considered as Anuvadas since

902they convey the fact which is already stated in scriptures,
Vadlraja. refers to the Bhagavata903 verse and says that 

— 904Anuvada .is praised there, Anuvada is of two kinds. 
Sometimes it is for affirmation of something already esta
blished, and sometimes it is for refutation. In respect of 
difference, Anuvada is for affirmation of difference already 
established by perception. If all Anuvadakas are held 
invalid, then all the, Advalta Srutis that are Anuvadakas
to each other, cut the validity of eaah other like the two

905 -demons Sunda and Upasunda* And in Anuvadas that are
meant for refutation, there must be Pusya and Duaaka in
one sentence or in one context, 0,n the basis of Anuvada,
passages of one context cannot refute the §ruti passage

906of another context. Therefore, the passages as they
907do not contradict with others, are defeatless. And

*• 903there is also not a single ,6rutl in the form of Anuvada.

The view of the Advaitins that Bheda is stated and 
prescribed for the sake of worship, is not correct.
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Because for worship or adoration, object must be real and 

its worship-worthiness must be known, otherwise there may 

be confusion, because, it is not correct to meditate on 

three-eyed god Siva as thousand-eyed Indra. Each God is 

°distinct in nature and position. So two gods as objects
MA A

of meditation, cannot be put together.v Sruti clarifies
i

this and never misleads the worshipper.

OBJECT OF MEDITATION IS MOT MXTHYA

The pbject of meditation cannot be a unreal. Because

in that case, meditation would be meaningless. The scrip-
— 910tural passage Nedam vadldam upasate does not negate the 

real object of meditation,. But it stresses on the real
911object and also on the difference between soul and Brahman.

It is common to see that people meditate upon god Garuda

for the removal of the poison and god VighneSvara for the
912removal of obstacles. The scripture never misleads with

regard to meditation, And this meditation would be fruitful

provided there is real difference between the object of

meditatio^ and the person meditating. The . Brahmas utra-
913 °Na pratike na hi sah (IV.i.4) makes it clear that

Pratlka itself is not God. From this it is evident that

.the true position of the object is taken into account for 
914meditation. Certainly, an unreal, cannot help to realize

the real
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Further, the difference between worshipped and wor

shipper is seen not only in Samsara but in continues even
915after liberation. The four types of liberation do not

rule out the relation of worshipped and worshipper and do
916not result in any identity.

As already pointed out above# the. passage# Nedam

yadidam upasate does not convey the sense of identity.

it informs that the mental image of God fabricated for

meditation before direct vision or knowledge is not God 
917Himself, This medication on that mental image, helps

us to have the vision of the God in the long run at the

Aparoksa state. The mental image is the mental image.
918Though it is distinct^ from God, it is not unreal. Because, 

it is this through wHich one will have the direct vision
919of the God. Vadiraja gives another interpretation of

/this passage as soul, who is known by Saks in is not Brahman.

Here Id am stands for- soul. Thus, both the interpretations
920establish the difference. As scripture informs about 

relation of worshipped and worshipper, it can never esta

blish identity, And moreover, it also proves the reality 

of the object of meditation. If the object of meditation 

is not real, then the process of sravana, Manana and Dhvana 

would be futile. Hence, the object of meditation must be
92QAreal and distinct from meditator.
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, > 921The passage Yada pasvah pasyate rukmavarnam promises
/

the distinction of worshipped and worshipper* The distinct

attributes of worshipped God such -as Rukmavarnam, Kartaram.

l£am and others affirm that worshipped God is not merely

distinct but is superior to the meditating soul. He is

the supreme Lord, Independent Creator and so on* Samyam

upaiti does not convey identity but asserts that the libera-

922ted soul lives in close proximity with the God.

i t

BHBPA IS TENABLE IN ALL RESPECTS

The Advaltins question as to whether the difference

is distinct, identical or distinct-cum-identical from the

entity. Vadiraja replies that this approach or criticism

can be set aside very easily* He opines that the reply,

~ - 923given in the case Vyavaharika Bheda, can be given here

924also even if difference is taken as absolutely real.

925The passage Neti neti.•. declares that Brahman is 

different from both the soul and matter. The use of two 

negative particles ensures the difference from both soul 

and matter. In the Advaita, as there is nothing to be 

negated, the interpretation of *Na* would be baseless.

That means, the Advaitins cannot interpret the use of *jfe' 

twice in the passage.The passage Any am X§afh.. ,^27 

makes it clear that Brahman is not only different from this
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world of the souls and matter but He is also the Overlord

of all. It also states that the soul will be relieved of

his sufferings of Samsara. when he realizes the difference

between himself and Brahman# the supremacy of the Lord and

927Agreat auspicious nature of God. The ideas of Abheda#

Sarnya and Miraunatva do not help the soul to get relieved

928 — 929of his grief. The passages Esa sarve&varah and others

establish God's overlordship and bring out the difference

between the soul and God. The passages also mention that

the relation with regard to the difference is Swamlbhrtya

or Master and servant type. At this juncture# Vadiraja

- -930 -quotes the statements of the Gita and the Bhaqavata that

931openly declare difference and supremacy of the God.

- — - 932The Bhaqavata verses Vldyatmani bhlda bodhah... and

— - 933Bhedadrstya abhlmanena... and others state that knowledge

of difference# Abhimana or devotion and Nissaftqakarma or

performance of deeds without the feeling of attachment, as

the means for liberation. Here Abhimana is not attachment

towards worldly pleasures but it is the Bhakti or devotion

934to the Lord. And Nissaftqakarma is the Vlrakti. Thus# 

all the passages signify the importance of Bheda qs the 

primary Oceans for realization and liberation.
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BISBAPRATIBIBBABHAVA BETWEEN GOD AND THE EMBODIED SOUL

_ — — 935The passage Vathaisa puruse chaya... states that
— -r 936there Is Blfhbapratibiihbabhava between Jlva and Brahman.

The illustration cited in the passage, as man and his shadow,
signifies and points at three important points. That are:
similarity between Bi&ba and PratlbMba, dependance of
Pratlblifiba on the Biihba and also difference between the two.
No doubt that the soul Is' similar to God in respect of Sat,
Cit and Ananda. The soul is different from the God and 

*" 937also dependent upon Him. The same passage also makes 
it clear that this BiihbapratibMbabhava ascertains the 
Sakaratva or Adharatva and Swamitva of God. The simi
larity between the soul and the God is also hinted at in

_ «. _ 933the passage Rupafo rupaih pratirupo bhabuva. God becomes 
Biihba to infinite souls, assuming Infinite Birhba-forms.
And all the souls are Pratibi&basi And these are different

. 939 from God.

This relation of Biihbapratibiihbabhava establishes the 
difference between the two. The reflection shadow is not 
only distinct but it is real. Similarly reflection soul is not 
only distinct but also real. Though it is said that there is
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similarity between reflective and reflection# this similar
ity is not in all respects#, but with regard to only some
respects. The mention with dual number ascertains the

940difference between the two, The similarity is also
not in all respects completely, it is only in some respects 
with limitations. Souls are declarers reflections 
(reflected) since they too are real and unsublated like 
Brahman. Similarity with limitations does not lead to ' 
any identity. ^0A

Sometimes, the reflection of face is described as face. 
But that does not mean that both are identical, but they 
are only similar in some respects, Vadiraja justifies this 
fact by citing an example that it is as good as referring 
to the lion in the picture as lion. The lion in the picture, 
exposes its similarity but not identity. The two are dis-

941 - -tinct to each other. Vadiraja argues that if Bimba and 
Pratibiihba were taken to be identical, then reflection of 
face in hot water should cause burning pain to the reall or 
reflecting face. Similarly, the entities bigger in size 
should not get reflected in a small mirror. Hence, identity 
cannot be traced. If at all there might be similarity in 
all the respects, then only identity could be attributed.

The dependence of Pratibimba is evident since Pratibirftba
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lasts as long as reflective is present near Upadhi or adjunct.

When reflective goes away from the adjunct, then reflection

disappears. Thus, a reflection is wholly dependent upon 

941Areflective. It does not make the reflection unreal.

Pratibifoba is Bifiibakarya. It is tenable completely in

other examples. But in the case of the soul, xhose very

nature is not created, its solely dependent state is taken

into account. -In Jiva, the presence of Bifttba God is Nlmitta.

He is the Karta. Upadhi in the form of jlvasvarupa is 

- - 942Upadana. This is agreeable only in respect of Bifoba-

pratibimbabhava of Brahman and the embodied soul. In the

example also,) the mirror would become Upadana for reflection,

Tfios Pratibiihba Jiva is Karya of Blrhba God. It is the Upadana

that is modified as reflection. There is no difficulty

for the Advaitins to accept this modification as they regard

943modification of mind into a jar. Thus reflection, though 

modification, is not unreal. If the reflection is regarded 

as unreal, then there would be difference from real reflec

tive. And if reflection is taken to be real, then owing

943Ato two real entities, difference is evident. It is as

real as Biihba. Because, the cognition of it as Pratibiihba

944 ^does not get sublated. So reflection^ is real and it is 

real and it is distinct from reflective. The very difference 

in the usage as reflective and reflection, also signifies
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the distinction here. Therefore, the God, who is reflec
tive is distinct from Pratibiihba reflection soul and reflec
tion soul is as real as God Brahman.945

IV. VI&VASAURABHA
INTERPRETATION OF THE &RUTI8PRAPANCO YAP I VIPYETA8 AND VIKALFO

VINIVARTETA946

As in the Bhedasaurabha, difference between God, embo
died soul and the world is proved to be &ive~fold, in this 
Vigyasaurabha, reality of the world is considered to be 
established. Because the doctrine of difference would be 
meaningful provided the related entities are real. The 
£ruti- Prapanco vadi vidyeta asserts the reality and eter
nity of the world of five-fold difference. The world 
comprising of sentient beings and insentient matter is real 
since beginningless. In this sense, the §rutl appears

to be connected with both the Saurabhas, viz., the Bheda-
947saurabha and the Vl6vasaurabha.

The £ruti-passage mentioned above is interpreted by 
the Advaitins that it indeed supports the Advaita doctrines 
viz,, the Jaqanmlthyatva (falsity of the world) and the 
Advaita (absolute identity). But, Vadiraja opines and 
promises that this passage does not inform anything about 
the Jaganmithvatva nor about the Advaita. It ultimately
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and also the Supremacy of the Lord. Vadiraja says that 
this could be understood and realized, only when the passage 
is interpreted in the light of and in accordance with the 
context.

The Advaita interpretation of this passage is *If the 
world were to be existed, then only it would have been with
drawn. But as it is an illusion, Advaita is the only 
reality.' , This interpretation controverts the very Advaita 
view. Because according to the Advaita the world is not 
real. So when the Advaita negates the real existence of 
the world, how can there be the withdrawal of the same world. 
The logic of something having existed and then withdrawn 
is not -helpful to the Advaita. There is no Vyapti or 
invariable concomitance between .existence and withdrawal
in the Advaita. If this Vyapti is taken for granted then

949Brahman being existent, would have to be withdrawn. And 
according to the Advaita, that which is an object of with
drawal (sublation) is an illusion. In that case, Brahman

950would have to be an illusion.

Therefore Vadiraja insists that the context is to be 
taken into account while interpreting such passages. The 
passage previous to this, runs Anard1may aya supto yada
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- - 951iivah prabudhvate and so on and it has the reference of
ignorance# knowledge and also of difference Between one 
matter and the other one soul and the other. So in the 
above passage- Prapanco... etc.# contrary to the previous 
one# neither non-reality of the world nor the identity could 
be traced. So it is five-fold difference that is hinted 
at by the word 8 Prapanca. 8 The etymological explanation 
of the term 8Prapanca8 is ’higher knowledge of five-fold 
difference8. *Pra* means Prakrsta - 'detail# higher know
ledge* and *Panca8 means "five-fold.* Thus# Prapanca8

' 952means 8five-fold difference8 and not simply the world.
The expression 8Yadi vidyeta1 poses the problem as to
whether Prapanca were to be created (If it were not beginning-
less) then that would have perished. But really speaking#
this five-fold difference is not created and hence# the
question of its perishing does not arise. As it is beginning-

953less# it will not perish. This view establishes the 
etern'liity of five-fold difference. The term Mayamatra in

the passage denotes that this five-fold difference is
the God and also is guarded by Him. Here 8Maya8 is the 

— 954Praina or knowledge of the God. It also means that it 
is the knowledge of the God that makes us to know this 
five-fold difference well. Here Maya does not convey the 
sense believed by the Advaitins. The term 'Advaita8 indi
cates the Sarvottamatva or the supreme nature of the God.
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The Advaitins consider the term ‘Advaita* as there is 
nothing real other than Brahman, But this meaning is not 
intended here. It conveys that there is nothing that is 
equal or superior to the God, So there is no scope to 
understand that the things other than the God are illu-

955sion. Thus, the term 'Advaita9 means ’The God is Supreme.1

The correct import of the passage is that 9 If the
five-fold difference had been caused then one day it will
get perished. But as it does not perish, it is not caused
or created. It is known to the God and is guarded by Him.
He is the only Supreme Being. There is nothing either
equal or superior to Him. This interpretation does not
contradict with other passages and does not give scope for
counter-arguments. This is the only meaning that suits the
context. So the context does not suggest either the Jagan-
mitvatva or the Atmaikya. Vadiraja splits the compounded
words wonderfully as 1Mayamatram 9 etc., and explains that
Dvaitam mayamatram means “five fold difference is not at 

956illusory.9 Such interpretation also suits the context 
and avoids the contradiction.

The Advaitins interpret the passage- Vikalpo vinlvarbeta 
etc., as follows; The difference as teacher, taught and 
teaching is only an illusory difference. This order Is
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meant for only teaching. When the truth is understood 

then there remains nothing. That means, then distinction 

will not remain. This interpretation of the Advaitins 

criticises the view of distinction by treating it as illusion. 

Hence, the Advaitins contend that this illusory distinction 

is not a reality. But this interpretation is not correct. 

Because then, there will be contradiction with the previous 

one. Soothe correct import of the passage is that the 

distinction would have been withdrawn if it were created 

out of illusion. But it is not illusory. And this fact 

could be known through a competent teacher (Upadefeaka).

Vadiraja argues that if the Advaitins question as to

whether Bheda is Bhinna, Abhinna or Bhinnabhinna, and so on,

then O^hat would be the reply of, the Advaitins when the

same question is asked with regard to Vyavaharika bheda.
957So the difference should, be accepted as real.

Thus, these two passages establish both Bheda or diffe

rence and Jagatsatvatva or reality of the world, topics of the 

Bhedasaurabha and the Vi6vasaurabha respectively. Vadiraja

hence considers these passages as Dehallilipa - lamp kept on

958the threshold ,that Illumines both the rooms.
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GITA, MAHABHARATA AND PURANAS ALSO SUPPORT VI&VASA1YATVA

The Bhagavadqlta verse that runs as Asatyamapratisthante

iaqadahuranl&varam. Aparasparasambhutafo klmanvat kamabal-

959tukam. supports the view of the reality of the world.

It severely attacks those who consider the world as Asat 

or Mithva or unreal. It is stated that this view is not

only untenable but it spoils 111 those who teach and are

960 - - ~ -taught, Vadiraja opines that this Gita-statement is

the import of several Srutis, Purapas etc. It is evident

that the Lord is the prime-agent (Karta) and none else.

The Prakrti or the primal matter is the only Upadanakarana

or material c^se and others time, place, etc., are Nimitta-

karaoas or instrumental causes. The lord Is also considered

as Nimlttakarana but He is foremost and prime among all

instrumental causes. And the world is created by the

961operation of all these causes. The Prakrti, stated

above, is nothing but the constitution of Sattva, Ra las 

962and Tamas. In the scriptures as well as in other works,

this Prakrti is called sometimes as Maya. It is not the

Maya of the Advaitins, because in that case, it would be

~ — 963only an illusion. It is the Prakrti that is termed Maya. 

Therefore, the world-effect of this Maya-prakrti, is called 
Mayamaya,964 And thus, the usage will not make this world 

as the product of Maya or illusion of the Advaitins. In 

that case, the world would be unreal.
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Now it cannot be held that this Prakrti gets modified
itself into the world. It, being Jada or insentient cannot
modify itself into the world, - It is idle lord who creates
the world out of this Prakrti. ■ The Gita statement- Maya

965adhyaksena prakrtlh... makes this point clear. As 
Prakrti is the material cause of this creation, Ajnana of 
the Advaitins cannot be taken to be the material cause for 
creation, since in no works a1nana of the Advaitins is 
declared as Upadanakarana or material cause. So creation 
is not the out-come of Ajfiana or nescience. And hence, 
it is not sublated by Brahmajfiana, as the Advaitins make 
others believe.

The created world, since being not a product of Ajnana,
cannot totally be non-existent. Neither Brahman nor this
world will be destroyed completely. Both are eternal.
It is Anadi or beginningless and Ananta or endless in the
sense of Pravahato nitya or eternal like a current. Brahman
is also Nitya or eternal. But the difference is that the
world is Pravahato Nitya whereas Brahman is Svarupatah nitya
dr inherently eternal. The Mahabharata verse 'Svam tada- 
- 967nadyantam... brings out the nature of the world as

968mentioned above.
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THE &RUTI SVAPNAMAYA SARUPA ..■ ESTABLISHES VISVASATYATVA
The verses in the Mandukyopanisad that run Vibhutifo 

969prasavantvanye,.. and others state the different views
regarding the nature of the world and also of the process
of world-creation. The Advaitins hold that these verses
hint at Brahma Parinamavada or the Vikaravada. That means
^Brahman modifies Itself Into various forms of the world.
They say that the passage also indicates the illusory 

1 970'nature of the world. But this is not correct. Modifi-
I 971
[cation is not admissible in the case of the God. Because#
j•He is qlorified as Nirvikari or chanaeless. And moreover*
i ~ —

;He is not of -the nature of modification. Further# the
world also cannot be treated as illusory. Because# it is
the desire of the Lord who creates the world, so it cannot
be illusory. Even the Prakrti or material cause undergoes
the changes and functions according to the desire of the 

972Lord. The God creates this world by His desire and not
!

by any Maya as understood by the Advaitins. If the desire 
of the Lord itself is named Maya then there is no objection 
to it. Vadiraja opines that the term Prabhu indicates that 
the Lord is Sarvottama or Overlord# Sarva^akta or Omnipotent 
and the like. He never seeks the help of others (.in creation 
maintenance and the like connected with this world.

Now the question is 'What is the Lord's purpose of
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creating this world?' Some misinterpret the verse Bhogartham
972asrstiritvanye... etc., and say that the God creates

the world for his own enjoyment. But it is not correct.
Because, He is Aptakama or ever-contented. He has nothing

973to get fulfilled. There are some who hold the view that
974the God creates the world out of Himself for play.

They think that during Pralava the God's life would be
charmless as there might be nothing and hence He, then,
engages in the process of creation. This view is also not
correct. Because, Vadiraja says,? that if this view is
admitted then it would contradict with .His Aptakaraatva or
self-contentment.' So it is neither for enjoyment nor for $
play that the God creates the world, but it is His very
nature that He creates the world. Because, He has no

975desires including to play, to get fulfilled. It is clear 
from the passage ■1 Ichhamatram prabhoh sirstih* and ' Devasya 
esa svabhavah... The expression *Ichhamatram* indicates
that He has the desire only for creation and not for any 
benefit out of that. It also conveys that the God's mani
festation as Matsva, Kurma and so on, is because of His 

- 976 - --Ichha or desire. The Upadana is not required for the 
manifestation of God's incarnations,. Because, something 
in the form of Upadana is required for creation and not 
for manifestation. All the incarnations of the God are 
eternal but it is the desire of the God that makes them
manifest
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So far as Kala or Time is considered, it is accepted
as only instrumental cause and not as Independent efficient

- 977cause. The statement Draw am karma ca kala|ca... makes 
it clear that all these are under the control of the Lord. 
These become useful and favourable in creation etc., provi-C: 
ded the God desires, otherwise not. So it is evident that 
the God is the Creator, Prakrti is the material cause, tvrne ar\d 
the like are instruments.

The term Prabhu in the passage also signifies that
the God has no Ajnana or nescience and the creation of the
world is not due to nescience. Since Brahman is Omnipotent,
Omniscient and so on, He does not require Ajnana and such
others for creation. And moreover, such a wonderful world
cannot be the outcome of nescience, it is the Prakrti
(prime-matter) which is the material course. Creation
is Mitya (Pravahato) or eternal because, the act of creation
of the world is the very nature of the God. The world is
present with minute form in the God during Pralava and the
same gets manifested and created by the Lord at the time
of creation. This proves that the world, either with minute
form or with gross form, is present eternally. Hence, the
total non-existence of the world cannot be thought of. It
also ascertains the fact that this world is eternally
distinct from the God. As it is under the control of the

979Lord, who is supreme.
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•• mm mm QQQThe Brahmasutra-Valdharmyacca na svapnadivat (II.ii.29) 
rejects the view that the world is illusory like a dream.
If the creation of the world is compared with the dream or 
magic then# that would lead to many defects. In the dream# 
there is a dreamer# his body# bed# and the like who are real.
And in magic also# the magician is real# observers are real.
So the Advaitins have to specify the real things in the 
world-creation first and then they can talk of illusory 
aspect of creation. Therefore# it is not proper to compare 
the creation of the world either with a dream or with magi
cal creation. Further# the Advaita view that the illusion 
of the xtforld# after sublation leads to liberation and bliss 
is also not agreeable and tenable because# an illusory
cause can never lead to real effects. Otherwise, the effects

981liberation# bliss and the like must also be held as unreal, 
so the world is real; And the reality of the world can be 
ascertained and also realized as mentioned above. Thus#
the passages quoted above establish the reality of the

- , 982 world.

SRUTIS »VI&VAM SATYAM» AND OTHERS ESTABLISH REALITY OF THE WORLD
mm, mm ma mm a U mm mm 9Q3The Isavasva passage Y a tha tamp, tor than vyadadhat... 

declares the reality of the world undoubtedly. The Omni
scient Lord creates wonderful things in this world. And

, 9gAall of them are real. The scriptural statement *Vi6vam
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satvam988 (promises the reality of the world; It makes 

clear that the detailed information mentioned or delineated
here, is true to fact. And it has the support of the

**• 986Pramanas. This is evident by the expression 1Pramlnanti.'
It declares Mo God.* this world of yours is real. And it 
is the presiding deities of water who know it well.” The 
God is glorified as *Maqhavan* that means ’He,' who posse
sses all prosperity,' The dual usage of the world affirms 
the fact that the God creates the world and also regulates 
it. This indicates the difference between the two. It is 
also said that it is the presiding deities who know the 
truth.' Here the truth is the 1 Hiyamya-nivamakabhava. ’ or 
the relation of the controlled and the controller, Vadi- 
raja opines that this statement, not only asserts the 
reality of the world but also adduces the arguments in 
favour of this. Thus, the fact that the world is real 
rules out the Qview of the Vyavaharikasatta or the ephemeral
reality held by the Advaitins, since the view ultimately

' 987aims at non-reality of the world. The present statement
argues% “How can the Lord being Maqhavan or possessing
all prosperity, create a non-real world?" It is not correct.
Because, then the very possession of all prosperity would
be meaningless. The dual and plural forms In *Yuvoha and
8Apah° prove that more sentient beings observe the world.
It also ascertains the mutual difference among sentients
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and also their difference from the world observed. The
presiding deities of water and the reference to their
knowledge is true. That means the created world is not

988empirically real but absolutely real like Brahman.
The difference is that, Brahman is eternally real whereas
world is real or eternal like a current. Vadiraja opines
that this not only establishes the reality of the world
but also the Sarvo ttamatva, Gunapurnacva and Nirdosatva
of the God* By the by it also brings out the difference

989between the God and the world.

990The scriptural statement- Yacciketa satyamit also 
promises the reality of the world. The correct import of 
the £rutl is: 'The world that is present for ever, is 
created by the God. It is real and also serves real pur
pose. It is covetable one. The God has conquered this
wo'rld and gifted. * All the expressions of the statement

991clearly bring out the reality of the world. Like the 
previous one, it also, by the by proves the difference 
between the God and the world. All the scriptures thus, 
shining with the lustre of arguments prove the reality 
of the world and also glorify the greatness of the Lord. 
Therefore, Vadiraja opines and appeals that the idea of 
the unreality of the world is an obstacle for liberation 
and spiritual delight, and it is the realisation of
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reality of the world that leads to liberation and also helps
992to attain spiritual delight.

AJHAMA CANNOT BE THE UPADANA AMD IT CAM ALSO MOT PROVE THE
UNREALITY OF THE WORLDoiniwaMWMManacMiMMnaMiiHmaMMiM

The God creates this world at the commencement of each 
Kalpa or universal creation. This proves that the world

t

is never destroyed totally. It remains in minute form
during dissolution. That means it would be in the form of
Prakrtl or the primeval matter. As the Praia:tl is real

993its effect the world must also be real. The Advaltins 
say that Ajnana or nescience is the Upadana or the material■HXMMMaMMBII «aA0NM«MmMMW

cause of this world, but Ip is (not correct. Because, out
> 1

of Ajnana or nescience this world cannot be created. And 
moreover, a person, interested ii^ creating something, will 
go for concerned material cause only. That is reasonable 
and agreeable in all respects. Mo one puts his efforts to 
have anything like Ajnana as Upadana.

The contention of the Advaitins that this bondage is 
also an illusion due to Ajnana and hence, to remove this 

one has1 to pursue §n inquiry ihto Brahman and gain
the knowledge, 995 is not correct. Because, this bondage
is real and Anadl. It is not an illusion caused by Ajnana 
means that which is beginningless, is not a product of
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996of something. And removal of this bandage is possible,
only when it is real? otherwise not. The question of
removing does not arise if the said bondage is an illusion
and unreal. So when the bondage is real, it cannot be the
illusory product of nescience. And it can be removed by
right knowledge, which is also real. Here the knowledge
means knowledge of Brahman since it is competent to remove
the bondage. And this knowledge of Brahman could be gained
when one proceeds to make an inquiry about Brahman. Thus
there is proper and agreeable relation among Adhlkarl or
eligible aspirant, Pravoiana the purpose, Visava the subject-
matter and Sambandha the relation provided bondage and the

997like are taken to be real, otherwise not. In the Advaita,
there is no concordance and relevancy since it is treated 
as an illusory effect of Ajnana which is unreal.

As the begihningless nescience and its product bondage
are seen in the embodied soul, since beginningless, the
Advaita view that the Brjahman is the locus of nescience, is
supportless and gone. Because, the presence of Upadana or
cause (that is nescience) and the Upadeva or effect (bondage)
are to be present at one place invariably. The view that
the nescience is with Brahman and bondage with soul, is 

998wrong. Further, the nescience, since being beginning
less, is of a Bhavarupa or positive and hence this nescience
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cannot be removed by knowledge 199 In the Dvaita view.
even when the bondage is taken to be beginning less and real, 
its removal is possible by knowledge as per the declaration

baginningless by the Mvaitins, poses the difficulty.
Even if the nescience is understood as contact of nescience, 
then also the removal of contact of nescience is not possi
ble since this contact is also beginningless. In the 
Advaita, beginningless positive entity cannot la destroyed. 
Therefore, Vadiraja says that acceptance of the nescience 
as the material cause of the world, makes the very removal 
of it impossible. So the nescience is not the material 
cause whereas it is the Prakrti that is the material cause.

In the Advaita, the removal of nescience is not 
possible by knowledge. If this removal is accepted then 
that will lead to, the defect Anyonya£raya or mutual depen
dence. According to the Advaita, Svarupainana or knowledge 
of one's own nature is always present. Therefore, it 
cannot be concealed by nescience. But it might be the

that is concealed by nescience. Then, there is the Anyony-

of the scriptures. 1000 The contention of nescience as

or the knowledge obtained by mental activity

a§rayadosa as the Manovrttilhana is the product of
nescience
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If the Manovrtti i nana is concealed then it is this 

knowledge that has to remove the nescience through its 

operation and it can operate and remove the nescience only 

after the concealing nescience is removed. Thus, there 

is Anvo nv a£ ray ado s a. The same type of Anyonv a§rav ado s a 

.would be there, even when Svarupainana is taken to be 

concealed by the Ajfiana. Further it cannot be argued

that the knowledge functions even when there is the con

cealing nescience. Otherwise in that case, an object 

though obstructed by something like a wall, must be seen. 

But it never happens.

' Vadiraja points out that in the Advaita, the removal 

of ilthe nescience is not possible until the attainment of 

the final knowledge.The scriptural statement 

that refers to Akhanda Brahman* may give rise to Aparoksa- 

Ifiana direct realisation and not, to Caramaifiana or the 

final knowledge. Vadiraja doubts that when the knowledge 

(direct realization) is not competent to remove the 

nescience, what guarantee is there that the final knowledge

will remove the nescience. This also ascertains the fact

' 1003that knowledge will not remove the Advaitin's Ainana.

So im the Advaita, the procedure of jlgavapa, Manana etc.,

and also pursuing the study of the scriptures would become

meaningless. And the Gurupadefea or preceptor's instruction
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and the like is not required for the removal of the nescience
that conceals the Adhisthana Caitanya or sentient being
substratum. Because/ the experience in the case of a pot/
a cloth and the like, is gained without any Gurupade&a.
Thus, the acceptance of Ainana leads to such problems.
So i-c is preferred on the basis of the scriptures to
accept that bondage is removed by knowledge. There is no

1004necessity to introduce an illusory nescience, “ Thus# 
bondage is real, knowledge is real and removal of bondage 
by knowledge is also real. Hence, nescience is by no means 
the material cause of the world and it cannot bring about 
the bondage.

One may doubt about the removal of bondage by know
ledge. But Vadiraja promises that, it is not only the 
bondage that would be destroyed by knowledge, but also 
the beginningless action of the soul. The scriptural state-

„ _ _ m 105ment Tada vldvan punyapape vldhuya... etc., makes ic
1005Aclear that Karma or action is removed by knowledge.

The Brahmasutra- Tadadhiqame Uttarapurvaqhayoh (IV. 1.13)
, states that knowledge removes the previous action and makes 
the following and next action ineffective.'*'006 This proves 

the very fact as already mentioned that the knowledge is 
competent to remove the aspects other than nescience.
So there is no link between the removal nescience and the
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removal of bondage. This ascertains that there is no Vvapti 

between Jfiana and Ajnanana^a. as,'held by the Advaitins, The 

removal of bondage is nothing but the function of destruc

tion. And l£varainana is competent to fulfil the creation, 

sustenance and destruction. So nowhere the removal of 

nescience is traced possibly. Tbus< there is no Vyapti

as knowledge is the destroyer of nescience (Advaita) since,

1007the very concept is untenable.

It is already mentioned that the knowledge of Brahman 

removes the bondage, Vadiraja makes it clear that the know

ledge does not remove the bondage directly, but BrahmaInana

first generates Bhakti or devotion and then removes the 

1008bondage. The bondage is nothing but the deep attach

ment towards worldly things and enjoyments. And this 

attachment should be turned towards the God. It is possi

ble when one gets the Brahmaifiana through proper Jilnasa
/ i

or inquiry. When Brahmaifiana is gained then that develops 

the devotion in the God. Further, the God removes the 

bondage through His grace. Thus, the bondage, that is real, 

is removed by knowledge through devotion and His grace.

Here also there is no scope for any nescience of the 

Advaitins which is according to them illusory.

Further, Vadiraja makes it clear that a real one can
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be destroyed. He says that it is not the reality which is 
the base for non-destruction,, but it is the eternity which 
is the criterion for non-destruction.The bondage# 
though real can be destroyed# since it is not eternal as 
such. Hence# it is destroyed by the grace of God.

The Advaitins hold that the nescience or the unreality
s

of the world is intended in the Brahmasutras. But this view 
is wrong. Because# the Sutrakara does not imply the un
reality of the world in any way.- The mention of the 
Adhikari and others eligible for Brahmainana ascertains 
that the topic of inquiry can never be an unreal one. The 
very interpretation of the 6ruti passages by the Sutras
has definite aim (Phala),so the entire scheme of the

fi l012 k>sutras cannot be an illusion, Vadiraja praises that
the Sutrakara# via;# Vedavyasa has lit the lamp of .Srsti-
karrrtva of the God at the beginning and then poured oil

— 1013for burning it in the subsequent Sutras.

Vadiraja says that even the process of destruction 
does not admit the vieif of Ajfcana of the Advaitins.- It 
is the Karya or the effect which is destroyed first and 
then its Karana# or aause upto the Prakrti. And the Prakrti 
is the main source of creation and is indestructible.
This process affirms that the effect is destroyed first
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and than the cause. But the view of the Advaltins is 
against and contrary to this valid experience. Beaause, 
in their view the Upadanakarana viz., Alnana is said to 
have been destroyed first and then the effect viz,, bondage 
is destroyed, But it never happens. And it is not inten
ded by the Sutrakara also,Moreover, the Advaita 
also admits the dissolution, starting from Prthvl to the 
Mahattatva and then its merging into Maya or Ainana, This 
proves that the effect world is destroyed before its 
material cause viz.., nescience. - So the view of Advaita 
that the world or the bondage is removed by the 1 ~
removal of nescience is self-contradictory. To avoid this 
contradiction, it is to be accepted without hesitation that
the Ajnana is not the Upadanakarana of this world of
. , 1015bondage,

\

The Dvaita stand is that there is real Svabhava1nana 
or inherent wrong knowledge that is beginningless. And 
this is of two aspects* one that conceals and makes the 
nature of the God unknown to the souls and second that 
veils the true nature of the souls. It is distinct and 
individual -from one soul to another. And this wrong know
ledge is removed by the knowledge through the grace of the 
God at the time of liberation.1016 Bondage Is real and

beginningless. It Is not caused by the illusory nescience
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illusory, cannot be a cause of a real effect and vice-versa 
and also an object of destruction* The removal of or des
truction becomes meaningful only when something is held 
to be real. So the view of the Advaltins regarding the
removal of the bondage through the removal of nescience

1017 ’by knowledge has no meaning at all.

The nescience of the Advaitin is beginningless. In
that list, the entities such as Kala. Aka6a and others
are also counted. So these entities cannot be the effect
of nescience since like nescience these two also are
beginningless* So It is not proper to hold that all these
are' unreal (products of Ajfiana). . When the above mentioned
entities are not the effects of nesaience, the question
of their destruction by the removal of nesaience does not 

1018arise. So it is evident that the removal of world or
'' ' it - * >

bondage has nothing to do with the removal nescience. And
1 % ! 1 ' h
it is also absurd to say,that whatever is not removed by 

' nescience cannot be removed at all by other means.

The above argument proves that the world Is real and
the bondage also is real. The beginningless and endless
nature approves that the world is not destroy able by the

1019knowledge. It is absolutely real like Brahman. And
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it is not a product of nescience. It is not removed by know
ledge. 1020 it is the bondage which is also real is going 

to be destroyed by knowledge since both possess opposite 
nature. The darkness# that is real# can be removed by 
light possessing the real opposite nature and not by the 
unreal one* So nescience that is real and in the form of 
bondage could be removed by knowledge. It is the opposite 
nature that makes the removal possible and not the unrea
lity, 1021

Vadiraja says that even if the nominal withdrawal of
1 % f

Ainana by Vrttiifiana is accepted then# that leads to Anyony- 
a£rava. Because# unless there is withdrawal of Ainana 
there can be no inana and unless there is Jfiana there can

1 QOObe no withdrawal of Ajfiana. According to the Advaita#
the Vrtti ifiana originates when it encompasses a particular 
object. And unless the Ainana is withdrawn# encompassing 
of an object is npt possible. Vadiraja opines that the 
illustration of lamp given by the Advaitins is not support
ing their contention,- Because# the light of the lamp is 
possible though there is an object or not. But knowledge 
cannot arise unless it encompasses the objeat and objects 
may be encompassed only when the nescience that conceals 
the object is withdrawn. And this withdrawal is possible 
only when there arises the knowledge. Thus, there is
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Anyonva&rayadosa. ^•<*)22A cannot be held that inspite

of the presence of nescience, let the Vyttiinana arise,
because in that case knowledge cannot remove the nescience
and reveal the objects. Further if opposite nature of
nescience and knowledge is not accepted, then it is better
and easy to say that the bondage can be removed by knowledge

1023and not through the removal of nescience.

Another view, of the Advaita thatAAikya 1nana or identity- 
knowledge gained from the scriptures removes the nescience

■I rvO /and gets destroyed itself for the survival of Atmalkya, * 
is not correct. Because, knowledge can remove nescience 
and not itself like fire can burn other things and not 
itself.1025

/

The opposite nature is the stock base for the destruc
tion of one another. And that which is not of opposite 
nature, cannot cause any destruction. The nescience of
the Advaitins, which is a cause of the effect viz., Vrtti-

w .11
ifiana, neither destroys.knowledge nor gets destroyed by 
knowledge. Because, a cause cannot be opposed to effect 
in nature. So the idea of the Advaitins that identity- 
knowledge also gets destroyed itself for the survival 
Atmalkya, is not correct.1026
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Though the Svarupainana is concealed by nescience, it

exist with nescience and its effects# The Atmaikya1Rana

originates through ManovrttiIfilna of the &rutis. As a cause

of this Manovrtti 1 liana# nescience must be there. Thus, if

nescience exists along with the Svarupainana and the Vrtti-

1 liana then, it must be accepted that this Ajnana leads

to the Akhandarthain ana for liberation. If this would be

the case then, it (Ajnana) cannot be an Avarana or a
1027preventing factor. Then, there is no sense in relating

its concealment as bondage and withdrawal of the same as 

liberation.

Vadiraja states that the very concept of Bhakti or 

devotion has no place in the Advaita. He says that even 

according to the Advaita, knowledge cannot remove nescience. 

The Advaitins accept a state called Jlvanmuktl. ^Q

between the' gain of the Aikvainana and the destruction of 

the Lihga^arira or the subtle body. When the Llfaqadeha is 

destroyed and Maha avidya is withdrawn, then there would
"1 AOA

be final liberation. This Lihgadeha is also beginning

less and is due to nescience, The Advaitins accept the 

view that both these Lihgadeha and nescience would be 

active during jlvanmukti-state even when there is the 

AlkvalKana. This makes it clear that the Aikvainana

cannot remove the nescience. So Vadiraja asks: What guarantee
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is there in the removal of nescience by tLTjthe Alkyainane
at the time of final liberation as it fails to do so during
the Jlvanmuktl state70 That which is not burnt by wild

1032fire# cannot verily be burnt by house-hold fire. So
the nescience present with knowledge during Jivanmukti# 
cannot be removed by knowledge later on. Thus# the very 
idea of nescience and its removal by knowledge is untena
ble. It is the Bhakti or devotion an outcome of knowledge

— 1033that removes the Ajfiana by earning the grace of the God.
So the Bhakti is the means for liberation and not the
Aikyainana. And moreover the knowledge of Identity cannot
effect or lead to devotion.
*

According to the Advaita# the world is treated as 
Aropita or superimposed or an illusory projection. That 
means# it Is Ajnanaroplta or superimposed by nescience.
The Ajfiana of the Advaita has two powers namely# Avarana- 
4akti and Vlksepa§aktl. The Avaranalsaktl is the power that
conceals the true nature of Brahman and Viksepa&akti is

' 1034the power that projects the world as it is. If this
is accepted# then Brahman cannot observe the world before 
as well as after the concealment. After the concealment# 
Brahman being concealed by nescience, cannot observe any
thing including the world and before concealment as there

is no projection of the world# Brahman cannot observe it.
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Before concealment, there is no world to be observed and 

after concealment, there is no power to observe. So the 

world cannot be an illusory projection. It is true and 

ultimately real. The valid experience and also Independent
4 ^ 'If*

existence of objects ascertain the reality of the world.

The relation of the observer and the observed is pertinent 

in all respects. xSo the world is real and not Aroplta 

or illusory superimposition.

f

The Advaitins_hold-that Brahman, which is associated 

with Maya aspect of Ajfiana, is I&vara. And the Maya Ifevara 

creates this world with his Maya. The souls behold this 

Maya-pro looted world. But this view is not correct.

Because, the instance given by the Advaltins in support 

of this, is not a convincing and corroborating one. In 

magic, there may be illusory creation but the observers
i

and their senses such as eyes and others are true. But 

in the case of souls as they are the creation of Avidya, 

they are not true. Thus, the very aspect of illusory 

creation in the Advaita makes the souls also unreal. And 

moreover, this I&vara cannot have the body etc., before 

the creation of them through Maya. And as he has no body 

etc., he cannot create them. Thus, there is no Maya in 

him. The acceptance of the effect of Maya on I&vara

also leads to undesired conclusions. If it is held that
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he is not affeated then he is not an outcome of Ainana.
If he is taken to be affected then he cannot influence it 
on others. Certainly, a magician who is affected by his 
own Maya* cannot operate his Maya on others, So the

t

l£vara may be affected or may not be affected by Maya, 
but the.reality of the world remains unharmed. Because, 
if the l£vara has no illusion then the world is true to 
him. And if he has illusion then the world is true for

1 nl *7others. Thus, in both the cases, the world remains true. 
Vadiraja asks: "What is the use of the potter and others 
when Brahman, with Ainana creates everything?" But as

s
/experience makes the presence of potter and others valid

and real through their engagement, the world of wonderful
. , , , _ ,,1038things has to be aacepted as real.

The process of origination of the Vrttiinana in the 
Advaita is not acceptable. "Because, according to the 
Advaita the objects are revealed to the observer when 
there is the withdrawal of Ajhana temporarily. When the 
Ainana covers the Adhisthanacaltanva, it is not possible 
to see the objects. They also accept that there is a 
separate Aifiana that covers each aspect of an object like 
colour, taste etc, But,C^?ithis view gives rise to the 
acceptance of many Ajnanas that cover the Adhisthanas.
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Further# if there is the withdrawal of nesaience (removal 
of nescience) in case of one# then there may not ba any 
illusion to him. But others may not have the withdrawal 
of nescience. And for realizing the object they are to be 
withdrawn one by. one. But practically it never happens 
and hence it is absurd, Vadiraja taunts that the very 
acceptance of many Ajnanas makes the very small object 
being heavily loaded.*039 And as the Adhisthanacaltanva 

is outside and the observer sentient soul is inside# it 
is not possible to have the realization of the object.
And it cannot be held that owing to the ultimate oneness 
of them,"the experience is possible. Because, in that 
case, let the two persons have a common experience since 
they are also ultimately one. But this does never take 
place. The Advaitins also say that the Jiva (Antahkarana- 
vacchinnacaltanva) moves out of the body and mingles with 
Adhis thanacaitanva and it is the union of the two that 
reveals the object.*0^0 This view is also not tenable 

because# the soul is of atomic size and he has no parts.
So his moving outside and reaching the far away objects 
is impossible. Because# in that case, the body must 
remain dead till the soul comes back. Hence, the origin 
of the Vrttiinana itself is impossible.*04* 'Further, if 

it is admitted that the soul within the body goes out 
and assumes the form of an object# then the experience or



344

cognition must be' • I am a jar1 and not as 'This is jar. '
But in our experience, we never have the cognition as 'I
am a jar, So pj^^ess Qf origination of Vrttlinana.
held by the Advaitins, is not acceptable and hence it is
not possible to prove that the world is an illusory projec-

' 1043
tion (superimposition}. Further, Vadiraja states that 
even the empirical reality cannot be referred to. Because 
if the jar.is there prior to illusion, then it is real like 
Brahman. If the experience as 'I am a liar' then it is 
Fratlbhasika type (reality in appearance) as in 'lam white.* 
And jar cannot be identified with Cetana being. So

tgjf ^ ^Vyavaharikat.a cannot be attributed to the world.

The experiences such as 'This is a jar' and others 
do not refer; to the Adhisthana, Brahman, But, the very 
statement or experience only refers to the place arid time.
And moreover, it is not the superimposed pot. It is nothing 
but an expression that denotes an already existing entity.10^5 

Otherwise reference must be as 'Aham* and not as * Ayam.* 
Further, in the VrttliEana of an object, the concerned 
object must be true. Otherwise, there cannot be contact

i 5
between the eye and the object. And contact of Adhlsfhana- 
caitanya with the senses like eye, is not possible as 
Adhlsthanacaltanya is a colourless object. This also 
makes it clear that the Adhisthana Brahman as such o»s not
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there and no expressions and experiences refer to this, 

so the things in this world are present without any Aropa
*1 A A £L

or superimposition, and hence the world is true.

V

%> TRUE, WORLD MUST BB ACCEPTED AS PRADHANA TO PROJECT AN
ILLUSORY WORLD

The Advaitins hold that the things such as jar and 

others are created by nescience on the Adhisthanacaitanva.

If this is accepted then created things must exist in all 

the times, as nescience and Adhisthanacaitanva are beginning

less. Further, the created things must also be everywhere. 

But it is not the fact. When certain features of a similar 

object are present in an object, present before the eyes 

then, there arises an illusion. The conch-shell, as it 

appears similar to silver in brightness, one mistakes it 

for silver. But the Advaita Brahman cannot have any
i

features of other objects as there have been no objects 

before the illusory projection of the world. So there 

cannot be any illusion of these objects. The objects, 

present must be true. Further for justifying the illusions, 

if corresponding similar objects are to be thought of-, then 

it amounts to accepting the world of true objects. And 
this ultimately rules out the falsity of the world.A 1 

Thus, the above explanation proves that there must be both 

Adhisthana and Pradhana (similar object for projecting an
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illusion)* And projection of an illusion is possible provid-
* *

I

ed both the Adhlsthana and the Pradhana are real. As shell 
is real# silver though Illusorily projected# is real some
where. It is because of the appearance of similar features
such as brightness# the shell is mistaken for silver in

\

the given context* And reality of both the shell and silver 
remains unharmed. It shows that both Brahman, the Adhisthaha 
and' the real world to serve as the Pradhana are necessary 
to project an illusory world. This proves the presence of 
the real world.

Vadiraja also argues that# the projection of the world
in the Adhlsthana# is possible only when therejfanother real
world (Pradhana). And if that also is considered as Mithva
then projection is not possible. And if the projects or
superimposition is momentary# then it does not disprove the

1049
reality of the world. Moreover# both Adhlsthana and 
Pradhana must be real at the same time. If one of these 
two would be missing then also superimposition or projec
tion is not possible as seen in the superimposition of 
silver and serpent. When conch-shell and rope are present,
at the same time# the presence of silver and serpent are

> , . 1050necessary somewhere else.
i

The Advaitins state that the nescience is the material
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that _ ^cause/produces the world-illusion. Vadiraja argues that
the material cause cannot be the cause of an illusion. But 
it is the defeat that is responsible to produce an illusion. 
The defect, during its operation produces the effect, viz., 
illusion and then it vanishes* As soon as the' defect 
disappears, the illusion also disappears. The defect of 
distance causes the illusion of a person in a pole. But 
when the distance is covered the defeat vanishes and there 
is no illusion of a person. In the Advaita the nescience 
is considered as the material cause. But it is evident 
that the material cause of an object is not at all a defect 
and hence it cannot be the cause to produce an illusion 
of that object. Clay, the material cause of a jar, is not 
at all considered as a defect to produce the illusion of 
a jar. in the same way, threads are also not responsible 
for producing an illusion of a piece of cloth.So 
nescience of the Advaita, being the material cause cannot 
produce the illusory world. It can only prevent the know
ledge. Vadiraja, citing examples, defends the above argu
ment. He says that a wall or darkness may prevent the 
vision or appearance of an object but it cannot produce 
either knowledge or illusion of it. So the nescience can
prevent the knowledge but it cannot produce either knowledge

1059o£? any ilusion. Therefore, the nescience cannot be
taken to he a defect for the projection of the illusory
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world. As there is no proper aggregation of Adhisthana,
Pradhana and Dosa in the Advaita, there is no possibility
of the projection of an illusory world. Therefore the

XO 5 3world is not unreal. It is real.

Vadiraja also points out that, as there is no subs-
s

tratum,fit and agreeable for suparimposition and also as
* ? 1 , * * t , t

there is no any other world that is real and standard for
' 1 • t

superimposition, the created and existing world is real 
like Brahman,Thus, the world, being unsuperimposed 
entity, is absolutely real e*llke Brahman. And the state
ments, the expressive meaning of which stand sublated, are

( T ( 1055to be understood in a different manner one implication.
i r

THE ADVAITA VIEW 33 CONTRARY TO ANUBHAVA
, v r , i * (

Vadiraja shows that the view of the Advaitins regard
ing the world is contrary to the Anubhava also. In defence

6

of this, he not only traces the valid perception of ordinary
beings, but refers to the authentic authorities such as

/ ,

the Bhacavata, Gita and the like.

The Bhaqavata verses- *Na vatra §ruyate maya... 
and Mayan vyudasva clt£aktya».. make it clear that the

•• mm 1 ACQMaya of Advaitins is not there in the God, It is said
that great sages Sanaka and others glorify and meditate upon
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a real God who Is ever free from delusion* If He too
1059becomes deluded, no one would have praised Him. The

>

Bhacavadglta also clarifies that “the thought ('-that grasps 

all things as illusory is Tamasic in nature." This means 
only those who are of impure nature, behold and understand 
the *i?orld as an illusory creation.'1‘0^0 And the reference 

of Yogic perception, mentioned in the Srutis and others,

affirms that the object of perception must be real. Then
1only their perception has some meaning. The observance 

of religious austerities and the like is prescribed to 
realize the Truth and nof the illusory nature of the 
things. Vadiraja says that the serpent-ornament on god 
3iva is not a Rai iusarpa. So the falsity or illusory 
nature of the world cannot be acceptable as the very idea

1 Ad iis baseless. There is not a single scriptural state
ment Othat declares and supports the idea of the falsity 
of the world.

The Advaitins advance the view that the Mithvatva 
of the world, is contended to overcome the difficulty in 
the Drq-dr&ya relation or the relation between the seer 
and the seen. According to the Advaita, experience or 
cognition is Manas a or mental. It is called Drk. And 
the external object is called Dr&ya. When there is 
relation of these two, then only there is the knowledge
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of the object. Hence, the objeat is taken to be mental in 
this .sense. And this realisation or knowledge of the rela
tion is possible if it is considered as Superimposed on 
Brahman, So the experience is termed as the modification 
of Antahkaranavacchinnacaltanya and the Dr§ya or object 
as the modification of Visayavacchlnnacaitanya. The Caitanya 
(the sentiency) is the source of these two. The relation 
of these two is described as Adhyasa. Adhyastatva relation 
in the Advaita,Vadiraja says that this stand is not 
correct. Because, it is not a novel and distinct relation 
apart from Jnina-Jneva or knowledge-known relation. Only 
difference is that Jfieya in Adhyasa is considered as 
illusoryotfhereas it is real in Jnana-Jfieya relation. When 
the Jfieya object is„the relation between the experience 
and the object can be related without any difficulty. Even 
if this relation is not possible, the ground as well as 
the absence of jar cannot be rejected. In support of this, 
Vadiraja cites an instance most appealing one. If key 
of the temple door is unfound, it is not agreeable to

1 A/C *Jdemolish the temple.. w Hence, the difficulty in Drg;- 
Dr&ya relation does not help to prove Jaqanmlthyatva 
because the very relation ,sbated by the Advaitins is absurd.

/In defence of this, Vadiraja# quoting the Bhacavadqlta
!

statements, ridicules the view of the unreality of the
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world of the Advaitins and states that even the Bhaaavadalta 

does not support and uphold the unreality view of the world.

Further# Vadiraja asks* What is the>• Adhisthana in Dra- 
Dr£ya relation of the Advaitins. Where actually is there

i

the superimposition? Is it on the §uddhacaitanya or on 
the Ghatavacchinnacaitanya (qualified Caltanva) or on the

t i , *

Ghatopalaksltacaltanva (indicated Caltanva)? Verily# the 
superimposition is not possible in the case of the latter 
two since the Adhisthana such as Ghata or pot has not come 
into existence. Because, it will come into existence only 
after the superimposition. And as the pot and the like

f ' I

become the cause of both the Adhis thana and the Adhvasta 
it will lead to AtmaSrayado sa .or the defect of sitting on 
one's own shoulder. And as the Suddhacaitanya is NiraMa 
or partless the superimposition on it# will be the super- 
imposition on all things in all places. Then one has to 
see and experience all things at all places. But
really speaking# it will not happen. Hence, the very 
Adhvasa in the relation of Drq-Dr£va is baseless and un
tenable. Therefore# the relation of Jnana-Jneva is better. 
It constitutes the Visaya-vlsavi relation and will not 
lead to any absurdities pointed out above.

If-?,the Adhvasa is upheld then# as all experiences
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involve Brahma1nana# It should lead to liberation. Because# 
in the experience o£ Adhvasa, experience of Adhvasta 
(superimposed) is gained along with the experience of 
Adhisfthana. It must be experienced in all Adhvasa exper
iences, So vidiraja ridicules that the BrahmaIfiana in 
these experiences# should, lead to liberation. But
it never happens,, And moreover# there is no scope for 
arguing that Savlkalpakaifiana or distinctive knowledge of
pot# cloth and the like will come in the way and prevent

' 1 s
liberation? because# if once Brahmainana originates its 
operation cannot be prevented by,anything. And if it is 
not capable to ward, off the preventing factors and accomp
lish liberation here.and now, then it can never do so.
Burning of fire cannot be obstructed by the spread of grass. 
Fire burns the entire green with grass to ashes. in
the same way# if at all there is knowledge of Brahman which 
is the Adhisthana in the illusory .experience# thatiSBrahma- 
inana, being competent by nature should lead to liberation. 
But it does not happen. So the very conaept of superimpo
sition is not agreeable. And it will not serve any purpose 
to prove the things of the world as unreal.

The Advaitins refer to the £ruti * Tamevabhantamanu-
IrtfiObhaTYti sarvam. •etc. and say that this statement 

points at the origin of the Vrttiihana. Their interpretation
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of this passage is: "The experience of Adhisthana Brahman 
is the source of ail experiences when that is revealed by

i , ' i \

the temporary withdrawal of Ainana," Vadiraja says that 
there is no scope for such Interpretation. The import of

Athe statement agreeable to the context is "sun reveals
' t i 1

all objects first and then we know them with our eyes."
The sun's revealing the objects is also mentioned in the

«• «» ** i *» 1069Gita- Yadadltvaaatamatelo 1aqadbhasavate akhilam...
Vadiraja gives two different and deep meanings of this
statement. One is: All the luminous entities such as sun,
moon and others derive their brilliance from the God.
Second is* "The God is self-luminant and He does not require
anything else to get illumined Himself whereas others
solely depend upon Him to know themselves and also to know
other things. It also means that the knowledge of the
God helps to self-realisation. Thus# there is no hint or
clue regarding the process of the Vrttilfiana in this passage.

Vadiraja also assures that# the above given passage
glorifies the self-realising or luminous nature of God and
also His all knowing nature of the world. He is extolled

1072as Omniscient in this passage.

/
4

\
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THE MEANING OF BADHA IN THE ADVAITA IS UNTENABLE AND HENCE 
DOES NOT SUPPORT MITHYATVA

The Advaita holds that at the gain of BrahmaInina. all
V

the entities other than Brahman stand sutolated. This is
j

what is called Badha or sublation in the Advaita. But 
Vadiraja says that the Advaita cannot explain this subla
tion properly. He poses the ccpestiom "Is this Badha 
true or hot?" If it is held true then, ifef is nothing 
but accepting another real entity which in turn makes the

i

very sublation impossible, and also spoils the very idea
of Advaita. And if it is not true, then it cannot sublate
any entity. Thus in both the cases, the theory of subla-

1073tion cannot be sustained. In the Advaita the Brahma-
ifiana or the sublating knowledge is taken to destroy the 
nescience and then the world. Thus it is not sublation 
but destruction like the destruction of a pot. Further, 
'sublation* is explained as the realization of the absence 
of the object relating to all the three times- past, present 
and future.' But this is not correct. There is not a thing 
that could deny certain thing at all the three times basing 
on the relating.The denial is possible provided some
thing is real at sometime,

Vadiraja promises that the * Ekamevadvitlyam * $ruti
does not deal with any kind of sublation. It does not deny



the presence of objects other than Brahman* But, it states 
that there is not even a single object equal or superior to 
Brahman* Likewise the Srutl- 'Neha nanasti... also does not 
deny the objects other than Brahman but it denies the inter
nal differences in Brahman in respeat of His qualities, 
incarnations and the like* Thus, these passages do not 
support the 'sublation' and the Vl&vamithyatva. As Vyava- 
harikasatta means ultimately non-existence, it cannot afford 
the chance of some type of real existence to any objects.
The acceptance of the Vyavaharikasatta does not make the

1G75objects real for their sublation. ' Vadiraja says that
i 1075Athe Sruti 'Bhidvate hrdayaqranthlh1 does not refer to

, 5either sublation or total destruction. It mentions the
destruction of Karma, Punya,-Papa and the like. So by the
Brahmainana, neither sublation nor even the destruction of
the entire world is possible, The world has been there
since beginningless times and so far none has experienced
its sublation. Thus, the very fact proves the reality of
the,world, Vadiraja states also the syllogisms "World is
absolutely real singe it does not get subia,ted like Brahman,w
This argument is defectless in all the respects and hence
establishes the reality of the world. The passage, *Vi£vam 

1Q7^Bsatyam also substantiates the reality of the world.
Thus, there is not even a single evidence, may be of any

*1 A*?/!

kind, that could refer to Jaqanmithyatva.
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The Advaita considers this world as Sadasadviiaksana 
or inexplicable as either existing or non-existing. That 
means, it is neither real nor unreal. It is different 
from both. The Advaitins say that the passage * Na-asad- 
asit no sad-asit.. supports their Sadasadviiaksana
concept. But, really speaking it does not support. Because, 
if Asad is understood as it stands for Atvantabhava or 
absolute non-existence then, there is no point in negating 
once again by 'Na as it,' The Atvantabhava as its very
name clarifies, can never be present either in Pralaya or

, * **in Srsti. Therefore the repression *Na aslt* regarding it
/

serves no purpose* And as Sat or existence is not expected
to be in Pralaya by the Advaitins there is no need to deny
it. So this passage does not explain the Sadasadvilaksanatva
of the Advaitins. It1 simply conveys that Asat is always
absent and Sat is absent only during Pralava. And further,
as Sat is meant to be Brahman by the Advaitins, their
contention is supposed to deny even the existence of Brahman

' - 1077during Pralava. Hence it leads to Brahmamlthvatva which 
no Advaitin will ever dare to accept. Thus the passage 
does not support the Sadasadvilaksanatva and the Jaqan- 
mithyatva of the Advaitins. The reality is the prime- 
import of all the passages as shown above.
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&UKTIRAJATA IS NOT SADASADVILAKSANA AND ASAT-PRATITI POSSIBLE
The Advaita-concept of Sadasadvilaksana means neither

real or existing nor unreal or non-existing. The world/
according to the Advaitins# is Sadasadvilaksana that means
it is neither real nor unreal. As an example they refer
to the feuktiraiata or the shell-silver and Raj jusarpa or
the rope-serpent. ,The feuktiraiata and Raljusarpa should
be distinguished from a Safeavisapa or hare’s horn and 

or the son of a barren woman.Vandhvaputra/ The §afeavlsana is totally non-existent
I

whereas the Suktirajata. being real and unreal/ is not 
totally ©Asat. Hence itis Sadasadvilaksana. The sukti- 
rajata or Rajjusarpa are real to the extent that they are 
not real because " they are sublated. The Advaita-argument 
is 'Sat cet na badhveta. asat cet na pratiyeta. * Vadiraja 
says that this argument is defective and fallacious.
Because# both the Raj jusarpa and the feuktirajata are also 
Asat. He argues that Asat-Pratitl.the knowledge of non- 
existient is possible# that means there can be the know
ledge of feafeavlsana. But it is true that this knowledge 
of Asat is defective verbal comprehension. In ordinary 
verbal comprehension# true relation between the word and 
the corresponding object is necessary. But in the case of 
Asat it is not possible. Though defective# verbal compre
hension is possible in the case of Asat. The defective 
comprehension or verbal experience of Suktirajata or Ra11u- 
sarpa does not lead to any Sat-Pratitl because the two are
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the experiences of £a&avisana and &uktiraiata or Raiiusarpa. 

Because the non-existent state of the entity that is exper- 
ienced, is common in bpth the cases* So there is no
ground to treat them separately or differently. In the 
case of the £a§avisana. the defective experience is verbal 
and in the case of the £uktiraiata, defective experience is

perceptual. But experience, being defective, is common in
\ '

both. And moreover, the entities, referred to in both the
, / 1 * ' ' ■

cases, are As at. _ Hence, both the experiences are about the
1079Asat or non-existents.

1 -

But the Advaitins defend and argue that both the Jjukti- 
rajata experience and the §a6avlsana-experlence are to be 

distinguished. Because, illusion of Ralata takes place 
only in respect of 6ukti and illusion of Sarpa in Rai ju.
And this happens due to previous experience of Raiata or

\Sarpa. He, who has no previous experience of these,cannot 
have the illusions. So the contents of previous experience 
are not totally Asat. But in the case of the Safeavisana- 

aomprehension the entity is totally Asat. But this argu
ment is not correct. Because, the Raiata or Sarpa that
were experienced earlier cannot be the contents of this

/

experience because they are not physically present in this 
experience. It is the element of similarity of the objects
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already experienced and of the object present before, that 

leads to illusion. If there is no similarity then there 

can be no illusion. The contents or objects of previous 

experience are no doubt, real but the contents of this 

experience are as mush Asat as the 6a|avisana, The previ

ous experience, through similarity, leads to illusion but 

it cannot contribute the reality to the contents of this 

experience. The defects may be different in respect of 

the £uktIralata and the $6savisana but common fact is that 

both the experiences are Asat-nature,, And as already 

mentioned, there is every possibility to have the verbal 

cognition or perceptual cognition of the Asat. And this 

cognition is due to the defects involved, so the world 

cannot be sadasadvilaksana. And its cognition is possible 

inseither case, real or unreal.

REFUTATION OF VISISTAJRaNA ORIGINATING PROM VI§ESANAJNANA 

The Advaitins explain that the Vi6ista1nana or dis

tinctive knowledge originates from the Vifeesana1nana or 

the knowledge of attributive. In their opinion, the con

tent of the previous experience of true Ra1ata is the 

Vi&esana. That means the previous experience is Vifeesana- 

inana. And the §uktiraiata experience is the ViSisfcainana. 

It is this Vl&esanainana that is responsible for the 

Visistainana. But Vadiraja says that in the 5uktiraiata-
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experience it is not the previous experience of true silver

as Vi&esana that is responsible but it is the similarity

of shell and silver that has led to the shell-silver 
1080experience. But this experience involves a non-existing

silver as the content of the experience.

^ ' c
Then one may raise the objection: How does the non

existing silver get related with the eye? If not# without 

the contact of the eye and the object how can there be per

ceptual experience? Vadiraja replies that it, is impossible 

to trace and to show the relation since the very object

, silver is not at all real. Even the Advaitins cannot show 

the.contact in this case. Here the contact Is not with 

the unreal silver but it is with the shell, itself. And 

this shell due to defect and similarity, is taken to be 

responsible to lead to the illusion of a non-existing silver. 

The1 shell-silver experience and hare's horn experience are 

of the same kind. There is,no difference at all. To prove 
this# Vadiraja advances a syllogism: Vimatafo 6uktlra1ataih 

na as at ah watirlcvate trikalvam nlsedhvatvat and promises 

that there is no difference between the shell-silver 

experience and the hare's horn experience# since the 

contents of both the experiences are unreal. Hence# it is 

not possible for the Advaitins to establish Sadasadvilaksana- 

tva or Mithvatva of the world on the basis of the shell-
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silver because, as shown the shell-silver itself is not. 
inexplicable,

SATTA OR REALITY OF BRAHMAN IS NOT ADHISTHANAGATA
According to the Advaita, it is not the jar as an 

entity that is perceived but it is the satta or reality of 
Brahman, underlying the jar that is perceived. It believes 
that things have no reality of their own in this world,

. _ lBut this view is not correct. Because, Pratyaksa or per
ception alone- is sufficient to prove the reality of the

f

things of the world,
t

The direct perceptual experience of the things as
* Ghatah san *, 1 Patah san* ascertains the reality of the

1081things of the world. When this experience of reality
originates, it will not come in the way of past and future 
experiences. Because, this experience has the reference 
with past, present and future. And it is perceived by the 
eye supported by the Saks in. The Saks in is capable to 
perceive even the time factor^ may be past, present and 
future* So when the defectless eye perceives the reality 
of the idlings with reference to the tirte present, then it 
is understood- that the reality of the things stands per
ceived with reference to the past and future also. There 
also the support of the Saksin is evident.
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Here the defee tless nature of the senses like eye is 
most Important and also responsible for the perception of 
the reality. It is the defeatless nature of the senses 
that with the support of the Saks in. widens the scope of 
the present perception or comprehension of reality stretch
ing to the past and the f uture. When the eye perceives a 
thing having colour, it not only perceives the colour of 
the object but also the reality of the object. Because, 
the colour itself is not an object or reality. Neither 
the colour has any colour nor the reality of the colour

r ^

has any colour. It is the colour of the object. So the 
perception of „ the coloured objects? means perception of the 
colour as well as the reality of the object, And the per
ception of this reality is not restricted to the present 
time but to the time in general* So it ascertains the fact 
that objects with their reality are always perceived by 
defectless senses. If senses are defective then the com
prehension of the reality of the object is not possible. 
Thus, the reality of the things of the world could be 
established by perceptual experiences. .

According to the Advaita, the things of the world
such as jar and others have no reality. It is the Satta

/ '

or reality of Brahman that Is reflected. The experiences 
like fGhatah san1 and others are related to this Satta
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that is underlying (Adhisthlna). But this view is not tena

ble, Because, Vadiraja doubts as to what happens in the 

case those experiences suah as Nllo ghat.ah, Milo patah and 

the like? To what does this Hilatva belong? Is it only 

reflected in Ghata? According’ to the Advaita, this Nilatva 

should be understood as belonging to Brahman. And in expe- 

riences as Asad raiatam, Asattva should also belong to 

Brahman, As Sattva of Ghata belongs to Brahman, on the

same ground Nilatva as well as Asattva should also be taken
1082as belonging to Brahman, But this is unworthy and

also contrary to the Advaita. Because, in that case, in 

view of the experiences, Brahman would be having attri

butes (Nilatva) sometimes and it would be Mithya (Asad) 

sometimes. Thus it lands into absurdity. Hence, in the 

experiences San qhatah and others Sattva C*Ls the Sattva 

of Ghata and not of Brahman. Because, as Ghata etc., are 

Pratvaksa. Brahman is not Pratyaksa? when Brahman is not 

Pratyaksa how can the Satta of It be Pratyaksa in Ghata? 

Vadiraja says that it is not possible to see the invisible 

ghost in visible objects. In the same way Satta of Brahman 

cannot be seen in Ghata etc. It is the Satta of respective 

entity seen there. Further the experiences such as 

Bhutale qhatah san aka§e qhatah asan ascertain the fact■mmhmmmmm MWMM| m| mmm mmmmmmmmm&aM tmmm

that Sattva and Asattva are referred to Ghata and not to 

Brahman* The Sattva and Asattva factors of material objects 

cannot be referred to as belonging to Brahman.
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Further# Vadiraja points out the possibility of explain
ing the experiences of Ghafcah san# according to the Advaita. 
The Advaita-contention is that the Satta of Brahman is 
reflected in the experiences. And this type of experience 
may be explained in one of the four ways: 1) The Satta of 
Brahman - the Adhlsthana continues to be present in Ghata 
etc*? 2) The Satta does not continue, but the Brahmanistha 

, Satta is superimposed? 3) The Satta is in Brahman* The 
Ghata is experienced as Ghata and not as San ghatah. The 
Satta that is experienced belongs to*-Brahman? 4) The Ghata

- has separate Satta and the same satta is experienced as
3.083 -it is. In the first case# however# the Satta is

accepted in Ghata* And hence# the purpose of attributing 
* Satta is served* In the second view the Satta being super

imposed leads to the superimposition of Gittva also since# 
in* the Advaita# Sattva and Cittva are inseparable. If the 
Sattva alone is superimposed then it indicates the absence 
of the Cittva- in the Ghata etc. Hence the Cittva in the 
Ghata stands sublated. When the Cittva stands sublated 
then# on account of invariable concomittance the Sattva 
also stands sublated. And in,the Advaita whatever stands 
sublated is Pratibhasika. But the Ghato and others are 
treated as Vyavaharika in the Advaita. It is evident that 
the Ghata and others that are Jada are distinct from Cit.
So the Sattva of the Ghata etc*# is not same as the Sattva
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of the Cit. The Sattva of the Cit cannot be present in the 
Ghata etc.# that are Jada» The Sattva of the Cit and the

1QQ4Sattva of the Jada are distinct to each other, In the
third alternative# the Sattva is stated as belonging to 
Brahman* If that would be the case# how can then it get 
reflected in the experiences Qhatah san and the like. And 
the acceptance of transfer of the Satta of Brahman to the 

' ' Ghata and the like leads to the acceptance of Anyathakhyati- 
vada of Hyaya-vai&e^ikas. .But both the Dvaita and the 
Advaita do not accept, this* Therefore# the third alter
native, is untenable, The fourth case that accepts the 
Satta for entities like the Ghata, is welcomed. Because# 
here it is, not the Vyavaharika Satta or ephemeral reality 
that is taken into account but the Paramarthikas atta, the 
ultimate reality, ,It is also not the Pratibhasika satta 
or illusory reality. Because# , this Satta Qfor Ghata does 
not get sublated. It stands unsublated since the expe
rience of the Satta of the Ghata is Pratvaksa or percep
tual experience. The contention of the Advaitins that 
it is the £abda~pramana or testimony that supposes the 
sublation# is not correct. Because# In such cases, the 
testimony cannot Invalidate tee experience derived from 
perception, when there arises the conflict between per
ception and testimony# the latter is to be reinterpreted

1085and explained in accordance with perception. To
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ascertain as to which Pramana is stronger and which is weaker# 
there are certain criteria which are Upa llwa-Upa ilvaka# 

Nfravaka£a-S3Vaka6a and the like. And the principles such 

as Purvapara, Vidhi-nisedha and others that are accepted 

and advocated by the Advaita# do not serve any purpose. 

Further# this pattern of Purvapara lands to prove the Smrfci 
to he superior to the jjruti. And the Vidhi-nisedha principle 

may lead to negate sacrificial Hifosa. So these principles 

cannot determine the strength or weakness of the Pramanas.
i

The Pratvaksa or perception is Upa 11vy a and hence it 

is stronger. If at all there is conflict between percep

tion and inference, the inference is to be rejected in 

favour of perception. And if there is conflict between
i ’ *

perception and testimony# then testimony is to be inter

preted and explained in accordance with perception.

Therefore# Vadiraja says that esqperience of Satta 

in the expressions San qhatah and the like has valid 

support of perception# And this experience, which is 

relevant in all respects# cannot be overthrown by any other 

Pramarias. so in the experiences San qhatah and, the like 

it is the Satta or reality of the Gha£a that is experienced 

and not the Satta of Brahman underlying it.
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PRATYAKSA IS PRABALA

in the experiences of the pot and others/ Pratyaksa or
/

perception is the superior authority or valid means of

knowledge or-means of valid knowledge. And this perception

cannot be sublated by any other Pramarias. If at all there

are some defects then the experience of this perception

is not valid. VA defectless perception is the superior

valid means of knowledge to others. In the experiences

of (got and' the like as there are no defects, perception

is unobstructed. Perception in such cases reveals and

confirms the reality of those objects. Thus, perception

helps to prove the reality of the things of the world.

Since thq nescience is not related with lnsentiency, it

1086cannot be a defect in respect of insentient things.

Even according to the Advaita, nescience cannot be there 

as a .defect. Because, at the time Ghatapratyaksa,. nescience 

concealing the Adhlsthana caitanva underlying the pot, is 

withdrawn. Therefore, In the Ghatapratyaksa there cannot 

be nescience as a defeat.

As already stated perception being UpaiXvya or support

ing evidence is stronger. Accordingly the perception of

the world becomes Upailwa and testimony cannot invalidate it.
/

Vadiraja says that even the Brahmaparoksa and the Aikya- 

5rut±sQ of the Advaita cannot invalidate the perception
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of the world bsaause in the Advaita# Br ahmaparoksa is Nis- 
prakaraka and the Srutis are Akhandarthabodhaka. If it is 
held that these two contradict the perception then# the 
very nature of Ni^prakarakatva of Brahmaparoksa and Akhand-
arthatva of the Srutis would he no more. Hence# these do

/

not invalidate the reality of the world which is substan
tiated by perception. And on the other hand# passages 
Ekavllnanena sarvavlinana and others prove the reality of 
the world. Because# Sarvavlinana or the knowledge of all
is possible only when there is Sarvasatyatva or the reality

1087of all. And this is none other than Vi6vasatvatva.
If Inference aontradiets perception then# It is sure that 
concerned inference Is fallacious. Hence# inference cannot 
invalidate the perception since perception is superior to 
inference. And moreover# inference functions on the basis 
of the source of information already ascertained by per- 
ception. Perception free from defects cannot be invalidated 
by testimony (Aqama).

Further# superficial meaning of Aqama or scriptural 
statements is not valid always and every where. The 
expressed meaning of Aditvovupah# Yaiamanah prastarah and 
such other passages serves no purpose. If this literal or 
superficial^meaning is insisted on# then there is no 
practical utility of these statements. Hence# it becomes
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rather clear that whenever there Is a conflict between 
flgaroa and perception, Agama is to be reinterpreted in accord
ance with perception, Vadiraja points out that even the 
Advaitlns do not interpret the passages- Tattvamasi and 
the like literally, Because, in that case the literal 
interpretation conveys the Vifelstaikya which is not at 
all accepted by the Advaita. In the same way, the literal 
import of the passage Sarvam khalvidam ,Brahma appears to

r

convey the identity of the. insentient and the sentient.
1QQQBut the Advaitajdoes not accept this identity. Vadi

raja refers to the scope of the grammar and asserts that 
there is every possibility and also sanction of the grammar 
to understand the particular case meaning with regard to 
another in the Veda, He also .quotes the reference of 
usages of ttie oltaand tha MahShhgrata where tiae won} Sarva 
is used in connection with different case-meaning. This 
confirms that there is scope to reinterpret the scriptural 
passages to avoid their conflict with perception. So as 
perception of the world is defectless, it cannot be dis
proved by any other means of knowledge,

DREAM-OBJECTS ARB REAL AND ASAT HAS NO ARTHAKRIYAKARITVA 
So far the objects experienced during jthe waking 

state are proved as real* Not only these objects are true 
but even the objects seen in the dreams are also true. The

/
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true nature of dream-objects is explained by the Sutrakara

in the Brahmasutra-Sandhye srstih aha hi <III,ii.2) and 
1089others. There it is explained that the dream-objects

are produced by visana or past impressions and hence they 

are subtle. But their true nature is not negated. No 

doubt that the nature of the dream-objects differs .from 

that of the objects of waking state. It is because of 

the cause. This difference does not harm their true 

nature. This is also evident from the fact that they 

cause certain effects such as pleasure, fear and so on.

As the dream-objects are true, _ their experiences are also 

true. The objects, seen during a dream, may not be seen 

in the waking state. And this also does not disprove
t

their true nature. . As the objects, seen in.the dream 

have some effects, there must be some causes that produce 

them. Because, only real causes produce real results.

An unreal cause can lead to no results. And there is no

condition as such that causes must be of the same nature
11 , .. 1090in all respects.

' - i

Vadlraja refers to the Advaita view that the cause 

precedes the effect. It is the true Adhisthana caitanva 

as a cause that leads to the effect of Aroplta. Thus, it 

proves that without a cause, an effect cannot take place. 

So the dream-objects, being effects must have causes of
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their own. And that is the Vasana or previous impressions.

And there are some causes that are present everywhere and

at all times such as Akajsa* Kala and others. Brahman is

1091also the ever-present cause of all creations*

- t

The Advaita view that in the ultimate analysis* the 

scriptures are also unreal but they produce the true Jcnow- 

ledge of Atmaikya, is not correct. Because* whatever is 

unreal or non-existent has no Arthakrivaklbritva or capacity 

to give rise to desired fruits.. That mean's non-existent 

cannot produce a real thing. So too false statement cannot 

give.rise to true knowledge. Vadiraja opines that the 

false knowledge originates from false circumstances. Because 

of false circumstances it may happen sometimes that the 

lustre of the gem is mistaken for gem* a 6akhacandra for
f r i

Candra and. the like. Here it is the false circumstances 

that produce false knowledge. So if: scripture is held to

be unreal Ml thy a then the knowledge* originated from it*
• *

must also be unreal* So the Atmaikya-knowledge, caused 

from unreal scriptures, will also be unreal. And this 

unreal identity will not lead to any real liberation.

Thus acceptance of passage as unreal lands the Advaitins 

in unreality in all respects. Because* unreal passage 

cannot produce true knowledge and then unreal knowledge 

cannot lead to true liberation. Thus* it results into
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everything to he unreal that has no Arthakrivakarltva or 
effectiveness,

DR&TATVA AND OTHER HETUS DO MPT PROVE MITHYATVA BUT SATYATVA
/

The Advaitins hold that the causes or reasons viz,, 
Dr^yatva or being seen, Jadatva or insentiency and Pari- 
cchinnatva or limitedness establish the unreality of the 
world. Really speaking, these causes do not prove unreality 
of the World. Vadiraja critically examines and proves that 
on the, other hand these causes or .reasons establish the 
reality pf the, world. Dr&yatva is the fact of being the 
object of experience, It cannot prove Mithvatva since it 
is not Nlrupakhva. The Nirupakhya is that object which 
has no form of expression of,its own. Therefore, it is 
nothing but non-existent. Further, it'cannot be described 
in anyway. But if an object is Drfeya, then it cannot 
be of formless nature. The PrSvatva ascertains the 
respective .form pf the object and it is quite opposite 
of ,formlessness. So Dr&vatvahetu, since ascertains the

form of the object, does not prove unreality of that 
object, but proves reality pf the same. Thus, Dr£yatva 
does not help to prove unreality of the world, similarly, 
the second reason, insentiency also proves not the 
unreality pf the world. But is proves that the world 
is not sentient. It is only the negation of sentiency
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and not of the reality of the world. And the third reason 

Paricchinnatva deals with the proves the nature of limit 

in respect of space/ time and the like but not unreality
I

of the world’. Thus, all these reasons do not establish 

the^ unreality of the world. As there is no difference
s

ultimately in the Vyavaharikasatyatva and the Mithvatva

according to the Advaitins, the world cannot also be

considered as Wavaharikasatya. And moreover, neither

of' these reasons prove this Vyavaharikasa tv atva. Therefore,
1099the world is as real as Brahman.

Vadiraja asserts that the Vi6vapratyakaa or percep

tion of the world cannot be erroneous. Because, there must 

be some or other defeat for an erroneous perception. As 

there is no any defect in Vl&vapratyaksa, it cannot be 

erroneous. And Avidya of the Advaita can also not be a 

defect in this respect. If this Avidva is taken to be a 

defeat then what would be the nature of Avidya. the 

defect. Vadiraja explains this Avidya in three ways:

(1) It is a defeat without having any definite role;

<2) It is a defect that prevents true knowledge;

(3) And it is a defect that produces erroneous knowledge. 

In the first case, the Avidva is a defect but as there is 

no any particular role to be played, even merits will 

become demerits in some cases. In the second alternative.
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Avldya# being a defect# may prevent Brahma1nana which is 
true knowledge but not the Vl&vapratyaksa. So Avldya 
cannot be a defect for V16vapratyaksa and1 as It is not a - 
defect it cannot held to its illusion. In the third case# 
as Avidva or nescience is untenable# the view that Avldya 
produces erroneous knowledge is not correct. Because# 
the knowledge of pot and the like does not' consist of any 
erroneous element. It is not experienced bykperception.
So there is no scope for Avidya# making something erroneous. 
And further when something is mistaken for something else 
then# only there,arises erroneous knowledge. But in the 
knowledge of a pot it ,is not mistaken for something else.
So nescience being unreal# cannot be a defect in the know
ledge of the things of the world. Hence# there Is no 
change for any erroneous experience due to this, 

v ) /
And,further# In the Advaita# the Avldya belongs to 

Brahman and not to any other since Brahman alone is Sat.
When it is said that the Avldya belongs to Brahman it may 
produce erroneous experience in Brahman but not in souls# 
the matter and means of knowledge like Pramanas# perception 
and others. So Avldya, since being nop connected with the 
world# cannot prove unreality of the world. In the Advaita# 
Brahman is declared to be the Mhisthana for pot and other 
objects. And for attributes potness and the like# the very
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objects become Mhls.thana or locus. So the fact that Brahman

is the locus is given up. And these potness and the like,

1093cannot be the erroneous projections of Brahman. if
l

Brahman is taken to be the locus for potness then very idea 

would be a endless one.
1 i

The Advaitins hold that the world is unreal because, 

the nescienae is the material aause for the world. But 

it is not correct because nescience cannot be the material 

cause'for the world. Because,, it is our stock.experience 

that the objects in the world have respective material

causes. E„g, a pot has the earth as its material cause
\

therefore, nescience need not be fabricated and taken to be

as material cause. According to the Advaita also, nescienae

is withdrawn at the time of perception of objects pot and

others., That means the nescience in the form of material

cause is not present at the time of perception. It amounts

to saying that mud Is not present when a pot is perceived.

That means- effect remains without a cause, which is absurd.

Hence, nescience can never be the material cause for the

1094world. And world is not the Illusory projection.

It is' proved that the objects of the world are real.

As the objects are real# the attributes of these objects 

are also real. The Advaitins hold that the attributes
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potness- and- the like, are not real* But this contention is 
not correct. Vadiraja doubts as what is the ground for 
this negation of attributes? Is it with reference to 
Brahman? If the denial of the attributes is with reference 
to the objects then, the attributes of one object may be 
observed in some other objects as all of them are illusory- 
pro jections* And if the denial1 of the attributes is with 
reference to Brahman then the very denial will not affect 
the real presence of objects. Thus, it proves the reality 
of the attributes of the objects* So potness and the like 
are as real as the very pobjeets, As there is no any 
sublation of the experience, these attributes are not at 
all simply ephemeral. Hence, all the attributes such
as Jati. Gun a, Karma and other of the things of the world

, 1095 are real._

In the Advaita, the means of valid knowledge like 
perception are the products of nescience. And hence, 
their contention is that they are not true In the ultimate

i ’

analysis of Truth. But this is wrong. Because, this 
nescience is not the material cause for this world. As 
already pointed out earlier, this world stands unsuhlatad 
to our valid perception, and these means cannot be due to 
nescience. Otherwise the experience of the world must be 
sublated* The argument of the Advaita that there is no
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real world since there are no means to establish it and
there are no means since there is nothing to he established#

l09ftinvolves Anvonya§rayadosa. Not only that, the very
contention and argument of the Advaita would cause the

i

negation of the very existence of Brahman. So means 
like perception and the like are rot due to nescience,

Vadiraja argues that the nescience of the Advaita, 
since being beginriingless, is to be considered as true.
As it is beginningless one more nescience need not be 
envisaged for this nescience. When nescience is true, 
how then the means of knowledge be false? Though they 
are taken due to nescience, they are not false. Further, 
just without taking into consideration the beginningless-

{ i

ness of nescience, if it is argued that nescience is 
unreal then, it cannot be proved by the valid means 
perception and others that arise out it. Thus, the very 
concept nescience stands baseless. And this cannot 
establish the unreality of the world.

One more contention of the Advaita that whatever is 
Arthakrlvakarl is Mithva. As there is Arthakriyakarltva 
in the world. It is not real; This contention of the 
Advaita verily denies the practical utility of the things 
of the world. So Arthakriyakarltva must be taken to be
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the prime-base of reality. If not then, that amounts to 

saying that thirst can be quenched by mirage. Thirst is 

satisfied when one drinks water and not by mirage. Other

wise, there should not be any difference between water and 
1097mirage. And acceptance of different degrees of reality

does not help, the Advaita to prove unreality of any kind. 

Difference in the degrees of existence is not the crite

rion for unreality and reality but it is the sublation and 

non-sublation that ascertains the unreality and reality.

Therefore, it is evident that reality is responsible 

for Arthakrlyakaritva. The Advaitins, who accept Artha

krlyakaritva of the world, have to admit voluntarily the
1098 <mmSatvatva of the world. The idea of Vyavaharlkasatyatva

of the Advaita does not contribute Arthakrivakaritva of 

any kind. Beaause, the very idea of Vyavaharlkasatyatva 

is nothing but Asattva or non-existence. And as non

existent cannot be Arthakrlvakarl. Thus, it is proved 

that wherever there is Arthakrlyakaritva there is Satyatva 

So the world is real as it is Arthakrlvakarl.

This real world is created by Brahman. Ha being 

sentient, is7 the creator of this world. That which is 

insentient and material does have the power of creation. 

Therefore, nescience of the Advaita since being material,
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cannot be the creator. It cannot contribute any Arthakriya- 
karitva to the world. The Bhacavata and authorities works 
declare that Brahman is the sole Independent creator o£ 
this world. Hence# the Arthakrfyakaritva of the world 
is due to Brahman. So the reality of the world remains 
unaffected.

Vadiraja promises that not only perception and scrip
tures establish the reality of the world# even inference 
also establishes the v.orId-reality. The syllogisms pots 
and the like are real because there is unobstructed contact 
in between eye and those things. Pillar, pitcher and other
objects are real since those are connected with each other;

1099establish the reality of the world. When defectless
sense organs produce the knowledge, the knowledge must be 
true. And the objects, of this knowledge are also true.
The verses Navatva Maya..•# Apafeca Praminantl and others 
make it clear that the Lord does not create anything 
illusorily, when there is no illusory creation, the 
knowledge, gained# need not be about Illusory objects.
Thus, neither scriptures ^nor inference nor even percep
tion supports the unreality view of the Advaitins. All 
these authorities support the reality of the world,*
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TEN ARGUMENTS AGAINST ARQPA 

Here Vadiraja summarises the ten arguments that are 

adduced in the Vifevasaurabha for the refutation of Mithya

tva or unreality. The arguments are delineated by the way 

of exposing defects in the Advaita contention of Mithyatva 

or unreality.

Prof. K,T.Papdurangl has succinctly enlisted them as 

follow:-

"(1) Nowhere in the 6rutl the reality of the world 

is denied?

(2) Nowhere in the &ruti it is stated that the world
*

i

does not exist at all the three times (and merely appears);

(3) The so-called Advaita Srutls which are supposed 

to imply Mithyatva are Akhandarthabodhaka. Therefore, 

they are not capable of conveying anything more than the 

Akhandartha of Atmaikya. Hence, they do not convey

Mithyatva of the world;
/

/

(4) The final Brahmapramavo which is supposed to 

imply Mithyatva" of other things is also not capable of 

it since it is Nirvikalpaka and cannot convey anything 

more than Brahman.

(5) The attributes Ghatatva etc., are not denied in

their respective abodes and therefore, their unreality
/ >

cannot be established.
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(6) The §abda-pramana is found suitably reinterpreted 

whenever it conflicts with Pratyaksa. Therefore, so-called 

Mithvatva Srutis have to be reinterpreted to conform to 

Pratyaksa that establishes Vifevasatyatva.

(7) Bkavilnanena sarvaviinana is possible only if 

other things are true.

(8) There are feruti passages that directly state Vl§va- 

satyatva.

(9) Aropa of the world over Brahman cannot be properly 

explained.

(10) If so called Mithya Srutis have to be honoured 

why not honour the Srutis like Asadeva id am aqre asit and 

consider Brahman as Asat? If Asatva £ruti has to be 

suitably reinterpreted, then the so called Mithyatva 

Srutis also have to be reinterpreted to avoid conflict 
with Vl^vasatyatvapratvaksa.81^^00

Thus, Vadiraja establishes that it is not possible 

to establish the Vi^vamithvatva by any means of knowledge.

All the means jointly and ultimately declare the Vi&vasatvatva. 

Vgdiraja humbly acknowledges the credit to Madhva and says 

that it is he who has given these ten arguments to prove 

the reality of the world refuting the unreality tried to 

be established by the Advaitins.
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V. FHALASAURABHA
gRAVANA, MANANA AND NIDHIDHYASANA ETC., ARB THE MEANS OF

LIBERATION

Sravana# Manana and Nidhidhyasana are the three aids
of the mind that in course of time, enable the mind to attain
the Aparoksa1hana of the Lord. The contention of the Advaita
is that the knowledge alone removes nescience. But it is
untenable. Because# if knowledge alone were to remove
nescience# then# liberation would have been immediately
after knowledge. But this does not happen. And moreover#
if it is said that nescience does not become an obstacle
to Manovrtti ihana. Wien Brahmasaksatkara, through the mind

1101would be for ever. But it never happens. So to get
removed the obstacle# sacred hearing-etc. # are wanted. The 
contention of the Advaita Is defeatful since it leads to 
Anvonva^ravado^a (mutual dependence) of two types. If 
nescience becomes an obstacle to the mind for Brahmadar&ana

ior even if It does not become# the defect of mutual depen
dence is inevitable. When nescience Is removed, there is 
Brahmadariana and at Brahmadar£ana only nescience can be 
removed. Secondly# if nescience is not an obstacle then 
there should be always direct vision and if there is direct 
vision always then there cannot be obstacle of nescience,1102 

So If nescience is accepted then# there cannot be Saksatkara
and also the release. So the view of the Advaitins that
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knowledge by its very nature removes nescience and no God’s 
grace is required for liberation# is unsound ">■ * ,®r t, ,

The God’s grace is the only ultimate resort to attain the 
liberation.

To have the Darfeana of the Lord through His grace# 
sacred hearing# repetition and meditation are the three 
aids# with the help of which# mind gains the power to have 
the vision of the Lord. Sravana is the study of scriptures 
in prescribed manner. The study is the understanding of the 
scriptures as determined by Sastras. Manana is an inquiry 
of this purport through appropriate reasons. Dhvana is 
the meditation on the auspicious attributes of Lord, These 
three aids are to be put into practice until each leads 
to the next. Mind is the main and prime aid in realization, 
the mind when obstructed with the obstacle ignorance cannot 
realize the God. The above mentioned three aids become

1103prime-sources or means for removing the obstacle of mind.

The one# who undergoes the course of practice of these 
three aids accordingly# becomes a qualified one. God# 
pleased with the meditation of this devotee# will bestow 
His grace upon him# remove the obstacle of ignorance and 
grant His direct vision. He will also grant His Darfeana.
In the £rutlqlta of the Bhaqavata# God is praised as sole
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competent to remove the ignorance.1104 This obstacle,ignor-
i

ance,has two aspects. One is Jlvacchadlka that conceals 
the nature of the soul and the other Paramacchadika that 
makes the nature of the Lord unknown. God will destroy 
the first and withdraw the second one. He withdraws the

i 11Q5second one, now and then until the final liberation.
That is why God is sometimes seen and sometimes not seen 
by such seekers. This will continue until the final libera
tion and this state is called Jivanmukti state. If it is 
argued that one can attain the liberation by the very nature 
and origin of knowledge also then, there must not be any 
delay in attaining the liberation. By the time ignorance 
with its effects such as Kama. Karma is removed lay know
ledge, immediately one should attain the liberation. But 
this.does not take place. Therefore, God’s grace is inevit
able. Lord is the sole giver of release* At the time of 
attaining the release. Lord will remove both the obstacles 
and disclose His blissful form and make it visible to the 
liberated then forever according to their inherent ability.
Thus, liberation is strictly under the control of and

T1G6subject to the grace of the Lord.

Another view of the Advaitins, related to this, is 
that sacred hearing is also the direct means to attain the 
direct cognition and hence sacred hearing may also be
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I

sufficient to have direct cognition like repetition and 
, 1106A . .meditation,, But this is not correct. Because# hear

ing is not ^permanent. And moreover, if it is said that 
direct vision is possible just after hearing then, hearing 
alone to be considered as Sadhana and not the others. But 
in the £rutl, all the three aids Sravana, Manana and Nidhl-

i *

mm HOftSdhvasana are prescribed as Sadhanas one after another, 
Meditation is prescribed after repetition* Hence, for direct 
cognition, meditation is the direct Sadhana and not the 
.hearing. With the help of these three aids, mind Ggains 
the direct cognition and then attains the vision of the 
lord* Hearing helps to have the indirect cognition and 
never assists to gain the direct cognition. , The statements 
as ‘Pot is 6£n the house* and others cannot be cited as 
examples in respect of the direct vision. Because, at the 
listening of the word Brahman, the direct vision of the Lord 
will not take place. So hearing, though first aid, is not 
the direct means for direct vision. Meditation is the prime 
whereas hearing and repetition are auxilliary to that,

/ , - - - „

The Sabdaoramana or verbal testimony does not lead to
direct cognition. The Advaitins hold that testimony leads

;to direct cognition, The stock example quoted in this regard 
is Das;amah tvam asl - 'You are the tenth person. * when 
some one counts nine persons, around him and fails to perceive



himself as tenth? then another person points out and says 
'You are the tenth person.' Thus through this statement, 
he gets the direct cognition - direct knowledge of himself. 
This is an example wherein testimony leads to direct cogni
tion. On the same ground, the Advaitins argue that the 
statement or expression 'Tat tvam asi* leads to direct 
cognition,. But this theory is not correct. In the ins
tance given by, them, the testimony or the statement does 
not give the direct knowledge as 'I am the tenth person.’
But i-c only removes the distraction of the mind. Then he 
realizes that he is the tenth person. This is Manasainana. 
The testimony only helped him to draw his attention towards 
himself. And this is not the direct cognition; whereas

p

Mahasainana as 'I am the tenth person' is the direct cogni
tion. Thus, testimony conveys only possible sense always 

, and nothing else. So, the undistracted mind, engaged in the 
meditation of the Lord, will realize Brahman as in the case

11G7of the Manas a inana. ' I am the tenth person.' And more
over, a Yogin, who is engaged in deep meditation and whose 
external organs are actionless, has no use of testimony 
through which he can have title direct vision. But it is the 
meditation that helps his mind to have direct cognition and 
then direct vision. So testimony is of no use in Brahma- 
dar^ana.* Manasainana gets originated without the articula
tion of any £abda. Therefore the view that testimony leads
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to direct cognition is untenable; Mere listening of the
\

word *pot* does not make the pot visible. Thus, the mind
of a Yogin, when deeply immersed in the meditation, will
produce the direct cognition and help him toP'"have the
vision of Brahman. In the Sruti, hearing is stated first
then repetition and lastly meditation. Meditation is the
direct and prime aid that leads to direct cognition and 

1108direct, vision. Further, the view of the Advaita has
no practical application and utility. Because, he, who 
listens to the word 'food*, cannot have the satisfying 
experience. This experience can be seen in him, who is 
actually taking the food. Thus, it is evident that mere 
hearing will not cause Brahma-darfeana. Since the
Advaitins subscribe to the view of Anvltabhldhana, no state
ment can lead to Nirvikaloakaifiana. Therefore, testimony 
cannot lead to direct cognition directly.. It is the medita
tion that leads to direct vision directly by the grace of 
the God, ' This has the support of Bhacavata and Bhaqavad-

Medltatlon is the main aid and by this meditation the 
dirt of the mind will be wiped away. The purified mind will
become the cause of ( Brahma-dar&ana, Thus meditation is the

- 1110 direct means xM\ whereas hearing is an indirect one.
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In this way# £ravana# Manana and Nldhidhvasana are the
three aids of mind for Brahma-dar6ana. Meditation is the
main. Brahma-darcana is possible only when there is no
obstacle. In case of obstacle# repeated hearing, repetition
etc. # are required through which the obstacle could be
removed. More than this# It is the grace of God that is

1111ultimately the ground for direct vision. It is made
1 *1 *t *1 7Vclear in the §ruti passage Yamevaisa vrnute tena labhvah.

The passage also promises that object of realization is 
Sakara. The view of the realisation of Nlrakara of the 
Advaitins is baseless and unsound. The God is Sakara having 
Cidananda§arlra (form of knowledge and bliss). This form 
of God is realized in the liberation by all the liberated 
souls. The liberated souls are also having the form of 
knowledge and bliss.

DVESA, KAMA, BHAYA AND OTHERS ARB NOT MEANS OF LIBERATION 
So far it is said that direct cognition# originated

t

from hearing and others leads to liberation. Bhaktl is 
the prime-aid to secure the grace of the Lord. This devo
tion leads to release through the God's grace. Thus# know
ledge, devotion and others are the steps for liberation. 
Harlbhakti and others are not demerits (Dosas) but they are 
the very requisites and praise worthy steps for liberation. 
This devotion in the lord originates’ from instant hearing 
and the like.1112

a
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But, however, in the Bhacravata, the verse running 

Gopyah kamat bhayat kafoso dvesat caldyadayo nrpah ** 

appears as If stating the Kama* Bhava, Dvesa and others 

are the means of liberation. But it is not the real 

import of the verse. Really speaking* it was not the 

Kama and the like, mentioned above that led to liberation 

but it is the Bhakti that enabled them to gain the grace 

of the lord and to attain the liberation. E.g, §i£upala, 

who was Dvarapalaka in Vaikuntha and who was of pure 

nature, was made to come down to the earth due to curse.

It was the curse that made him to entertain Dvesa with the 

Lord. When the effect of curse was. removed, he with pure 

devotion, secured the grace of the Lord and attained the 

release. In the Brahmasutra. Vedavyasa has determined 

that Bhakti graced with Jnana, is the sole means of libera-
4 ' mm mm mm 1112Btion. The sruti-Nanyah panthah vidyate ayanaya also

states the same. ,

So £ravana, Manana, Dhyana, Saksatkara, Bhakti and
— 1113Prasada are the steps for liberation.

Referring to the import of the £ruti passage, Yada 

pa6yah pa&vate..., Vadiraja promises that this passage 

declares the realization of Sakara and Saquna Brahman. So 

it is eviderit that realization of Sakara and Saquna Brahmanmmmmmrnmmmmmmm •NHaAtM* mm
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is the only means for attaining liberation and'not the know

ledge of identity of attributeless and formless Brahman.

The term Sarny am in the Sruti does not mean equality but 

it means proximity. So it is evident that true devotion 

is the means of liberation.

PROCESS OF LIBERATION

In the last and fourth Adhvaya (chapter) of the 

Brahmasutra (Phaladhyaya). Utkranti. Marqa. Gamya and Bhoga 

are described. The qualified aspirant, seeker at the gain 

of' direct knowledge (direct vision of God) in a particular 

life, goes out of his material body through Brahmanadi.

Then he goes to the x/orld of Brahma through the path of 

Arc is etb. There he' lives until the' Brahma completes his 

hundred years* This, a period of hundred years of Brahma, 

is called Para. The quallfied souls' after at the gain of 

direct knowledge come to this place. And living in this 

place is called the state of Jivanmukti, for they have not 

yet attained the final liberation. On the {^completion of 

hundredth year of Brahma, all the souls qualified for 

liberation and staying in Brahmaloka. will move out with 

Brahma, This is called^ Mahapralava or final (annihilation. 

All these souls will attain the liberation along with that 

Brahma,
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The Brahma conducts all the qualified souls with him 

to the river Viraja. This river is Aprakrta, non-material
not

(that means it does^tiontain the material element - water).

It is free from Satfcva, Eaias and Tamas and is only Cid- 

rupa. And it is also Laksmyatmaka. All the souls led by 

Brahma are made to take both thereby which they get their 

LiftgaSariras or subtle bodies destroyed. Then they join
l

/

the souls already liberated and staying in the three abodes 

of Lord Visnu, £vetadvipa. Anantasana and Vaikuntha. Then,

they together with already liberated ones, move into the
' 1 ■* . • '

belly of Lord Vasudeva. This state Is called Parantakala,

Paramamoksa, Brahmalava and also Mahapralava. And at the

end of the Kalpas or ages the fire of annihilation, emanated

from the mouth of Sahkarsana burns down the entire creation.

Then the Samvartaka clouds, showering heavy rains wash away

every thing. The water will be made dried by Tejas which

will be in turn extinguished by Vavu. Vavu merges into

Aka&a (ether) and that merges into Ahaftkara. And Ahahkara

merges into Mahat and that in Prakrti.^ And so far as

Prakrtl is concerned it does not merge into anything else.

It being the primal cause and matter, is eternal like God.
1115In this state it remains in minute form.
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REFUTATION OF THE *SARVmh&A' VIEW OF THE ADVAITINS

The process of Pralava or annihilation as stated above 

clearly indicates that nothing is completely destroyed. The 

Advaitins hold that this world is the produat of A1 nan a or 

nescience. And it will be destroyed by the knowledge. Thus, 

they consider the right knowledge as the cause of destruc

tion, But this view is baseless. Nothing Is totally des

troyed by the right knowledge. The unreality of this world 

will not take place by knowledge. Even in annihilation, 

only created things (effects) will be destroyed and not the 

original or primal aause.

And moreover, a wise will not get the things destroyed 

by his knowledge. So the view of complete destruction is

nowhere found. When things perish, they leave behind their
/

causes. When these causes perish, they again leave their

subtle causes. This process continues and ultimately

leads to the survival of Prakrtl or primal matter (primal

material cause). There is no such thing that undergoes
1117complete destruction. And, one cannot say that there

is destruction of all destruction, because destruction 

itself is undestructible. So by all means, total annihi- 

lation is impossible. The very expression as Sarvana6a 

is wrong. Because, even according to the Advaita, Brahman 

is real and Avina&i - undestructible.
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If At is admitted that, other than Brahman, everything
gets destroyed, then, Jiva, different from Brahman, will also
have to be destroyed. If difference between Brahman and
the soul is taken to be unreal, then the Advaita cannot
refer to world as separate from Brahman and liable for
destruction. . And if the destruction of real things is
admitted then, the destruction of Jiva,his characteristics
and also of other eternal things, may also take place.
Thus, the acceptance of the destruction of real things,
definitely and ultimately leads to the destruction of
Brahman, as It being real. Therefore, complete destruction 

1118 1is impossible. That which is eternal, real, subtle
and is under Lord’s control, is indestructible.

Thus, after having refuted the view of total destruc
tion of the Advaita, V^diraja diverts his attention to the 
Sarvana&a view of Tarkikas. According to them, everything

t

originated with Adrsta or unseen cause or power, perishes 
completely and also there is no re-creation. Thus, this 
is a very strange view. Because, at the end of each age, 
the created world perishes and again it is going to be 
created at the beginning of next age. This is happening 
since time immemorial, Here, only effect (Karya-world) is 
going to be perished and not its prime cause which is 
Adrsta..- If it is held that Adrsta boo perishes, then there
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would not be any re-creation. So Adrsta which is prime 
cause will not perish whereas it becomes the cause of 
re-creation. So the Sarvana£a view of the Advaita and of 
the Tarklka is baseless and untenable. The £ruti declares 

that, God creates the world as in past. This disproves 
the very fact of Sarvanafea or total destruction,

LIBERATION IS THE ATTAINMENT OF THE ABODE OF LORD VISNU
———— ii     i ——   m i ————■!■ » mmm—mmmin * wmmmmmmM rnmm

' In this context^ the Advaita view of liberation Is 
refuted. The Advaita bo lets that liberation is the gain or 
attainment of identity (Atmaikya). But Vadiraja says that 
identity Cannot be the liberation. According to him, it 
is the attainment of highest place,' If the view of identity ' 
is admitted, then the very concept liberation of attaining 
highest place, \tfould be futile. The highest place is the 
abode oic Lord Visnu. It is also called Vaikuntha. The 
liberated souls, attaining this highest abode of Lord Visnu, 
enjoy their inherent bliss. There, they will have the 
Vision of God always'. That place is away from the Tamas, 
it is ever illumlnous. It is the place, after attaining
which,' one will not come back to transmigration. It is

, . . 1419the state of final release.

This state of liberation is not the state of Jivanmukti. 
But it is other and superior to that. In the Bhaqavata,



/ 395

'Lord Krsna says that the.worlds, upto Brahmaloka* (Satyaioka) 
are' subject to rebirth whereas his abode Valkuntha, attain
ment o£ which will not cause any rebirth* So the liberation 
is the attainment of close proximity with the Lord# it is

the attainment of the lotus-feet of Him, or it may also be
1120explained as dwelling in the abode of the Lord. Sveta-

dvipa. Anantasana and Vaikuntha are the three abodes of the 
Lord, and attainment of these is the liberation.

i L s'

Then, the question may ,be raised as to whether, like 
the created world, the abode of the Lord is subject to the 
process of creation and destruction. Vadiraja says that 
in the description of the creation and destruction, lord's
abode is not included. This shows that. Lord's abode is not

, , 1121 subjected to creation and destruction* whereas all other
worlds such as Satyaioka and others are subjected to the
process of creation and destruction.

The god Mukhyavayu conducts the qualified souls, who 
have fulfilled the prescribed course Sadhana, to the Lord 
and recommends for the attainment of the release. The 
Chandoqyopariisad also states that, the qualified souls, 
after {^attaining the release,' will not come back* It is 
the abode of the Lord which is totally free from the defects 
of Saihsara (transmigration). Hence, the attainment of
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release is nojt possible. With unworthy .means. It is 
similar to the Lord so far as defactless nature is concerned. 
Like the Lord, it is also free from birth# death and the 
like. It is Cetanatmaka (sentient) and pervasive. The 
Lord is the sovereign king of this.

If the.release the attainment of another and highest
v ^ 1 ♦world is not. admitted# then the prescription of the course 

(Sadhana) and the path of Arcls etc,# would be useless.
In fact# Arc is etc, # is the path of' attainment of release 
and release is the gain of the abode of the lord.

The above explained opinion disregards the views that 
instant asaending is the release and attainment of the

iBrahmatva is the release. Because# as Brahman is all- 
pervasive# there cannot be either the movement of ascending 
or the process of, attainment of Brahmatva. Because#
Brahman Qis supreme and distinct. So there cannot be the 
gain of Brahmatva.

Here# it is acclaimed that# knowledge (devo tio n- 
Bhakti) is the prime means of attaining this final release. 
Bhakti involves the relation of servant and served between 
devotee and the Lord* And this proves the difference 
between the Lord and the soul even in release. As there
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lies difference in release, there is also gradation in
1192release among liberated souls.

The Bhaqavadglta describes the state (place) of release 
as that, where the sun shines not the moon does not illumi
nate, and even the fixe burns not it. After attaining once, 
the liberated will not return to transmigration. And that

1123is the highest abode of the Lord. And this release
is not merely the destruction or removal of displeasure as 
Tarkikas contend, but it is the state of experiencing the 
bliss and blissful knowledge.

In Parantakala, that is at the end of the age, Brahma, 
taking the three typed Jlvas, enters into the belly of the 

Lord. Then along with Satvikas he takes both in the Viraja 
river. This river is of the nature of godess LaksmI. This 

river discriminates as to who is liberated and who is not.
It is free from material elements and effects, it is 
Aprakrta (spiritual). It is the destroyer of transmigra
tion, All those souls, after bath, get their Linqa6arira 
(subtle body) shattered and then enshine with their bliss
ful nature. Then Brahma, getting deeply immersed in the 
experience of bliss of Dhvana (contemplation) for hundred 
years, gets the nature manifested, along with his retinue 
like past liberated Brahmas and experiences the bliss in
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swelling.' The removal of subtle body and also manifestation 
of the blissful nature is called Sarupya release. And others, 
Salokya, Samlpya and Savuiva take place according to the 
eligibility of the liberated souls, In the release, the 
forms that the liberated souls assime, are not of Prakrti 
(matter). So there is no question of rebirth.

The Sadhanas or the means for attaining such release 
are prescribed in Sastras and they are the knowledge of 
difference between the Lord and the soul, performance of 
deeds without -aiming at fruit or result and absence of 
feeling of Svatantrva(independence) in the souls. Among

" t , • ,

these, the knowledge of difference and devotion are primary
c *and Niskamakarmanus thana or performance of the deeds without 

the feeling-of attachment, is the secondary. All the 
liberated souls, including Brahma, have no rebirth.'

The (Qualified souls, though relieved of Prarabdha 
karma cannot attain release independently at their own will. 
Only with Brahma, they can attain it. And in some cases 
they are supposed to undergo and esqoerience the effects of 
Prarabdhakarma knowingly or unknowingly. And after the 
bath in Vlraja, there will not be any Prarabdhakarma. The 
eligible souls attain the final release during Parantakala 
or at the end of final annihilation.^24
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ABSENCE OF AIKYA AND SARVAMOKSA; sMRATVA AND TARATAMYA
TO MUKTAS

i

As there are three types of souls, all of them will
S V mmnot attain the liberation. As already stated, only Satvikas 

attain the liberation* In this context, Vadiraja literally 
deals with two Sruti passages, Srnvevlra uqramuqram...112^A

• «» • 1 1 O ASand Para purvesam.,. The import of these passages Is
that the Lord sends the Asuras to the darkness (tanas) and 
Satvikas such as gods and others to Vaikuntha release abode
of bliss. He makes the- Satvikas to enjoy the pleasures

1 !

thereof. So far as Rajasaa or middle one are concerned, 
till they are relieved of the Liftqadeha or subtle body,
1 1 * i , /

they go to heaven and hell-and will have the mixed exper
ience, When that subtle body of them is destroyed, they 
are given -the state of mixed experience of pleasures and
displeasures. Thus, without change and without fall, diff- 

\ * ' erent souls will have different states and different goals
to be attained. And the Lord, being supreme surpasses all
these. Moreover, He is described as eternally liberated
(Nitvamukta). So there cannot be any identity between
the Lord and souls., Further, as different souls attain

! >different states, there cannot be release of bliss to 
1125all. Even the -qualified do not attain the release

themselves. They seek the grace of the Lord. So how can 
there be identity between the Lord and the souls? The JjrutJL,
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1 1 ORA
Yedha manadvit. •, states that the Lord never likes and

tolerates the identity and Quality, When such is the case# 

the question of attaining the Brahmatva (identity) is gone
11OA «•afar. In the Bhaqavata, it is made clear that the

engagement in Fravrttikarma in case of Asuras# will not 
enable them to attain upliftment. Thus# both the &ruti 

and the Smrti declare that Asuras will never attain the
1 ' ♦ ' , i

release (Sarv'amoksa) is impossible one. In the BhaqavadqXta
* I ;

also Lord Krsna makes it clear that# those# who hate Him,# • * 99

i twho do not tolerate His supremacy# who try and hankerfer 

identity# will roam in unworthy births and at the end# 

without attaining the Lprd? will fall in the deep darkness. 

In the case of Jaya# VI jaya and others# who hated the Lord 

due to the curse#- this cannot be applied. Their hatred is 

temporary. As long as1 there had been the effect of curse# 

they opposed Lord and did mischiefs, By the time# the 

curse was dispelled, they assumed their original Satvika 

form and were blessed with release by the Lord through His 

grace.

The liberated souls are infinite in number. Among 

them there are some# who attained the release early and 

others later. Some are released together and hence are 

called Jnatis and others Ajnatis. All the released are
t

affectionate^ and intimate each other. They are like close
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friends, In respect of knowledge and the like# they are not 
even or equal. There is gradation. The gradation hinted 
here is always with difference. They are not distinct 
from their pure and blissful nature. All the organs are

t (of the nature of knowledge and bliss. All are graced with 
beautiful and charming forms. So in release# the question 
of formlessness, (Mirakarata) does not arise. The £rutl 

passage# Te ha nakam mahimanaft.,. m3^QQ dear that
they flourish and enshine with their own greatness. All 
of, them dwell in and enjoy the pleasures of various kinds. 
They, do not have any displeasure. Approaching the Lord, 
they get manifested their blissful nature and enjoy in 
different places,

r-

There is gradation even in rthe enjoyment of the rele
ased. It is because of the difference in their inherent 
eternal ability and also in respect of spiritual efforts 
of each released soul, therefore, the jiruti# enunciates

the Anandataratamya or gradation in the enjoyment of bliss 
, • 1127of the liberated# If this gradation is not admitted,
then the doubts related to the difference with regard to 
the efforts and the like# cannot be cleared off. And it 
is not logically sound to view that same result will take 
place with different efforts. Ananda-mlmaihsa in the 
Taittirlva &ruti deals with the Svarupananda (natural bliss)
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with gradation. Therefore# the gradation# declared in the 
£rutl, with regard to bliss# is related to release. Thus# 
even in the release# there is gradation and it cannot be 
ruled out, The passage Yato vaco nivartante,,, 
acclaims the infinite bliss of the Lord which is the very 
nature of Him. In the same context, passages that deal 
with the enjoyment of bliss of different liberated souls, 
are also seen. So# it is clear that, entire context of
that ,Sruti refers to Svarupananda or natural bliss and not

, 1128 any other type.

As the !»ruti (knowledge of §ruti) ensures the feeling 
of detachment towards mundane pleasures and initiates the 
souls for upliftment, it is clear that the &ruti does not 
talk of anything about mundane pleasures and other things 
in this context. In the state of Samsara, the natural 
bliss is unknown and not experienced. Therefore, the 
explanation of natural bliss with gradation# seen in the 
£ruti, is related with liberation and not with transmigra
tion, Manusananda, described in the Jiruti, is not of the 
embodied souls# since they have pleasure for some time and 
displeasure for some time. They do not enjoy instant bliss. 
If blissful nature is denied in the case of liberated souls# 
then that would be the release of Tarkikas# since according 
to them release is the state of absence of displeasure.
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It does not entertain any pleasure'* Therefore, gradation
in the enjoyment of bliss, is to be accepted. And this
gradation never entertains the possibility of Aikva but it

1123proves difference evidently*

Since, in transmigration, pleasure is not permanent 
and is mixed with displeasure, gradation cannot be deter
mined ultimately. The degree in the enjoyment of pleasure,

/

in Saiftsara; varies from time to % time,place to place and
s.. \from situation to situation. Whereas this variation does 

not occurs in the release. In the release, gradation is 
an ever established entity. Gradation in bliss, exists on

t '

account of the graded and different means of enjoyment.
Without taking into account the difference in the means of
enjoyment, reference of gradation would be meaningless and 

1130baseless. And this gradation asserts the mutual differ-
f

ence among souls and difference with the Lord even in the 
1131release. Thus, gradation is proved through Yuktl,

Srutl and Srorti. Yuktl (reason) is as there Is graded 
difference in the means, the same must be there in results.

There are some statements such as Mama sadharmva- 
magatifa.. and others, that apparently give the sense
of egpality. But it is to be understood in the sense as 
free from or absence of displeasure and other mundane defects.
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So equality is impossible and gradation is inevitable. Even 
the Lord cannot undo it or change iti

INTERPRETATION OF THE §RUTI PASSAGES YATRATVASYA.,. AMD 
OTHERS AND THE REPUTATION OF ADVIT^YATVAPRAPTI

The idea of the Advaitins that liberation is attaining 
the state of being alone (loneliness) Is impracticable and 
untenable. When man is,alone, he is not happy. A preceptor,

. l , r >

a pupil# a beast, or a crow always long for the company 
of others# to be happy. The loneliness does not ensure 
any happiness. Even in the practical life, every one tries 
to get something other better as he is not at all happy 
with (^single possession. When an article is lost, he hankers 
for another. If living house is burnt away, demands for 
a new, one. So when all this is taken into account, it 
proves beyond doubt that to be alone or loneliness is no
where found and preferred to. Thus the liberation is the 
form of Advitlvatvaprapti or loneliness as the Advaitins 
contend, is Impossible. It is described that the liberated 
delight with their companions. If they were to be alone 
then, living in the company of others and also blissful 
enjoyments, are all impossible. If Atman Is admitted as 
only one, then there is no possibility of any functions and 
dealings, fforeover, this Atmaikya view will be against 
the ^ruti passages such as Tatkena kam pafevet...
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If the dAdvltlyatva view is accepted then the liberation 
cannot be claimed as Purusartha or prime goal to be attained. 
Therefore, as there is the presence of different souls and 
manifold objects (duality) in Saiftsara in the same way, even 
in the release, duality is to be accepted inevitably. So 
there are' infinite liberated souls having blissful forms 
and also there are infinite means of enjoyments.

AThe passages Yatradvaltamiva bhavatl..,, Sarvamltmal- 
-• •• 1131b ^vabhut... and others never state any identity but

declare the difference. The liberated do have*the blissful 
forms with blissful organs. If this is not accepted then 
the very fact of their enjoyment is impossible,

1131(2The passage, Na pretya sanina asti" does not negate 
the Svarupafhana or innate knowledge in case of liberated.
It only denies Prakrtainana or material knowledge. This 
ascertains that, the liberation is not Prakrtl or matter,

t r

but it is Aprakrta or spiritual. Hence Prakrtainana or 
material knowledge cannot be there in the release,

113 IDThe passage, Yatratvasya sarvamatmalvabHut is
interpreted as, in "transmigration, the soul, with its mind 
associated with so many things, concentrates on and deals 
with them. But in the state of release, this will not happen.



The liberated concentrates as only one*/ ' That is the Lord. 

There is no, second, in the sense that the Lord is the main 

object of his concentration* It does not negate the pre

sence of other'things* This passage also does not support 

the attainment of loneliness of the Advaita. Or it may 

also be meant that the passage describes the state of a

Yogin. The Yogin, sitting in a serene and secret place,
/

meditates as God. At that time; except God, nothing is 

the object of his meditation, In the Saifisara. organs of 

the body are different, whereas,in,the release, all the 

organs are the part and parcel of the very nature of liberated 

In the release, all the organs are concentrated on God.

Why only in the release, such type of deep concentration 

is seen even in this world on some occasions* A person, 

engaged in the dice game and a dancer in dancing have no 

attention towards something other than that. When this is 

the position of a person in the Saiftsara, the released, 

getting deeply engaged in concentration, will never see 

and know something other than the God.

i

In the Samsara, there are two entities, one is soul 

(sentient) and another is matter (insentient)* And this 

soul lives always associated with matter. So the body has
r S.

the character of Dvittva (possession of both the sentiency 

and insentiency). In the release, as there is no any
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matter (insentient)# there lies only spiritual or Aprakrta 
body. The whole form is of the very nature of the Cetana,
All sorts of enjoyments take place with the help of Svaru- 
pendrlvas or blissful organs. Thus# it is to be noted that 
the passage states the manifestation of the very nature 
of the liberated,

Hie passages# Paramam samyamupaiti...# Saha Brahmana 
vipa^cita.-. ♦ # Par am jyo tlrupasahkrknya.. • # Etamanna maya- 
matmanamupasaftkramatl... and others describe the release
as a fruit or result of knowledge. These passages do not 
refer to any identity. They also not deal with any sheath 
(Ko£a) but mainly aim at Paramatman# since they appear

1133in the part (Prakarana) that explains the state of release.

The passage Yatra dvaitamiva bhavati... refers to 
either Aparoksainani or released* It describes the two 
states such as Jaqrt and Susupti. Vadirija opines that 

whatever may be the reference but it does not talk of any 
Advltlyatva. The passage# Yatra tvasya sarvamatmaivabhut 

describes the state of deep sleep or Susupti* In Jaqrt 
or awakening state# Bhedavyavahara is experienced distinctly. 
But in the state of deep sleep# on account of deep sleep 
or concentration# the soul is almost inactive and the God 
alone is active* Therefore# that wise Yogin or released
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is unaware of the external affairs of the world. The present

^ __ 1133Apassage as well as the passage# Pareawaave sarva eklbhavanti...
promise and state that all,the organs of the released deeply
concentrate on Lord. In this way no 6rutl talks of any
identity between Brahman and the soul,^3^ As &ruti

appears in and deals with the context of release# it aims
at e:<planing the effect or result of release. In the state
of liberation there is no darkness in the form of Alnana.

i ’

There are no merit (Punva) and sin (Papa). There is enjoy
ment of all pleasures and also manifestation of blissful 
nature, Vadiraja says that this is not possible in the 
state of jlvanmukti. Because# a Jivanmukta may have no 
effects of Punva and Papa, but as he Is still living in 
this world with the same body# he has no privilege to 
enjoy to the desired objects unlike a released one. Other
wise the gods (Jlvanmuktas) would not hav£ churned the 
milky-ocean for neetor. The above passage refers to final 
release of four kinds and states,that the attainment of

« i 1this will not cause any rebirth (Sarhsara).
, t J !

- - 1134AThe passage# Sarvan kaman samafenute.,. is inter
preted by the Advaitins as# Mukta attaining the identity 
with Brahman enjoys all the pleasures, So there is no 
individual pleasure for finally liberated. It is there 
only during Jivanmukta state. But this is wrong. Because# 
the particle 8 Saha* in the passage gives the sense of
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sameness of time and not the identity. In Safhsara as 
objects of enjoyment vary from being to being, in the state 
of release also, they differ from one released soul to 
another. So individual enjoyment of pleasures too prevails

i *

in the release-. So the interpretation of the passage is 
as, finally released souls enjoy pleasures with Brahma 
(four-faced) in the abode of the Lord.1

Difference between the soul arid supreme soul (Brahman)
' 3

is pertinent even in the release, Thus all passages aim 
at and declare the difference and not the Identity or 
Mvltlvatva.1135

\

As king is different and does not intend to consider 
or treat the arrested as equal to him, the God too, who is 
the Lord of liberated as well as unliberated, does not 
wish the souls to be equated with him. Although, finally 
liberated are graced with similar form (Sarupya), they are 
not given the 5rlvatsa and other ornaments that are Daksmya- 
tmaka. So, even the released souls remain as servants of 
the lord. The Lord, although graceful and affectionate 
towards His'devotees, does not offer self-identity like a 
king, though pleased with, will not give his wife to 
anybody. Therefore, it is evident that the release is
not the attainment of Advltlyatva. , The passages do not
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refer to Atmaikva or Advltivatva but aim at difference in 
ail respects.

\

VAIKUNTHA IS LAKSMlfA1MAKA
Vaikuntha or the abode of the Lord is free from mate

rial elements.(Prakrta elements), it is spiritual. The
— „ — — 1136ABhagavata verse, Ka vatra mava kimutapare.,. states

that in*the abode of ,the Lord, there is no Mava and its
effects1. In fact, it is godess Laksml who constitutes
Lord's abode. Therefore, it is called Laksmvatmaka. Godess
Laksml is eternally liberated, Even in final annihilation,
she will not' get perished, The God,, who is eternally
liberated, is the Lord of, that abode. It does not mean
that, only the abode Vaikuntha is spiritual, but, all the
three (Vaikuntha, Anantasana aid £vetadvlpa) are spiritual
and are of the forms of Laksml. The Srlbhaq (portion) in
all the ‘ three abddes of the Lord, is iiqperishabla, even
during the annihilation. Whereas, other two parts, namely,
Bhubhaqa and Durqabhaqa are subject to destruction during

1137annihilation. , f The abodes of the Lord are crowded with 
released souls. Not only the abodes are spiritual but, 
the things available there are also spiritual. Vadiraja 
mentions that the abodes of Brahma, Rudra and of other 
gods are the products of material elements. (No doubt, the 
abodes of Brahma and others, unlike the human, consist of
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more Sattva element of the matter (Prakrti). Even then they 
are not of the nature of sentiency and are also not the 
abodes of released). But the abodes of the Lord, since

’ i , '

being spiritual, are superior to them. Vadiraja says that 
not only the abode but also the Lord, That means, the Lord

iis superior to all other gods. Not only the Lord, but
' 7 >

also His wife, godess Laksmi is superior to those gods.
In idle abodes of the Lord, only those, who are finally 
released, live and they are always, ardent and devoted to 
the Lord, Although released are experiencing blissful 
enjoyments, they are lords of nothing. Although graced 
with four arms and the like, they are not capable to enjoy

tthe doership or creatorship of anything. They are similar
to the God- only in respect of explicit form but not in any
_ „ 1138other respeats.

The released sbuls are not born during the next world 
creation and are not perished at the time of world destruc
tion (Pralaya). They do not have any birth, death and the 
like. They have,the form of knowledge and bliss. Since 
having blissful form, they enjoy only bliss. On this basis, 
the souls are broadly classified as released and unreleased. 
And among unreleased,, there are three types, Sattvika, Raiasa
and Tamasa. And it is held that only Sattvikas are entitled

1139to attain the-release.
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THE LORD’S ABODE IS NOT EMP1Y 
As already mentioned, the Lord’s^abode is not'empty, 

since being crowded with released souls. Vadiraja wants 
to state that it is not only the released souls that dwell 
there but the means of their enjoyments are also present 
there. Even they are also spiritual. Vadiraja argues 
that when the things, product of matter and present in 
the heaven and other worlds, are being worshipped and 
coveted by one all, then what to state about the means of 
blissful.enjoyments of the released in Lord's abode. 
Further, it is not that only the human beings are liber
ated and enjoy in release. Even birds, animals and other 
are also found in the release with innate, original and 
blissful form.

The Lord’s abode, being spiritual, is superior to 
other abodes of gods., There is no mixed Qexperience of 
pain and pleasure here. The released souls are not either 
identical or equal to each other or with the eternally 
released God, They are different with gradation.” This 
gradation is an account of the difference in the enjoyment
of bliss and this absolutely depends on there innate and

, 1140eternal nature.
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INTERPRETATION OF THE &RUTI, RUPAM RUPAM PRATIRlfeO BHABHUVA1140A 

This 6ruti passage proves the possibility of the 

difference in the nature of the souls. The nature of the 

souls is not uniform and of same kind. The passage refers 

to released souls; stating that each and every liberated 

soul is the Pratibiihba or reflection of one or another 

form of God who is reflective. It does not mean that the 

embodied soul is not the reflection of God, Vadiraja assures 

.that the relation of reflective and reflection is truely 

realised at the time of release and not in the state of 

Saiftsara. The Lord is glorified as Pururupa. that means 

He is endowed with infinite forms. All the liberated souls 

are reflections to Him.

5

■ In this passage, the Lord is praised as. Indra, that 

means He is endowed with eternal supreme unlimited trea

sure or wealth. This term does not refer to Indra, who 

heads the heaven, since his treasure is not external and 

it is limited. All the forms of the Lord get manifested
t t

through his special power. They are not the products of 

any Karma, The term Maya in .the passage is taken to mean 

an unthinkable, unlimited eternal supreme power of the 

lord. But it never gives the sense of Advaita concept 

of Maya. The Lord takes a number of forms through this 

special power of His own. As the forms of the Lord and
/
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also the souls are infinite each and every soul becomes 
the reflection of one or another Bithba form of God. The 
realization of respective Bimba-form of the Lord is the 
prime means of final release. Vadiraja stresses the 
point that though the forms of the Lord are infinite, 
they are identical, whereas the souls, although reflec
tions, are neither identical each other nor with God.
They are distinct. Thus, the passage proves the variety 
and difference in the nature of the souls and also the 
relation of reflective and reflected, X4

t *

The qualified souls attain the release only when they
realize the respective Biihba form of the Lord.1142 The

— ' ' — 1142Apassage Tadasva rupasva praticaksanaya.•. refers to
both soul and Supreme soul (Lord), One is seer and
another is seen (seeable). Thus, the ultimate reality
of these forms is evident. The term Mava in the above
passage aims at and refers to the greatness of the Lord.
Hence> it cannot be understood as the Maya of the Advaita
concept, which is ultimately unreal.

The passage also promises that there is no Mava 
(illusion) in the release. There, everything is spiritual. 
The objects of enjoyments, though utilized, will not come 
to an end. They are eternal and real, All this is possible
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by the Lord through His special power. This power of the 
Lord makes everything possible that normally looks diffi
cult and impossible, When this is the case, there cannot 
be the talk of either identity or of attributelessness of 
the Lord, Though, tie Lord is Omniscient, Omnipotent, He 
will not mind Himself to make possible what is impossible. 
Because, whatever is absolutely impossible is, nothing but 
invalid* He will* never utilize His special power for such 
invalid destructive and unworthy purpose. Because, the 
Lord is not intended to achieve self-destruction for, the 
very idea of identity destroys supremacy and the view of 
attributelessness disproves the very special power. So, 
the idea of mutual identity, identity with the Lord, attain 
ment of the Mvitiyatva, declaration of the view of form
lessness and attributelessness etc,, are all baseless and 
invalid. Therefore, there is neither Maya (Illusion) nor

N r
1143its effects in the abode of the Lord (release).

s

Thus, the release is not the state of either identity
or of emptiness. It is the state of experiencing one's
own bliss by the grace of the Lord, ( It is spiritual,
extra-ordinary and crowded with infinite number of liberated
souls. And there lies absolute difference in between souls
and the Lord, This difference is called Viiesa which is

1144possible by the very nature of all. And this Vi£esa



nature helps to realize the difference in between souls and 
the Lord.

In the Advaita# as release is devoid of all distinc
tions# the very fact of enjoyment is not possible. Accord
ing to the Advaita# there remains nothing for enjoyment 
and the like. So release accordingly would be nothing but 
a ^unyamoksaj

So the liberation which is real and difference-based 
is the only release attaining which one will not have the 
experience of any displeasure and will not come back to 
transmigration.

The ViSesa, referred to above# is the peculiar and 
individual nature of each entity that establishes the 
difference mutually. Vi&esa is there in the Lord# it is 
also there in the Svarupadeha of the liberated souls. The 
Vi£esas# present in the souls# are controlled by the Vl£esa 
of the Lord.

The very fact proves the difference between -che Lord 
and other liberated souls. The Lord is eternally liberated 
and others attain the release# only when they fulfil the 
prescribed course of Sadhana and gain the grace of the Lord.
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The Lord is the ultimate resort and support to all, includ

ing released, and hence. He is acclaimed as Superior to and
_ ' 1146Supreme.

INTERPRETATION OF THE 6RUTI PASSAGE DVITIYAD VAI BHAYAM
.bhavati1146a

The above passage does not deny the existence of other 

entities. And it C~)also does not convey the identity. 

Advaitins contend that this passage negates the existence 

of the entiigf other than Brahman. But this is not correct.
As this passage comes in the context of Ekaki na ramate,13,465 

it cannot d,eny the presence of other things.

Vadiraja understands and interprets the passage in 

different ways without spoiling the significance and 

beauty of the context. Here the term Dvitlva, according 

to Vadiraja, gives a good number of meanings. One may be 

afraid of second A6rama (stage of life) as being householder 

since it leads to mixed experience by making him to get 

involved in Saiftsara. One may be afraid of the second 

among the two Punya or merit and Papa or sin, Men are 

supposed to be afraid of the second among the company of 

the good and the bad. They may also be afraid of second 

world that is secular world. Here first is the abode of 

the Lord. They are afraid of the second world since it
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is also the cause of rebirth# Thus, the passage states 

that the Lord, who is the source of spiritual delight and 

enlightenment, is not the cause of any fear* it is the 

worship of the Lord with pure devotion that enables to
i 1147gain His grace' and attain the liberation#

If this meaning is not admitted then the very import
i i

of the passage becomes contradictory and also opposes the
< t

import of other passages of the same context. And it will
' * ! 
i '

not help even for Advaitins in proving identity etc. Because,
i i '* i

the world consists of both sentient and insentient things.

And according to the Advaita, the insentient world is
t

unreal. If identity is to be held and admitted then.

Brahman too, sinae being compared with the second (world), 

will become Mithva. And this type of identity stands 

sublated by the reason# Thus, the passage will not convey 

the sense of identity. So Vadiraja opines that, the sense
i . > 1

of identity and absence of other entities, cause fear.

Therefore, the correct import of the passage is that, 

one has to cultivate and develop the feeling of detachment 

towards this world of sorrow. This world is second. He, 

who admires and gets immersed in this, has fear from this.

So a qualified teacher, desirous of attaining the liberation, 

should give up the feeling of attachment. If this is
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given up, then’there is no fear from it. Henaa, this 

passage has nothing to do either with identity or with the

non-existence of the second entity. It precisely relates
*

the neaessary and required steps for attaining the rele- 
ase.1148

THE £RUTI PASSAGES ARE NOT AKHANDlRTHAPARA 
■--- ----- .... ■—........... ...—»*■■■•—.....

The contention of the Advaita is that the passages 

are Akhandarthapratipadaka.. If this view is held, then 

the very concepts, identity, attributelessness and un

reality are supposed to be given up. Because, Akhanda 

means the ultimate presence of only one entity. But, 

unless there is second entity, identity' is impossible. 

And also, when the presence of second entity is totally 

negated, there is no charm in proposing the unreality. 

Thus, the aim of considering the passage as Akhandartha- 

para, will not yield any results such as identity and 

others.

Vadiraja states that, this work does not only aim
1 /at refuting the Advaita concepts or views tout ensues 

valuable guidance to the honest so that they can have the 

peace, in mind, content in heart and devotion at the 

feet of the Lord.
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Therefore, all'the passages such as Amrtasyaisa satuh,
— — 1149AMuktanam parama qatlh and others declare that the God

is the Lord to all liberated. He is the sole support, 

guide Cl^and controller even in the release. No single 
£rutl passage conveys the sense of Akhanda. All the passages 

proclaim the greatness of the Lord in one or other way.

THE PAVAMANA AND PUYAMXnA &RUTIS DECLARE THE GREATNESS
OF MADHVA

The last two chapters of sixth As taka and first five 

chapters of seventh Astaka of Raveda. contain Pavamana 

hymns, Vadiraja says that these hymns, when properly 

interpreted, give an acaount of the deeds of the inaarna- 
tions of god Mukhyavayu that are Hanuman, Bhlma and Madhva, 

The expressions, Pavamana and Soma, found in*these hymns 

refer to the forms of Vayu.
/

- 1150The hymn, Sa purwah... states that Pavamana 

(Vayu) is incarnated as Madhva. Pavamana means he who 

purifies. Soma means he,, who abides in all living beings 

in the form of controlling the very breathing of them 

during all the states (awakening, dreaming and sleeping).

Soma also means he who is also an efficient cause in the
, t '

process of creation and who abounds in divine richness.

In the above passage, the expression as Madhva, is clearly
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made. The adjectives in the passage are more significant

1151and glorify the greatness of the forms of Vayu. The

term Vevllana glorifies Madhva and states that Madhva is 

he, who establishes the five-fold difference. Purvyah 

refers to the fact of being jlvottama. 6yenah means he, 

whose Lord is blissful. It is also explained that at the 

time of final annihilation he (Vayu) swallows or destroys 

the outskirt or flap of Telas. His form is flerceful, He 

. is furious to vicious and, silent in the case, of virtuous. 

Since, time immemorial, all the forms of god Vayu are 

specially meant for/correct preaching of right knowledge.

- Therefore, they are called Gomatl. Vayu with his Bhima 

(furious) form destroys the-subtle body or Liriqadeha of 

qualified souls,after.their gaining direct knowledge.

Next to the Lord He is also the bestower of release. The 

forms of Vayu are also calledlndus, since fulfillihg the 

desires of devotees and being rich in divine wealth.

-v 1

1152The hymn, Ajitaye apahataye.., which contains

the expressions of Pavamana and Sana, refers to the inci

dents ,(Pavana movements) of Hanuman, Bhima and Madhva.
i

The hymn1 deals with the adventurous activities of the 

forms of Vayu; Vadiraja gives the derivative meaning of 

the term Pavana as he, who is capable of purifying. He 

also explains each and every terra of the passage and 

assures that Madhva is the incarnation of Vayu._
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— — 1153The hymn, Prasenani Suro agre.,. particularly refers 
to Bhlma form of Vayu as the real leader of Papdava family 
and party. It also conveys that Hanuman was the leader of 
Vanara family and party*, As this passage describes the 
valourous deeds of Hanuman and Bhlma, it can also be 
explained with reference to Madhva.

i »

Further, two hymns of same context, Somafa pavate...
— - - 1154and Brahma devanam... have the reference of Madhva 

clearly and explicitly. Here Madhva is described as Janaka 
in various senses. The expression Vlsnoh Ianita signifies 
(that it is Madhva who made_ the people conscious and known 
about the supremacy of'Lord Vlspu. Matlnam Ianita glori
fies him as giver of right knowledge. Vadiraja opines 
that the, repetition of the expression Janita indicates 
that Madhva has dispelled the fear and ignorance through 
his outstanding contribution. He is described as Janita

1155prthivyoh, since he established the reality of the world.

The £ruti Pravlvipat. •, clearly mentions that 
Madhva is the great teacher who taught real and right 
knowledge. Here, he is acclaimed as great preceptor 
(Jagadguru), It is well described and known fact that 
god Vayu incarnated on earth as Madhva and unveiled the 
treasure in the form of the import of the £ruti passages.
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Thus, like previous passage, this also describes the 

greatness and gives an account of manifold deeds of Madhva 

form, of Vayu; 1157

Another §ruti of the same context* Unmadhva urmi... 1158
mwmmh* mmmmm

relates the greatness of Madhva, He is called Mahisa as 

heris superior among all the souls. He is referred to 

Urmi as he is highly qualified and well-versed. He is 

glorified as Apafa since he sportively swims in unlimited 

ocean of <Sastras, He is called At is that as he showed
V- 1

that all the Vedas and Vidyas primarily and ultimately 

declare the greatness of the Lord,

<J 1 P A

One more £ruti, Saptasvasr.., mentions that it 

is Madhva who has understood the real import of all the 

^astras since the knowledge or understanding of these is 

essentially required for the realisation of the Lord,

Madhva, unveiling the correct import of all the Sastras, 

has rendered the devotional service at idle feet of the

Lord. Hence it is evident that he is Vayu incarnated.1160

/

„ 1 1 r 1
Another §rutl passage, Vlstambho diva... refers 

to Madhva, Vlstambha means supporter, He is described 

as the supporter in the sense of establishing the reality 

of the world. The term Amjsuft conveys that Madhva too is
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endowed with the same natural strength of original form
' r '

of Vayu. He is called utsa as he has great enthusiasm in 
respect of Haribhakti.

The srutl running, Simham na santa.,. * brings out

the fact that Madhva is the supreme and ardent devotee of 
Lord incarnated Narasimha. It is also explained 1 that he 
is foremost among those fortunate, who have the privilege

/ 1 1 1/:i
of having direct studentship of the Lord.

The £rutl passage, ' Eradhara Madhvo. ♦. deals with 

the academic success and prosperity of Madhva. Aqrlvah 
conveys that Madhva enshinles with complexion of supreme 
knowledge. The term Mahlrapah denotes that Madhva is 
well-versed in all Sastras. He is called Havih as he is 
adorable and being worshipped by oilier gods; He is Havih, 
since he is very dear to the Lord and as he is the'foremost 
among the gods, invoked in Jnanavaina.

1165Another hymn, Asmabhvamlnda.also consists of 
the praise of Madhva. He is called Indrayuh as he is 
devoted and also always associated with the Lord by name 
Indra. Vadiraja says that the term Indra primarily and 
ultimately aims at the Lord for having unlimited and eternal 
treasure, unlike the Indra who heads the heaven. Vadiraja
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also promises that the terra Madhva is significant and mean
ingful since he (Madhva) is the bestower of bliss in the ,

t iform of Imparting the right knowledge to all the qualified.

Thus; in all these hymns# the glorious deeds of god 
Vayu# are described with reference to his forms# Hanuman, 
Bhlma and Madhva. !

TAPTASUD&R&ANA MUDR^DHARANA IS ALSO MENTIONED IN PAVAMANA 
' ' - HYMNSWKMMO

1 K

1166The hymn# Yena devah pavitrena... clearly states 
that Taptamudradharana should be done with Sudar6anacakra. 
(the Lord’s weapon# wheel as a holy mark). Vadiraja argues 
that here the term Pavltra stands for Sudar&ana and not for 
Da^apavitra which is used in sacrifices. It is clear from
the reference as Sahasradhara (having thousand (more) edge

>

points),' It is well-understood that with the help of this 
holy mark# purity of the body and mind could be gained.

Vadiraja also makes it clear that when and from whom 
the above mentioned holy mark is to, be received. One has 

- to receive this holy mark from a well-known scholar andi r

3.16*7teacher. He also says that on other days# the above
mentioned holy mark is to be enmarked with Gopicandana. ,



In one of the hymns of the Raveda, the Taptamudra- 
dharana is clearly mentioned. The hymn is, yet te pavi-
aonawMBt an •* «* wmmrnamm whim Smaammmwmm

1163 — *tram.o. Vadiraja says that this hymn is also the
praise of Madhva. If the term, Pavitra is taken to mean 
as Da^apavitra, then it cannot be heated. So it also 
ascertains that Payitra is Sudar&ana. Vadiraja also makes 
it clear that both the marks, Sudar£ana and &afikha are 

to bs got imprinted on both the arms. He also states 
that Sudar&ana is to be made of gold and §ahkha of silver.

In the Pavamana hymns, not only god Vayu is praised 
but also the Lord who is the Indweller of god Vayu. Vadi
raja promises that all the hymns or verses of Veda, 
primarily aim at and glorify the Lord and the same hymns 
can also be understood as the praise of god Vayu. So the 
Lord is the primary object of glorification and god Vayu 
is the next or secondary object of glorification of all 
the Vedic passages. And this god Vayu, abiding in all 
Gurus (teachers), accomplishes the sacred deeds. The above 
cited passage clearly indicates that it is god Vayu with 
his Madhva form, being present in sacred fire, Sudarcana 
and in Gurus (spiritual teachers), offers the Taptamudra 
to all the devotees.

Similarly, the verses of hymns also gbrlfy
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■» mrn tm 1171and Vayu and Mudradharana. The verse, Pavltram te vltatam.,
glorifies the Lord indwelling in god Vayu. By the by it

!

also relates the necessity of Taptamudradharana. Vadiraja 
stresses that this Taptamudradharana is also an essential 
means to secure the graae of the Lord and it is with this 
that the souls gain the eligibility for the performance 
of sacred religious duties,

f

Vadiraja opines that the glorification of Madhva, seen
in the Pavamana and Puvamana hymns, is nothing but the great

, , 1172and an elaborate praise of Madhva formed god Vayu.
/ t

MADHVA XS VSYU INCARNATED,
Vadiraja, referring to some 6ruti passages, declares 

that Madhva is Vayu incarnated.

» — 1173The passage, Idarh te pa tram.., consists of the
praise of Madhva. The Lord is described as Indra that 
means He is possessing unlimited treasure. And the Lord 
by name Indra abides in Madhva and hence, Madhva is called 
Sanavlttarri. ' It means he is blessed with pure knowledge,

) 1174.devotion and feeling of' detachment. " And he is also 
glorified as the main or prime object of presence (Sannl- 
dhana) of the Lord,- Madhva is also described as he, who 
is capable to discuss, understand and bring out the real
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? 1 1 *?Cimport of the Veda. He is acclaimed as Purnafnani as
he is also Sarvalna (Omniscient) next to the Lord. He is 
called Ahava since he, abiding in the qualified souls 
accomplishes the Jnanavalna. He is spiritual teacher not 
only to the sages but also to the gods,

•• ’ 1176Another verse, Madhvo vo nama.•, deals with the 
glorious description of the three incarnations of god 
Vayu. It is also explained that Madhva formed Vayu came
down to the earth and lit the lamp of right knowledge

/ 1for idle uplif tment of the good,

< - 1177' The passage, Tadasyaprivamabhipatho.., describes
the glory of the Lord and Madhva together. The first half
of the passage brings out the significance of the sipping
of Vlsnupldodaka. The seaond half describes Madhva as
Mukhvabandhu, in the sense, foremost among the devotees
of Lord Vi§nu.1178

( f

THE BALITTHASUKTA DESCRIBES THE THREE INCARNATIONS OF VAYU
I > 1179The hymn, Ballttha tadvapuse... describes the
three incarnations of god Mukhyavayu, vis-., CHanuman,
Bhima and- Madhva. The first and second represent the
states of Brahmacarya and Grhasthvarespectively. The third
one represents Sanyasa.
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In the above passage, the term Mati signifies and
.denotes,^ Hanuman; Hanu means knowledge. So1Hanuman is

1180ha, who has vast right knowledge. The second form
Bhlma is glorified as Fituman,' Pituman is he, who eats 

1181plenty,’ It is well-inown fact that, Bhlma ate plenty 
when he was sent to kill the demon Baka. The third form 
is referred to’by the name Da6apramati. As Da6a stands
for complete or vast and Pramaci for knowledge, and it

* — —' 1182is an equalent of Purnaprajna, who is Madhva.
’ \ 1 1 11

In the same hymn, Madhva is described as Matari^va.
It means he, who churning out the unlimited ocean of the

/
odastras brings out the greatness of the Lord who is dwell

ing in the cave of the heart of all. It also means he, 
who show the way of realizing the indwelling form of the 
god. The term Dohase conveys that Madhva milks and gives 
the relevant and agreeable exposition of the Srutl. He 
is called Pradiva as he is engaged always in preaching 
the gods and the good. It also indicates that he is 
Endowed with extra-ordinary lusture. The term Adhave
states that Madhva is foremost and superior among all

/

t ) ( HQ3beings and also the best among well-qualified. Thus,
the Balltthasukta extols the majestic glory of all the 
three forms of god Vayu.
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, 1 \ » > », i

ESTABLISHING THE ULTIMATE SUPREMACY OF THE LORD THROUGH 
DISCARDING THE VIEWS OF JIVAKARTRTVa'ETC.

«> . » i > i , »
l

This is really a complicated and controversial topic
' . . • u, . i J . ,

in the philosophy, particularly in the Dvaita as to who is
t\ ‘ v i < - . 1 / i

the Karta (Doer), The general logic and common experience

ascertain that the soul is the Doer, But the deep inquiry
> , * 1 • * *

poses the question as to who is the real and independent
, , t i *, ■ . i * ■ >

doer*

.Vadiraja examines this view in its fitness and criti- 

gaily explains it. He, himself, gs if representing all, 

says that he knows nothing as po what is good and what is
T \ , " i 1

bad. Neither he is capable of doing something nor undoing. 

He acts, as initiated and activated by the Lord like the 

.doll's dancing as being regulated by state-manner. Thus,
^ i ' i 1 4

he admits that he is not an independent and real doer.

Soul, although like matter, is a dependent? he is not 

matter since, he is a sentient one. He is capable to act
i i

only when Initiated and activated by the Lord. Because, 

it is well experienced that the soul, although minds, is 

not capable in doing something good. It is also known
l ' < •> * v > 4 t

fact that, the soul,.although wishes not, does something 

wrong. So,what all happens, is owing to the will of the 

Lord and, what not happens, is also at the will of the Lord.

I
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The past Karma cannot be held as the sole initiator 

or activating agent for the performance of present deed, 

Beaause, further it may be questioned as to what was 

responsible for that past deed. And thus# it ultimately, 

leads to endless regression. And Karma, being Jada (in

sentient) neither can act itself nor can activate others. 

Further, as already said, the soul aannot activate this 

Karma according to his will. Thus, it is evident that 

both, the soul and matter are dependent. Difference is 

only in respect of sentiency and insentienay. Therefore, 

an independent being is to be Inevitably admitted and He 

is the lord, He, being Independent in all the respects, 

can activate the entire world comprising of souls and 
matter.1*85

The very fact that the birth area death are not under 

the control of the soul, ascertains the dependence of the 

soul. Like soul, even the Karma and others are also under 

control of the Lord. 6ruti passage also substantiates 

that it is the Lord by whom, this world is created, sus

tained and destroyed. He is Independent activating agent 

of the entire universe. So it is not proper to hold the 

view that there is something that activates. Because, as 

already said, it leads to ad infinitum. And this view 

also becomes contrary to ^iruti passages. So admitting an
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Independent Lord# as prime initiator to the actions of all, 
is most welcome.

. Then# the question arises as to why there is distinc
tion as good and bad in the actions when there is only 
one independent Breraka (initiator)? Reply is, it is 
because of the'inherent eternal ability (Svarupa yoqyata) 
of the souls. The Lord 'activates the souls according 
to this ability. And# even this ability# like soul# is 
dependent and hence cannot make the soul to function. So# 
neither the soul himself# nor his inherent ability and nor
even the matter (Karma etc, # that is insentient) is held

' , ' 1186 Breraka or activating agent for functioning. Even
the Adrsta or unseen power cannot be traced as the cause
of functioning, Because# like Karma, it is also Jada.

#*

As without the presence of the potter# mud cannot get 
changed itself into a pot# in the same way# functioning 
cannot take place without the, independent Lord who is 
the prime and sole activating agent.

When the souls are incapable of doing their functions 
independently, the,question.of becoming Preraka or initia
tor to each other and creating the world etc. #, is gone 
afar. Further# the factors, time# Prakrti and others
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cannot be considered as activating agents, since they
themselves are insentient and require somethingelse for

1187f unc tioning (movements) •

\So, the Lord is the sole and Independent doer and 
prime activating agent of entire world. He is the posses
sor of all the three powers of creation, sustenance and

1188destruction, independently, -
t <1 l ,

, The critical examination of a few passages,, at this 
point, by Vadiraja,, is to make it clear that the sole and 
independent doership of the Lord is thus evident and 
unobjectionable, since it bsing supported and substantiated 
by the supreme authority, Veda, The given exposition also 
promises that it is not the souls only that that are not 
real and independent doers but also the gods like Brahma, 
Rudra and others. Therefore, what all happened so far, 
has been according to the will of the Lord, what is happen
ing at present, is also controlled by the Lord and what

\

will happen in the future, will also with the blessings 
of the lord.

From this point till the end of the Fhalasaurabha, 
Vadiraja gives the summary of the detailed exposition of 
the entire work given so far, in hut-shell.


