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THE YUKTIMALLTIKA

"Philosophy attempts o arrive at a conception of the
realiéy 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-

sophy in this gense is the ceriticism of life and experience.“lOB

Philosophy and culture are the two eyes of human life.
If culture could be treated as light that exposes the worthy
path or way of the life, philosophy would be the ploneer
guide that ensues the thoughts as to how to lead the life on
that path, Thoughts, flashed £rom philosophy, would be more
meaningful and useful if they are referred to and related
with real aspects of knowledge. The phllosophy is the branch
of knowledge or science that pursues an ingquiry into Truth
(Ultimate)., It is defined: "Philosophy 1s the highest form
of ingquiry just because it alone involves no presuppositions.”

Philosophy as the knowledge ultimates... Shorter., Oxford
Dictionary defines philosophy as'that department.of knowledge
which deéls with ultimate reality, or with the most general
causes and principles of things.“1°4 In course of inquiry,

1t also discusses and reviews the sources and means of
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reallzing the Ultimate Truth and also related aspects, that
are also truthful (real),

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

If some negate verily the existence,los others, though admit,

106 of that, and some others

digregard the auspiq&ggs form
go to the extent.of,d%é;iv;ng it of beilng an object of know=-
leggg.,“lo7 And 1t is Madhva, who for the first time in the
history of philosophy., has tackled this issue convincingly
andhélsq‘ip a_manner agreeable to thought and reason., The
proprietyvlies in his argument and exposition that the Ultimate

Truth must be real at (lall times.l?a

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

309 emerged from thought, must have the

The reason,
support of infallible means. The reason cannot work indepen=—
dently, since it may sometimes glve scope to counter-arguments
and the like.llo

and in his opinion, the infallible testimony, the Veda is the

 Therefore, Madhva stresses the valld support

valid support. Madhva shows the significance of this and of

others in his‘works.lll



Vadiraja, closely following Madhva, upholds the view

in his works, 112

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,
Yuktl in the Yuktimallikg,-not.only appears In the fomm 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 - Préigakgg, infallible testimony,the Vedas

and the like,

1I." GUNASAURABHA

Vadiraja begins his Yuktimallika with benedictory

verses.113 ' The verses abound in deep devotlon and are graced

with poeﬁic charm. The vexry first verse begins with the word
. Bhakti. Vadiraja offers salutations in the first verse to
his favourite deity lord Hayagriva, From the second verse,

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

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

that prompted him to write this wbrkmll4

Then, he proceeds to state as to why he has selected

29
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the Dvaita Siddhanta as a topic and theme of his work. He
says that starting from Jainism and Buddhism to the Advaita,
all have been the Purvapaksa and it is the Dvaita Siddhanta

115 He assures and

which is cla{med as the Uttarapaksa.
promiges thag 1t can be asgertained by a c¢lose examination
of the tenets of different schools and also of the Dvalta
Siddhanta, Vadiraja expresses that he has résorted to this
Siddhanta, only after having examined the merits and demerits
of other schoéls and,thus being fond of Yukti has written

this work. 116

Vadiraja then shows the impracticability of the 2dvaita
system in brief. He says that neither the Mithyatva nor the
identity of the Advalta stands £irmly and pleases the scholars.,
He also pelnts out that Brahman would be degraded and be
stained with blemish of reproach when identity and Mithyatva
are referred to and related to. Further, he states that as

L

Mayavada is unhelpful for developing the theistic sentiments,
117

he has preferred Dvalta Siddhanta to others.
Thereafter, Vadiraja pralses the Yuktimallika in about

nine verses., He says that it is not an ordinary work, to he

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 peint, but

it is solely guided and supported by the infallible reasons,118

THE, VEDAS ARE APAURUSEYA

" "As the oldest Indian, and at the same time, the oldest
quQfguropeanAliteraéy monument, a prominent place in the
history of world literature is due to the Veda,.. &as the
Veda, beaause of lts antiquity, stands at the head of Indian
liierature. no one who has not galned an insight into the
Vedic literature can understand the spifituaz life and the

culture of the zndians.“llg

Radhakrgnan writes: "The Vedas are” the earliest documents

of the human mind that we possess."lzo

" Man is living in this world of wonders. He 1s its part
and'parcel. The enviromment wherein he lives, the soclety
wherein he interacts and the ideals with which he is infested,
are varilegated. As he grows up and attailns maturity, he
inclines towards making 4@n inquiry in every step of his life,
He 1s enthuslastic about the objects of the world. To know
the objects of the world in thelr reality, it is but inevitable
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that the knowledge of the means that produce the knowledge

of the objects 1s to be gained and made use of prpperly.lzl

The means of knowledge or Pramapas such as Pratyaksa,
Anumana and 3gama, are widely accepted by one and all,}22
Pratyaksa, 123 the first and the foremost means, produces the
knowledge by the contact of flawless sense organs with rele-

124

vant objects: ‘The Anumana, depending upon the valid data

125

of the Pratysksa, in the form of Vyaspti (invariable con-

comitance) produces the knowledge of objects. The z?'i'g.ama]'26
is the verbal testimony. It is the declaration of a reliable
person that produces knowledge, / The Vedas fall under the

third category of Pramsnas, hamely Agam 27

The Pratyaksa, Anumsna and Agama declaration of a rellable
person, become valid means of knowledge in secular level, but
they are not competent in case of super=-sensuous level.
Because, there are some supers=sensuous and abstract objects
of knowledge, the knowledge of which cannot be gained neither
by Pratyaksa nor by Anmn'é'na ‘nog- by Agama of ordinary kind or
of secular type. These objects are Dharma, Adharma, ITruth,
Sin)) God and the like. Hence, it is the Vedas that axe

competent to deal with these objects. 128

The Vedas are the sacred treasures and back-~bones of
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Indian culture and thought. They are the original and remote

sacreq texts. The Vedas are limitless in number.129

The
Vedas are divided into four, Regarding the division of the
Vedas, it 1s sald "One undivided mass of Vedas was made fourw

130 About

fold to fagilitate the performance of sacrifices.”
the remoteness and the authorship of the Vedas, there is
diﬁefsity of opinion among traditional and moderh scholars.
The tradition holés that: the Vedas are impersonal, bkeginning-
less and eternal; whereas the modern scholars opine that Vedas\

are the compiled texts of seers of ancient times.131

The four Vedas are Rg, Yajus, Sama and Atharvana., Therein,
again, are four divisions in each - gafhitd, Brihmena, Aranyaka
and gpggiagg.‘ In its derivative sense, the term Veda stands
. for knowledge.’ According to some, Veda stands for Mantras

(sathitas) and Brghmagas.lsz -

Vadir3ja, in his Yuktimalliks, discusses Vedapauruseyatva
£irst, since the Vedas are the valid means of knowledge of

super-sensuous objects, 33

The main points of the topic, as summarised by K.T.

Pandutangi,‘are=134

"l. Vedas are not the authority but respective founders



of the systems are the authoritiss.
2, Neither the Vedas nor the founders, but the reasons
are the authoxrity.
3, Vedas are authority, but they are not Apauruseya, they

‘ are’ produced by T4vara at each Kalpa in the same manner,

4. Vedas are authority:r they are Apgufugéxa; but there
is no I4vara. T&vara has nothing to do with Vedas,

5. Vedas are authoritys they are Apauruseya and Nitya:
they are revealed by the God exactly in the same way at each

‘ KalEa. '_‘

Vadiraja tackles all the £irst four issues and justilfies

the £ifth 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 Dharma, Adharma and the like are rejected by others. He
alone césnot Justify and establish his doctrine since oppo-

nents are more in number and hence a single man cannot



135 And moreover, . that particular founder

contradiqt‘ many.
cannot declare himself as omniscient, 2As he is not omni-
scient, thejstatements made by him become not valid. Hence
his statements are not authority since, they do not dedide

as to what ié Dharma and what is Adharma. And his omniscience

136

is not recognised and accepted by other founders, To.

explain, the Supposed creator of this universe is nm:; accepted
as )gmniscient by one and all. The Nalyayikas say that the

. créator of this universe :is the Over-lord arlzd authority.

‘Bui'. thel Buddhists do not ac'cepg: this view., To them, the
Buddha is the authority. The statementé of Buddha oppose the
views of the Naiyayikas in respect of the performance of
/sacrificés, worship of the lord and the 1like. Thus, the
views of the founders of such systems oppose each other.
Whatever foepomes Dgémg to one,becomes Adharma to another.
Performaﬁce\ of the sacritficé 1s oppesed by the Buddha whereas

137

it is upheld by others like Lord I&vara.”™’!. Hence, nothing

can be concluded and be declared as authority with the help

of the views of such founders of the difi:‘erent gystems, 138

S

!

The second view is also not advisible, The Yukti (reason),

139 Jannot.work properly and

140

an outcome of human intellect,
decide about super=-human ’ch.tnés. Reason hecomes wvalild
only when it is supported by explieit data of other means.

v A\ 3
Otherwise it falls at every step, particularly in respect
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of Dharma, 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. To explain: Thinking, repetitlon to be useless
duplication, one may glve 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 s0 many ridiculous results, So
every one should depend upon the sacred verbal testimony which
1s eternal and\beginn@nglesg,l?lv_Qur (human) activities may
lead to good results, sometimes o no results and sometimes

to wrong results., Therefore, human logic, as it is not
independently cempetent,>scmet@mes even in case of sacular
£hings,‘cannot_helpgto conclude anything about Dharma, Adharma
and the like. Hence, the sacred verbal testimony, that has
come down to us through tradition since time beginningless,
éhould be ageepted as valid means of knowledge sinee it is

devold of any personal faults or defects.142

The third point is that the -Vedas are the authority:
but, they are not Apauruseya. Vadiraja discusses the view

and justifies that the Vedas are Apaurusgya.

The authorship of the Vedas canmot ke 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-
vaiéegika. (5) safkhya=Yoga, (6) Mimamsa and (7) the Vedantas
the £irst three do not recognise the authority of the Vedas.
The remaining four have fio where declared that they are the
authors of the Vedas, But, they agree so far as the authority

of the Vedas is concerned.143

The Sahkhyas, the Mimahsakas and the Vedantins contend
that the Vedas were not written and produced by the Lord.
But, the Nailyayikas hold that the Vedas were written by the
lorxd,

But, the view of the Nalya-Vailesikas is not tenable

since their God144 M5
146

has nobody and as such cannot produce

the Vedas. And this cannot be the origination or produc-

147 The sound of a woxrd, a

tion like their atomic theory.
prodqu'ef articulation needs the efforts of the constituents
of the mouth, Thus, it-is possible only when the being has
a body of such kind. Even if it is granted that after crea-
tion, thelr god assumes the physical body, the authorship

of the Vedas cannot be assigned to him, since even before
that, the Vedas were exlsting which is evident from the

148 Without

statements like ‘Samas originated from Rks.'
the Vedic hymns, the various sacrifices could not be

performed. And even at the time of creation, the lord
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A

instructed the Vedas to His son and declared that He wasg not
the author or producer of the Vedas. And during Pralaya

(before creation) the goddess Durga, recites the Vedic hymns
to awaken the tord, 149 So, it 1s clear that the Vedas were

150

existing even before- the world-creation. The expliclit

personality of lord aayagriva‘alsé justifies the same, since

He 1is holding. the sacred books of the Veda in His hand, He

teaches the Vedas to God Brahma in thé same eternal order.lsl

‘The Lord,. although Omniscient and Omnipotent, does not

alter the order in the wording of the Vedas to disturb the

152 So the order, found in the Vedas, 1s

153

eternal oxder.

unaltered and is eternaliy the same,

Vadiraja, in this context, as an allied toplc, 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 £roq man o 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 Ihvarabuddhi
which is Nityopadhi., »As Ivara 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 Vedas,
is eternal. So this order is due to theINigygggdhi of
I&varabuddhi, 134
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The Pangaratra texts and the Purapas are Paurugeya 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 Apauruseya. Perhaps, there are valid
statements to prove that they are Pauruseya. The god
Brahma ;n& others learn and remember the Vedas articulated
by the ILord. aAnd the same ls folinwed by all the teachers.
So the Vedas are Apaurugseya. Otherwilse, the order etc.,
in the Vedas might be modified and reshaped by all and as
such the authorship might be attributed to one and zall. In
the case of non—-eternal and secular texts, dual-authorshlp
may be accepted sincé everything is there in the I&varabuddhi
and it is then produced through a particular human belng

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. Aand nokody can hide the author (name)
of limiéless Vedas of eternity. Therefore, the Vedas are

‘authorless.155
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The fourth view, that of MImahsakas, is also not correct
since that rules out the necessity of the presence of the
loxd., They accgpt the Apauruseyatva of the Vedas but they
have no £aith in the exlstence of the ILoxd.

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 £he Vedas retained in Pralaya or
annihilation and how are they reproduced and articulated at
the time of creatlon, The reproduction and the articulation
is possible only when there is a living being such as the
Iord, Se, the existence of the lord should be recognised;
oﬁherw%se, the Vedas might be known as gggggggzg ~ a view, not
accepted by the Mimahsakas themselves, Therefore, the exist-

ence of God should be recognised by all.

The £1£fth view which is upheld by the Dvaita system
is'that the Vedas are 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

156 Thus the Vedas should be recognised

same way in each Xalpa.
as primary and ultimate source of evidence. As irrespective

of any Kalpa and Yuga they remain authority, one can understand
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properly as to what is right (Dharma) and what is wrong (Adharma)
by studying the eternal Vedas. And moreover, the effects or
the results (fruits) of the Vedie hymns are alsc experienced

157

by sc many asplirants. The Vedas are so called since they

convey the sense of Dharmaa158

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}nay be found where
the works are written or composed by some persons of same
sect. Or, sometimes it Ls found in case of close relatives
on account of relative intimacy towards them. But the Vedas
are nelther written by\any person nor are they defective
due to the inclination of personal attachment. So this is
the primary and ultimate sourge of truth and of knowledge

of the Lord,l>?

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.leo

The Carvaka of Indian Materialism seems to be an old
system and 1is known as the athelstic or Materialistic School

of Indian Pnillosophy. The reference about thls system, are
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found even in the Pre-Buddhistic and the Buddhistic litera~

ture, 1602

The founder of this system is known as Brhaspatd.
The references to this system, are also seen in the Upanisadic

literature.

The main tenets of thls system are described thus:
1. Earth, water.,firé and alr are the four elementas.

2. Bodles, senses, and objects are the results of the
different combinations of the elements.

3, Consclousness ‘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. o}

Vadiraja refutes the views of the Carvaka system logi=

callye.

The eplstemology of the Carvaka system is that the .
perception alone is the valid means (Pramana) of knowledge.
But thls belief is not sound. Because, 1f 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
timés this type of contact 1s 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

make others know the things or gain the knowledge.162

Because,
the very statement ils verbal testimony which ils not accepted
as a valid means of knowledge by the Carvaka. Thus, _he
cannot open his mEuth to gonvince others or to teach others.
When a statement ls made as "Perception alone is Bramapa"

and 1f thils statement is accepted ds valid, then the very
statement becomes invalid, If it is not considered as valid,
then also it 1s 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

o be denoted.163

So the theory of Pramana, advanced by the
Carvakas is not acceptable since it does not ful£il the
required conditions. Thus, the verbal testlmony becomes
valid.as it has not faced adversity in any way. ’The single
Pramapa i.e,, perception cannot protect the Carvakas, as it

causes injury to themselvas.164

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 he cannot advance
any arguments. Advancing arguments is the core of lnference,
When the lnference is not accepted, there 1s no scope for

arguments. The knowledge of perceptive observance cannot



clear the doubts of opponents and satisfy them. Thus, he
becomes ineligible and incompetent to participate in the
debates.lﬁs If something is said about the thing percelved,
it does not convey any sense, since that expression itself
is invalid. If he argues for wvalldity to that, then it is
but inevitable that he has to accept both Anumana and Sabda
as valld., Then only he can advance arguments, Even when
he does not argue, hils silence cannot disregard and debar

the possibility of the validity of inference.l66

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

be perceived.167

So, those who incline o think and to
discuss, should necessarily and involuntarily or voluntarilly

resort to 'the inference and verbal testimony.

\Accepting perception as the only valld means of know-
ledge and at the same‘time rejecting the validity to inference
and teétimony is not helpful to galn knowledge., Therefore,
one has to accept the validity of all the three means of
knowledge, namely perception, Inference and testimany.168
C.D.Sharma has rightly observed- "The Carvaka view that
perception'is valid and inference is invalid 1is itself a
result of inference... Thoughts and ldeas, not being material

objects, cannot be psreceived, they can only be inferred...
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Pure perception, in the sense of mere sensation, cannot be
regayded as a means of knowiedge unless conception of thought
has arranged. into order and has given meaning and sigﬁifi~

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

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

170 Karma and the like,

theological truths such as Adrsta,
We cannot deny the possibility of invisible destiny for it
is this that has caused diﬁference 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 thelr physic and desire.
But even then such a notable difference is seen in the
society. Thus, when the effect is clearly seen there must
e a cauge. When the.cause is not seen, it cannot be said
that effect resulted without the cause., The cause and the
effect relatlon is a universal principle and it cannot be
disregarded by any one. So, here an invisible cause Adrsta

171

is to be accepted inevitably. And this Adrsta differs

from person to person and 1s also under the control of the

Iorxd, 172

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

-
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apart from the body, is critically examined at length and
refuted by Vadiraja. Just being dependent or being control-
led by this Adysta, the Jiva performs the activities causing
different results, If Caitanya or conscilausness is accepted
as the very body then what is the dlfference between a living
body and a dead body? - asks Vadiraja.

If the exlstence of the Jiva is not accepted on account
of the presence of the sense-organs, one cannot differentiate
a iivihg body £rom a dead one., It cannot also be sald that
the breathing is the standard since we cannot perceive the
breathing in the case of minute kodies like insects etc.

' So one has to accept the existence of soul in the body.173
The Carvakds contention of this kind is the result of their
epistemological point of view. As perception cannot behold
the JIva and prove its exilatence they took it for granted

that there is no Jiva besides the body.

)

- -

The Carvaka says that the consciousness in che hkody,
originates by the proportionate combination of the material
elements - earth, water, wind, and firel74 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 whereln there are all the
four elements. According to the Carvaka, consciousness should

also exist in a dead body.175
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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 conscilousness, So whatever
is not there in any constituents of a cause, cannot get resulted
in the product. Consciousness ls not an attribute of any of
these constituents, So thelr combination cannot produce
consciousness. On account of the proximity of red £lower,
marble appears red and that redness cannot be brought in
formless alr by any means. In the same way, 1f there would
have been consclousness 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

176 The gather-

considered as a product of material elements.
ing of hundred blind persons cannot give rise to visual power,
but only with the help of a visloned person there can be
visual power. In the same way, a body also can live only
when it is associated with Jiva an emkodiment of conscious-
ness. And moreover, with artificial means, a body cannot

be made active or to live, Because; a well=-pailnted eye in

& plcture camn bshold nothing. So one has to accept the
exlistence of the Jlva voluntarily which is entirely distinct
from the material body. Thus, one is called Dehl.'’’ the
term Dehl can thus be explained as one having a material body.
Thus the derivatlve explanation also proves the exlstence

of JIva who 1s entirely different £rom the material body. 178
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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 1s in no way
taught regarding breast-feeding by anybody. It is the impact
of past life (experience) that it inherits the experience
and feels ﬁappy in.breast-feeding. Here, there 1ls not the
same body to retain the experience, And it is seen clearly
that the consciousness of an experience 1s 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 conscilousness,

17 Thus, the body

knowledge and the like and that is the Jiva.
may change whereas gggg is the same since he is carrylng the
expaerience of past-iﬁves, 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 breaklng, splitting, cutting ete,, would have
to be attributed to the\consciousness element which is not

i80

desirable, Hence the Jilva is different and eternal.

When the existence of the Jiva ls accepted, it cannot
be sald that he is formless. The nature (form) of the Jiva
is of Jhana and Ananda. The nature of Jhana and Ananda is

181

to b2 accepted since it is asserted in the Vedas (Sruti)

that the Jlva is the Pratibihba of I&vara and it is described
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in the Srutis that the likerated souls experlence all sorts of
blissful enjoyments, as God is an embodiment of (nature of)
unlimited and eternal Jhana, Ananda and other auspicious
qualities, ‘the Jivas being Pratimba of God, are also embodi~
ments of eternal Jfana, Ananda and the like; but”a limited

scope. The reason also does not come in the way of proving

the nature of Jiana and Ananda to Jiva, As atomlc form and
nature ils recognised and accepted in the case of atoms,
likewise nature of Jhana and Ananda can be accepted in the

182 As the minute atomic form and nature 1s invisible,

Jivas.
in the same way the nature of Jfisna and Ananda of Jivas is

also invisible to our materlal eyes, 2as 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 JIlvas also have
the nature of JRana and Ananda, They are lusture-natured

or formed, 183

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,
Vadiraja ridicules the Nirakaravada of the Advaitins. 184
He states that everything is (including the lord) having the

185 The acceptable view is that the

form of Jhana and Ananda.
Jiva is lustrous and all his minute parts such as face, hands,
feet etc. are also lustrous. Morxeover, it is but practical
experience to everyone that material should be different

£rom non-maherial.ls6

In this body made of materlal elements,
fire has its own form; in the same way, let there be form

to that also (Jiva) made of pure lusture, We do £ind the
references regarding the lustrous and other formed Jivas in
187

their respective worlds. So all the Jivas are of the

nature of bliss and knowledge and possess the limbs of Jhana-

nanda which are eternally real.lss

Otherwise, they cannot be
treated as Pratlhimbas of the Lord, The Pratilbimba, although
being entirely different, carrles the same nature and form of
Bimba as seen everywhere. Bihba -lord 1s of the nature of
Jhana and Ananda, so PratibimbajIvas are also of the nature
of Jiiana and_Ananda. The fruti also supports this view, 187
Hence, the form with hands, feet etec,, is natural to the
Jivas, as being closely attached to this; the Lifiga-deha

has also the form (of the game kind), And these Lihga-dehas
are made of Prakriti.contents, These contents of Prakriti have
atomic form. So, they themselves cannot take the form of

hands, feet etc. So, 1t is by the close assoclation with the
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Svarupa~body of Jiva (having the form of hands, feet ete.)
Lifga-dehas have the form of feet, hand, etc, Lihga-dehas
are the garments, made of Prakrii.of Svarupa body of Jlva.

The Lifiga~deha gets ‘the form of Svarupa body of J'iva.190

So the form of hands, feet etc., 1s there in the Jivas
naturally and eternally and Lifhga-SarIra (form) is like the
garment qf tha.t.191 Otherwise let all the material products
(formg) have the hands, feet etc., of their own llke human
beings, which is lmpossible and dmpracticable, Therefore,

a natural and of its own-kind form must be accepted in the

case of the Jiva. o2

Vadiraja then attacks the ethics of the Carvakas. He
says that the Carvakas' ethics is not at all the ethlcs on
account of the absence of any morals in the system. The
doctrines of any philoscphical system should have the base of
morals or ethics, The system becomeé sound and firm if it

is supported by ethics.

The ethics of Carvakas is a path unrestricted and
unrestrained., Every one is given fresdom of all kinds and
of all sorts, It preaches the enjoyment of worldly pleasures.
When the core of life is spoiled, when the soclety is polluted:
the C3rviks cannot control or overcome the misfortunes since

there is no steps In his system to control all that. 193.
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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 eatlng leads to indigestion and

the like. 5So taking into consideration all thegse, one has to
conclude tﬁat, everything has got its own limitations, Identi-
£fyling and realising the limitatlons, one should try his best

to gain the pleasurse not mixed with mispleasure.194

The scholars do not like the path of Carvakas as 1t
leads to troubles and then displeasure, And the illlterate
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

195 There is no

like the impotent weapons having no power.
tople (gocd) to be studied and there is no proper relation
among these as there ls no utility. So the whole Carvaka
system lacks in having essential qualifications of a system
(Visaya,2dhikari, Prayoiana and Sambandha). K.T.Pandurangi
has rightly observed the defective ethics of the Carvakas:
", es This will certainly make his life and the life of his
feliow-beings‘mise:ab&e because of excessilve indulgence. No
clivics or ethics is possible for a selfless society.“196
C.D, Sharma remarks, “"The ethics of the Carvaka 1s a crude
individual hedonism; pleasure of the senses in this life and

that too of the individual lsg the soul end.“197



CRITICI@MCOF JAINISM AND’BUBDHISM
After bringing out the futility of the Carvakavada,
Vadiraja takes up the Jainism and the Buddhism for critical
consideration, -Both these gystems are being referred to
simultansously on account of similaritles in so many aspects

between them.

Accdr;:‘!ing ”t.o Vadiraja, the attack of the Buddhism and
the Jainism <;n the Vedic religion is surpr:i,sirig. , Their
argument is, when killing of beasts is a sin in ordinary
cases, t:hen 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 Dharma and Adharma
are super;sgnsuoqs e‘lementgﬂ and cannot be ascertained by
inference. The infersnce cannot act independently since

it is always depend%en\', elther upon perception or on t:es’c,:l.mcm)‘r.3‘98
The baseless argument may e;ven prove xight what is actually
wrong, like drinking of liquor may be admissible as 1t is
also a ligquid like milk., ( _Hence, baseless inference 1is of
| .no use. If br;xseless 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 g:;_a_n_l_gpg in ascertaining the Dharma
and Adharma or what is sin and what is not. Vadiraja says

that only on the basls of reason, eating of meat cannot be
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prohibited which is done by the Jainas.199 Because, as rice

is the product of five elements,’meatffalso 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 accept killing of animals and eating thelr meat.zoo

* The total non~violen06201

is impossible and impracticable.
Even the Jainas directly or indlrectly engage in violence.
While constructing the Jaina temples, during roaming about

of ‘the Jaina monks, lakhs of creatures are mercillessly slain,
Holding the peacock feather and eating the salt eta. are also

the acts of violenceazoz

The Jainas accept only two types of Jivas, 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

worldazo3

Vadiraja takes up then the Svabhavavada?®? of the Buddh-

205

ists: According to this Vada, matter acts on its own

accord with the help of its intrinsic nature.206 But, thils

is not sound because the Svabhava accepted by the Buddhists
is also Jada {insentient) like a pot. As pot cannot move
by dtself, -in the same way, the-Svabhava, being Jada, cannot

207

move and make the object move and act. 1f Svabhava is
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then also Svabhava is to be initiated by some Svataatra
(independent} being. Because an Asvatantra keing cannot do
anything independently. It does require the help of a
Svatantra being. 2And it cannot be sald that let there be an
individual Cetana (activating element) to each Svabhava.
Because, then there may be limitless Svatantra beings acting
in thelr own way creating chaos and confusion. So it is not
tenable to admit limltless indilvidual Svatantra beings. If
an Independent Cetana is accepted, then, it would prove that
the Buddhists differ only in terminology. Because, the lord
ls the Independent Cetana who Initiates and activates the

208

whole world. As a Cetana potter is required to produce

and shape the pot, a supreme Cetana must also be there to
create this wonderful world.2?9 If Svabhava is the cause of
everything then it should bestow upon the Buddhist the libera-
tion. Hils engagement in the practice of rigid vows would be
useless. So Svabhava of a Jada should be initiated by an

Ajada or Cetana,

Even the unseen things like sin and merlt cannot make
the man act and attain the cherished goal. Because, they are
also Jagas, To 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. Narasifhha, who came out of a plllar and protected
Praﬁmada.; So, He alone is Omnipresent and He alone dwells
in the hearts of all to control and activate.ZIO Thus even
the Svabhava of Jada is under the control of the lord,
vadiraja, in this respect, cltes some other examples and
shows that Jada cannot act without the initlation of the
loxd. 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 Adrsita is also

under the control of the Lord.211

The logic also corroborates
this view as all the effects (products) pre-suppose the
presence of the doer. So, there cannot be found even a single

instance where this law is violated.zlz

S50, Jada acts when
motivated by Ajada. So the Lord is the controller and regu-
lator of all. The Svabhavavadin cannot reply, when guestioned,
as to why gem alone has lustre and not in case of other
stones, since gem is also a type of stone. It 1s [‘the will
of the 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
things. Thus Svabhava 1ls not ignored and to make it active,

the initiation of the lord is necessary. Thus origilnally,
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all the.Jadas such as Svabhava, Karma, Adrsta ei:c:.‘.z;us are

. inactive.and they become active by the favour of the Cetana

14 Thus Svabhava establishes the existence of the Lord.

I.ord.z
The Svabhava cannot be said to be one uziiformly present in
all objecgts., It differs: from object to oi:ject:. and place to
place, It is the eternal will of God, that wills that with
gx;adation the Svabhava should be different in all objects.
And this difference of Svabhava is pracf:ically seen when one
is blind and another is deaf, If it ( Svabhava) were one and
alofig; > blindness and deafness would have been there in all
and there should npt"'aﬁ.fference between the two. But lt is
not so, Therefore, the Svabhava is different and unique in

all objects, >+5

Likewise, Karma cannot be treated as an independent
cause of all effects, It is also dependent and controlled
by the Lord,?}® 1f it is held that Karma.is the sole cause
of birth and death etc,, then, in practical life, killer-killed
relation would become meaningless. 2nd there ,‘cam('xot be any
sin when one is ["slain, saying that he 1is slain due to his
Karma. So it is not the cauge of any effiect. Like the
Svabhava it also acts when being initilated by the Lord. The
importance of Xarma is acc:epte:i in this context as that of
the Svabhava. Thus, Kamma 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

(the whole world) such as Svabhéva. Karma and the like.zu

Thus, in this context, a few views of the Jainlsm and
Buddhism are tackled, combindly. The excess indulgence in
Ahiiisa, the concept of Jiva, the Svabhavavada ete., are
criticiseds and with reason of practical value and authority,
the existence of the Loxrd as the soverelgn and Supreme acti-
vating Aéent is established.

THE RAMAYANA SVATASTVA
(Self=validity of Knowledge)

M. Hir:lg’anna writes: 'Indian theories of knowledge are
d:l.’;.tsible broadly :Ln%é two éiasses- one maintailning the self-
validity (gvatah-pramapya) of knowledge; and the other contend-
ing that it needs to be validated by an extraneous means
(paratab-pramanya). In the former view, whenever knowledge
arises, the presumption is that it ls right: and verificatlon
becomes necessary only when there is some circumstance throw=-
ing doubt upon it. In the latter case, knowledge by itself
guarantees nothing in thils respegts and its truth or falslty

ig to be ascértai'ned ‘through some appropriate test’.zm

N\

In the system of Madhva the doctrine of self-validity
of knowledge ls the consideration of any knowledge as valld
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by the intuitive agent (Saksin)“ “which experiences that

knowledge without keing hindered by any defects or any other

obstruction.zzo

It is a well discugsed topic in Indlan philosophy.
Whether the valldity of the knowledge has 1ts origin through
the same conditlons that produce the knowledge or by any
other external conditions, and whether the ascertalnment of
the validity of knowledge 1s through the same conditions that
make us to ascertaln the knowledge or by any other external
conditions, Vadiraja examines the guestion whether the

validity of the knowledge needs external verification or not.

The Nygya~Véiée§ikas opine that wvalidity éf experience
or knowledge requires external verification., According to
them, both validity and invalidity are orilginated and ascer-

tained by the external condltions that are instrumental to

221 2

the rise of knowledge. It is called Egémépza-Paratastva.zz
They argue that if wvalidity’ and invalidity were to be intrin-
sic then knowledge of any kind should not be false, But

there arises falsity of knowledge, Aand hence we have to
depend upon some external conditions for the valldity. This
school holds that knowledge is apprehended by mental perception

whereas its validity is inferred by correspondence or texts.,

Hence, Bramanya is Pg;atastvg?za
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24 225

and the Advaitins contend that
225A

The Mimgﬁsakasz

validity is intrinsic and invalidity 1s extrinsic,

The Bhatta view, referring to the Jnatata, (cognizedness)

states that walldity is inferred through this JnEtatE.zzs

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

in reality. '

The Prabhakaras say that validity results from the

knowledge itself and there is no lnvalidity at all.227

The Sahkhyas hold the view that both validity and inva-

228

lidity are innats. Both are organic to knowledge.

The Dvaita view 1ls that validity is intrinsic with

229 Both the know=

230

reference to its origin and ascertainment.
ledge and its valldity are cognized by the Saksin; whereas
invalldity originates by the deﬁeéés asgoclated with the
instruments of the knowledge.?31 In the Siddhanta, it 1s

the nature of Sakgin, that, gaining the knowledge of objects
grasps its validity alse without any external aild or verifl-
catd.on.231A In common practlce lt is seen that when we acquire
the knowledge of an object, we proceed to deal with that.

It means, here valldity 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 of the Sakgin 1s neeessary because of
of the limitations of other means of knowledge such as mind

232 It is evident that, knowledge derived

and/the sensesg,
through the sense=-organs, sometimes. if 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

233 And moxe-

result, that may lead to endless regression,
over, different persons require different degrees of veri-
filcation for vallidity of thelr knowledge. What satisfles
one may not satisfy another. Thus there iz no end. The
problem at thls stage stands unsolved in the hands of all
the philosophers. But it is Madhva who has pointed out the
principle of Saksin, which 1s termed as Svariipendriya of
the knowing self and which 1s capable to reveal ltself and
itg contents. Both Knowledge and lts validity are grasped
by the Szksin in the ultimate -analysis. So far as invalid
knowledge is concerned, the sEkgin cognizes the cognitive
aspeat of invalid cognition that 1ls the bare content of

234 And its invalldity 1s ascertained by the

235

cognition,
sakgin indirectly through Visahvada and other tests.
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In the case of erroneous experience such as mistaking
a rope for a serpent or,éﬁkgi for Rajata, the SEk§in is
obstructed and it does not grasp the wvalidity., It is the
Manag that hastens to grasp the experlence as valld and also

236 and when the error is reallzed later,

initiates the' actlon.
that validity of experience is given up. And where there is

no obstruction by any Doga, the sgkgin obtains valid experlence
and also the validity of the knowledge without walting for

the need of any verification,%?v

The insistence of verifica~
tion in 2ll cases, 'is unnecessary and impractlcable. Because
in that case, as already mentloned, there would arise the
defect of Anavastha - a chain of never ending experiences.238
E.gd. 1f the experience of water is to be verlfied by the
experience of quenching the thirst, then the latter will also
need further verification by anotherx experience to prove that
as not false. And then that experlence may also fequire
another experience to prove it ;eal.' Thus, there could be

no end in this direction.239

So, to avoid thils never ending
verifications, 'one has to accept the self~-validity of the
experience which is the very nature of the Saksin. And this

is capable oé'having knowledge and ascertaining its validicy

by itself, ’'C.D.Sharma writes "The fallacy of infinlte regress
cannot be avolded since the knowledge of the external condition
which 1s said to validate sny knowledge, being itself knowledge,

would require another external condition to validate it.
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Henae, all knowledge must be regarded as self-valid.
may be instances, where the error arises, But they are excep-

tions and not a rule,

In fact the Nyaya-Valfegikas do not insist on any veri-
fication In the case of the inferential knowledge on the basis
‘of Vyapti (invariable concomitance); They opine that when
Vyapti and other ingredients of an inference are faultless,
there is no need for further verification. Vadiraja, defends
and argues that i1f that would be the case, then why the
Sakgin Cshould not be given such a privilege when there are

241 And moreover, the

no Dosas in the galned experience.
inference is also not an indépendent Pramana as it needs the
data of either Pratxaklg_a_ ox of verbal test:i.monjr. So the
s8kgin should be admitted without any hesitation. The Szksin
is the name of the spiritual sense=organ of the self through

242 p.t this instrument of

which it intuits its experiences.
intuition is not something different from the self (Pramata).
And this Sakgin is competent to know lts own £lawless nature
and the validity of the tests applied without restoring to
further tests. The Ssksi~Pratysksa is self-luminous, self-
explicable) gelf~certifying and uncontradictable. 243 mhus,
the Sakgin is capable of ascertaining the validity of the
knowledge obtailned by it. The verifilcation is needed only

to remove obstructions that cause erroncous experience.
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When once thesge obstructliong are removed, the validity of
even those experiences will be ascertained by the Szksin

itself.244

Thus, it is evident that the validity of knowledge
arises from the same condltions that glve rise to that know-
ledge, and the wvalldity of knowledge 1ls ascertained from the
same factors through which knowledge arises or as soon as
knowledge arises, That means, ascertainment of valldlty of
knowledge does not wait for further verification. And so
far as the invalidity of knowledge is conecerned, it is governed

by external conditions.224A

The theory of self-validity of knowledge, in the hands
of Mimahsakas 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 Saksin, which is inner-
intqitive organ. Theilr advocating thig theoxy is only to
over come objectlve difficultiles. (anavastha~ endless regres-

sion etc.).244B

The credit goes to Madhva as he, admltting 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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the criterion of falsity as a model, as misunderstood ky some

'scholars who have not realized the significance of s'a'kgin.%m

By the by, Vadiraja refutes the doctrine of the Nyaya-

Vaifeglkas, that the Pratibandhakabhava’?4?

or absence of
‘obstructions is also a cause of effect, It means the Dogabhava
is also the cause of Prama, But this view is not tenable and

’ acceptakle, Because, an obstruction or Pratibandhaka may
245

prevent the result of the effect. and that does not mean
that its aiosence is the cause of effect.’ Causes are distinct
and different., EBEffect will not take pilace when these causes
are prevented by an obstructing factor for their emergence.
When that obstruction is removed, the same causes lead to

the effect, Thus, t;he absence of the obstructing factor

246

gannot be a cause,” it may only be a preventlve factor

that disables the causes to be effective. So the Dosabhava

cannot be the cause of Prama, 17

CONSIDERATION OF THE CILASSIFICATION OF SRUTI PASSAGES AS
TATTVAVEDAKA AND ATATTVAVEDAKA

After discussing the problem of self-validity, Vadiraja
refutes the-contention of the Advaitins that the Srutl passages
are both Tattvavedaka and Atattvavedaka, The Tattvavedaka
means those passages conveying Truth and the Atattvavedaka
passages are those that glve some tentative knowledge, being

not true ult.imately.x“a
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This view of the Advaitins is not tenable since it cuts
at the very root of the validity of the Sruti passages admit-
ted by all, The very classification as Tattvavedaka and
Atattvavedaka is lnvalid and as éuch unacceptable, 249 The
Vedas are valid by themgelves. The wvalldity of the Vedas is
established since they are free from human defects of faults.

So they are self-valid. Hence treating some passages as
50

Atattvavedaka is most ol::;iec:1::!.<>xm1b}.e.2

By the by Vadiraja criticises the MImahsaka view of
254

Karyatavada,
that each Word yields its meaning only as being generally

S. Dasagupta writes: "This doctrine holds

Felated other factors or only as a part of an injuctive
n252 According tp the Mimahsakas, the Sruti passages
become va{l.id only when they become causes and produce effects.
To explain, one deslrous of heaven, after performing the
sacrifice of Jyotlgtoma attains heaven. The Srutl passage
'viz., Jyotistomena Svargaksmo Yajeta becomes valid as there
is Vedic injenction in it, The verb Yejeta is Vedic injunc-
tion that points to perform their duties and thus leads to
successful activity., Hence, the statement is Valid.zs'?'
This is called Karyatavada, They say that the Sruti passages
do not convey the sense of adcomplished objects (entities)
such as the Loxd., - Therefore, the exlstence of the Lord is not

admitted by the Mimahsakas., AL 2153



67

The Karyatavada of the MImahsakas involves the factor
that the desired objects (Istaphals) 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 authorlitative, The heaven,
for attaining which they perform the Jyotistoma sacrifice,
should be a siddhégtgz ~ an already accomplished or established
entity desired by the sacrificer. The Srutl passages that
convey the sense of such an entity and means thereof, become
valid according to the ﬁimgﬁsakas.' Consequently, the lord,
who is also an established eéntity (Siddhartha) and who is

glorified by all the Srutl passages as limitless in their

primaiy and ultimate implications should also be admitted.
Thus, by Mimafsakas theory of the Karyatavada also, existence
of the lord is established and all the Srutl passages are
self-valid, 'The validity of the Vedas is thus proved by their
theory of the Karyatavada. So Siddharthabodhakatva does not
come in the way of the eternity and validity of the vedas.254
‘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 viz., life-span.
Therefore, the view upheld by Madhva, 1s defectless and right.
According to him, all the Védaé are Tattvavedaka and as such
they convey the valid knowledge of the Truth, Treating some

Sruti passages as Atattvavedaka ls, therefore, wrong.2°°
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There may be some passages that appear to contradict the
import of othér passages., This apparent contradiction should
be removed by changing the word-meaning with the help of
implications of purport. Th'us we cannot disregard those
passages just begause they apparently centradict others.,
Vadiraja contends that if two cows £ight mutually, to stop
the éight éane should not kili either of them; on the Other
hand, one has to try his best to divert one cow by attracting
:Lt'by'gz_'_a_ss and the like and thus stop the combat. To stop
the combat, as ki;l.liling,a cow is um’:aér'xted, in the same way,
to remove. épéarént t;oni:réciictibp, égme égz_‘g__;_ passages need
not be considered as Atattvivedska and be rejected, The
apparent contradiction among the _é_s_q_tipéssages should be
removed by ‘just altering the word-‘mea'ning with impliaation.st’
Thus all the Srutl 'pgssages convey the knowledge of Truth.

And there are no Sruti passages as Atattvavedaka as believed
by the Advaltins, ' ’

r 257 . _ . 258
AIKYASRUTIS ARE SAVAKASA

There are some Sruti passages called Aikyadrutis by the

Advaitins. That means, those passages that convey the gense

of identity cxpvessively such as Tatvamasi, Atmaivedam,
EkamevadvitIvam and others, The Advaltins contend that these
AlkyaSrutis com;a’y the sense of identity between the lord and
Jivatman or embodied soul. ' But the Aikya mentioned in these
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passages does not convey thé sense of identity asserts VEdirEja.
The teml_&iﬂg in the Aikyabrutis should be understood in
different senses such as (1) Similarity, (2) Unity of place,

(3) Unity of thought, (4) Unity of scope, (5) Unigueness of
qualities and (6) Uniqueness of independence. The Sruti

passages do not give up the intrinsic or inherent sense of

thelr own.zsgﬁ The Aikya is S§vék§é§ and hence does not gilve

up the sense of the Advaltic identity. The Savakabatva means
restrained with some limitations. Here also the term Aikya
is reStrained with some limitations. Because everywhere and
at all the times, it doés not give the sense of ideni:ity.
Hence, it is Savakada, The six types of meanings, stated

above, should be taken into consideration as per the context.

If the sense of Aikya 1s pre-eminent, foremost and
gltimate, then it would become Niravaka$a or unrestrained
with limitations. But everywhere and at all times the Alkya
(identity) 1s not the ulitimate sense, It gets sublated on
some contexts. Hence, the Aikyabrutis are not Niravaka$a,
Moreover, the meaning of the Aikya mentioned above in six
types dges not prove the ldentity 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 Alkya ox

unity, never gives the sense of ident.ity.%o

LY
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¢

The term Aigza. according to the Amar osa, denotes
(1) Pradhanatva or pre-emlnence, Kevalatva or alone (the

state of standing by itselﬁ), (3) Aan xatva or separateness
and (4) First act..z61 So it refers to the Lord who 1ls Pre-

i

eminent, The character of Pre-eminenae thus provas the

¢

Omniseience of the Lord and also diﬁference from the Jiva
and gggg,which are not pregemgn@nthand omniscient. Thus the

term Alkya in éhe é&uti passages conveys the sense of Pre-

emxnence of the Lond and His difference from all else.262

b

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

as it is not the primary import»oﬁ any éastra (Veda), the

very classi£i~ation of éruti passages as TattVavedaka and
Atattvavedaka hecomes most untenable. In the same way,
considering some pagsage as Niravakaéa.and others Savakaba is

also not befitting as entire éastra is the product of Ajnana.zezA
; R T o 1

PRAKRTAGUNANIRASANA
As\gégzg in the éruti passages shﬁuld mean p;e-eminence etc.,
in the same way the term Nirguna also means that the Lord is
free from inauspiclous qualities. The term Gupa means
quality of any kind, auspicious and inauspicious. Here,
g;gggg_?63 does not conrey total absence of all qualities.

f

But it conveys the absence of ordinary or common or inauspicious
‘ 264

qualities, Material qualiﬁies are Sattva, Rajas and Tamas.
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aAll these qualities bind the soul and become the cause of
 his Safsara 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 Nirguns means absence

of such.-material and inauspicious qualitles, and does not

mean totval abéencekgﬁ qualities, Thus, the Nirquna érut1264A

should be interpreted properly. So it should be understood

as absence of inauspiclous qualities.265

i

-

There are some passages such as Egah Sarveévaral;s266

which Qeclare primarily the ultimate supremacy of the Loxd.
Here, since the meaning is not restrained, this is Niravaka$a

statement; Thus, the unrestrained passages never glve up

" the primary‘sense.?67 ¢

!
When the sense of the term 1s restrained, 1t should be
understood in a different fashion and sense, This change
or alteration, on implication, is introduced elsewhere also.
For example, the/statement,gg hi@sxatgéa has 1its scope
restrained out side the sacrifices, The statement is not

valid everywhere. . ;

£

Here Nirguna etc., are Savakabas and Egah Sarvebah etc.,

are Niravakasas., SavakaSa passages are to be understood in

favour of Niravakada statements.
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Vadiraja in defence of this quotes the statement of God
$iva given in the Padmapurapa. The Lord 5iva critically
examines.and explains the temm Nirgung as devoid of all
unworthy and oxdinary qualities, .So this 1s the true and

real meaning of Nirgupa passages.269

Vadiraja might be-dsked as to why -Abhedabrutis alone

.are Savakada and Bhedafrutis are NiravskaSa, -The reply is

. that the reason is obvious., Passgages like Dva suparps convey

the sense of two different objects. 8o 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 dlfferent entities of two
different intrinsic natures.’ Theres is no need to imply any
other sense, Thus; the unrestrained (Niravakaba) statements
are ever valid and thelr senge is not contradicted, They
always convey the reliable and proper sense.

. So all these Sruti passages glorify the ultimate supre-
macy of the Lord and declare the dlfference batween the Loxd

270:’The word Nirguna refers to the Loxd, who

and the Jiva,
is also called-Nardyapa. So this Nar3yapa is the Supreme
Brahman and Eternal as He was there even before the creation.

Like a pot, H2 1is not created and not affected by any material
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and ordinary ciualit:l.eé that throw one into the cyacle of birth
and death. On the other hand, He is endowed with unlimited
auspiéioué quélities' such as bliss, 1knowledge and the like.
The derivative explanation of the word Brahman is an embodi-
ment of unlimited ‘auspicious qualities, And the word
Nardyana also signifies the same sense when explained etymo-
logically. Arsh means demerits, )_I\Eggp means ausplc fous
qualities (merits), Azéﬁam méans chief or pfimary source and
substratum. Thus Narayapa, who is m;zg, is Brahrqan271
an embodiment of ngmberiéss ausploious qualities and devoid
' of ahy material qualities. He is 'the primary object of
glorification of all the Vedas as described in the Brahma-
shtras,2/2

After explaining the meaning of the Nirqupa-Srutils, to
substantlate his explanation, vé'dirgja quotes the passages
from the Ngigxapggé_n}_gg_q; the Aitareya _@_;_:_'é_'_izm__’_épg and others
and e:épléins‘thej.&; impori. 'He also points out that passages
like Neéha hah3sti declare that there is no difference between
the Lord and His quélities.‘ Vadiraja also points out that
there is no such restriction as a rule to split the Sruti
passage: Kevalo m_qggé as Advaltins contend, but it can
also be split as Kevalo anirgunasca. Then, it explicitly
states that the Lord alone is Sxipreine and an embodiment of

aispicious gualities,



A CRITICAL APPRECIATION OF THE NARAYANOPANISAD : SUPREMACY
: OF LORD VISNU
Vadirgja, in this chapter, quotes the Narayapopanicad
and critically examining it, justifies that Narayapa is the
Iord Brahman, He alone can be called lorxrd Brahman and none
else,

UV -

-* - All the attrilbutes of Brahman-are referred to Loxd

 Narayana, gloi*if ied in the Puz‘ugas?ﬂctaz?z‘a‘ and in well known

other é_gy_i;._:_l._‘, passages. Hence Ultimate Truth or prime gist
of all the statements 1s that Narayapa, indeed, is() thé Lorad
Brahman {(an embodiment of everlasting auspicious gualities).
At the commengement of the &ruti as Upakrama and at the end
as Upasafthara, Lord N'ér"éyépa ig referred to and glorified

as Brahman. 273 ‘

'S0 in the opinion of learned Vedle scholars, who pursue
an impartial inquiry about the Ultimate Truth (primary sense)
of the Srutl passages, Loxd Narayana is the Supreme God and
He is the Brehman being endowed with unlimited auspicious

qualities, 374

The word Nirquna can be read as Anirquna, since there
is no prescription for dissolving the conjunction of the words

of Upanisads. 275 hen Anirguna wherein the twd negative

e
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prefixes, gives the éos.ttive sense. Thus m_g_; @an be read
as Kevala énd A\n@' upa, that means Icrd aione is Supreme énd
is endowed with quélities. So the term Anirgupa throws away
the sen;éxe of ﬁi_.é:_g_é{z_az_ as absence of @pg. And these a;;tributes
or quaiities of tiyle' Loid are not mmehtary but the,{r are
eternal ‘and‘ aiways real, 276_' Thus, all the words, in the
Vedas desc:l‘ibe the §loriou§ majesty of the lorxd (one or
lott,xei‘ auspicious Aéttg‘ibut‘és of the I.o}:si).' So the word negat-
ing | tl;e,‘ attii'ibutes‘ of Brahm'a;i is totally unseen in the Veda.

N

-

REFUTATION OF THE CONCEPT JATI OR SAMANYA
i OF. TARKIKAS

S;Daéégupta writes “S'Em'ér}za is the fdx%rth category, It

means the genus or ];-:zgpact of genérality or sameness that we
notice in i:;hings. ’ Thus, in spité of the difference of colour
bétweéﬁ one cow and another, oth of them are found to have
such a sameness that wewll them cows. In spite of all diver=-
sity in all objects around lus; they are all pe::'ceived as Sat
or existing., Thé Sat or existence is’ thus a sameness, which
" is found to exist in all the three things, Dravya, Gupa and
Karma, The sameness is called Samanya or Jati, and it is
r‘egérded as a éez;araﬁe thing which rests on Dravya, Guna

and Karma. w277

The a'Etiz?s éccording to the Tarkikas, is the property
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‘whigh is peculiar to a class and distinguishes it rom all
others, It is an essential characteristic of species as

Gotva of cows, ASvatva of -horses and the l:lke,mg

, It 1s a
common and eciually.aﬁpliaabl,e -property of the entitiles, and
it is being referred to by similar terms. According to them

Jati is that which helps to recognise the entities as similar. 280

' In connection with the exact mea;ning of the Jati,
_ 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

1 ohe opines that the first option is not

synonymous words?2S
acceptable’ to koth ‘since. it is well experlenced fact that
'gv%an the entities o‘ﬂfsimilar type are dealt wlth and referred
'to separately as "It 1s a pot, this is a pot, that is a pot"
and the likes So,on the basis of dealings, the Jati cannot be
proved, And the second view is not sound since the expressive
degling in terms will not lead to any identity. As it does
not prove the identity, even the thlrd vilew stands baseless.
Because the different and varlegated dealings ascertaln the
f£act that there are different and variegated propertles.
Thus,_this discards the claim that the common property of
similar }‘:ind’and of the same magnitude must be there in all
the entities of that class. So oneness of common property

as Jatl cannot be entertainéd. The difference is distinct

yd ,
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in all respects; e.g. the offering of Ball for devils and
others dlffers from one to another of the same class. Since
it depends upon the individual capability, it ls not governed

by a common property of any kind, 252

If it ls argued that the Jatl of one class is single
‘and the parts of it are manlfested individually in each
entlty of that class, then-lt appears that the each entlty
is the part of that and this proves the absence of an entity
of complete 'JSti. Then all the pots become only potsherds

(Ghata=-afifas) and ghere cannot be a complete pot. 283

>

This also ¢auses 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
pequliar and is related with that Ghata only, Hence, Jatis
are to be 'admitted as innumerable even in one single ¢lass
of entitles. Each entity ig governed by its own Jati, and
if it is feferred %o with one word for the sake of usage
and dealing, there ls nothing wrong, Because, this does not
prove the common property of the entitles of one class,

The usage with single word is for the convenience of easy
dealing and it does not help o prove any Jati. The property,
(Dharma) 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 the 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 Vyangya and that
is termed J3ti, In the expressions, 'This is Ghdga (pot)’,
'That, is Ghatai' Ghatas (pots) are similar and they are
Vyahjakas and these Vyanjakas depote the common and innate

property ~ Ghatatva which is Vyahgya. -

-

AY T H t

But, Vadiraja says that this view is not correct. He
advocatas counter argument questioning that lf on ‘account
. of simllar,. common dealings and usages, a common innate
property (J3ti) is traced and admitted then, what is unsound
if distinct and manifold prqperg:ies are traced and admitted

284 Moreover, according

for similar and common dealings.
to the Tarkikas, eupressions are not Nitya and they differ
from time to time and place to place even with respect to
simiJ:ar objects. 2and hence these distinct expressions cannot
prove a single common innate property related to all entlties

of that clasg.

-~

According to the Tarkikas, even the entitles of same
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class are different.each other., And ﬁheSe entities cannot
be hel;i as caused for the apprehension of single,common
innate property. Because, as entlties (here, marked with
the fact of belng cause), that are held ‘causes, are manifold
and distinct each other: the dlfferentiating characteristic
attribute (_Igg_rgpat'évac;zhedaka@ama) is also manifold and
distinct,: If Ghates, as Karapna, are manifold and distinct,

then the fact of their being causes, Karanata is also mani-

fold. When Karanata is manifold, it i1s evident that the
diff.e:qentia}:ing_ characteristic attribute (innate property=
Karanatavacchedskadhamma = Ghatatva) -1s also manifold and

d:l.stinct.‘zals

Further, 1f the Jatl is taken to be one, then what
happens to.that Jaed, .when ‘atﬁ,)enstit‘y,'of that class gets
affected, , When a gg_gzzg is broken, then what happens to that
Ghatatva? Either the part, manifested, or the complete Jati,
should get affected, But it never happens. Thus, the
acgeptance of the Jati in this sense, leadé to such manifold

abs u;‘dities Py

ABSENCE OF DIE‘}?ERENCE BETWEEN THE ILORD AND HIS ATTRIBUTES
Therg is no difference between the attributed (Dharmin)
and eternal attributes (phamas). 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, 28.6 ¥

It may, be mentioned that in the Advaita there is differ-
ence between the iord,and His attributgs.?87 The Advaitin
may be questloned as to what is the reason or ground for him
to behold difference between the Iord and His attributes,
since he is the rigid and close follower of unreality of
‘difge;enge’gverywherg. It is wonder tg know that he denies
difference gverywhgrg but claims difference between the Lord
and His attributes. Thus 1t looks partial and contradictdry
in the case of the Advaitins, S0 all the attributes of
Brahman,a;gﬁaxahmapypatpred §aptgibuted-natured),288} Even
'diffgrencefgumrideggity’,(Bhedgbhega)?ég cannot be referred
to Brahman and His attributes,. since neither the few attri-
butes (Dharmas) are destroyed nor the attributed Lord Himself,
So the Bhedabheda view is also not, tenable, Thus nelther
Bheda nor Bhedabheds. is found reasonable in-case of the lord

and His attributes.

cunatrTyETva®SP® 15 wor POSSIBLE EVEN WITH ATRYA SRUTIS

Advaita holdé that Brahman is qualityless, The reference
of qualities ;n the Upanigads 1s not gbsolutely real, It is
not tentative. The Advaitins, in.this regard, claim the
authorlty of abrutis,.
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Even the Aikyabcikis like Tattvamasi as such cannot prove
the unreali%y of the attributes of the Iord. Because, identity
is established 1f all the qualities are given up. And the
attributes are given up when the identity is established,
Thus, there would reéult the defect of mutual dependence.zgo
It peans when the identity 1s proved then the absence of attri-
butes is proved., When the absence of attributes is proved
then the ldentity is proved., The eternal and intrinsic
attributes cannot be glven up on account of the supposed

identity-texts., Because, the statement Tattvamasi is

Savakasa and can be understood as not complete identity but
as simllarity. On the basis of Cailtanya lying in the Jiva
and Paramatman similarity can be traced and not identity

in essence.(SvarEgaggza).K Whereas there are passages
(Niravekafa Srutls) such as Satyam &nEnamanantam Brahma
which cannot be interpreted and ﬁnderéfood in different
way.291 If the Adkyafrutis are undsrstood as is done by

the Advaitins (if the expressive meaning is taken as invalid)

then one has to give up the very concept of B..*r::zhm.an.z92

Because, in respect of attributes, if Satta is Vyavaharika,?®3
and Nityatva 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

gzgvahgrika but they are stated to be eternal, intrinslic



and real, If the attributes are sublated, then VySvshirikatva
may be attributed to them. If they are not sublated, they

. 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 nirgunasca and the llke they are

to be Interpreted as absence of materlal attributes, In

cage of the passages like Tattvamasi ete., ldentity 1s to be

understood as similarity with regard to Caitanya element.294

REALITY AND ETERNITY OF ATTRIBUTES OF THE LORD

The attributes of the Iord 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. Aand the Sruti also
‘subgtantiates the view that knowledge, strength and action

of the Loxrd are natural t» Him for ever.295

The attributes of the lord are neither of the nature
of destruction nox of the nature of change as 1ls the case
in Pllupska and Pitharspaka of the "Vaiéegikass‘g% In the
PIlupaks 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 Pliupaka, Dhammin or the object gets completely

affected, In the Pitharapaka, the object does not get '
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destyroyed or changed, but only its attributes lilke colour,
form and the like get changed: The object remains the same:
so in one ¢ase, the object 1ls changed and in another attril-

butes. are c¢hanged, 297 _

The attributes of Brahman are not of the nature of
getting in eithervgf\ the manners said akove. The Lord does
not undergo any type of _,‘_lfza_l_:_q i.e., He does not get affected
by the fire, So the i?orm, 'B*egauxty, Ya}lour, Adventure, Supreme
independqnc:é and anipq;:ex;ce and other attributes of the lord,
are all real and eternally present in H&q.zga And these
ch;zracteristigs of the lord are not cqndiiional and are not
procured by ot@eréf .‘%avouxj. So when the lorxrd is not
subjected"to{ destruc;:ion, the Intrinsic attributes are also
not subjected to dest\ruct;qn.' The atf,ributes of the loxd
such as knowlgdge e’md, the 11:ke. are not creatgd li}ce the
knowledge of an oxdinary ]geing. They ;are uncreated and
Aprakrta. When the object is present, absence of its intrin-
sic attributes, 1s nowherekffaund.zgs The attributes of the
Lord are $r2tis§.ddha and are not sublated. Everywhere in
general, it is known that, exlstence of the attributes is
regulated by the existence of the object. E.g.. as long as
there exlsts the pot (objgct) so long potness (Ghatatva-attri-
bute) algsol exlstss So undoubtediy, all the attributes of

300

Brahman are eternally reals The natural attributes may

1



come to an end only\ wi:en the qoncérneé created entity pex:i-
shes, 301 'As Brahman :is eternally Undestroyable, Imperishable, °
i Hisg a;;tributes will' never come.to an end or never be destroyed.
Thé attributes of the Lord are déscribed 1n the Srutis and

the Smrtis as natural, real and eternal and henge are not

302 303

the nature of Maya - as understood by the Advalitins,

. Thenky_;gxé'_ and ‘the \Avidy_g are ‘xfnutually opposite and
produce different effects, By ihe mgx_a?“ one cannot gain
the Vidya, strength, lusture ete. Becauge all these are not
the products of the May3. In the same way, like Brahman,

His attributes are also not the products of and not related
to the Mayd, Corrokorating with this, one can state logically
. that all the Dhgmaé of Brahman are ﬁn’éxika bebauéa they are

real; natural and eternal like grahman?os

The Maya cannot be
sald to be an Upadhi (extraneous limiting factor) to Brahman.
Because, the Mays is Jada and it cannot héve the Lord's
qualities like Vyapyatva, NityaSuddhatva, Muktatva etc,

So the M3ya cannot superimpose all these on Brahman. Therefore,
'th,e attributes of Brak;man cannot be considerad as Mayika or

306 Moreover, as this Maya of the Advaita

products of Maya.
cannot tiace and exert its influence on the JIva directly,
how can then it superimpose the ext¥a-ordinary feat.u/res such
as Omniscilence, Omniﬁresepce on Brahman who 1is the Lord and

is Omnipotent. 1In the Bhagavata, fifth canm,307 it is clearly
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stated that the knowledge of B’z:ahmai'x never gets related with
May3, So as Brahman is Real, Natural and Eternal likewise
His attributes are also real, natural and eternal. The

absence of them (non~=existence) cannot be thought o£., 398

*

So far it is proved that Maya as Upadhi OF Llimiting,
édjynct cannot be relgéed with the Lord and His attributes,
Further it 1g sald that in Bifba and Pratibihba, Bihba or
reflection is Upadhi or Pratibimba or reflected. The quali-~
ties of the Bifiba are ée'en',.in the Pratibitba, A&s the redness
. of ‘the..flower-is seen in.the nearby crystal, Here, the flower
is Upddhi or Bifba'and crystal is Pratibifiba, Hence, the
quality of redness is seen in the Pratibifiba crystal. But
éhe relation of Bifiba and Pratibifiba cannot be referred to
Mays since the Lord is Amayika. The M3y3 cannot be an Upadhi
in case of Brahman as 1is the f£lower in case of crystal but,

it is only an appa:ént. cause or a pretext, a secondary cause,

Now Brahman lis the é__k_%_x_p_g and the Jiva is the Pratibitba
Brahman is Upg"ghi and hen<e on account of that:, the attributes
" such as knowledge and the like of Brahman are seen in the
Pratifiba JIva, To all these attributes, the Lord Brahman,
who is Bifiba and of the Upadhi ;ata'r.e. 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
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are natural., We cannot ascribe the Aupadhikatva to the attri-
butes of the lord since they are like red colour of a flower.
So the qualities of Brshman are seen in the Jlva as reflec-

tions. 309

Therefore, the attributes of Brahman are all
natural and eternal. This proves that the attributes of
Pratibifiba that are knowledge and bliss (JIvasvariipa) are
natural, Brahman is Bifba to all starting from Goddess
Laksmi to minute belngs such as ants and others. Hence,
Brahman is real, eternal and is never ,tg_:i_._x_'ggx;zgslo as the
Advaitins contend, The relation of Bimba-Pratibifhbabhava
 between the Lord and the Jiva, is not taken in respect of
natuxre and content but with -regard tw the control and regula-
tion of the Loxd over the Jiva in all respects, The Sruti
referred to above, describes ithe natural qualitles of Brahman
as Jnana, Bala, Kriya and the like. Vadiraja says that

loxd Vispu, Sagunap Brahman is none other than the Suddha
Brahman. We cannot classify Brahman as Suddha and Sabala.
Sruti does not permit for this Glassification. So one has

to give up the Twvery concept of Nirgupatva (attributelessness)

and should accept Gunapurnatva (perfection),

Now even if Maya is taken for granted as Upadhi, Vadiraja
says that Mﬁzikatva\’cannot‘ be attributed to the qualities of
Brabman. In_general, a Mayin (magician) creates wonderful
- things out of Maya. But the very next moment, everything
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stands disappeared £rom our sight. So the c¢created wonderful
things may be treated as non-permanent (non-natural) and
Maya-generated. But the exlstence of the magician, his
poweyr, 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
then.311 Thusg, the Knowledge, Richness etc. of the lord are
natural and they are ever imperishable also, since Brahman
is Imperishable., BAs the attributes of Brahman such as
Omniscience and Omnipresence are eternal and natural it
canﬁot be imag;nedzthat tpey<would disappear, since the
Lord never disappears. Thus, ;he attributes of the Lord do
not get sublated by any means whereas the concept of identity
of ?rahman and‘the Jiva stands sublated, Because, so as to
héve the identity of, that kind, according to the Advailta,
Brahman should be proved as attributeless (Nirdharmika),
which is impossible, The;eﬁore, ldentity cannot be proved.
Hence Brahman cannot be described as Nirguna or attribute-

. less. There are innumerable Sruti passages that extol the
majestic glory of lord Brahman.312 The glory of the lLoxd
is real. He is the(sole supporter of tpe whole universe,

He is the supreme Brahman, And there ls no Brahman as

Nirgugg.sls The Nirguna Brahman fabricated by the Advaltins
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is of no use, Berause, It cannot bestow the liberation. and
moreover, Vadiraja says thaty both the Srutis and the Smrtis
do not clalm the Moksadatritva to the Nirguna+ Brahman.

It ‘is; only lord Visnu, who bestows liberation (Moksal. Thus,
in all respects . the Nirguna Brahman should ke rejected.

Even if two Brahmans are imagined and accepted, identity
cannot be proved. Aand th:?.,s imag:!.nationl 1s contrary to the

druti passage Ekamev'édviﬁzam.:am So Brahman is alone and

315 pue to the

He is all-péxvasive and is ealled Vignu.
resz{sons cited ‘above. it is highly impossible to ageribe the
Mw to Brahxfaan. 1, ww."l.th strong attachment, or per-
siééenge, g_!_i_:_:g_qr.zg ,Brahmanf is accepted then there will be two
Brahmans which would go against the Zx.cilva:l.1:«51‘,3'3‘6 Thus, the
acceptan}:e of Nirguna Brahman, serves no purpose. It cannot
Ibe proved by any val:gd, e\f;.dence. Further, lt leads to

l rejection’'of the congept of Advaita. So there 1ls no supreme

Brahman other than Vigpu-declares V'édir&ja.au

1O0RD VISNU IS THE SUPREME BRAHMAN
Vadiraja promises that Lord Vigpu is Supreme. To subs=
tantiate this he quotes the statements of the Mahabharata and
the B!;ggavata.
The statements ascribe Parabrahmatva to Narayapa and

at the same time negat.;é the existence of another Brahman. 318



All the statements of the Mah3bharata, clearly glorify the
supremady of lord Vigpu, With reference to the conventional
marks of the purport of proposition (Tgtparyalifigas) such ag
Upakrama, Upasamhara, in thése verses, the supremacy of the
lord is referred to and is pralsed at the beginning, in the
middle and at the end. So the aim of the statements of the

Mahabharata is to estab;ish'the supremacy of Lord Vigpu.slg

. In the Bhgga§aéa algo it is declared thét~Lord Visnu
is the soié creatog*tsustainer and‘destxoygi of this universe,
It is the Brahma, appointed by Loxd Vigpu who creates this
world, That means the lord, gracing his Brahma~form in
Brahm3, creates, this world. And in God $iva, retaining ‘His
Siva=form destroys the world. Thus, Lord Vispu alone possesses
all the three powers of crgatiopﬂ,protectiqn and destruction.
‘Under His control; both Brahma and Rudra fulfil their func-

tions.32°

| ~ The attributeé-of the Loéd are ingumerable and each one
of them is complete in itself, the scope of each is limitless,
Even the £orms or incarnations of the Loxd are also limitless.
They qannot be counted. Thus the aoncept,__JagpauBrahman has
no place,at‘all and it 1s exgommun;cayed in respect of all

gpaces and timgs.agl

1



- REFUTATION OF . NIRGUNA®22 BRAHMAN BY INFERENCE
" S0 far it has been-shown.that the attributelessness

(Nirgunatva) is not the import of Srutd and other works. Vadi-
raja contends that even inference is also not compatent to
prove' attrlbutelessness. . Because if 1t 1s accepted that there
is a Brahman who is .devold of all characteristics, then an
aspirant who realises It, would have to become devoid of
characteri:stics.* If, with the help qf inference ete., Nirguna
Brahman is accepted for the éttainmeq; of Moksa then, Brahman
would be possessed of many Gunas or attributes such as Mana-
meydta (the fact of being an object of _If_;;g_rr_;_éné) and }I_p_é_x_l_a_-
'gggxggg (t@e £act of baing an objéct.of knowledge or realisa-
tion). and by this, there comes the g’é_c_'y_g_t:a_ (the fact of
~being an object of expression) and with this Padarthata (the

£act of belng an object) is also attributed, 323 So, this

Vastutva wards off the Nlrgunatva-view of the Advaiting and
proves the Sagunatva~view g:llxich l'c.he very word Brahman conveys
" that It being an embodiment of innumerable auspicious quali-
ties, So the phrase w_a_ Brahman is self-c?ntrédictory.
The terms Nirgupa and Brahman give entirely different and

opposlite senses. 324 ) ’

Now, the VxEvahErikasagzatva325 cannot be attributed
to Nirgupa-Brahman, since it is worse than Pratibhasikasatyatva

which is there in the Suktirajata. In Pratibhasika level,

{
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at the end (when the supsrimposed knowledge of Rajata vanishes)
there remains Suktd, in time and space, But when the Vyava-
harikasatyatva of Brahman is sublated, there remains nothing.
So the Vyaveharikasatyatva of Nirguna Brahman is more hammful
than the Pratibhasikasatyatva. Because, in the Advaita by
the knowledc;:;e of Braman everything stands sublated (becomes
unreal). So there is no ﬁse of the knowledge Brahman of
Vyavaharikasatya because 1t gets sublated (proved unreal)

@t realisaiion and 1t does not exist at all the times. So
it 1s not proper to treat an unreal entity (Nirguna-Brahman)
as Vyavaharikasatya. If the Badhyatva is there in the Badha
(unreality in sublation), then the Abadhyatva, reality is
thus proved, (the attributes of Brahman become real). If
the Abadhyatva is attributed to the Badha, then also the
very statement proves reality., Thus there would be two

real entitles that lead to the loss of 2dvaita once again.
And 1f that Badha 1s a Brahman-form then it becomes an
attribute of Brahman. The B3gha is the knowledge of non-
existence (Abh“gvé). And if this Abhava is the form of Brahman,
It becomes Jada and then It also, like Bhava, becomes an
object of knowledge. dJagatva, Vastutva and the like then,
become the features of Brahinan. Thus, by this also, no
Nirguna-Brahman can be proved. And I1f it is held that these
attributes are not there in Brahman then there could be no
AngVa also. Thus, there is no w_ﬁva of negation, which



means absence of Badhyatva in attributes. Thus they become
real. If Nirgunatva is to be known through the Pramsanas,
~ then Nirgunatva is given up, If it is not to be known through

the Pramapas, then also it is given up. 326

So, Harl, an embod:lrment of Innumerable auspicious
qualities, is the Lord (controller-regulator) of all and
£here is none, who is egual :ax;d superior to Him.

MADHVA'S APPROACH 1S THE RIGHT APPROACH

That pat.h alone is declared as right wherein Lord Hari
is wofshipped as Gupapurpa. And ghat.ia not the right path
where:l.x; the Lord is not given the st’;.ate of Supremacy and is
not worshippeci with supreme devotion. The statement of the
326

Mahabharata, clearly states that, that path does not

help us to at’;;ain the upliftment where lorxd Nardyapa is not
Ndecflared as ggpgm?;gg, ?27 So the doectrines that do not
declare N'é'rgya;za as Gupggi_zf_x_‘_aa. the Purapas that do not
proclaim the Gunapurpata of Lord Narayapa and the Sruti
passages that. do not state Narayapa as Gun_gp____na are all

lead to 328
treated as unworthy and/a wrong path,

So the approach
of Madhva, based on stich statements of the Mah3bharata and
the like, and wherein the lord is declared as ("entirely
dis;:int:'t from this world, as Supreme Being to be worshipped

by all and as sole'Controller and Regulator, is right.329
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The Mahabharata verse in this way gives a glear 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 ' '

330 which are classified and

There are eighteen Purapas
called §2é2§; Brahma énd,2§g§g§g§33l (extolling respectively
éiva,'Brahmé and Vigpu), In none of these Purapas there is
any reference to g}gggggzﬁgahman of the Advaiﬁins. 8o just
as'their‘yiggggg-Brahmén is pléced out of the Sruti texts, he
is also,equudedﬁfrom the”Purggas. And ‘it is but proper as
both the Srutis and,ﬁhe Purapas have the same purpgrtm332
Ultimately, all these Purapas do ﬁot refer to any attribute-

less Brahman besides describing §iva, Brahm3 and Vigpu,

- The purpoxt.of‘tﬁe Srutis can be understood with the

33‘ané Purgaé. Accoxdingly, one has to try

help of Itihasa®
his best in understanding the $ruti passages with the help of
one's study of the Itihasa “and the Purapa. So the understand-
ing of the Sruti should be .dn acéo;dange with the purport of

the Sativikapurapas and th@‘MahEbhErata.334

In this way when
the Sruti passages are understood evidently, Visnu will be
proved as the lLord Brahman, Vadiraja quotes profusely £rom

the accepted texts to prove the SupremaQy of Vigpu.



The ‘Advaitins contend that the primary sense of the
Srutl passages should be given up and then it is to be sald
that the Sruti aims at attributeless Brahman, The words Satyanh,

Jnanat and Anandah®->

are the ;;erms ‘dér;oting the attributes
of Brahman. So to avoid this, the ledvaitins suggest to give
up the primary sense of these temms: If thls would ke the
case, then Vadiraja asks tl;xat according to the same principle
why can't the sense of the term Nirgups (sense of attribute-
lessness )Lbe given up and be understood as devold. of materials
attributes? If this is not accepted then neither Nirgunatva

nor identity could be proved. 336

Vadiraja opines that the Advaitin®s way of understanding
the S$tutis is like starving it to death. That is depriving
the Srutl Oof its proper meaning. So Vadiraja pleads that
the Srutl be protected by offering at least limited. food
(1pstaad of giving up totally. the primary purport on lmplica-
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 ristricted sense. So, the
restricted meaning of the term Nirguna, then, is absence of

matérial qualities,® 37
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. BRAHMAN IS SAGUNA

S50 far Sagunatva of Brahman is estab&ished by means of
scriptural authority and now Vadiraja shows that Sagupatva
can be proved by means of reason also, Bralman is endowed
with innumerable Bhavadharmas, since He is eternally liberated.
This statement proves the Sagunatva of lord Vispu and denies
the N _ggggna(concept of the Advaita.?38 Here Muktatva or
state of liberation.means the state of absence of Bandha or
bondage (Sahsdra). And this bondage is not there in Acetana
or non-éeﬁtient. This is also not there in liberated souls. 339
S0 this bondage is in sentient beings who are not liberated.
As there are Bhavadhammas in objects like pots, likewise,
‘there are also Bhavadharmas in Brahman. EBven 1if the presence
of the Abhavadhamas in Brahman, is taken into account (the
Advaitins claim the presence of'tne AbhaVadharmas339A in
Brahman anq mode of dogpitian of those is as Bralman is not
an object of Jnana, Brahman is not Creator and s6 on), the
absénce of Sg@ggra.‘és one of the Abhavadharmas, is to be
accepted, If Muktatva is not acéepted in Mukta Brahman then
Baddhatva as in the gzxg; is tolﬁe accepted, Even then
"Bhgyaéharmas cannot be negatéqxin Brahman. Here there are
two self-contradicéions (Vyghatis)..’cne is, accepting Brahman
as Mukta and then attributing Muktatvabhava to Him and
secondly accepting BaddhatVa in Him, Because a llberated

one can have neither Muktatvabhava nor Baddhatva.34o In this

_— ' 7
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context it must be noted that Vadiraja is not of the view of
agreeing Baddhatva to Brahman but states the said view only
to refute the views of others. (The Advaltins claim Brahman

340A According to Vadiraja Baddhatva of Brahman

as Mayabaddha),
means not t;.t):e Advaitins' Mayabaddhatva but Baddhatva means

bound in the hearts of devotees,

ripw both Baddhatva aqq_!éuktatva are not at all found in
Nirguna Brahman. _Therefore, He is to be Spguna. Here
Muktatva means absence of Bandha., But this type of Muktatva
is not there in Brahman, since He is Nityamukta, Muktatva,
in the form of destruction of Bandha, may be seen in the
liberated souls, who, for sometime, have been Baddha (in
Saisara) and then by the grace of the lord, have attained
the liberation, So, Brahman being Nityamukta, there is no
question of Baddhatva and Muktatva, If this Muktatva is
admitted in Brahmags then once again, it is a self-contradic-
tion. 41

Now Vadiraja proves Sagunatva with some other arguments,
The -Advaltins contend that Brahman is Nirgupa, being an object

342 1 means He 1s Abhavadraya.

of negative cognitilon.
Vadiraja says that even this Hetu, viz,, AbhavaSrayatva does
not come in the way of proving Sagunatva of the Lord, Brahman

is Saguna on account of being the Abhavasraya like a Kapala

rYd
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or potsherd. In the potsherd, which is Abhavabraya of jar,
there may not be the characteristics of Ghatatva and others
but there are other characteristies such as form, colour

and thé like, Thus, the Kapala (an absence of jar) helps

us to understand some other‘characteristics. In the same
way Nirguna Brshman may be AbhavaSraya or object of negative
cognitibn)bgt_as‘a real eﬂtity, whibh\is a Prat;zogiﬁ or counter-
part of Abhava, or hegagion becéhes §ggg§g. Bven if all the
-éharactéréstigé are negated;wthe éharacteristic namely
Abhavabrayatva or the fact of being an.objeétlof negative
coghitioh is there and it proves Brahman to be Saguna. So
making use of AbhEvEéraxétva characteristic (Hetu) in proving
Sagunatva is not a defect. Thus, this Hetu, Abhava$rayatva

3 Otherwlse, doubt

is not seen where there is no §§ggg§§g§.34
or question‘may arlse as to ﬁhe Abhﬁva‘of what? S0 wherever,
' this Abhgvaérazatva is séen. there-is an entity with some
Gupas. So Sagupatva is inevitable. There may be Abhava-
éraxatVé(pr'not, but there is no harm to Sagunatva. Muktatva
is a Bhavadharma and thus Brahman is BhIvadharmin. > Here
Bhavadharma means an experiencé»of eternal nature of eternal
intrinsic bliss. The BhaVadhafmas of Brahman, that are
Characteristics, are unlimited.

345

Now, if Vyavaharika-satyatva '~ or empirical reality is

stated for Muktas and to their Muktatva, then also the statement
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is self-contradictory in two ways. If Vyavaharikatva is
attributed to 1§berétion. thén it is as good as opposing the
. very Muktatva. Accepting Mukti and rejecting lts Dharma
viz,, Muktatva, is one defect; secondly let one be Mukta

but not have Muktatva. It ls as good as saying that Brahman
is eternal but there is not eternity in Him, So Vyavaharika-
éétzétvé cannot be attribuigd to the lord to prove Him as
Nirguna, because ‘He is_etgrnall} likerated and hence the

346 & rejecting

question of Vyavaharikatva does not arise,
Muktatva in the Mukta, is as good as saying, let there be

a Viéré‘having no Vipratva, “let one be rich without possess-
347 |

i

* ing -any money,"

'
’

v Vadiraja asserts that the text Kevalo nirgunasca should
be understood as Brahman is Nirguna or, devoid of material
qualities, The éruti also declares that Brahman is Blissful
'as He possesses eternal and unlimited bliss. The Srutl does
not discard the blissful nature of Brahman, Because of Hils
Blissful nature, He is called Blissful. When the sense of
the term Sukhar uga is evident and not incompatible, there 1is
no reason to give 1t up and to understand a different sense.
Because, $§£§§g§ functions only when there is a primary sense

347a ‘When the Sruti passages

and the same becomes incompatible.
A - ’ )
convey compatible sense, there is no need to give up the

primary (expressive) sense and understand some other sense

i 4 ¢
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by implicatlon. The Srutl states Brahman as Sukharupa, since

48 ¢

His very nature is really and absolutely Sukhamaxa.3
Brahman were not to be a Sukharupi then the Sruti would rot
have praised Him, 1like that. In the same way, if Muktl 1is

not understood as Sukhartipa, then it becomes the Mukti of

34

logicians, ° Sukhagvartpa and Sukharlipatva 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

35

of Muktl o 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 Nirgunas-Brahman

will not bécome the topic of the &ruti, 351

In the Srutis, both in the beginning and at the end
Brahman is 'glorified as an embodiment of unlimited auspicious
gualities; so how can the term Nirguna, coming in the middle,
establish the attributelessness of Brahman? Therefore, it
should mean that the term Nirgunas denies the possibility of

the Pr§k§taégupas (Sattva, Rajas and T;a_gas).352

]

APPARENT MEANING OF NIRGUNA SRUTI IS NOT CORRECT

. The Nirgumstva indicates the absence of Prakgpta-gupas.

If one more negative particle is added as Nairgunyah na, then
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it gives the sense of affirmastion. It affirme that the Loxd

is Sgguna {He is not Ngggugg).Ssa

According to the Advaita, it cannot be said that Nirguna-

$ruti negates the Bhavadharmas. Because the Sruti: Neha

nin3stl kincana oo denies all the Bhavadharmas in Brahman

‘

according 'to the Advaita. If this is so thenlgggggggggg—
dharma. is also” to be denied on the same ground., If Nirgunatva-
dharma alone is regarded or accepted then'Nehd nana...'

Sruti becomes invalid, Therefore, it is better to accept

the meaning of the Nirgunabruti as absence of three Prakrta-
gupas, or material qualities, by which validity of all the

Sruti-passages remains unharmed, >4

?

Now, if it is stated that the Lor@ is Nirguna, then on

account of Nirgunatva—rupadharma and Vacyatvariupadharma (guna),

He becomes Saguna, If He is known by Laksysrtha, then on
account of Laksyatvarpadharma, He becomes Sagupa, If both
these Vacyatva and Laksyatva are given up, then He becomes
Abodhya and this abodhyatva=-dharma is attributed to by which

He becomes Sagﬁgg.sss

} -

If Nirgunatva is Mithya, then Sagunatva is thus proved
easily. The Niggugaéruti cannot affect or cause any sublation

to Saguna~-bruti, because Nirgupabrutd is Mithya. If Bhava~

v
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rﬁpadharmag are alone negated or denied, then Abhavadharmas
could be traced and»hentioned as real without any difficulty.
S0 the Anzqnzéhhava,lone of the Abhavadharmas, becomes real
and it proves and establishes the absolute difference (Bheda)
between the Lord and the Jlva and the Jada. Here Anyonyabhava
may be known in resﬁect of Sagvajﬁatva of the Lord and
Algaiﬁatvalof ;he"gzgg. The 'two are distinct to each other.
This difference is not the Brihaktva of the logiciansBSSA
which disregards any relation, Vadiraja states that though
the Lord and the gzég are absolutely different, they have
the relation of Biﬁcbagratibﬁhbabh'a'\ré. Pratibifmba cannot
have the exlstence Qithggt Bimba, So gfthégtva of the logil-

clans is not the Bhe@a of Tattvav'é'da.as6

~ So, Nirgunatva may be real or unreal, or it may convey
the sense of Abhavadharmas; Sagupatva is unharmed. Hence,
Bhavadharmas are to be admitted inevitably by Nirgupabruti
as admitting Abhavadharmas. Bhavadharmas, such as Jnatattva,

Visayatva, Abhavadharmadrayatva and others are to be accepted.

Vadiraja promises that the text Tattvamasl also indicates
the Bheda of Anyonyabhavariipa. Bheda or- difference between
Tat and Tvam is Bhavarupavifesa. The Advaita cannot deny

this difference for having not admitted BhEvarﬁpaviéegas.357

|

I
i
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REFUTATION OF VYAVAHARIKAPARATVA TO SRUTIS AND GUNAS

The Nirguna Sruti cannot attribute Vyavaharikatva to
other Srutis or to Gupas. This Sruti with its primary power
may deny the presence of Gugaé'in Brahman, But on implica-
tion, it cannot give up the Bhavagupas such as Sabdatva and
(the like that are Afraya to its Svarilpa at the same time.
But really speaking, like Bhavagupas such as Sabdatva and
others, it cannot dény BhEvagupas of Brahman such as Sarvajﬁatva
and others., Therefore, here the primary Yritti or power is
more impdrtant since it conveys the acceptable sense.358
The Nirgunatva of Brahman, proclaimed in the Mirguna Sruti

58a that are éabdatva

will not cause any harm to its Upajfvyas3
and the like which are real. On the same ground, the unlimited
Bhavadharmas such as Sarvajnatva, Sarvedvaratva and so on,
cannot be denied by this Nirqupa~$ruti. But this Nirgupa-$ruti
definitely denies Durgupas or demerits, and also material

Gugas such as'Satva, Rajas and Tamas.ssg

The 'Sarvainatva and the like Cwhich are the Bhavadharmas
are also Upajivyas like the Sabdatva of the Nlrgupa-$ruti.
So thls Srutl should be meant that it affords protection to
similar Upajivyadharmas. 2And the Bh;vadharmas such as
SarVajﬁatxéﬁgthers,are self-Upajivyas and are absolutely
found in the Lord. Thus, having resorted to Bhavadharmas

such as Sabdatva and others, how can the Nirguna=Srutl deny
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147

i
'o£ di§card other Bhavadharmas. It is riot possible, Like, '
where there is a pot it is not proper to deny its presence.360 =
Thus, all other Srutl-passages that declare the Bhavadharmas
of the lord such as Sarvajhatva and others become Upajlvva
to g;gggga-érutia Therefore, this Nirgupa-S$ruti cannot deny
them, The Prakrtagupas are those, that are with changes,
seen in'tpe'JIyés’aﬁd not in Brahman. So this Srutl proclaims
| ,tﬁat Prgkgtagupas are not ‘there in Bralman, It does not deny
?hSQééhanmag of Brahman such as Sarvajfatva ‘and others, that

are Aprakrta. So as other Srutis would become ppaijYas%ﬁl

|I v \ . S R [ P 1 1

real, they also declare the auspiclous attributes of Brahman.
") . ‘L, i g ¢ t . ¢

And hence, Vyavaharikatva ‘cannot be attributed to both Srutis

and Gunas of Brahmaé.

BHAVA OR POSITIVITY IS PREFERRED TO_ABHAVA OR NEGITIVITY

1

The ___ggpaéruti is suppcsed to be a Sruti that gilves
the sense of Abhava or negation, absénce and hence it is
called Abhgvaéruti.: and the other Srutis that comvey the
senserof Bhava,existence, presence are known to be Bhava-
‘érutis, '

’

s

The Nirguna$ruti is & denoter of Abhavadharmas and
others are of BhE&éﬁharmas.’ among these two types of Dharmas,
it is better to get retained Bhavadharmas of the Lord,

Moreover, scholars éay that there is difficulty in respect of
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Abhava. It means, it 1s a difficult task to prove the Abhava-
dharmas in Brahman, whereas it is easy to prove the Bhava-

dharmas in Brahmaﬁ.362

, In the text Neha nanasti kincana, the term Kincana

conveys the sense of Bhgva,VEGyatyg and Bodhyatva of some

kind, So really speaking, there is no scope and possibility
to accept oﬁly abhavadharmas in Brahman, So admitting
Abhavatva to that Sruti, becomes self-contradictory, As
Bodxgrtha is real, the Bodhaka8ruti is also real (unsublated),
As the Sruti is beginningless and eternal, its meaning is
also eternal and beginningless. So Bhavaguna is to be

363

admitted as real.” . The Sruti Neha nanasti kincana 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-
closing the Vedas,ltaﬁght them to others. Then the Srutls such
as ‘Neha nand...' and others, being absent, would not have
conveyed any meaning. Further, the absence of that would
be a severe defect in the form of Svarﬁgahgni (self-destruction?f’4
Therefore, Dharmin must be taken for granted, otherwise
Brahman would cease to be there, The term Tha, in that Sruti

establishes Satyatva of Brahman,



~ I£ the Bodhaka‘sentence is regarded as VXavaharika-sagxa
or empirically real, then xarBrahman will have to become
an\raharika-sag.xa. Aceording to the Advaita, ng\raharikau

satya means, ultimately total negation (absence). Thus,

Brahman Himself becomes totally negated. 363

A;d if the é;ggi does‘notwimpgqt real knowledée, ic
hecomes Atattvavedaka. Then hcw can it be the destroyer of
Avidza? Therefore. if Brahman is aqcepted and declared as
real, then. the éruti, which gives the knowledge of Brahmen,
~should also ke taken as real, 6? Aﬂégggi«pf superimpo sed
reality canﬁot convey or describe real Brahman just as a
barxen woman (a woman of superimposed womanness) cannot
beget aﬁy children. 50, it is to be admitted that Nirguna-
éruti denies only Prak;ta~gunas in Brahman. Therefore,
Vadixaja asserts that.“_gggna-éruti, being- attracted by the
auspicious, supreme’and extra-ordingry'personality of the
‘Lord, does not deny:the Bﬁﬁvarﬁpadharmas, whereas hy\diSCard-

367

ing the Prakrtaﬁgunas. it glorifc, the Jdord,. In this way

Bhava is preferred to Abhava.

iexposn:com OF THE NIRGUNA-SRUTT &RuTIo08

x y i
t f

On accepting the AdVaita view, there appears contradic=-

tion among the Sruti texts. “E;g., the Srutls EkamevidvitIyam

368A

Tattvamasi and 'the like, and the Nirgupna Sruti, since
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conveying the sense of Bhava and Abhava respectively bacome
contradictory to each other. The text Ekamevadvitlyah indi=
cates Ekatva-dharma, whereas the Nirgunas-5ruti debars all
the Dharmas in Brahman, If the Nirgupa-$ruti is regarded
as Pramana or valid then the EkamevadvitIyah S$ruti becomes
Apramapa or invalid, Then the intended oneness of identity
would not result,abg If the Bkamevadvitlyah Sruti is
regarded as valid, then the Nirgupa-Sruti becomes invalid,
and that will prove supremacy, Gupapurnatva and the like of
Brahmaﬁ. And again the intended oneness or identity would
not be there. So on account of mutual contradictlion, the

Sruti passages of both the types seem t be invalid (sublated),

The ceonnotation 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 Paﬁkaja‘is not taken to mean a £rog,
but the usage of éhe learned reveals that the term denotes
‘lotus'. In the same way, the word Suvarna cannot mean
‘fire’ on adcount of Yaugikartha-possessing dazzling
brilliance.' So }gnoring the understanding of the usage
of the learned it is not proper to accept the Yougikartha

viz., devoid of éupas to the term Nirguna, According to

the Advalta, there can be no usage that aims at Brahman
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370 e term Nirgupa

is primarily used in Brshman. And for this, there is support
371

since Brahman is not Yacya by any words.

of the usages in Srutis and Smrtis.
Therefore, the meaning of the words when employed to
convey a certaln 'objéct, 1s 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 teaching quality, etc., in case of a welghty
object (stone etc.) and’also in respect of variegated. So
the be;sicz features are to be taken into account when a woxd
© is to be employed to convey\ certain objects, . In the same
way, the term g:j._._r_g_gfxg, when employed to Brahman, with res-
triction, denies pi’;e ‘three Prakrta~gunpas and not the other
innumerable auspiqi?t;s Gupas as in Kanyakanudara. Here,
Anudara does not mean that the girl has no waist but it

conveys that she has a very slender waist. 372

+
'

1

So depending o;x the context, the meaning of the term
d:}:ffe;s, The term _:ly_i_i;g_x_xp.g, when employed to describsl' an
-ordinary man, it may give the sense of absence of Sadguna
in that man, and 1f the same word, when applied to Loxd
Brahman = an embogl;!.inent of auspicious qualities it gives
the sense of the absence of Pr'é‘kgta—gunas and not Aprakrta=-

gunas. 373
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ggggggANME;Ns'bEvozn OF THREE GUNAS ACCORDING TO THE BHAGAVATA
| Lord Hari is totally disassociated from Prakrti and

Pr3krta-tattva, Hence, He alone can be called Nirguna., He,

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

means by Lord's grace, he, being released of the Brakrii-

bandha, will attain Mukii. Thus, Loxd Hari is glorified as

y;_i_:;:_g_gpg_ in the Bh'@‘ a;vata. Hence, on account of' the .absence

‘ o:E three material qtialities and being embodied with all the

auspicious Gupas. He (denoted by ("the _ggg_gna-éruti) is

| Brahman: who 1s absolutely § dha.‘w4 When the devotee with

His grace gets released from the bondage (Prakrti constitute~ .

:l.ng t.hree Gupas- Satt\ra, &q_j_qg and Tamas) and attains

Mukti., (sta'c.e of t-.he absence of the effect of three Gunas)

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

-tion of three C?'upas )? ?vhfen Ri\(er; Gahga, since tgucping the

hol;r feet of the lord, has bgc;ome polf afxd pure to all, how

375

then the loxd be im;:oure? - asks Vadiraja.

And moreover, the description of Muktd is Nirquna has
" to mean- beyond tr.tn:lty (free from three Gupas),  If it is
interpreted as devoid of any Guna, then no body would long

for and try.for such Mukti,>7°

%Z’h”‘"tha avata, undoubtedly states that Lord Hari is

irguna on acgount of. the abgsence of three Gunas. And the
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same term is also applied to Muktas secondarily, since they

too, £or attaining Muktil, are freed £rom three Gupas.377

Further, Vadiraja discusses the topic in most appeal=-
ing and different manner. $§iva has Prakrta form and his
worship will become the cause material wealth (progress).
‘Lord Hari has Aprakria or extra~ordinary form and His
worship would become the cause Aprakrta fortune (Moksa).
This also proves that the Lord Hari is Aprakyta means
Triguna-Sunya. The f@_p_:;:al_:;_ga;_forgn of the lord is of the
nature of Cit only., And ghis[ form 1s Satya and Nitya. Hence,
Aprakrta qua}.:j.tieaﬂ%gqh as Sarvajhatva (Omniscience),

. SarvaSaktitva (Omni‘:pqtegcg)'qf the Lord are eternal. They

378

will never get subléted. So the Nirguna should be under=-

stood as devold of three Prakrta Gunas.
| ‘ .

THE SENSE OF ABSENCE OF QUALITIES' LEADS TO MUTUAL CONTRA~
— -pmerown

- -

In_(i;he same coht.ext.?'?@‘ (6th Chapter Sve.Up.) the term
Sarvavid denotes Omniscience?sc‘f Likewise Ekah, Devah, and
S3kgi etc. are the words found in the same passage, that
declare lLord Brahma:n .as Sagupa (hav\ing Sadgupas or auspilclous
qualities). When all the words give the sense of Sggunatva,
it is ﬁpréper to deny the Gupas in Brahman by a single word

Nirguna of the same sentence. Otherwise, there arises mutual
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1

contradiction among the words of the same sentence.agl

i

If
Eko' devah of that sentence is to be supposed as Anuvada381A
(secondaxy) then on the same ground, the Nirguna-word
should also be considered as Anuvada., Therefore, in the
same sentence, this is not corzect to have suchidiscrimina~
tion, ,Moreofer, a single word of a sentence cannot deny

1

the purport of other words of the same sentence,

’

b

So, 1lf the termb_égggpa is taken to mean as devoid of
all qualities, theg; Ekatva. too. £éing a quality, is to be
denied, Thus, _igggpa, iﬁ understood as absence of quali=-
ties, leads to mutual contradiction‘ Ekatva.‘Devatva etc. .
are the qualities denoted by that verse, Among all these
qualities, preferriéﬁtthe 6nly~one quallty, that is Ekatva?
if other qualities ére‘denied~accoung of the term Nirguna
therein; then it beéomes as good és saying that there is
difference in the homogeneous delicious food of the same
vessel. So, if other Gunas are to be denied. then the
Ekatva should also be denled. All the qualities conveyed
by the terms, f£rom Eka to Kevala. are to be taken into
‘account, As the term Nirguna cannot deny the Ekatva, 1t
" also cannot deny 6tﬁer-6ugas conveyed by the intervening

terms of that sentence,
1

The Iord incarnated Vedavyasa does not admit the
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negation of even a single Gupa, In the Brahmasutra, He
states- "Sarvadharmopapatte&ca,” which clearly declares
that the lord is an embodiment of unlimited qualities and

is devoid of all dem;erits. The &rutis are to be interpreted
in accordance with the Sutras. 2And these Sutras, composed
by Vedavyasa, admit ausplcious qualities of the lord and

never deny them, 382

THE SRUTI WORDS, SINCE CO DHARMA~VIDHAYAKA SENSE, ARE
- | 'Maniﬂ iPo"'WEﬁUL

All the words of thls Srutl gtate one or the other
meritorious qualities of Brahman, Therefore, they are more
powerful, If the _r_x_.’;._ prefix, con';reying the sense of negation
in the term _I_\_T_:E._;:_q_g_gg,' is separated and added to all the wordsp
of that _$_§_!_.,t_t_:§.’_-text %n’dependently then Ekatva would be no more,
And 1f it is not diésolved‘and not added to others, then
there 1s no (meaning) sense in saying that lt protects the

Ekatvadharma and defzies all other Dhamas.383

t
-

THE $RUTIS ARE NOT ANUVADAKAS>S4

The Advaitins hold that certain passages of the Sruti
are Anuvadskas, me,.z::e repetitions and hence fit to be rejected.
If this is so, then there must be some indicative terms such
as 'g_g_g', 'Pat’ and' the like, But such indicative terms
are rot there in this Nirguna Sruti. So the words of this

!
i
i
i
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Srutl or the whole passage cannot be considered as Anuvadaka.
The presence of indicative terms may be found where there
are both Anuvada and Nisedha in only one sentence or passage.
Otherwise.gg is used separately in difference sentence.385
To declare certain data as Anuvadita, it must have been
already conveyed by some other Pramanas. There, the question
of negation does not arlse. If Nisedhakatva is understood

by the word Nirguna, then all the Dharmas of that sentence,
includ;ng‘Ekatva become invalid, When' the Dharmas are
Anuvadita (invalid) then those need not be negated by the
Nirguna word, Thus, .on either grounds, the gggedhakatva is
' not the intended and suitable meaning of the Nirguna word

g —

in this context, In this way, there arises the defect of

mutual depepdence,ssé

. And even 1f the term Nirguna is
unde;;tood as rejecting the Guna, it cannot deny the Dharmas
~such as Ekatva and others, It is t0 be questloned whether
the Anuvﬁdi;a Dharmas (Sagunatva ete,, according to the
advalta) are conveyed by the Pramanas other than the Vedas
or by the Advalta or by Veda-Pramapnas? Let the Dharmas be
_conveyed by any means, the Anuvadakatva c¢annot be conveyed
%g@ attributed to that. Because, the qualities of the Lord
such as Sarvajhatva and the like, are eternally conveyed by

the Vedas.Too?

So they need not be conveyed by any other
Pramapas. Therefore they cannot be called the Anuvadita
Dharmas. If these Dharmas stand conveyed by the $ruti, then

aiao these cannot be rejected by the Nirguna Sruti, Whatever
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is gonveyed by one section of the Sruti, cannot be rejected
by another section of the same Sruti. Otherwise, the very
validity of the Srutl gets affected.. So the Anuvadakatva

cannot be established in respect of the Saguna passages.387

Further, the Ekatva and the like, are unaféected even
when they are accrued with Anuvadakatva. In such case, they
'ccnvey the object,of knowledge as it is, Hénce, it will not
Pecome invalid, agnirhimasza bhee_i__ conveys that £ire
'destroys sSnow. This fact becomes well-known and £irm by
this statement, SO the Anuyedakatvarwill not cause aqy haxm

388 Because, 1t has conveyed what is conf irmed

to 'the purport.
by direct observation. So the Anuvadakatva has nothing to
do with negation.‘ Thus, the _ﬂgggpa Srutd will not deny or
reject the Bhavagunas such as arvajnatva and the like of

389

Brahman conveyed by other érutis. So the éruti opines

that all the Gupas of the Lord are 8vabhavika and hence the

}
question of denying them does not arise.390

The Gunas of
the Lord cannot be considered as EZavaharika, since, even
before creation, all these Gunas were there as they are even
today. The eternal Veda proclaims them as eternal.39QA So
Vyavaharikatva cannot be ascribed to these éupas that are
unsublated for ever. The éruti'_gégg Brahmavistltah tavati
vak 3908

less end eternal. The Srutis are itya, that means they get

clarifies that both Brahman and Sruti are beginning-
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manifested from the Lord at the time of creation. So the
creation is manifestatlon in respect of the Vedas. Therefore,
all the Srutls are Satya and Nitya, The Nirguna Sruti, hence,
denies the Prakrta-dharmas that are different from the Nitya-
dhamas of the Lord such as Kartrtva, Bhoktrtva and Phala-
ditrtva etc, Hence, it is to be admitted that the term

Ni;guﬁa does not belittle or reject other Sruti passages.

_ Here Vadiraja quotes some Srutis and the statements
of the Bhagavata in defence of Guna-declaration, These state-

ments clearly state that Lord Brahman is Sarvagupaparipﬁrp§£

possessing al} the good'Qualities, There is no limit so
far as His ocean of qualities is concerned. Even thousand
faced Sega cannot count His auspicious qualities, Thus,
all these_statg@ents establish the Anantatva (infinity) of

the auspiclous qualities of the Lord.391

Further, if the Sruti words are dissolved as Kevalah

and Anirguggggg then the purpose will serve very easily.

The expressive meaning will remailn unhaxmed., It conveyes
uncontradictory and unsublated sense as Brahman is not devold
of qgualities, This explanation also removes the mutual

contradiction and proves the Ekav§52§€5.392
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THE ADVAI'ITA INTERPRETATION393 ,IS SELF~-CONTRADICTORY

Mow, if 1t is argued that the passage Kevalo nirgunabca
(Sve,Up,) denies all the Gupas, then it will lead to the
rejection of Jiiana, Znanda and the like of Brahman. If
Brahman is understood as of the nature of Jhana, Ananda
and the like the Nirguna Sruti, if understoo;i aecording to

the Advaita, will also reject these Dharmas when interpreted

as above, 394 g the Dharmags - Jfana, Ananda and the like

are said to be identical w.'l.th Brahman, then on the same
ground Gunas (Dharmas) such as ajnatva and the like,

re also to be understood as Mentical with Brahman. The

394A

$ruti Neha nanasti kifcana™ . denies the Aifference between

’Bre‘than a'njd His qua}.it.?.es. So let: there be Abheda hetween
/the}ord and His qualities,??s There 1s no impropriety in
this. The Nirguna mkrej@cts the _qua{lities that are not
identical with Brahman. So the Gupatva and Ekatva can be
present in Bramman,>2® As the above Sruti - Neha n3nd...
directly rejects the Bheda, there 1s no possibility to think
of the Bhed3bheda in Brahman, The Gupatva and Ekatva may

ba present': in Brahman at the same time and it is possible

with the help of the Viéegg.a%A

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

-
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is possible in Brahman. In the Bhagavata, the lLord declares
Himself as Ananta. He clarifies that each Guna is complete
in itself and unlimited and it is cognized as Ananta by Him.
Thus, the Gunanantys of the Lord refers.to each quality.397
All this is possible with the help of the Visesa, which is
also called ﬁheﬁégratinidhi since lt assists for Bheda-
vyavahara where, really speaking, there is no Bheda at all.398
The Brahmasutra- Atmani caivém vigcitrasca hi (II-i-29) states
that the Brahman is endowed with this ViSega~power that
ascertains the Gunahantya of Brahman without any contradic-

tion.sggA ‘

THE SARVAJNATVA AND THE LIKE ARE ALSO BE&I’MASVAR?JPA
The Advaitins contend that Sarvajnatva of Brahman is

Sopadhika (conditional). And whatever is Sopadhika is not
absolutely real;BgaA Becauge, to galn Sarvajhatva, the know=
ledge of the whole-world is necessary. When the world is
caused by Mithyopadhi, the knowledge of that should also be
caused by Mithopadhi. So the Sarvajfiatva (an attribute of
having the knowledge of Mithya-world) being Sopadhika and
limited, it cannot become identical with the nature of Brahman
which is Nirupgdhika (unconditional - unlimited).

But Vadiraja argues that the world cannot be Mithva, or

Sopadhika, It is not caused by any Upadhi. The world is
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real, Its reality is conveyed by the Srui;:l.s.3 So the

Sarvajfatva is not Sopadhika. And both, the Sarvajnatva

and the nature ©f Brahman could be stated as one and the
sam@.4°° The Mithyatva of the Advaitins is self-imagined

and superimposed, If there-is any doubt regarding the
reality of the world, then why not the same case regarding

the 'unreality of the world, Thus, thié viewwof mutual contaa~
diction about the reality of the wcrldltéersonal views of
different sects) will not affect and harm the Sarvajhatva

of Brahman, which 15 conveyed and proved by the Srutls, 01

’Furﬁher, the identity of the world with Brahman cannot
be stated on the basis of éhe'identity of Brahman and

Sopadhika Sarvajhatva, since both Sarvajnatva and the world
are Sopadhika. ‘

Moreover, their view is also unsound, Because, the
knovledge of a pot 'ls of Manortipa, but the pot itself is
not of Manorupa. The pot is outside and mind 1s inside, 401A
In the same way, the knowledge of the whole world (Sarvajhatva)
is of the nature of Brahman and not of the world. Further,
the knowledge of the world (may be nggza égcording to the
Advaita) is real as the knowledge of the silver in the
conch-shell and 6£ the serpent in the rope is real, since

it is cognized by the égkqgg. In the same way, though the
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world is held to be Mithya, the knowledge of that need not
}be so, Therefore, there is nothing wrong ln considering
Sarvajnatva as identical with the Bragmasvai:'ﬁp_a._ 402 If it is
argued that on account of the Mithyatva of the world, the
knowledge of that also is to be taken to mean Mithya, then
why can't the oﬁj@qt of real knowledge be considered as
'¥eal., As the knowledge of Brahman is real, the objects
(world eta.) of His knowledge, should also be treated as

403 Phe knowledge of Brahman is real and Yathartha,

404

real,

so the Objects relatéd to that knowledge are also real,

Further, Vadiraja questions regarding the Sopadhika~
‘Saéﬁajﬁatva itself, 'Is it mixed with the world caused by
the Upadhi or is it only termed or. indicated by the Upadhiz
If it is admitted that the Sarvajhatva is mixed with the
world caused by the Upadhi, then it is as good as saying
that thers is no sérVajﬁaEVa, since the very Upadhi in the
Advaita, is Mithya. .
N A

Secondly, the Sarvajfiatva 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
Sarvajfiatva of Brahman is.identical with Brahman. Further,

4
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if the knowledge related to the Mithya object is taken to
mean Mithya, then the knowledge of Brahman too, is to be
regarded as Mithya since having as its object, the Mithya
world, Then it amounts to {“saying that Brahman too is
Mithya, According to the Advaita, the knowledge of Brahman
has delusion, But in the Siddhanta, this defect is not
there, Because, Lord Brahman h@g the knowledge of. the real

world, So.He is of the nature of real JﬁZna.405

Thus, the
.. Saxvaijhatva of Brahman becomes unsublated and this in turn
suggests ;hat all the Dharmas of the Iord are of His very
nature, With the help of the VibesasGunagunitva, Ekatva-

406

angkatva ete,, are possible in the Brahman, Therefore,

like Sukha, all the qualities are identical with Him. %07

The Advaitins deglare that the Brahman is of the nature
of Jhanananda. They do not contend that the Brahman alone
is there and not the Jfiana and Ananda, So also there is
nothing wrong in dgclaring that the Brahman 1s of the nature
,0of unlimited qualities. And all these qualltles are identi-
cal with the Brahman. There is no charm.and reason to
lessen and limit the number of guallties in the Brahman,

. So Gupata, Gunita, Sukhitd and Sukhata are all possible in
the Brahman. They are not contradictory. The Sruti-
Vi jnanamanandam Brahma?072 states that the lord is of the

nature of Jiiana and Ansnda. And the Sruti- Anandah brahmano
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vidvanéo?B

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

408 hus, vijnana, Ananda

)

and Gunita are also established.
etc., convey the presence of innumerable gualities in the
.Brahman and not.merely the Svar uEa of Brahman., Though they

are 1dentical with the Brahman, with the hslp of the concept

,of‘Viéesa, they are liable also for Bhedagxavahara. 409

In this way, the Nirggga-éruti will also not cauée any harm

i

to other Sagun a-érutis. but negates only the vicious quali-

4

ties~ Prak;ts qualities in Brahman.

3

THE REFUTATION OF AKHANpARTHAVADA@OQA

~The Advaitins opins that ths sruti passage~ Satyam

jﬁan 4093 is
the question— Kim Brahma. Therefore ths above Sruti passage

Svaruggmatragara. It may be an answer to

gives ths,é;ﬁgpQgg%Eg,\ But this is not.correct. Because in
an exa@pls- Kabcandrah (who 1is moon?), the qusstion is asked
to know the specilal fsatures of the moon. Ons may be knowing
already the moon as an illuminating object of the galaxy.

But to know more gbout the ‘moon i.e,, its special fsatures,
he asks that question, Therefoxe, it is not an ordinary
guestion but it 1s a particular question -(Dharmavacaka) i.e.,
the question is- *What are the special features of the moon?

.Who is possessing the candratva? and so on.410 If the

ty



question is meant o refer to Svarupa only, it may be taken
to mean as Candra only by nature, but that 1s not wanted,

It 'ls something more that is enquired into, l.e,, the speclal
features '0of the moon,.

In ‘the same way Kith Brahma 1is not an ordinary question
related to Syarupamatra. Here.also, to know the special
features of the Brahman, the question is asked. So the
Sruti~ Satyah jhanahi., is a reply which is.the relevant
Laksapavakya, And:this Laksanavskya states the special
features of the Brahman such as Satyatva, Jhanatva that are

not found elsewhere, It declares that all these Dharmas are
i:omplete.qfu - I£ it is taken to mean Svarupasmatrapara, then
there would.have been only one term and not more temms.

'In that.case, other terms would become useless.412

By way

of _I._-_a_}_:ggp_'af it is not befitting to say that Satya is ‘other
than Asatya,’ Jhana stands for 'other than Ajfisna' and

Ananda stands for ‘other than Dubkha,' In such case, in the
oft-quoted passage 'Gafigayah ghogah, the. term Gahga will have
to mean ‘not Agahga' instead of the bank (IIra) as understood
by one and all., Then both Gafiga and Laksya-bank appear to be
conveyed by ;-_q}sg_qpé which is absurd. In fact, the terms Satya
and the like convey the Dharmas of Satyatva and the like of
the Brahman. The term Satya itself negates the posslbility

of Asatya.. These terms dlrectly convey the Dharmas of

~
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Satyatva and the like which is the primary meaning of those

terms. The Laksyartha (secondary meaning) is taken into

account only when Mukhyartha (primary meaning) gets sublated.413

The basic fact is, without Mukhyartha, there cannot be
Lakgxgrtha.414 The Adyaitins may say that the Brahman, though
not having Satyatva, is not Mithya being of Sadrupa. But this

is not correct because, without Sa:xatva thexe cannot be

Sadrugatva.414§

having Sat atva, should also be taken o mean Sgdruga. The

t
Sgtzatva and the Sadruggtva go together always. And wherever
[} } *
there is no Satzatva, there is no Sadrugatva. Therefors, to
- ‘} f

admit Sadrugatva 1n the Brahman, the Satxatva must be accepted.

Otherwise horns of the rabig, though not

Otherwise, th° Brahman cannot be of the Sadruga as a head,

hen shaved, is deprived of hair.415

¢ v *
) '
' + t
¢ ‘ i N .

Y‘;ﬁuip %s‘said’thét the term Satya conveys the Brahman by
;ggg '; the£ there must be something else to be Vacya and
Jreal (by which the Brahman is implied and suggested). and
that real could e the world. So if the Brahman becomes

111‘1

&é$§2_ -lsgconéarg mgap;yq{'then the world becomes Vacya
}primégfimegﬁéng{g‘ﬂThgs. the Egggggg_of Fhe‘AQVQ%t;pS promises
éo guéraﬁfee two real:thingshr world’and Brahman, &and this
Laksita Brahman, becoming real, will not give up the Satyatva
of its own.f So conveying of Satxaﬂva and the like is

3
: §

inevi ta_ble .
. t
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Likewise, if. the Sruti- 2_:;.;&;i:'\re.ma:s:1.4‘1‘6 is treated as

Svarupamatra ara, then the Aikya cannot be termed in Brahman

since according  to the Advaita as the Brahman is devoid of

all the Dharmas, this Alkyadharma too, cannot be traced there,

When the Alkyadharma is not_ there, identity of Brahman and
Jiva is not possible, Thus, this Sruti conveys the primary

sense Bheda.417

.. 80 hexe ‘the Laksana is not meant as conveying the
secondary meaning, but the tg}.'fn Laksana refers to special
or extra~ordinary features of Brahman., That means it conveys
the Dharma such as Satyat3, Jfianats and Anantata.

Even if the Advaltins deny the Dharmas such as Satyatva,
Jhanatva etc., their intended Akhandartha is not proved and
establistged’and Sakhandatva is not dropped. Because, - the
advaitins may negate the Dharmas viz, , Satyatva and the like,
bm): cannot deny Lakgyatva, Amukhyarthavisayatva and the like.
These Dharmas are unaffected even at 'the negatlon of Satyatva
etc.‘l“?e In fact, Akhandatva is also a Dharma. If thls too
is negated, with a vieWw to declare Brahman as Nirdharmika,

_then_ Sakhandatva occurs automatically. Because, Abhava

(negation) of Akhandatva means Sakha:;xglatva.419

’

3
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EXPOSITION OF THE CONGEPT VISESA

“The relation between substance and attributes s one of
the 'intriguing problems of philosobﬁy; It ﬁas well=high taxed
the ingenuity and' resources of philosophers in the East and
in the West, Madhva s contribution to the solution of ‘this
problem is both original and significant. He has actually'
contributed a\new;idea, the concept of Vibegas = to the treat-
ment of this philosophical problem. \I% is an outstanding
discovery df his, Madhva accepts a relation of 'colourful

identity (Saviéesabheda)in respectrof coessential attributes

and digference—cum-identity (Bhedabheda) in the case of tran-
sient attributes, N ‘ f |

L__gpdite bheda aigx ca: sxadvastu na bhedavat{TV)
He 'has 'thus 'made a striking efforts to rise above the ‘'dualism’
of substance and attributes and combine them into a homoge-
neous whole that admits. however, of ;ogical conceptual and
' linguistic distinction, wherévef necessary, thro' the self-
differentiating eapaeity of subséadcés themselves, to be known

as “Visegas, 420

Ik is beculiei chatacteristic of things which makes the

talk of difference possible’ where. really speaking, there

exists only identity.420A ‘ '

PR

The concept Vibega is an unlimited power of Lorxd 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
Bhedavyavahara. This Vi&esa conjoins and distinguishes the
attributes £6r Bhedagxavahﬁra and it éoes not spoil the420B
very nature and ldentity of ﬁhe attributes of the Brahman.,
'And it does not refer to and conjoin the attributes that are
of opposlte nature such as Baddhatva, Muktatva since they
spoil the very nature and greatness of Brahman, This Visesa,
though it 1s one of the Gunas (or is included in Gupas), its

21

function goes on without any obstacle.4 With the help of

this Vibesa, presence of the attributes of mutual contradic-

tion is possible in the Brahman such as Aputva (atomic form),

422

Mahattva (universal form) and the like, such wonderful

attributes such as Apima-mahima, Gsrima-laghima are present
in the Brahman as a mark of Hls unlimited treasure of auspi=

clous qualitles. This Vifesa also establishes the identity

of the Brahman with His each unlimited Guna, This conveys
the Nityatva to the Iord's Bala, Jhana, Kriya and the like.
The concept ViSesa may be defined as~ "that extra~ordinary
power of Brahman as His nature that fulfills the need of
Bheda-vyavahara where there is no Bheda at all; and also
infinity of the attributes individually." Here the function
of Bheda by Vifesa is ristricted to that which is conveyed

by the Sruti, Therefore, it is to bé understood that it
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does not serve the purpose of ldentitying Duhkha, Jiva and

423

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

with the Brahman, we do not require any other ViSesa, lest
that may lea& to endless regression, lt proves of its identity
with the Brahman itself and not with the help of another

Visesa. So it is gvanirvahaka like a lamp, that reveals

other objects and does not require another lamp to get

"itself revealed.424

Ic is SVanirvahaka, means self=-competent,
self-expliééble and self-rélated for dealing. It is nothing
but an intrinsic power, peculiar. and partlcular of regpective

424a The qualities of Brahman are not dilfferent from

objects.
Him, But these are referred ta as distinguished through
this y_i_.égg._g_. This is the real purpose of Visesa.

The Gupas are the véryAnature of ggn;g. So the Vibesa,
being a gggé. is the very nature of the Bra@man and hence
establishes the'iéent;ty of them and distingulshes the same
for the sake of usage. lFor the sake of usage as Guna of the

Brahman, the Vifesas is accepted that playing the role of the

rebresentativéhoﬁ'Bheda, assigts for usage on one hand and

" establishes the identity of Brahman and His Gupas on the other?ZQB
The incarnations of the Loxd such as 'Rama, Krgna and the like
‘are not aifferent £rom Him. All are identiéaljfin nature:g24c
In the same way . the unlimlted auspicious gualities of the

Lord Narayapa such as ajﬁatva etc., are identical with
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each other and are present even in incarnations, The unlimited
forms and innumerable qualities are ldentical. There is no

mutual Bheda among the forms and qualities of the Loxd, 425

It can be stated that, the ViSesa too is conveyed by

the Sruti. Because, the éx_la_t;._i_. states that the Brahman 1s
Gupapiirna, GunaviSista and there is no difference between

, Suna and Gunin, Explicitly it appears contradictory -and
fhllogical. But for conveying the real import of the Veda,

all these three are grouped togethfer'in sense (ViSesa, Guna
.and Gunin)., And for that, the ViSesa 'is to be admitted which
successfully accomplishes this function. With the help of
this Visega, difference-in~identity and identity-in-difference
could be conveyed. Identity can be estiab;!.ished with reference
to Gunatva and Gupitva in the Iord like Sukhs and the like.

It means Sukha, Jnsna etc., are the very nature of Brahman.
The V3cyatvarupa gupa of these is conveyed .and Gunagunibhava

426

is thus possible with the strength of Vifess. The Sruti-

Y.:-z1:110:5!ak.axmf.,.'4'2,6A stating the Brahman as possessing unlimited

N attribqtes, negates the difference thereof, So this very
Sruci conveys the Visesa, described above in d@t'.a:!,:l.."g’?‘7

So to prove the validity of this Sruti, the Visesa should be
admitted in the Brahman as His Svarupabakti that indeed
dispels the coritq:agliqtion being seen in the expliclt appearance

of Gunagunibhava, identity of the Gupas 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 suqh conéept which is
termed Bhedapratinidhi (playing the role of the representative
of differxence). This is also required to relate the plurallty

with regard to the attributes of same object.428

Jayatirtha
says that these Vifesas are innumerable subject to manifold

and innumerable dealings and usages.429

7

II. SUDDHISAURABHA

NIRDOSATVA OF THE LORD IN HIS MULARUPA AND IN AVATARAROPAS

In the Gunasaurabha the Gupapurpatva of the Lord Narayapa
was established, In thils $uddhisaurabha, the Nirdosatva of
the Lord is éstablished, 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 bacomes an unworthy
act to refer to biemishes or flaws of Lord Hari, who is Ever~
free from all demerits. He is Nirdogsa beiﬁg endowed with
innumerable ausplclous qualities;430 And whatever seems to
be a defect in ordinary persons need not be‘a defect in the
great. The Lord destroying the whole creéted 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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Samprajfatasamadhi but it seems not sinful in case of those
who are in deep meditation or Asamprajhatasamadhi. 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 Loxd is Acyuta
havipglnqqdemerits.43} It ls saild, lord NErEyaga, during ' -
Pralaya, sleeps on.a leaf:; But that leaf exists without

any tree, When there is such greatness {30 ") in the

, case of the leaf at Pralaya then what to say about the
greatness of the Lord who sleeps on that.432 The Loxd has
no birth and death., He is eteinal. Because, birth and
death are also a type of Dogas as they exist in the bound
souls, But lord Harl is an Eternally Liberated Supreme Soul.
The absence of pre-exlstence may be the cause of effect in
case of others, But the lord is an exception to thils as He
is Eternally Existent. Even during Pralaya He is not destro-
yed. So there is no absence of pre-existence in the lord,
Thus, He lg not born like others;433 There 1ls no cause

as such for lord's birth, since He is not born. The four-
faced Brahmz is born out of Lord's navel and god 5iva is
born of His wrath, but the Lord is not at all born from any
gsource., It means, there is nothing that could be thought

434

of as the cause of His birth, When thers is no cause,

no effect. (birth) as such can result. The presence of the
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Lord, during the Pralaya, justifies that even when everything
ip 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 Loxrd is Apurna since He, in

. the beginning, tends towards the creation of @hia universe,
But this argument is not tenable since this inclination
towards creation ig for the sake of others and not for His
,sake like the oyerf;gwingtof the water from a tank is to
irrigate the adjacent ;ands,an@ not for its own benefit,

In the‘same way, the Loquengages ;n the‘g;eation etc.,
with a view tw glve different states goidifferent soulsﬁ435
(Moksa, Svarga and Naraka). Lord Narayana has no digpleasure
and delusion., He is an embodiment of bliss and knowledge.

436

Therefore, neither is He sorrowful nor deluded. The

displeasure and the like happen as a result of the misdeeds

437 But as the loxd is

and the like in one's past life,
. hever born, thexe is no quest;on of His past life and per-
formance of misdeeds and the like. He neither gets prospéred
nor degraded by any actlon, since His engagement in activity,
is not for Hls own sake,%38 but with a view to bless the
devotees, He gets engaged in multifarious actlvities., We
learn that the lord, in His incarnation of Krgpna, has eaten

butter, drunk milk and so cn. But by this, we 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 lLord, being
eternally liberated, cannot have elther hunger or thirst.
And likewlse the Lord is independent., Although He sits on
Garuda and moves, He is not dependent, Because, when the
whole earth was drowning lnto water, the Lord lifted it up
and. at’ that time, there waé‘neitherjgggggg ror others to
support Him. So His sitﬁiﬂg on Garuda etc., is only to
favour them by receiving devotional service from them. 1In

' His several Incarnations, some activities of the Lord may

" appear as ‘Af 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 Krgpa form went to Anantasana
to bring back the child of a brahmin. For Him, ggtting back
sTta was not a great and impossible task. The fact is, as
the Lord is all=-pervasive, He &as thexe all the time with
sTta, even in Lahka. Even then Lord's variegated deeds

are to impart instruction regarding the’ behaviour to the

39 Although,

human beings as it 1s remarked in the BhEgavata.4
He killed Ravapa who was a brahmin, He did not gain any sin

by that. Because, at the end of the Yuga or age, He even
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swallows the creator Brahms, but He was not stained with
any sin. Therefore, there 1s no Brahmshatyadosa as such.
And His installing the Sivalifiga at RameSvara, is wo offer

a chance to god Siva to look at Setu and ¢o get rid of the

440

sin of Brahmahatya, caused by the cutting the £ifth head

of God Brahma. So at the reguest of 5iva, lord Rama installed
the éivalihqa there, And keeping friendship with Sugrlva is
also not defectful, King although capable, goes as if led

by the servant; Lord Rama, who is capable to take with Him

441

the creatures to the Brahmaloka, has no need to depend

v

upon others.,

t

Then Vadiraja deals with the Krgpnavatara and its Nir-
dogatva, lord Krspa is also free £yom birth and death.
Because, in His belly, all the worlds exist and they were

seen by His mother Yafoda as such., His showing the Brahmanda

in His mouth proves that He is besyond birth and death.44z

The holy mark of $xivatsa, which is there on the chest of

443 So Krsna

LR 2N

Lord Narayana, was seen on the body of Kisna.

is none other than lord V1§pu.44%

¢ \

The lord is not subject to Cheda, Bheda and the like.445

When Krspa showed His Vifvarupa to Arjuna, the latter saw
all the warriors of his enemy side, being elutched between

the teeth of Kyspa. So how can such a Lord be killed and

Ve
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cut off by the same warriorg. on the gn'x.*n:mcil.'4’4{6 Therefore,
He is Acchhedya and Abhedya., When Kysna came to Duryodhana
for the talks of compromise, Duryodhana intended to bind
him, but could net, So, Lord Harli is beyond and not subject
to destructlon like Cheda, Bheda, Bandhana ete. Thus, lord
Hari, in His incarnations, appears to be wéak and defectful,
But He is not so in reality. So, hls 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 wx::man.“’7

Here after, Vadiraja quotes from the scriptures to

substantiate what is proved above,

By thils, it is clear that the Loxd is free from all
demerits, He, who credits demerits to the lorxd, will become
sinful, The Lord, therefore, in his original form or in the
incarnated forms, is defectless. He lg Bllssful and Gupa-
purna. It means, He always enshrines with His intrinsic.

pure and bklissful nature.448

REFUTATION OF ADVAITA CONCEPT OF AJNANA

After cle;-xrin;; out the doubts regarding the Nirdosatva
of the Lord, Vadlraja takes up for criticism the Advaita
congept of Ajﬁ'ana.“g The Advailtins attribute—AjEEna or
nesclence to Brahman. They say that Brahman is the ASraya



134

{locus) and Visaya (object) of AfEna. *%° ana it is sala
that He, because of this, undergoes Sahsara (transmigration),
If all this is admitted, then Nlrdogsatva or defectlessness

of the ﬂord would become baseless,

Vadiraja states_éhat Bréhman can bé neither the ASraya
nor the Visaya of nesclence. By superimposition of A{Rana,
. only erroneous experience will result and that will lead to
attalning states like Jlvabhava. But the superimposition of
nescience én Brahman is lmpossible. Because, according to
the Advaita, superimposition is of two types: (1) Tadatmya-
éﬁ%g - mistaking one entity for another and (2) Dha:mEroEa -
mistaking the attributes of one entity as the attributes of
another entlty, mistaking the attributes of body such as

451

Sthiilatva, etc., as the attributes of the self. But

Brahman has no such erroneous experlence of two kinds, It
‘@annot be said “Ajﬁgnam Brégma9'-‘which means Ajfana cannot
be attributed to or transferred to Brahman saying "Brahma
Ajﬁgnam." Thus Aiﬁgnaroga is not possible in Brahman.452
and the experience as Ajhoham = "I am ignorant" involves

no superimposition. It is only the experience of Siddha-

jhi3na, %3

of neSclence in that, is regarded as superimposed, For this,

It may be superimposition only when assoclation

presence of nescienge must ke there somewhere before and

same is to be wrongly associated with Brahman by superimposing
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the attributes of that., But in the Advaita, there is mo
another gntity454 other than Brahman, which ¢an be the locus
and object; Presenge of nescience cannot be regardad as
superimposed. And in the Advaita, nescience is not a
different and independent entity. According to them, it

is Brahmabrita or assoclated with Brahman and not ﬁgzgérita.455
To have erroneous experience in Brahman, there should be
nescience before, then it is to be superimposed. The expres-
sion ﬁ;;aﬁ ignorant" may ba;ernogeous in him, who has no
nescience. Anﬁ'@p is not erroneous in him, who has mescience,
So, in the Advaita,fhjﬁgnasamsargﬁroga is not possible since,
nescience is already assqq;aggdﬂwlyh Brahman. So, there is
no question of sﬁperimpositiog_aa guch. And this assoclation
cannot be treated as superimposition, So, the expression-

"I am ;gno;ant“,is:nét erroneous one, The superimposition

of nescien&e m@éht be possible, if Brahman is considexed an
Adhara or substratum of nescienge and the attributes of
Adharstva (state of being. substratum) of Ain3na are seen.

But, the Advaita Brahman feels Itself as ‘It is ignorgnt.'

So the experience of ignorahcé is not all erroneous, Moreover,
"unless the superimposition af‘gescience is proved, the super-
Imposition of its associatlon cannot be proved and vice versa.
The superiﬁposition of nesaienqe in Brahman is not possible
since, nescience is not aﬁ independent and different entity.

S0, in the form of cognitlon "I am ignorant,” there is no
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456 In the

Aropa of Tadatmya, and Samsarga as shown above,
statement "I am ignorant,® if AjRanaropa ls accepted, then
there would be Apasiddhanta i.e., the very concept of their
Siddhgngg‘&ill collapsé. For, according to the Advaita,
nescience ls associlat@&d with the very nature of Brahman

and it is the root cause of the experlenced such as "I am
ignorant" etc., So how can either the nesclence or its

' assoclation be superimposed? The association of ﬁoé and

" @arth is not at all superimposed (not imagined). It is

real. 8o nesclence being p¥e§ent.yitb Brahman, is not
erroneous, but it is to be accepted as real and non-erroneouss>
And Brahman is declared as Nirdoga ox defégtless in the
Ad#éitam45§’ If association of nesclence is referred to

Brahman then the very Nirdosatva will ke no more. And
nescience cannot become erroneous to itself. It may cause
erroneous expgriénce such as pride etc., which are seen in

“the embodied soul. So it is evident that Ajnana is Jiva&rita
and not BrahmaSrita. Thus, (superimposition of nescience

in Brahman is'not tenable. The nesciende is eternal and

hence there 1s no first and second nesclence as such., Even

_if it is taken for granted, the latter does not become the

cause of the defect -of erroneous experiende to the former.

But, it may become the cauge of the ascertalnment of nesclence

459

" as in darkness. {Bhrama is possible, only when something

is understood in its absence, In the same way, erroneous
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imposition of nesalence or its assogiation is possible. As
shown above, the superimposition of Ajfiana is impossible.
All this has been said and thus proved that the Advaita
concept cf Ajnana remains unproved. Really speaking,.in
the eternity of Ajnana, it cannot become the cause of superw

imposition of latter Ajﬁana.460

Moreover, at the time of
the' ascertainment or apprehension (in the case of experience
as "I am ignorant), nescience canmot become the cause of
Bhrama (its superimposition)., Because, cause should precede
the effect. Ajfiana being a Dosa or defect, should give rise

461 But here, both nesclence

462

o Bhrama. {erroneous experience).
and erroneous experience become mutually cause and effect.
It means whenever there is nescience, there is apprehension
of erroncous experience and whenever there is erroneous
experience, there is nescience (defect). Thus, the view is
affected by Anyonyabraya-dosa or the fallacy of mutual
’dependence,463 Now the erroneousness cannot be said as born
‘of nesciencg because according to the Advailta, even this
erronecus experience of nesclence is cognized by Saksin, 8%
and this Saksin is eternal and unborn., So in "I am lgnorant,"
~£he knowledge of it, 1is cognized by eternal Saksin., 3nd this
experience is unborn and not erronsous., Whatever 1ls not born
of defect (nescience) is not erronecus experience.465 So,

the expression "I am ignorant" does not accept A nana as
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Brahmadrita, since thére is no any valid proof. But it is
clear that it is Jivabrita or associated with soul, where
its 'effects such as pride, arrogance eta,, are clearly
perxceptible. 8o, the association of nescience in Brahman
is jusﬁ imagined and baseless. Thus, in Brahman, as there
is no nescience, there is no erroneous experience., In the
Advaita, the self is Nirviée§§§66 (devold of all character-
istics). So, how can there be defect of nescience and the
erroneous experience from that in It? The Nirvibegatva
view of the self (Brahman) does not permit nescience to be
the cause of eroneous'éxperience. So nesclence concept

of the Advalta is not tenable.

Now, 1f nescdénce is not superimposed, then it must
be real, When it 1s real there is the loss of the Advalta,
Not only this, the world areated by this should also be
declared as real. Because, when the c¢3duse 1s regarded as
real then the effect must also be real. The real cause
does not give rise to an unreal effedt. By this, the Bheda
or difference 1ls also established and because of real
neseience it remains unsublated so far as cognition is
concerned. and according to the Advaita, whatever ls real,
like Brahman, never diaappears.4ﬁ7 éo.'the real nesclence
remains as it is and because of this there is no Mokss ox

liberation. Moksa is cessation of nescience, When nescilence
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is real like Brahman there is no cessation and hence there

is nmo liberation.468

Thus, the dogtrines in the form of
branches of the tree of the Advalta, such as ldentity,
liberation fall one by one, since the yery root Ajfiana of

the Advalta=~tree is not firm.

¥

‘Acaording to'the Advaita, Pratikarmayyavasthiti means
'when the nescience which is’ Bandhaka or binder and the veil
‘of an obdect, 13 remgved by the pxeceptzon of direct cogni=-
tion (3 Ap Ega;naga), then that entity becomes an object
of knowledge Cetana., This is Pra vasthitibh, As
‘ shownlabove. when the cessation of real nescience is lmposs=

(ib&e, then Pratika:mggxavasthitih 1s baseless, Thus,
neseience as aontended hy the Advaitins, is nowhere Sound
as proved 80 iarz so, Brahman does not get associated or
affected by this nesclence and for It there is no necessity
go‘attain spate of soul and see the world. Thus, there is
no nescience as such; evenlif it is real (in the Jiva) its
\pmoducts such-as world etas,, are also real. 8o, acceptance
of the concept of nescience by the Advalta leads to baseless
and impossible conelusions. Thus, the whole tree of the
~Advaita with nescience as its root, when-uprooted, collapses
compietely.469 And ﬁhere remalns noth;ng as a toplc for the
gdyaita §§s£ra;47°ﬂbw uy amf1§nnrant“ and other statements

give the sense that nescience is present in soul since he

L
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has such experiense. How ean it be then Brahmalrita? For
Pramana (valid means) is somewhere and Prgmgxa or an object

" of knowledge is elsewhere, Pramapa is the experience of
soul and how can Brahman ﬁe aﬁ object of ﬁnowledge of this?
And even byuthe fact of Adkya (identity) in Brahman and Jlva,
nesclence cannot be attributed to Brahman; If aétributed,
then there will ﬁg the defect of Anyonya$raya (mutual
dependeAce)s When identity is proved, nescience as Brahmé-
Aérita is proved and when nescience as ggmaérita is proved
then.the 1dentigy 1s proved., Thus, there is Anxonxaérqza-

ggg_,471 S0 nescience .is impossible in Brahman, The
Bhagavang "472 clearly shows that the Lord is Sarvaiha or

Omnis?ientlanﬁ Arjuna is Alpajna oz knowing little, And

these two qgalities are mutuwally contradictory. And by this
statément, ;t ig ev#dent that the Lord has the peréept;on of
His Safvajnatva omnisclence gqg ever, So, nescilence seen
in';he soul cannot be assoclated with Brahman, Thus, nesclence

is also not approved of by Srutd, Smrti ete.

Now, even the Jiva does not begome the locus of nescience.
Iﬁ it is to be thé locus of nesclence, then it would be earlier
to nescienue. And if nescience ié proved, then the Jiva is
proved, and if Jiva is proved then only it can be a locus of
nescience. ’If it 15 acntended that Brahman, owing to Ajnana,
attains Jiv abhava, then the Jgiva has to be admitted as distinct

-
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472A

since beginningless and by this Bheda-difference becomss

evident. So to avoid this, the Advaitins have to declare

that Jiva is Ajfanskalpita, So, when it is Ajfianakalpita,

then also there is the defect of mutual dependence.473 And,
this defect of mutual dependence 1s more severe, than the

defect of endless regression (Anavastha).. Because, in

AnaVasthé‘(as in geed and sprout), the relation of mutual
cause cannot be decided and it is pct_deformed and moreover,
it does not create apzlﬁzgthgrthajnana {the tree 1s not born
of the seed of the same tree). Whereas in mutual dependence,
the state of cause and e¢ffect is defective, So nesclence

is not a Visaya or object at all., Brahman is not Abraya

or locus of this nescilence (0of superimposed nature)., If it
is admitted that nesclence present in soul ig also there

in Brahman, then Brahman Itself owing to Ajnana should attain
Jivabhava. 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 experiende of one soul must ke there
in-all. To avoid this crisis, ig gygvahégikabheda (empirical
difference) is allowed to £lourish, then the experience as

“I am ignorant" does not prove nesclence in Brahman,

so Jiva is ignorant, he is not the Lord and creator of
the world.  He, who is the lLord and creator, has no ignoramnce,

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 Ajhana since eternity and this Ajhana
is of Abhavarups (negative) and BhEvarﬁEa47§}§:S§:;zzils the
understanding of the nature of knowledge, blisg etc. There
is no Ajhans in the sense of ‘'self,' but only in respect of .

the content of knowledge, bliss etr., of 'self.' So in

"I am ignorant" Ajhana 1s of Abhavarupa. Otherwise, the
Sahsara (with Bhavartpajnsna) would have to be declared as

Moksa. If there is realiéation of the pleasure of self, then
that state is called’yggggf76 And there 1s no rule as such,
that without the knowledge of the Svarupasukha (Bhava), there
cannot be knowledge of its Abhava as there 1s no knowledge of
the objects without the }ight, Because as, for the cognition
(perception) of darkness, light is not reguired. So also
for knowledge of{abhgva, knowledge of Svarupasukha (Bhava)

is not negessarily required, So just giving up of the rigi-
dity of the fu;e‘as knowledge 1is ever dependent on an object,
1t is o be acéepted that,avarﬁéa onwledge is common and
genaral and knowledge of its qualities such as bliss ete.,
are particular and peculiar. So "I am lgnorant" means, the
sense of I {self) is general andfcommon and lgnorant means
Abhavarﬁgajﬁgna of the quallties of self (Avacchedaka).y?’
Thus, in this context, the problem is whether an object of
which Ajfana iaﬂéalked of, 1ls known or not, For this the.

Advaitins have no solution. But in the Dvailta, the solution
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is shown as above (with the help of the Samanya and Vifesa).

Without the distinction of Samanya and Visesa if
Jhanabhava (absence of knowledge) is meant as Atyantabhava
(total non=-existence) fhen the Atza}ntgbhé'va is Sunya and
its knowledge would become absolutely real as Brahman,

(It is as’gboq as saying the Sumya is also real). Because
knowledge of Pratiyogin of Atyantsbhava is real as Brahman,

So, the Sunya {a Pratiyogin of Atyantabhava) should also be
real, 478

/

Then, if Jhana of Jhanabhava is not accepted, it is as
good as hegating the Jhana 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 Jhanabhsva, is cognized in the form of knowledge).

479 As nesclence

So, Ji3na of Jhsnabhava is to be accepted,
is accepted, likewise let absence of knowledge alsoc be
acaoepted in the form of knowledge. Thus; there are two
aspects (Ajhana and Jhanabhava) to be put on, May be Bhava-
rupajfidna or Abhavarlpaifisna, there is no so much distinc-
tion §ifce Ajofiatatva is common to both. If Bhavarupdjhana
is accepted, as it is a partial view that causes the loss

) df the Advaita. According tw the Dvalta view, there is no
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Abhava of Jianasamanya®™ since Saksijfana is eternal one.

And so far as Abhava is concerned, it is there in the Vifega-
jhsna of the Jivas. But it is not there in Brahman, since

He is Sarvajfia. So in the experience of Jiva as "I am igrorant”
the Ajfisna is of abhavaripa of Vifesajhana. So as to say

it does not mean that Jlva has no Samanyajifana of Brahman,
but he lacks Vibesaifiana which is Abhavarupa.

If some cne says ,tl;at he does not understand Brahman,

it means he has no direct cognition of Brahman through eyes
(He lacks Viéesa-_ln 3 of Brahman or' lacks S3stra jnana per-
taining 0 Brahman) butr. he may be having Samagy_a 1nana.48°A
The Ajfiana does not mean total negation of Jnana but only
absence of Viéesajngna. So the statement "I am ignorant”
does not negate Paroksajn gained by the study of Sastras,
but it negates only ‘the &g ksg_j_rg___ (direct cognition) of
’Brahman. Here the same is applied to the Advait:ins, because
the Bhavartpsjhana although conceals the nature of Brahman
(Brahn&wmkgg) it does not negate the _q_r"i;_ﬁ_g_e_z. gained by the
§3stras. The Advai;:.ins contend that they do not understand

It (Brahman) even after gaining Its knowledge by the Sastras. 4808

s

In the Dvaita, there is no :‘impossibility of cognition
(Jh3na) of Ajfiana (Jhsnsbhdva), 48!
» Brahmaijhana is not competent to remove Ajnana but it is the

According to the Advailta,



Manovrttijnana, that removes the Ajnana. 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 Vrttijndna
is ox:ig:l.nated from Avidya (Ajnana), How can this Vritlinana
remove the Ajnana which cannot be removed by Brahmajnana?
(knowledge of Brahman or absolute knowledge)? So the view
~of the Advaitins is contradictory to the Srutl and reason
as well. and Brahmajnana is Aja@a (sentient) and Vritijnana
is Jada (insentient). So how can this Vrttiinana which is
insentient, remove the nesclence? One Jads cannot kill
another Jada as it is originated from that. It is impossi-

Really speaking, the very contention as Vritiinana
originates from insentient Ajnana (nescience) is unsound.

‘The mind (Vrttijnana) only when having assoclation of the
Svarupajnana, becomes capable to cognize the objects, So
how then does the mind (Vyttiinang) become competent to
remove nescilence without Svarupajnana? For the removal of
nescience, connection of Svarupajnana is necessary, Otherwise,
neither .can it(Manovrttijnana)cognize the objects nor can it
remove the nesclence since it is -insentient;. only wilth the

help of Cetanabakti of. Svarﬁgajn'éng; the’t.wo above mentlioned

r

capacities are seen in gyttijn'énaﬂaz So the nesclence stands

undestroyed,

Thus, having disregarded the nescience, Vadiraja takes up
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the Bhrama (iilusion) of the Advaitins for refutation, This
illusion is also a produck of nesclence, If it is sald that
Brahman cognizes the Siddhajagat, then it is not the Bhrama.
And if at all it (Jagat) becomes the product (Kalpits) of
illusion to which nescience is the.cause, then it (Jagat)
would be_eternal (Sarvakallkanitya) being Brahmakalpita. \

et B

As long as the world ilg there, nescience ig also there and
eternal Bramman is also 't'.he::e.¥ And as Brahman and nesclence
are eternal, Brahman would have the cognltion of the world
for ever, Because as long as nesclence is there, illusion
is also there, and Jagat a product (Kalpita) of that nescience
is cognized without destruction (Pralaya) since the power of
cognition of Brahman is eternal and indestructible, Thus,
illusion’also Nitya. The Adrsta, Kala ete,, cannot be
treated as the cause of Pralaya, since they are also products
of Bhrama. 454 The Advaitins quoting the §£_u__§_; passage~
“Mayinantu mehebvarah® contend that Mays is in Brahman. But
here the term M3y3 means Prakrii (primal matter), So Mayin
does not give the sense of Brahman having Mays. The term
Mayin does not attribute Mays to Brahman. Brahman does not
gét bound by ;M_'éﬁ like the term Cakrin, referring to a

. potter, does not make him get bound by t!;ae wheel, Aas a
potter makes use of the wheel in manufacturing the pots and
the like, Brahman also makes use of Maya in creating this
world. As'the wheel is under the control of the potter, the
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Maya is also (‘inder the control of Brahman., So Mayin means

He, with M3ya under His control.?®?

Brahman, although
Mayin is Mayadura like a king, although in forest is called
Dhanin. How can Brahman get affected by Mays (Ajfidna) when
He is declared as Sarvajha? He, who is Omniscient has no
A{hana, Brashman is Sarvaijfia in the sense, He is an embodi-
ment of eternal power of.cognition and cognizes Himself and
the whole worlds So attributing nescience to Omniscilent

i3 as good as saying that a mother is a barren woman, which

86

_is s%lf-contxadictory.% . The Sruti proclaims that Brahman

is Agafiga (having no associétian,cf Ajﬁ%@a as suqh).4?6A

And it‘cannot be argued %hat. it is only by means of Ajﬁsna,
"that,Brahman gaing the knowledge of the world {(contact of

the world) and without Ajfiana His Sarvaifiatva is no more,

. Because, Ajfana need not play the ro}g of conductor since
Brahmagetana is all pervasive and need not be helped by any
means., And Yery‘natu:ally Brahman has the contact with all
the objects.’ The Advaitins explain the term Asahga as Brahman,
.in Its nature, 1s deyvoid of any coptact.486B In the Dvaita
view, Asafiga means Brahman, not affected by the associlation
of the worlds Really speaking, the Advaitins cannot explain
the term since, in their view, Brahman is associated with
nescience always,  But in the Dvaita, Brahman is Asafiga in
the gense that He is all pervasive which means although having
associated with the world, He 1s disassociated in the sense

87

. He does not get affected by that association.4 So the very
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Sruti passage Asafga wards off even the asscciation of Ajhana
in,Brahngan. But lt does not rule out the associlation or the
contact of other things other than the Ajfiana. Because, '
Asafiga~$ruti not merely discard the defect of g_j_’r’_x'é_n_g but
discards other defects (demerits) also, ,Otherwise, this

érut.t would oppose other éruti passages such as Niranisto

) 487A

niravadhxab 50 the Asanga-éruti negates the association

~of defective things such as Ajnana and the like, and 1t does

not negate the association of meritorious and auspicious
qua{litiesi The Asafiga=Sruti, admitting meritorious and

ausplcious qualities in Brahman such as SarveSvaratva, Sarva-
9 ' v ¢ ' '

ySpitva, Sarvakartriva etc.,, does not admit creation of

defective world, It means, bacause, lord Brahman is Sggakart'é.
He does not create any illusory world, but creates a_ real world.
And Ty ‘;his very creation, He .'i.s ot affected by any Dosa.

Thus, the term Asahga g:l.ves the sengse of the absence of the
contact of demerits or defects. The creation of the world

does not make Him to ke defective, whereas it proves His

Sarvainatva, Sarvakartrt.va. Sarvavyapitva etc. So, this
srut:t. describes that Brahman has the association of the

Brakrti (primal—-matter) and at the same time 1t negates the
association of the defects such as Karman, 2ifiana, Duhkha etc.
And the Sruti-Nirsnisto niravadhysh does not negate the
assqciation of meritorious qualities, but negates the associa—~

tion of demerits. The AsafigaSruti also suggests that Brahman
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nescience are two different, separate, distinct, opposite and
cdntradic;ory aspects. Therefore, Madhva has stated i£ his
Upédhikhé@@gﬁg; that Ajfiana can never be attributed to Brahman
who isiémniscient (a&gilasgmvetr).4gl
that let there be Ajﬁana in the presence of Jﬁana. Begause,

Now it cannot ke said

then the prefix a (giving the sense of negation) becomes
ﬁutile, or. else, Ajn a_ should mean the knowledge of Brahman
since a denotes Lord.V1snu. .So Hils knowledge is Aifian a.491A
And Brahman has no Vrttijn a (since He has no mind which is
Prakrta).- So there is no guestion of gettling affected His
SVaxu a nana asfshuwn above andlalso Manasikaifiana since

there is no mateqial mind, Thus the;e is no nescience in
Brghman§492 Tﬁe world, including mind is the product of

‘ neéc;enqe. Before céeation 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 nesclence
noxr 1llusion in Brahman. When it is proved that Brahman has
no Manasikajnan (Vrttijnana) how thenAits nescience (1f taken
for granted) be remgved? Because, in the Advalta, Ajhzna is
to be removed by Vritijfiana, And it is foolish o say that
negciénce of Brahman would be removed by Vretlihsna of the
Jivas forming in future. Because, nescience of one cannot

be removed by the Vrttijfiana of another. And 1f the Advaitins
say that tﬁis is possible begause of the ldentiity of Brailman

and embodied soul, then as shown earlier, there would be
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Anyogzgérgga (1f thexe is nescience in Brahman there is
identity and if there is identlty there can be nesclence in
Brahman), It also cannot be saild that it is possible as
Brahman attains the Jivabhava through Its nescience because
it amounts to saying that nesclence 1s there along with
Jiana (true knowledge) which is a self-contradiction, Now
it is proved that Vrttijfiana of soul cannot remove the
nescience of Brahman. As Brahman is velled (or concealed)
by nescience, there is no chance for soul to gain true know=-
ledge since -he is identical with Brahman in the Advaita.493
Let the Vrttijfiana, a product of nescience, destroy not only
the nesclence (even if taken for grénted) but also true know-
ledge since 1t is understood that it is present always with
Ajhana in Brahman and both of them are not contradictory, as
Aifiana is not going to be destroyed by Jiana. This view
becomes opposed to the Sruti passage~ Drstvaiva tah mucxate"‘gBA
(Realising It one gets liberated), because, according to this
view neither Sahgara nor Ajhana can be destroyed. Further,

i1t 1s to be accepted that nescience has only resisting power
towards the origin of true knowledge. Otherwise, the Sruti-
passages relating to the destructlon of Ajﬁéna ﬁy Jiana

become futile. ‘

Now this nescience cannot be destroyed by Manasajfiana.

Becausey Manasajfhana related to Brahman, is insentient according
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to the Advaita. The Acit element of this Jhana is not capable
to destroy the Ajfana, And if the Cit element is regarded as
competent as it is the very nature of Brahman, then there 1s
) s;:Ope for Ajfiana to be there in Brahman. So the Bhavarupa-
Jifana which is Nitya as contended by the Advaitins, is not at
all there in the lord,

AJNANA IS NOT VISAYRSRITA

Some of the Advaitins cdontend that Ajfidna is ﬁgazSéritg.‘l%

According to this view, Visaya becomes the locus of Ajhana.

It is becaugse of the concealment by the Ajfiana, the Sukti
cannot be comprehended as it is, It ls because of Ajﬁéna only,
'the Sukti is mistaken for Rajata. Therefore, Lt 1s sald that
the Ajhana is Vigayagrita. But this view does not stand any
test; since,” when the Ajh3na of that object (Sukti) is removed
‘by the }_{::ttijﬁ'éna ,b::E one beho‘mer, then the object, as it is,
should become exposed, to c;ng and all. ' Because the VrttijRana
has already removed the Ajfiana covering that object. But

483 When some light is taken

" practically, it never happens.
into a room, it removes the darkness thfarein and makes all
the objects therein visible to one and all. But in the case
of ajfiana, which is believed to be Visayabrita, it does not
happen. Even by the Vritiifiana of one, when the Ajfiana, which
is the Avarska of the object is removed, it does not bacome

visible as it is to one and all. So it is clear that the Ajfiana

H
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is not VisayaSrita. If another concealment is to be accepted
(AjR3nantarivarana), then that object becomes invisible to one
and all including him, who, at £irst attempt, had seen the

496 1¢ separate Ajhanas, concealing the same object,

objeat.
according to a number of Jivas, are to be Cregarded, then that
leads to the concept of infinite number of different Ajnanas.

8o the view, that the Ajfiana is Visayabrita, is not tenable, *%7

Thus, it 1s'clear £rom this, that nelther Brahman nor

individual soul and nor even Visaya can be the Abraya of
A{fiZna. ’

497A

ATNANA ‘IS JIVASRITA

According to the Dvaita view, the embodied soul is the
locus of AjRana, The Ajfana (wrong knowledge), coming in the
'wéy of true knowledge is found in the soul. And the souls
glone, and poﬁ insentient things, are called Tamasas (possess=-
ing Ajﬁgna).498 He, whose AjﬁEna (wrong knowledge) gets
removed, is capable to have the knowledge of objects. And
like the variegated defefts of sight in different persons,
the vell of Ajfana (wrong knowledge)' is also distinctly
differén£ from man to man. Generally, the light and darkness
appear to be resorted to objécts; Really speaking, objects
resort to light and darkness. One becomes the Nasaka (destro=-

yer) and another Ngéza {destroyed) as light enters in the place
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of darkness and removes it; in the same way, Jiaha and Ajfzna
are Nafaka and Nabya (relation of Nasyanabaka). By this very
fact, it can be known that both Jhanajhana are there in the
soul, 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 saime Purusa. Then only the destructdion
of his nescience (wrong knowledge) is posgible. But in
Brahman, there cannot be any ﬁeisciepcg (wrong knowledge).
'Since He -is an embodiment of unlimited pure knowledge.499
Thus, Jianajhana being present in the Jiva the Jhana becomes
the cause bf‘vasthjﬁgna and wroﬁg knowledge of that like an
eye~disease, céusing veil éo objects, becomes the cause of
'wéong knowledge., The role of %rcng knowledge in Purusa is
also the same, As the Jhana is there in the knowing Jiva,

the Ajﬁgna is also ﬁhére in the JIva.SOO

The advaitins® sténdxis that to galn the knowledoe of
objects, our mind moves out of the body through eyes (senses)

500A But this view is

- towardé:objeots (Eéraza of Aiﬁééa).
wrong. Because the experlence of the knowledge of objects
etc., is like the experience of pleasure and displeasure.

As the experience takes inside,5°1 knowledge of objects cannot
take place outside, Otherwise; there cannot b2 experience of
‘that, The sense-organs,suchqas the eye, ear, although tracing

outward, orlgilnate knowledge inside; whereas mind, not tracing

I
t
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outward,- need not move out of the body, towards objects. The
moving of the mind from the body is seen when the soul departs
from the body The mind is called Antahkarana - inner sense -
orxgan, So. it should always be there inside and accomplish

its work,sgz,sks Jhana is Antahkarahagata, Ajﬁgna is also

ég;gpgg;gpa ata,  So the destroyer and destroyed should be
at thg samemplace;l And moreover the true knowledge of one
man does not destro} the wrcng knowledge of anoéherm By
this Yery £act also, it is clear that Jnana and Alfisna are
of aéraxa (having one and the same as substratum). The
experlence of §§5§3§ is also the same: The experience as =~
:”I know"and the experience - 'I know not' are also cognized
by the §§§§§é.503 The ggggﬁ_as *I am ignorant' pioves the
Ajﬁépa ofﬁthedEZgg. lThe‘Ved1c~statement corroborates the
'sgme‘po§nt’as §§z§4(évide-Aiﬁgna)’;s)there,in the Jilva since

etérnity. 504

But, 'it cannot be sald that by the fact of
identity (Adkva) of JiVa and Brshman, Ajhana can get trans=

ferred to B;ahmap. Because, Pramatrva (knowability) is

‘there in the Jivs and Pramata (JB3tr) (knower) is soul only,
So the Pramatytva of JIva cannot be attributed to Brahman

as there is difference in Kartyr, Karma and Bhava according

S04A

to the Advaita, When Alkya itself is untenable and

lllogical as shown earlier, it 1s foolish to attribute

505

Pramatytva of Jiva to Brahman. The inference also favours

the view that wrong knowledge is in the soul since the Kérqza
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{locus) of this is same as that of Jhana (true knowledge)

iilke the pleasure and digpleasure found in the same person, 506

The Advaitins hold that Ajfiana is the Upadanakarana
(material cause) for the ¢reation of this world. 506 So
aAjhana is there in Brabman., But this view is wrong., The
primsl matter (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 1t 1s taken for granted that nescience
is there in Brahman, Brahman is the Lorxrd, the controller of
that like a cowherd who is called the loxd of cows (Goman).
It means, He being the lord of that, never gets affected.507
The Jiva, since sleeping with Mays (Ajfiana~affected), cannot
have the experience of his own bliss, When this Maya (Ajhana-
wrong knowledge) is removed, he will experience his own

508

bliss, Hence Ajhana 4s JIvabrita. This Maya, which 1s

real, conceals only the blissful nature of soul and not the
element of the cognition 'I', The wrong knowledge does not
affect the 'I' element. The Mays (Ajhana) of this kind is

° he

real, an element of Prakriti, and seen in givas. 50
wrong knowledge which is Anadi in souls is of two kinds.

one Jivacchadaka that veils the very nature of the soul like

the cataract of an eye and another is Paramacchadaka, like
a curtain, that makes the very nature of Brahman unknown

1
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to the soul. Thus two=folded Ajﬁsna (Maya) is there in
the giva. The lord, not having any of these, removes away

510 1 ne

the same, {He is the destn;ayer of these two).
is not away from or f£ree from two types of wrong knowledgg,
how can He then dispel the wrong kn;:wledge of others like
a king bkeing himself conflned olr arrested cannot help

51 pnose, who attribute MEY3 to

' otherg to get vre_aleased. ‘
| to the lord, should Vbaﬁue‘stioned as to whether May3 causes
delusion to i‘;he‘lqr\d or not? If it does not create delu~-
sion then let it be in the Iard_,a_s( a special power. Then
1t proves that tl;e ’Iprd‘, beipg,ugafﬁecte@ and undsluded,
makes t'.he JIvas deluded. _;I'he Bh'éggvgtas_lz passage dlscards
the possil:?ility of the presence of _A}_jji__é_‘ng in Brahman. It
is only a fogl or .?.gnoran"t., who, w:!.tl; a view © hide his
demerits, attributes the same to the others. In the same
way, he attributes g_;[_ﬁ_'ég;a_f‘ possibly present in the Jlva,

o the lord with a view to ward off the inferiority com=

513 Thus, Ajhana, may be in any form, can never be

plex.
attributed to t:he' loxdy whereas it ¢can be attributed to

the JI(va singe the Jiva is the locus of the Ajhana.

-

ONE AND THE SAME CAN BE THE SUBJECT AND THE OBJECT
The Advaitins contend that one and the same cannot be
the subject 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 such as “I
know not myself", "I know myself" clearly show that one
and ths same can be the subject and tl';e object for the
same action of knov{ing. This cannot be rejected since it

514 The contentlon of the Advaitins

514A

is universally accepteds
seems to be based upon the definition of Karma Mimahsakas.
Accoxrding vo them, Xarma or the object is that where the
fruit: of the ‘aci‘:ion suc;; as movement (knowing) is seen.
Ax:;cording to this, one and the same cannot ba the subject
and the/ object for the same action, But, this definitlon
has no universal applicalgility. It may not be true in the
case of experiences.‘ So some other definition has to be

stated, 515

¢ ¢

By quoting the definition of Karma of Mimamsakas the

Advaitins S 13—P into s?lfqgcn tradict j’-On ‘.5 3“;51\

. Because, dis-
:egardingﬁtpe same definition, the Advalta superimposes the
world on Brahman -~ with the view that the subject-object
relation (Jhana-Jfieyariipa~relation) cannot be applied and

| at'.tributed" to Brahman, ;ﬁﬁ it is attributed, like Brahman,
the: world will also become real. Hence, the Advalta does
not admit this relation in the case of Brahman. But here,
to reject the identity (sameness) in the subject, the object
and the acgion. the Adva.j.tg—.z has relied upon the same defini-

tion of Xarma given by the Bhatpas. Thus, there is self-



contradiction in this approach., Morsover, the definition
itgelf of the Bhattas 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, BE,g. he,
who wants to go to a village; walks a certalin distance.

The mere stepping into that village is not the fruit or

the aim, but %t is something more that pertains to the
subject wﬁo waiks. “6therwise Karmatva is to be attributed
vrto thgfentire bort@on of the 1ag§_toucheélby his feet on
the:way.' ﬁﬁé. 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 demerlts, too wide and too

narrow (two logical defeeés)aslé

Therefore, the relation
of the subject and the object must be subjective - a. type
of subjective or intrinsiq relation., Since it is evident
that when one knows an object (poﬁ). the f£ruit of that
knowledge is to desaoribe it in terms or words. And this
is seen in the knower and not in the known (pot). Hence,

the frult of the action is related to the subjaect and not

159

" to the object. So the definition of the Bhaggas is defective.

Accoxrding to this definition, one and the same cannot be the

~subject and the object. Whereas self~objectivity Of knowe

ledge (Svarupa) is thus evident. So there 1ls identity in

the subject, the object and the action9517
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The characteiistic of the object of the knowledge 1s
not found in' the object (pot) but seen in the knower, since
the f£ruit of the knowing action is a peculiar subjective
relation ;»:hich is in the form of usage or articulation,

The Jhatriva is mot there in the object but in the know-
ledge of tée knower. If it is in the object, then Jhatrtva
cannot be seen percaining to the realisation of pést and
future things. 'Sc‘gﬁégggggwis there in the knowledge® -0

of the knower, Therefoxre, thers is sameness in these,

The § arugajgana of the Lord realises the nature of
the Lord, " The Bhagavadgita corroborates this view, The

Gi -518A

Aeclares, the Kartrtva. Karmatva and Kriyatva
to the Lord. The difference is seen between Jhana (which
ia intrinsic) andfgﬁgzg (the objecvc of knowledge - extrinsic)
in respect of the knowledge of the gggg. But when Jhanatv gJ
and Jfieyatva are attributed to the same Jﬁgnggﬁga Atman
there 1s no difference and'there the same becomes the
sub ject, the means and also the object., Hence, there is
no universal rule that there 13 difference between Jhana

and Jhieya. So there s no any invalidity in saying that
| Ktmgn ;eglises hi@self.SIQJﬁEnatva and Jﬁgzat§a are possible
~ to be seen in respect of an object of JﬁEnarﬁEa sucﬁ as

Atman,
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" Explicitly, there appears difference ameong Brahman,
His knowledge and His action so far as usage is concerned.
But, they are not different. Identlty among them is possible

with the help of the concept V?Léeg_q,m%

The ViSesa 1s the
philosophical qoncept 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, *I:ord's action' and so on. So, there is mo
impropriety in say\;;ng that one and the same can be the
sublject 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 t;po as He being the object

of knowing, 520 ne statements ‘Mamsham na vijanami', °
‘Mamaham {3n3mi' ete,, clearly show the sameness in the

subject, the object and the action of knowing.

Now, Vadiraja point out the demirits of the definition

5204 First of all, the

of Svapraka&atva of the Advailtins,
sense, c;onveyed by the definition, 1s contradictory to
common understanding., Because, the Advaltins simply say that
| Brahman is Svagrak‘ééa but declare that It has no Svarupajfiana
and attribute Asarvajfatva to It. So SvaprakaSatva becomes
meaningless. According to the Advaita, Brahman is not merely

_ Asarvajfa, But it also attributes Jadatva, a defect also.



The‘.state of Brahman of the Advaitiné, is worse than that
©£ a blind man. Because, s blind n;an. though not knowing
others, knows at least himself., Whereas, the Advalta-~
521 1¢ gyaripasukha is not
experienced, then it is useless, According to the above

Brahman knows not even Itssle,

definition, Brahman has no experience of bliss, although
having Sukhasvarupa.,  If, like Svarupasukha, it is contended
that Svarﬁgéjﬁana is also not an object of Itself then what

is the use of the JhAana that cannot be made use of. The

‘ kuowiedge, that cognises an object, is useful for Vyavshara,

But the knowledge of Brahman, as it does not cognise Itself,
1s useless, When thls 1ls the state of Brahman, then nokody

522 1 3¢

will aspire to attain and realise such Brahman,
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 Jhanartpa and Sukharipa
cannot gain any fruit experience of Jhana and Sukha, If
bliss 18 not experienced in the liberated state, the libera-
tion will cease to be a Purugdrtha. The liberation is
hothing but a state of realization of intrinsic bliss and

5223 1: there is no experience of bliss and

knowledge.
knowledge in liberation, then it will not be coveted by

any one and also it cannot be called as the final goal tokbe
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achieved by an embodded soul,>2°

garthatva to liberation,.Brahman should be described as

Svaprzkafa as one who realizes-Svaripaijfiana and Svarupasukha
of Himself., That means that these are the subjective

Therefore, to prove Puru-

objects of His realization. The derivative meaning of that

term also corroborates this view, as Svaprakafa is one who

knows his nature (himself).§24

stateés thé same that the lord knows Himself through His
524 '

The Glta statement also

knowledge,

Therefore, even if one and the same becomes the
éuﬁjegt and tﬁe objext or even if Kartrtva, Karmatva and
Kriggtva are seen in one, there is no hamm. But, the
Advaltins' idea of,SvaEraggga aszone that does not know
himself (itself) is untenable. ‘

4

REFUTATION OF SABALATVA ATTRIBUTED TO VISNU BY OTHERS
The Advaltine attribute Spbalatva to Brahman.5243 The

Brahman when affected or qualitied by Avidya becomes Sabala
and thus is called Ibvara. And this gabala-Brahman plays
the role of the world<creator and the like. But this view
is wrong. Tpere cannot be such classification as 'Bara-
Brahmen' and Apara Brahman,' Therefore, Vadiraja says that
He, who is eternally éuddha“cannot become Sabala, Since

the Lord is eternally likerated one, He cannot be confined
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to any bondage or He canmot get affected by any Dosa such
as Agidzg .:and the like, Brahman is the Supreme Lord, He
is eternally Suddha and Mukta, Nitysmuktatva and Nitya-
Suddhatva are not present in Sghsara. NityaSuddhatva
means absence of ‘any Dosa such.as Ajfiana, Bhrama for ever.

In the state of liberation, one is free £rxom such Do§as.525

According to the Advaita, Brahman gets affected with

Avidzgdcgg and since beginningless it has been assuming

‘ 525a

i_:pel Jiva~state or form. If this is the position, how

can there be (Suddhatva in Brahman who is stained with the

dirt of t'raiasmigratlon, In the Advalta, there is no possi-
‘bility, of a ééudd'ha-;Brakungn. Further, it c}gnnot be argued
that part of it gets stailned with Ajfidnadosa. It is to be
stated that the whole gets affected like an injury in the
part of the body that causes pain to that man as a whole. 526
Now it car; also not be argued that Bandha is not real and
hence let Brahman 'be“bohth Baddha ané Su dha. Because, the

527 In the §£uti, both

Sruti-passage does not admit ‘this,
| the JIva and the Lord are described as two birds. They are
prélsent, in the same tree in the form of body aiways.sze
The lord, although présent with the Jlva, does not undergo
any changes or does not get affected like the Jiva, The
terms ‘Anafnan' and ‘Abhicikeéiti'de not admit any Dogas

in Brahman.' 80 He is etemélly Suddha. So ‘it cannot be



stated that let Brahman bé'both Baddha and Mukta as Bandha
is unreal; And moreover, t‘xm":ea.'L Bandha cannot attribute
Baddhatva to Brahman, So ':L‘t is ipevitable on the part of
the Advaltins elther to give up éuddhatga {(Muktatva) or

Baddhatya (Sabalatva) of Bratman, The Sruti-passage, cited
above, does not pémit bot:h together in Brahman, Both are
contradictory to each other. K So 1t is evident that Brahman,
being eternally $Suddha and Mukta, never gets affected by
Avidya and-the like and never becomes Sabala as éhe Advaitins

contend, 529

Now it may be argued that let the Bandha, though unreal
but on account of it being-Yyavaharika, be attributed to
Brahman. But this view is untenable. because whatever is
zﬁg"vah'érik'a. is not there in reality, As Sukti remains as
it is (unchangeable), Braklman also is of same type (unchange-
able) for ever, aAnd moreover, the Baddhatva and the Muktatva
cannot be present jointly 1n one, The Baddha is different

530 The Sutra-

and the Mukta (Nitvamukts) is different.
Sthityadanabhysm g2, accepted by both also states difference
between the Jiva and ﬁrahman. The term Sthitl in the Sutra
suggests the presence of Brahman with the Jiva. The Jiva
enjoys or eats the frult of his deeds. The term Adana
suggests thé presence 95 tﬁhe‘ g_z_\g_g enjoying the Karmaphala.
Thus, neither Szbalatva can be proved in Brahman nor identity

of JIva with Brahman is possible.
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cmmxcmxom oF THE MEANING OF ‘r@ BHAGAVATA VERSE -
" BADDHD n_wxm ITI HYRKHYR GUNATO ME NA VASTUTAH"> OB

The Bhagavata ve.r:se, Baddho mukta it hyakhys gunato
me na vastutah at first z:eading appears to convey the sense
that "I (God) am Qalled bound and released through Gupas
but'. really speaking I am neither bouqd por released.” But
this is not t-.he intended meaning, Because in the previous
verse Loxd K;sna has said that "l‘.here .are Gupas, namely,
Sattva, Rajas and _ﬂgg. These Gupas bind the ______g and not
the Lord, By this it is promiged that the G’od is £ree £rom
these three Gunas, Bandha is to the glva on account of the
Gunas that are under God's gontrel. When the Gupas are

under the control of the lord, how can they bind Him?ssl

And moreover, latter part of_ the ve:;sessm

also suggests
that since Gupas arise out of Maya or Prakpti, God has no
Bandha nor Moksa. Because, M3y3 of Prakrti 1s also under the
c:om:rol of the lord., Therefore, {she real meaning of the
verse is "“The JIva has Bgr_ldhg and Moksa through the Gupas ~
Sattva, Rajss and Tamas that are under My control but not

as a part Q:E h:l.é very nature; since, Gunas arise out of Maya
or Prakrti. I have ne:!.thgi* Bandha nor Mokga.” Because,

The very M3ya is under God's control, as in the statement-
‘he lives w.’f.th my 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 Jiva, thus gets
bound through these Gupas and hence is called Baddha, When

the same Jiva gets released of these, he is called Mukta. 532

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 1::<=.-a3.3.1:y.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 Mithys but Moksa can never bs said to be Mithya., There-
fore, Vadiraja's interpretation wherein both these Baddhatva
and Muktatva are attributed to the Jiva, is correct and
approprlate, Further, as long as there is Bandha, there 1is
no Moksa, when once Moksa is attained there cannot be any

Bandha. 533

In the latter part of the verse, lord Krgna negates the
Bandha to Himself since He is devold of or ls not 1nfluenced
by the Gupas such als Sattva, Rajas and Tamas that originate
from Maya. -The God is Aprakrta and hence, there is no
possibility of the effect of Prakrtagupas that cause Bandha,
M3y cannot be there in the Lord because He is the destroyer
of that. Therefore, the Gunas, arising from May3, cannot

affect the Loxd. 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-

mukta whereas the Jlva is Baddha and also subsequently Mukta, 534

The Jiva is of different nature £rom that of the God,
Therefore, he is called Bhinnahfa. In the statement Sayujau

534’5‘, among the two birds of the JIva and -the God,

Gunabandha i1s there to.the Jiva and release of the Bandha is
also there to the Jiva. The beginningless Ajfiana is the cause
‘of Gupabandha. When the Ajfiana is destroyed, the Gupabandha
is released. . Then the Jlva attains the state of liberation.
Thus, the Bandha and the Moksa pertain to the Jlva and not

to the God. 535 ,

1 4

ANOTHER INTERPRETATION OF THE VERSE ‘BADDHO MUKTA...'

Vadirdja interprets the same verse Baddho mukta,.. in
‘a different manner,

Baddhatva, Muktatva and the like are attributed by the
-‘scho.}ars to the God since He controls them. Really speaking,
He is completely free from Bandha and Moksa. The Brahmasﬁtras 35A
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

raesponsible for the victory, but since theyand thelr efforts
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are under the control of that soverelgn,victory is applied
to him, >3°
who is dependent, He is Baddha due to having real Bandha,

The term Baddha 1s real in the case of the Jiva

This clearly states the difference between Baddhajlva,
Muktajlva and Nityamukta God, 537 ps the lord controls the
May8, how can there be either Gunabandha originated f£rom
M3y3 or destruction of that, in Him.

If the Bandha is imagined as delusion, then the cause
. to that effect shoulc? also be stated, But the Guna cannot
be treated as its cause, Because, 1t is the real Guna that
causes Bandha and not the delusion, Moreover, cognition of
Guna is not unreal. Therefore, Mithyatva cannot be attributed
to Bandha, The Sruti also proves the same,

., Moreover, the knowledge originated from the Sattva-
guna,, is taken for granted as real, The gods, sages, full
of Sattvagupa, admit that Sahsara-bandha is real. It is
an object of thelr direct cognition. So the Bandha cannot

538

be called as unreal, In (Hlg preaching to Uddhava, God

Krspa has said that Bandha is due to Avidya, but it cannot

be called Mithy3, o>

i1

-4

Vadiraja refers to other verses of the BhEgavataMo

‘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 Jivas ~ from the four-faced
Brahma to 'Sifh'évara Jahgama (ordinary beings) all are bound

by these Gunas with gradaticn in content. Being caught hold

54OA_ they are always

by the wrong knowledge, (except Rjus)
o engaged :l.ni the pe,_::fomanc‘ze_ of various Karmas and as a result
of that they u‘nde‘rgolor attain éi,fferent births. At the end,
even after the attainment of liberation, all the Jivas remain
in the state of dependence, There ai’so, they are bourd by

Asvgtant_gl a, épﬁ_rpgt_é_ and the 11:l.ke. 5408
‘called Baddhas both in Sahsara state and also in Muktl state,

And hence they are

PURP(SRT" OF DIFFERENT QRUTIé AND SMRTIS émm& IN THE PADYARTHA
Heée Vadira ja'estahlishés Léfd's Nitza-muktétva asserted
by some Sruti passages and Smrti statements. In the Bhagavad-
gits, it is stated that Karmas do not affect the God since
He-ls cqmpietgly ioeyéné that. Th;:;ae Gupas, namély, m,
Rajas and Tamas orighém from Prakrti and they bind the
' émbodied souls in different bodies. So it is clear that
. the Gupgbaddhatva is to the embodied souls and not to the
Tord.>4Y Likewise, the W~passages y_i;_atr_n;'_i_:_a_gy_a_sm‘?\ and
the like declaré the Nityamuktatva of the Iord. It 1s also
suggested that the Muktad ~~) are mot Nityamuktas because

these Jivas attain the liberation by the grace of the lord
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and hence even in the Mukti state, they remaln dependents
on and devotees of the lord, So the Nityamukta God is the

Lord of ‘Muktag, As the lord is the controller of the

embodied souls, He l1ls also the lord of liberated souls.542

It is accepted that when a Jilva attains the liberation,
i
his ggpabandﬁa is removed, But there is bondage in the form

of Asvatantrya. So the Jiva has either Gunabahdha or DBhakti

543

bandha.~ - . There is a class of Jivas who are called Nigtya-

= vl -
- sathsarins, ‘since they have the mixed experlence of pleasure

and pald according to thelir inner nature, There ls diffi-

culty to treat them'as_Nicyabaddhas.544 Thus DBaddhatva and

Muktatva are eternal and real..  So, Mithystva cannot be

L

attributed to these. The 'two are eternal like Brahman and

45 e bondage of the Jivas is on account of Gipas

Muktl.
and not as a part of nature., This bondage, although beginn-

ingless, is not eternal. ,

’ L)

Attributing bondage to the Lord is contradictory to the
common understanding also. A fool, if unhappy, attributes
unhappiness to othexs, - In the same way, an embodied being
attriputes hig bondage to the Loxd,

It cannot bz sald that the Lord 1s also bound, If He

too becomes subject to bondage, then who (would be there to

1
I

i
|
|

!
i
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release the éouls from bondage like a man, fallen in the
ditch, cannoﬁ.protect others, Therefore, the God should
" be declared és Nityamukta; then only He can remove the

bondage of béun&-sculs.546

When the Bandha of the soul is

|
removed, the soul will not become similar to the Loxd., The
identity cannot be established between the God and the Jiva.

|

Because, the God ls eternally released and pure where as
the soul is %hen released and purified like a dirty cloth
made clean, %»released soul may not have blrth and death
but on this ground he cannot be identified with the God.
The S%zuixgg@kti, a kind of ::elease546A

any identity,ibut 1t states that the soul without any pain
|

does not indicate

lives with God.
I |

The Advait;ns classlify Brahman as,Parabrahman and
éabalabrahmaniand attribute Sabalatva to the Brahman, Vadiraja
asks: "What ig this Sabalatva? Is it Maya Sabalatva in the
form of a Qggé? Or is it May3 Sabalatva in the form of Adosa?
Or is it éabaiatva in the foxm of meritorious qualigfiles
such as Jh3na, Ananda?" In these options, Vadiraja, dis-
carding the f%rst one, accepts the sacond and third ones
:since the two'do not superimpose or attribute any demerits

‘ 547

(Dogas) to th? Lord, And it is ascertained that Ajfiana

(M3y3) ds JIvaSrita and not Brshmasrita. Because, Ajfizna

is experienceé by the Jgiva as ARah aifiah. So Ajfiana is
|
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found in the Jilva and not in Brahman. 548

. ESTABLISHING MAYADURATVA BY THE BHAGAVATA STATEMENT

In this context, Vadiraja gathering the data from the

Bh'égavata, 549

recited by the four-faced Brahma, The pralse declares that
the Ajfiana, that causes delusion o the embodied souls, is

states that the praise of the Lord (God Krsna)

not found in the iord. He :l.s the Supreme Atman. He is a
treasure of qualities and is the Adipur sg. He keeps aside
the a by the power of H:I.s knowledge. He is the Lord of
' Prakrtl. He is the controller of t.he er‘ltire world, He 1s
Anagrita (not having xesorted to any one). He is glorified
as' bestower of Dharma, K3ma and Moksa to the Jivas who are
deluded by Mays. Thus the pi:aise es;:ablishgas Mayaduratva
of 'the Lord.

Vadirdja adduces one more argument that the Vaikuptha-
loka is Aprakrta. It means Maya (either Prakrti or Ajfiana)
is not there in the abode of the lord viz., Vaikuntha. When
the abode of the Lord is 2mayika, then how can its Lord be
Maya~formed? _ 'I‘hus, it is evident that the lord is Amayika

(absence of Prakrti, or Maya 3).>%0



ESTABLISHING MAYADURATVA BY A DIFFERENT INTERPRETATION OF
THE TERM MAYA

The term Maya occurs in the Sruti and Smrti passages in
the following meanings: (1) God's Desire, (2) God's Fower,
" (3) Goddess Laksmi, -(4) Jadaprakrti and (5) Ignorance of the

5504 The Maya, referred to in these meanings, is not

souls,
Mithxg.l So Maya is inexplicable according to the Advaitins,
is nowhere found, The Maya, although being declared as
anirvacaniya- inexplicable by the advaitins, it is not
anirvacaniya. It is Anirvacaniya only in terms and not in

sense, It is not totally Asat. The Advaitins' interpretation

and explanation of Mayd and its product Sabslatva look base=
less and are botaily disregarded by scholars. I£ the loxd,
an:embodimentlof infinite auspicioug qualities is declared

as $abala, AS%uddha and so on, it is a defect or bad remarlk

as' in the case of pure ¢loth when stained with dirt. When

He 1s declared-as Suddha Brahman, an embodiment of unlimited
powey, beauty, knowledge and the like, then that shows that
demerits‘such as ignorance etc., are not'there in the Brahman.

Thus, He becomes Pure and not assoclated with any defects.551

Now in attributing Sabslatva to the lozd, Aifiana or
nescilence ls the main cause. This nesclence is an aspect
whose presence is known temporarily at the time of appearance

and not prior to that. And this nescience, it is stated,
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becomes the cause of delusion. It is also said that this
nescience is removed by the Vrttiifiana born of the nescience
and not by Svarbpajfsna, If Svarupaifana is not the destro-
yer of Ajfiana then the Ajfiana, although destroyed by the
Vrttiifiana, may reappear and cause the delusion as in the
case of delusion of the sillverness in the conch shell. So
it 1s to be stated that the nesclence cannot be destroyed
totally since lts. appearance now and then like the delusion
of silverﬁess in the conch shell which proves the absence

of iiberation or presence of the nescience even after libera=-
tion, Both these views suggest that the nescience cannot be

destroyed completely,

So it 1s right and logically reasonable also to state
that ‘Ajnana is destroyed by the everlasting and'dazzling
Svarupajfdna. By ilts association only, one's mind gains

352 1ne Svarbpaififne of the Loxd is

the cognitlve power,
eternally pure and illuminious and unlimited. Therefore,
there is no possibility of the presence of Ajhana in Him.
Whep Ajfiana is not there, then éabalatva connected to Ajhana
cannot be attributed to Him, Mayam vyudasya cltéaktanSZA
and other Smrti passages proclaim the eternal Suddhatva and
Muktatva of the lorxd, 8c how can there be any defect in

Him?553
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EXPOSITION OF THE SRUTI~-PASSAGES 'NISKALAM NISKRIYAM SANTAM'ETC.
5532

The Advaitins deny Kartriva in the Suddha Brahman
on the ground that,' _if Kartriva is accepted in Brahman then
that would be a defect In the form of a means to possible
action of aggreable efforts, It means Kartrtva ls also a
cause of Sgbalatva. But this view of the Advaitins is
untenable, .Because, if Kartrtva is sald to be the cause of
$abal tva, then why not ‘g_,ﬁ_éi_;;j;_@?: SAnd rmoreover,. ;as g__,r,gz.;‘_t;_\_rg
is denied in Suddha Brahman, on the same ground Jfiatriva
should also b2 denied, which 15 undesirable, If Kartrtva
;’tenoj;eé the action of movement etc,, Jiatrtva also indicates
the éﬁ‘h'il(‘)n OF ccgnizi.pg the objects, ' In both, one or other
typé of action is involved, ~Further, in general, all the

. roots give the sense of action one or other, So if Kartrtva

is denied then .fﬁg%;tfa be denied. 554 Sruti passage has mo
partiality in ‘d;enying Kari:;tva and in attributing Jﬁﬁt:;tva.
Therefore, elther both have o be denied or to be admitted.

¢ Iy |

But really speaking, the Sruti passage, cited above, S54A

never denies Kartrtva and the like in Brahman, The Sruti®ss

555A

Paragya Saktih clearly states that Jfisna, Bala and Kriya

of the Lord are all inherent and eternal. If the previous

Srutd is understweod as denmying the Kartrtva then there would
be contradiction betweéen the Sruti-passages of one and the
same section.’ Therefore, it should be known that Niskriyam
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Srutl negates the merit and demerit of action in the Lord.
Is meéhs. the Lord, though engages in the actlon of creat-
ing the worldd and the like is nelther graced with mexit nor
stained with demerit, In the same way, other Sruti passages
are also to be understood, The Sruti- Aézalodggalsgeuﬂéamarﬁgam&"’55B
does not deny th@l Sabda, Sparfa and the like completely, but
Qeni;as- Dusta$abda, DugtaSparfa ete., If this is not admitted,
then the Nigkalam _$_1_;g_t§_ is to be understood that it a;zes

deny Jhatata in Brahman.f, Therefore, all these are to be
understood as the lord is free from evil-sound, evil~touch,
evil-form and the like, If ASabda Sruti speaks of Him then
also He becomes Sabdavisaya, the object of expression, If

the Sruti does not speak of Him, then also His $abdavisayatva
is not disregarded. So, in either case, He 1s not ASabda

556

_ not being.an object of Sabda, Similarly, if Asparfa is

meant as absence of touch, then avidya of the advaitins
cannot touch or affect the Brahman. 857 If the optlon is
given in the case of Avidya (means Avidya alone touches
Brahman and not the other), then also expressive and primary
meaning of the term Asgaré‘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
PrakttasparSa - effect of Influence of Prakrtasparfa. The
Sruti~ ASarTrin suggests that the lLord has no Prakyta or

material body singe He has Agr‘é‘kgtéariga.ssu\ Further,
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the Sxuti describes God as Rukmavarpa. This éhows that He
has Riipa or form. It means He has no Prakrtarups, but

.&P_f-'é_,krﬂ one"'.:').':'.%8
Thérefore, neither of them can be denied. So the Srutis

Moreover, touch and form go together,

*Adabdams .+ ' ete., deny evil word, evil touch, evil form
and the like, and not the meritorious or auspiclous words

'such as Narayapa, the graceful touch of Godess) Lakgmi,

ESTABLISHING THE DIVYAKARA (DIVINE FORM) TO THE LORD BY
SRUTI, SMRTI AND YUKRTI

_ The Sruti- Aditya ’Vai;‘p;a_rg‘ tamasah EarastatSSSA declares

~

that the lorxd is free from’nescience and He is brilliant
or ;llqninating with extra-ordinary unlimited p:'t:ww:isss.ss9
Here is the argument wherever there 1s cdlour, there is
tguch and both these are in form, This rule 1s not merely
applicéhle to the material world of things, but applies
also to thé m;z-matérial dom'ain. The Sruti-Rukmavarnam
tamasah garas{ag states that colour, touch, form and the

. like exist also there in t':hq Aprakrta place. This can also
be proved by the reaso,n Tamasah parastat which means away

560

from ignorance i.e., Prakpil Therefore, on the basls

of t;he’éruti and Yukti stated therein, the Akara of the
iord is described as He has unlimited eyes, arms, legs,
faces and the like, It means He is Vi&varupin. So¢ the

lord's presence in the Brakrta things, does not become
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Prakria and also does not get affected. He is eternally

- VI

Aprakrta bliss-natured, He has the forms of Sukha, Jhana

and the like and not the forms of Pancabhiitas. 20+

Though
He shows the single world of things ip manlfold forms at
the same time in dlfferent places, He is unaffected with
Prakrta contents, As the May3, the causes of material
¢reation, 1s 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 same way.562

And the term Kaya, when derivatively explained, conveys

'the following sense: 'Ka' means Siukharupa and Aya means

Jhanarupa, So Kaya denotes Sukharipa and Jhanarupa of the

Lord, 2622 In the same way, even when the term Sarira is

referred td the Lord, His Sukharlpa remains unharmed., The
texm Sarlra, when etymologically explained, conveys the
following meaning: fég' means happiness, 'Ra’ means enjoy-

562B

ment and ‘Ira' means knowledge. Thus, Sarira means

He who éxperiences and enjoys His own happlness and knowledge.
The form of the lord abounds in happiness from top to boctom.
All the limbs are of bligs-natured and are of extra-ordinary

smowess.sas

¢
~

Another Srutl ascribes ASariratva to the Lord. But it

does not mean that the very concept of form ls negated., It
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only denies the presence of the material body, as is in the
case of aerilal speech, where body is not denied totally but
unseen body 1s accepted and taken into account, Because,
without the organ there cannot be the articulation of any
speech, In the same way, Abarirata with regard to the lord,

564

stands for Alaukikata. If there is Sarlra, there is no

need to acecept the presence of Duhkha and the like as a rule.
Because, the Sarlra of the Iord is entirely different and
not a product of matter, For Dubkha and the like, Sarira

is not responsible but the type of food. The loxrd has been

declared as Niranna in Dv'ésugarna Sxuti. 564A Sc He has no

» e

defects that could originate from the food (of ordinary kind).
So whatever may be the objective terxrm, that would never
attribute any defegts to Brahman. All the terms declare one
or the other meritorious and auspicious quality of the Iord,

Now, Vadirazja refutes the view of the Advailtins that

there is no Kartrtva to Cetana -of C:!.t:--c:c>nt:en’o:..564’B If Cetana

is declared as not Kartd, then there arises the difficuliy.

If Kartriva is asqribed to the Dehagatacetana, then lt appears
as 1f it refersk to the both Dsha and Cetana. Because, when
Kartrtva is referred to the Vibiska (Dehin), then Deha and
Indriyas are also understood to have Kartriva. But really
speaking, it does not bshave proper to attribute XKartriva

to the Jada. The Jada by nature itself, is devoid of any
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Kartgtva.ses' And scholars say that Svatantrab kart'ésasA

that meané Cetana alone is Karta since he does different
activities with means that are under his control, like the

566  The potter

potter who is acclaimed as Karta or doer,
uses the mud, stlck, wheel and the llke that are under his
control, ' These are the éxternal, instruments for accomplishe-
1n§; the effect viz,, pot.  The mind, body etc.,0f the potter
" are the internal means, So nelther the mind nor the body

is the Kartd whereas Cetama or soul alone is the Kartd and

' all others are just related to that, The May3 of the Advai~
tins also cannot contribute Kartrtva because it is also Jaga.
Moreover, scholars do not agree with the idea that the
Kartritva is specified or qualified in ordinary case, So Jada

567 Vadiraja says

is accessory and Cetana alone lisﬂ‘g_g‘g_té.
that, the Rartrtva ©of the Lord is noticed as qualified.

Vigista. Because the loxd creates this worid with accesso=-
ries time, Prakrtl, Karma, that are under his control, o8
And Visigia Kartrtva is possible in the case of the Loxd,

as this is the very form and not dilfferent from Him.

So far as the lord is concerned, He is Nityamukta,

or étex*nal;y free, His form G?oody) ‘is eternally embodied
with unlimited gusp;!.cious qualitles such as power, brilliance
of knowledge, bliss beauty etc.”®® The embodied souls

becéming favoured by His grace, get released from the bondage.
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In release they always look at the bligsful form of lord

5692

Nardyapa. The Sruti Yamaivesa... conveys two things

that the lord removes the obstacle of the Jivas (JIvacdh-
dik3) and setting aside the curtain of Paramaccadika, o 0
unveils His form (&0! souls who fulfilling the prescribed
course of Sadhana, become qualifled for liberation. The
Sruti also states that both éteérnally free Lord and the

released souls have forms, The term Tanu in Sruti signifies

this; The adjective Svam suggests that i1t is the Svarupa-

370 If the body of the released soulg is

deha and no else,
considered to be material then the grace of the lord ( Would
have to be treated as futile, The terms Svam Tanum and
Vivrnute indicate the nature of beginninglessness and
eternality of Svarupadeha respectively. This also proves
that body in relcdase state is other than material; it is
non-material, Therefore, scholars, knowing the purport

of the scriptures admit and proclalm the body of the
released and of the Lord as an embodiment of Cit or spirlt,
Jnana and Ananda (bliss) and not material. The non-material

body -as described above571

will not cause rebirth, oldage,
disease and the’like. So how can there be dirt of any kind
to both Mukts and Nityamukta., All the released are devoid
of defects, They are pure natured and enjoy desired enjoy=-

ments of vardous kind, So there is no Sabalatva in them,
572

both in the released souls and in the Loxd.
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vadiraja, at this point, emphatically denies the possi-
biiity of Sabalatva in the lLord, The inherent nature of the
Lord is not Sabala but it is Sambala, that means the lord is
the bestower of extra-ordlnary treasures to released souls,
The Lord of the Advaitins is Sabala and of the Dvaltins is
Sambala, Only an Anusvara is added by which He becomes :

more powerful and destroys the,éabala Ioxrd. Hence, no

Sabalatva can be attributed to'g}ahman or else, He may

algo be understood as §abala since He i1s bright and lustrous

wﬁtg?variegated complexiens.573

The form of the lord ls 2mayika and eternal. In this
574

regard Vadiraja quotes the Bhagavadglts statements.
The Loxrd is described by Arjuna; He ls beginningless, He
has no beginning, middle and end, Hls universal form is~so
higger that everything could be visualised. He has unlimited
armg, faces, eyes and the like. Arjuna could see this Vibva-
%Eba, only when he was graced with the divine sight by the
lord, Thus, the form of the lord is extra~ordinary. Therefore
how can it be treated as Mézikéj?74A and material., The lLoxd
has His own unlimited power to assume minute form as well as

575

biggexr form, The form, dlrectly cognised by Arjuna, 1s

unlimited and alle=pervasive. 8o then how can it be formless

576

and associated with M3ys. It cannot be. Moreover, the

devotees who seek refuge in the Lord, get released of Maya
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by Lord's grace, how can thexe be Maya in Him? He is
eternally free frcnyﬁ@kﬁ@§77 Further, when gqualified soul
realizes the God in the cavity pf his beart.,ﬂézé gets
burnt to ashes like a cloth. Thus,when the very sight

or realization of the lord destroys the Maya how could
God become Mayamaya? It can never be. His blissful form

is eternally of same nature, and unaffected.578

4

CRITICAL EXPOSITION OF THE puﬁug,as'fhc 2
The egpoéition.gf‘gggg§as" ta, given Sy vﬁdiréja.

etackleé tﬁé views Qf the aavaiting. The Advaltins hold that
the Lord described in the Purusasikta is MaySmaya, He is
formless. The world is not different from Him., Theve is
‘1dentity of the lord with the embodied soul and the like.
But in this hymn, the lord Brahman is extolled as having
wgnderful,form'wzth»unlim}ﬁed heads, hands'and the like.
{Thisy » the ﬁhole hymn' deseribes Brahman as possessing a form.
The Puruga in this hymn is the samaﬁngrgyapa,ﬁr Vigpu and not
ény crdihary being, It 1s stated in this hymn that, he, who
realizes éhe God as described in'this hymn, attains the
liberétion¢5?sh‘ If this is the f£act, then how can He be

the belng of any ordinary type?579

So the Being described in tﬁis hymn, is Lord Vignu who

is spiritual; non-material, free from nescience and bestower
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of the releasg which is non-material., If this Being would
be of ordinary type, then He cannot grant the spiritual
r§lease, 80 there is no doubt that the Lord of thié hymn is
Aprakrta or spiritual.

i

ndﬁ?QA

The Advaitins conte that the statements Purusa

eva idam sarvaf etc., in the hymn, give the:sense of oneness
and, claim that there is identity between Brahman and the
.embodied soul, And the lLoxd is not different from this world,
But this view is not correct, Begause, the terms in the

hymn are adjectives, that qualify and dendte the extra=-
ordinary nature of the Lord, and hence they cannot be referred
to- the embodied souls in any manner, Neither expliciltly,

nor implicitly, the embodied soul ils described here. and
moreover the Iord/capmt, be identical with this world, since

. He is Ajada or mn—;materialséo‘ and the world is material,

And if oneness 1s' traced forcibly then as the world is
falselin the Advaita Brahman should also have to be declared
as false or unreal, The Purusasukta does not convey elther
the falslgf of the world or identity of Brahman and soul,

But .1t establishes the ~ab'solute supremacy of the Being (lLord
N;rg‘yag_a), reallty of the world, and distinction of Brahman
and soul. It also 'states that the entire world is under the
control of the loxrd., And as Lord Puruga (Brahman) is eternally
real, the world, controlled by Him is also eternally real,
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Thus, it can be said that, the Puru§asﬁkta is a critical

exposition of the second Brahmasutra~ Janmadyasya yatah.

Hence, the Being of: this hymn is the Brahman.581 And the

end of the Purusasukta of the Yajurveda, 8rI and Laksmi

581A

are describked as loxd's wives, This also indicates

582 (He, who knows and

that Puruga is Lord Narayapa.
realizes the greatness of the Lord Purugsa, will be favoured
by the grace of the Lord, and as a reéult of that he attaing
liberation. Hence He is essentlally knowable by the

seekers of releaée; Therefore, there is no other Brahman
Sabala as such. The'term Brahman primarily and absolutely

83 And devoted service of this

refers o Lord Ngrgyaggg?
lord Narayana, who is an embodiment of innumerable auspi-~
' clous gualities, who has spiritual form ls the only means
of attaining £inal release. The service of other gods

will ot lead to ihat release.se4
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III. BHEDASOURABHA

INTERPRETATION OF THE TERM ANANTAM IN THE SRUTI SATYAM=
584A

JNANAMANANTAM BRAHMA

This Bhedasourabha, after a ¢lose examination of all

aspects, establishes the five-fold difference, The five~
fold differsnce is ‘distinction between God and the embodied,
soul, distinction between God and matter, distinctioﬁ among
souls, d%stingtion among matters and distinction between

matter and soul,

"Difference is not merely a component part of reality,
but constitutes its very essence, 8o much so, that o a
thing is to know it as distinct from all others, in a general

way and from some in a particular wav...

Difference being thus Dharmisvarupa, the so called
perceptlon of the object is nothing but the perception of

its difference?saéB

At the beginning, the expression Anantam in Satyam-
jAdnamanantam brzhma of the Taittirlya Upanisad, is examined.
The Advaitins interpret the term Anantam as limitlessness
in respect of time, place and entities. They contend that
the limitlessness in respect of entitles means Bralman igo
comprised of all enéities and hence there is nothing other

than Brahman. It means Brahman is Sarvavasiturupa or of the
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form of all entities, This view is not correct.ses Because,

the very exposltion of the nature of Brahman, according to

the Advaita ls Brahman is not Jada or insentient matter,

He 1s not unreal, If it is admitted that Brahman is Sarva-
vastvatmaka or identical with all entities then it would

be contrary to thelr 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 Jfianasvaripa or of the form of knowledge. So the inter-

pretation as the form of matter is not aggreéble. Further,
in the Advaita, world is unreal and this passage declares
Brahman as real. 80 how can it be 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 r;spect of place as It 1ls present everywhere.
(all~pérvasive). If is also limitless in respect of time
since 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 ((Apurlipa or of the
atomic form and that which 1s eternal, cannot be claimed

to be noh-eternal 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

Anantam convey the sense of identity with atomic and non-~eternal
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entlties like pot, cloth and the like.586

Brahman is
described as different due to Its limitlessness nature in
respect of time and place, But how is that It is identified
in respegt 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 Deéékglaévarﬁga,sgz of the form or nature of time and
place, But“the‘attribgte of pervasiveness, in respect of
place and time,lmakes it élear that Brahman ls distinct

from Deda and Kala, Because, difference between pervasive

and pervaded 1s ever established. Thus, the expression of
identity with entitles leads to two defects: 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 entitles also it should ba known that
Brahman is pfesent in all (limitless) entities. The limit-
lessness is to be understood in all the three cases with the

same application.s88

588a

Vadiraja gives one more agreeable
meaning. The term Anantam means being the substratum

or support to all entities, As Brahman is the sole substratum
of iimitless auspicious qualities He is also support of

all limitless entities. Here it 1s to be noted that though
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Brahman is-the substratum’ or support to place, time and
‘entities, He is different £rom them, But in the case of
auspicious qualities, He is not Gunsbhinna or not different
from the gualities, He is very embodiment of those qualities,
In this sence, He is ggpaéraxa or the locus'of auspilcious
qualities, Gun3bhinna 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 entitles having the support of

Brahman.589

‘Ananta'’ is that which has no limit. Anta
means limited association in respect of place and time with
some entities; and that which has the assoclation of all the
times, places and all entitles, is called Ananta. Thus,
Sunasnantya means Brahman having the association of all auspi-
clous attributes. In this sense, there is no dilfference or
difficulty in realizing the significance of limitlessness,> 0
The relation in respect of place and time is of the Adhara~-
dheya=type or &he support and the supported T since Brahman
is the Adhara and place and time are Adheyas. In the case

of the qualities the relation is Adharadheya and also Gupa-
520A

gunibhava. Brahman is Adhara and the qualities are

Adheya.
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RELEVANC? OF THE GIVEN INTERPRETATION

The expression Anantam is ©o be understood accordingly,
so that it should not lead to any confusion or contradlction.
Otherwise, that may show the ignorance of understanding of
the realipy In respect of entities and also of Bralman beilng
identified with all entities. 2And moreover, the sense of
identity @egrades or lessens the greatness of Brahman,
Therefore it is not agreeable to regard identity. Further,
the sense of identity stands opposed with other scriptural

5908

passages like Sa ca Brahmavidapnotiparam and the llke

wherein the term Param glorlfies Brahman as distinct and

supreme.sgl

~ In £ack, 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 entles and in respect of qualities. Therefore,
Vyasa has specifically clarified and explained as Mahadgupatavat
zamanantamahupsglA stat%ng the Lord is Ananta, bging endowed
with limitless auspilcilous qgalities. Really speaking, it is
because of the attributes of 22§§Fatva or pervasion, and

- imitlessness in respect of gqualltie
Nityatva or eternity, Gunanantya/is the primary meandng of

592

the expression Anantam. Vadiraja eritically examines all

the terms of the paééage in their fitness with the context.
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Brahman is extolled as Satya or real since He affords
the very Sattva or existence or sustenance to this entire
world., This conveys the sense of creation, serstenance
and des;ruction. As Sattva stands for three functions of

the lord He is called Satga.Egs

593a

The Advaitins interpret
the term Satya as Abadhya. According to this It is
a suhjecé of,aublatﬁén. But this is not the meaning ‘
intended here, Because, in continuation of that passage,
we, £ind other passages that dellberately deal with the
sustenance and destruction of the world by the Lord.sgsB
Thexefore, here 'Satya' means the sole and independent
ereator, of the world, which is also real and stands

distinct from.ﬂim¢594

As 1t is sald that Brahman is the ereator of this

world, He is also the destroyer. It is clear from the

5944 Annam Brahmetli gza13n§t594B

statements -~ Adyatettica,
and the llke. Thus the very fact of destroying the crea=-
tion is the Annatva. So here Satya means destroyer of the

creation.sgS ( 5954 ‘

Annamaya Koba)
Now the term Satya means also He, who affords the very
life or sustenance #e this world, This is denoted by the
te?m—Prﬁgg. The lord is described as Pranamaya that means
the protector of the world, Both Satya and Prana give the

same éense.sge



193

The second term Jfianam in the ﬁassage is explained with
reference to Manomaya and Vijfianamaya KoSas. Brahman is
described as Jfianam or knowledge due to (His possessing
the knowledge of all the entitles 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 Vijfiana of the Vijfisnamayskofa, This 1s the knowledge
of limitless entitles with regard to special characteristics,

Hence He is also called Sarvaif 597

or Omniscient. This
Sarvajhatva is explained in two Prakaranas - Manomaya or

sheath of ‘mind and Vijﬁ‘a'namazasga or sheath of intellect,

Now the last term Anantam of the passage is explained
in the Anandsmaya Prakasrapa. Anantam means Purpa, complete
in all respects, Brahman is Purpa or perfect with attributes
Ananda or bliss and the like.” So the limitlessness ls in
respect of attributes and not in respect of entlties, If
Anantatva 1s meant as identity with the entities, then the
very Snandamaza-grakérapg becomes not only irrelevant but
also opposed to the other passages. If the world becomes

identicdal with the nature of Brahman, then the passages

Tatsgtvé'tadev‘a'nugr’éviéatggaA

The intended entrance is possible only when created world

and others become meaningless.
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is real and distinct from the creator. So Anantatva is
the Purpatva or completeness of Anandadigunas of the
qualities like bliss and the like and not the identity (s
contended by the Advaitins.sgg’ Thus, like Sarvaijnatva, or
Oomniscience Anandapurnatva or perfection in respect of

bliss is also a characteristic attribute which is explained
in the Ansndamaya Prakarapa, And it is denoted by the

term Anantsm. It may be questioned as to why the term

- Ananda 1s not used in passage instead of Apantam? The

term Anantam sexves double purpose. The term not only
denotes Ananda as shown above, but also the limitless nature
of other attributes such as all=-pervasiveness, omnipotence
‘necgessary for the creation and the like. The mention of
Anantam in the passage is to gtate that all the attwxibutes

are complete also individually.ﬁoo

The attributes are limitless in number. Bach 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 Satyam Jhanamanantam
brahma. JIn this way, the absolute distinctlon between the

Lox& and the world of souls and matter is established,
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JUSTIFICATION OF THE ABOVE ORDER AND INTERPRETATION
The above order and interpretation is agreeable In all

ragpects.s Relevangy in two ways, is noted here, The state~
ment Satyamjfianamanantam brahma suggests the order in terms
one by one, By the term Satyam, the sole doershlp (Sarva-
‘g_,a_x_r:_ggm}‘ of the loxd is explaine&. And this Sarvakartriva
necessarily reg/u:i.res Sarva jlﬁgtx'g or omniscience, Aand

this is described by the word Jnagnam. At last as an essence,
Gunanantya or limitlessness in respect of qualitles is
_explained, This Gupanantya relates to all attributes of the
lozd headed by Knancia and declares that each attribute is
limitless also. Secondly, this order is indicated and upheld
by :j:he~ Brahmasutras also. The ‘second Sutra mentions the

600A

creation ete,, of this world. This c¢reation is placed

first and others next in the order. So the order of the
inguiry oi this passage has thus the support in two ways.f’o1
These two ways do not glash each other, Moreover we £ind

.another passage as Satyamjfisnamsnandam brahma. 6014
called Sahakhya Sruti. Here the word Anandam 1s in the place

It is

©£f Anantam. I‘t evidently states that the term Anantam is

to ba understood in respect of attributes, Ananda and the like,
In this way it is substantlated by the Samakhys Sruti.®%?
The presence of Ananda in the Samskhya Sruti does not negate
the possibility of other gualities, It .i:znplies and stands
for other qualif.iés also, Thus Anantya or limitlessness is

proved in respect of qualities BAnanda and the 1ike, %93
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The passage Nﬁlg§~sukham603A

states that, the Purnatva
or perfection is the cause of bliss, and this alsc promises
the Pirhatva or perfection of each attribute of. the Loxd.
The lord 1is eternally con;ended, He ié complete in respect
of beauty, prowess, knowledge and the like. There is no
ogceasion tp,hayegéefecgs of sorrow and the like, _Hence,

He is eternally blissful. The limitlessness becomes the

cause tO‘pxpve.Eﬁggatva.cr-perfectness.6°4

-~

. Even if tﬁé Vagtvanantys or limitlessness in respect
of gﬂtities is taken, it‘;s nothing but the Lord's eternal
relation as tﬁa primary support of all the limitless enti-
ties,%%° The relation of the Lord with the Guna, gggzé and
the like of all the entities is also evident, Here the
Vastu is pothing but an ateribute of the Lozd, Just as
one who has abundant wealth, is called Dhanapurna, so also

Brahman is called Gunapurna since He is endowed with limit-

less qualitieg.?os In defence of this, Vadir3ja quotes
some BhEQavata statements’.aosA As there being no limit in

respect of qualities, the lord is glorified as Anantam.607

If the term Purpatva in respegt of qualitles such as
Sarvajfatva etc. of the Iord ls not admitted then, lt would
be_as good as treating the lLord as Alpajfia, Aifiani in some
places., But nowhere and by no means the lord is described
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as either Alpaifia or Ajfiani, As the lord is all=-pervasive
(Dharmin), His auspicious qualities . (Dharmas) are also all=-
éarvasive like the form, taste ete, of the objects, The
Dharmas, other than Safiyoga, are alle-pervasive in Dharmin

8 Therefore the state of limitedness

like Dhammin itself.®
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 qualitles are also

eternally real, ) .

Thus, the passage Satyam Jfianamanantam brahma disproves
the two contentlons of the Advaitins, identity of Brahman
and soul and qualitylessness of the ILorxrd. It proves Guna=-
pHrnatva or perfectness in respect of qualities of the lord
and also the absolute- distinction between the Lord and the

souls.ao9 ‘

ESTABLISHING JIVESVARABHEDA 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
the way of interpretation and hence are called sﬁtras.61°
They are Nirggyakaa or determininéf%héi?ﬁripture i -1
’gggygzg or the dgtermipedﬁ‘The purport or import of the

scriptures should be understood in the light of the Brahma=
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611

sutras. Therefore, any interpretation, that is not in

accordance with the Brahmasutras, is not correct. Vadiraja
declares that the BhggxgéllA or the commentory written by
Madhva, -alone is relevant since it is written In agcordance

with the Qrahmasﬁtras.

Thé Advaitins interpret that the Puccha in the passage
of the Taittiriva Sruti viz,, Brahma Puccham §§§§i§§g§§113
is Brahman. "Thef also say that the 3nandamaxa is a Ko&a,
But ‘in the forthcoming passages of that context, Asanneva ga

bhavati, Asédbfahmeti veda cet, Asti brahmeti cedveda and
611C . . -

the like the wozrd Brahman is used twice and Anandamaya is

described as Brahman only.’ The Sitra Anandamayo’bhy3sit

611D

also lays down that Anandamaya 1s Brahman. So treating

Anandamaya as Kofa and describing Puccha as Brahman is

irrelevant to the context and alsc against the Brahmasﬁtra.612

The term Anandamaya is to be understood as Brahman and
not as Pugcha. Because, in the four Prakaranas of Annamaya
and so on, the object of pralse is Ahgin and not the Ahga
(limb). Likewise in the £1fth Prakarana of the Anandamaya,
the aggég‘Qéggggg) alone is to be taken to be the object of
pralse and not any limb such as Pucgha. The word Brahma
in Brshma Puccham1ggg3;§gh§612A does not suggest that the

Se—

Puccha is Brahman but it implies that the Puccha (foot) of
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Brahman is also Rnandéﬁﬁrgg or blissful, So the word Brahman
is to be’ taken to mean Anandamaya (Ahgin) and not as Puccha

(Aﬁga).

The Advalta-interpretation states that Anandayama is
612B

a Koé4sa,

N —

But it is lrrelevant; because as the Koba is
insenéient the Puccha, its part, must also be insentient,
So Brahmatva cannot be attributed to that lnsentient Puccha.
In the Dvaita Qiew, as all the limbs are of tﬁe blissful
form of Brahman, they are also blissful and are of the very

o there 1§ ' 613
nature of Brahman and as such,no such irrelevancy.

If Brshmatva is attribptéd to Ahga (Puccha) alone,
then how ¢an there be Brahmatva in the Ahgin and if Abrahmatva
is ascribed to the Abgin then how can there be Brahmatva to
the part (Puccha) of that Ahgin. Thus both the arguments
show the defects ln the Advalta-interpretation. In Brahman,
who is Jnanarupa or he VeIV, form of knowledge, there are
delight, bliss and the like; These are also the very nature
of Brahman. When Brahman is Sukharupa or bligsful, Brahmata
ls there Iln that bliss. In the passage Brahman ié described

as Anandam brahma kah brahmaS?

At t———

and thae like. This states
that 2nanda or bliss is Brahman, blissful 1s Brahman., So

Brahmata is there to that Anandamaya in complete and not

614

only in a part viz,, Puccha, It 1s strange to know as to
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how the Aﬁvéitins, who are very much particular about the
ldentity of soul and Brahman, are not ready to admit the

identity of Alga and Ahgln that constitutes or comprises of

615

one and the same object. When Puccha ¢an 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.616

ot

Moraover, Brahmatva is evident in both AnSln and Ahsas

and it 1s complete in all xespects. The passage Padam brahma

616A

karau brahma 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
W R g AN ——

or perfection described in passage of Brahman, has been
realized by the knowers like Brahms and others. Ya&oda is

the witness in this regard who saw the entire world in the

617A

graceful mouth of Lord Krsna. So all the limbs of Brahman

are all=pervasive and‘hence are of the naturxe of Brahman.

In the Bhrguvalli of Talttiriyopanigad, while delineat-
ing the definition of Brahman, it 1s described that creation
and the like of this world take place from Ananda and the

same Ananda as Brahman is praised at the Anandamaya=-prakarana

617B 618

of the Brahmavalli, S0 the Xnandamaxa is Brahman.

618A

By the passage Brahma Puccham pratistha, if Brahmatva l1s

restricted to Puccha only then, according to the passage
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Ananda Etma.alsa égandatva is o b2 restricted to the soul

of Brahman, Then it implieé that ‘there is no Znanda in
Brahpan denoted hy‘Pucchaﬁ, So 1f Brahmatva is negated in

the Anandamava, then the Anandatva 1s to be negated in Brahman.
Thus, the entire exposition of the Advaltins becomes absurd

and contrédictory.ﬁlg

If the Anandamaza is the material gsheath, then how can

i

there be Brahmatva in its Puccha? And by referring to Puccha,

fomm is tg,pe admi tted. §ut in the Advaita, Brahman is form=-

619A By édmitting Brahmatva in the Puccha

less (Nirakara).
of material sheath which is deprived of Brahmatva it appears
as if the organ is cut off from the Anandamaya. It is

as good:as éaying that the péssage is Atatvévedakg or not
620

, imparting the right kncwle&ge. And 1f for attributing
Brahmatva, Puccha is taken to be Adhig;hEnafor substratum,
then Brahmatva becomes ogitg or superimpesed. And whatever
is superimposed is unreal. S0 Brahmahva would become unreal.
And how ;g that this Brahmatva is attributed to Pugcha alone

which is a limb and why not to other limbs of that Anandamaya.

Thekefore,‘EEahmatva should not be restricted to the
Puccha., It ahpgfg also to be referred to the Anandamaya
as a whole.‘,Then only there woﬁld\be concordance among
scripturéi passages Enandém brahmetl gxajéng . Brahma puccham

gg s a and the 11ke.620A
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If the Advaltins have high regard to scripture, let

_ them admit.Brahmatva to Pugcha but they cannot have the

privilege of discarding Brahmatva to Anandamava (sheath).
Abrahmatva of_Znandamaya is nowhere heard in scriptures.®?t
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 lt also spolils the contextual
purport., Therefore, that reason alone which has the support
of elther perception or right scriptures is valid, The

has
reason, given by the Dvaitlns,/the support of both scriptures

and Brahmasutras. Hence, Anandamaya is not a sheath. Brahmatva
is to be referred to both Enandamaza and Puccha.622 However,
the reason advanced by the Advalteins may be appealing, 1f it

1s against the éﬁtra, then it will be futile,

The Advaltins contend that the Kartriva, in respect of

creation ete., of the world though a characteristic is a

6224

contingent in pure Brahman. It ig a contingent charactexr-

istic apd not a constituent characteristic, The above defini-

tion may be seen in the 5abala Brahman who o is Avidyasrita.
And it is this Sabala Brahman who is the KartZ of the creatlon

etc., of the world,
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While interpr;ting the second Sutra Janmadvasya yatah,
the Advaitins hold that this Laksana or definitlon is a
contingent characteristic of Brahman. They say that Sabala
Brahman, a product of Maya, is the creator etc., of this

world.szzB

Hence, the above definitlon of the Sitra applies
to this Sabala Brahman, It is as good as attributing
Jagatkarapatva or world-creatorship o Maya. But the
contention of the Sutrakara 1s different. The second Sutra
expresses the fact of Brahman being the efficient cause
(Nimittakarans) like a potter in making a pot. And this
sutra does not state the Tatastha laksana as the Advaitins
balieve., Because, after mentioning Brahman in the first
Sutra, the Sutrakara is giving the definition of Brahman

in the second Sutra., There i1s no necessity to define avidya

or Sabalabrahman in the second Sutra which is out of context.623

According to innumerasble usages and also other aphorisms,
a word having the suffix 'Tasl' conveys the sense of all
cases.@sA 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 ls the efficlent
cause, He need not get modifiled Himself and need not appear

in the form of the world as the Advaltins 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

624 It 1s not sound and tenable to

bedome without a Karta,
hold that without a Xart3, effects get originated. And if,
along, with Maya, Brahman is taken to be a cause of creation,
then the purpose of ascribing TStsasthya to Brahmaiakggx;ng
stands unserved; Aand further, neither the Sruti nor the
Stitra promises two types ;:):ﬁ origination of an effect wlth

Karta and without Karta.

4 1 5

In the f£irst Sutra, Brahman is described as an object
of inquiry and in the second Sutra as a reason to have
inguiry, His constituent characteristic of creation eta.,

is explained., In the same was}, the Sruti passages Tadviii-

{hasasva tadbr@eti&‘m _and the like, state Brahman as an

object of inguiry., And other passages Yato va imani bhutani

j'éxante624B and so on, deal with constituent ckiaracteristics

of Bralman, as the cause ¢of lnquirxy. If the definition of

Kartrtva is not ;eferred to aim at Brahman then why the
‘mention Of Bral:aman\, as an object of inquiry in the flrst
gutra, 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 tt}is. the very concept of Brahman and the inguiry

625 Hence, taking into account

of Him stand dismissed,
Brahman as the primary object of Inquiry, definitlons are

to be explained,
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The Advaitins' contention of attributing Tatasthatva

to the definition of Brahman does serve the purpose of
overcoming the contradiction wilth other passages like Nig-
kriyah niskalsh Santah, is baseless, Really speaking there
is no contradiction. The passage Nigkrivah niskalah santain®2>?
does 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

iz no scope to attribute Tatasthatva to the definitlon of

Brahman, Like Time, Brahman is also an efficient cause.
But He is the primary efficlent cause unlike Time and the
like. So there is no possibility to describe Brahman as

the material cause by any means.626

Tﬁe Dharma 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 asadharapadhamma or the
unigue feature of that entity, When thils is what is meant
by Laksana, then how can the Laksana of Jagatkaranatva,

oe .-

aiming at MSy3,the Upadanakarana of the world,be the Lakgsana

s w——"

of Brahman? And if its application or presence is admitted
in both Brahman and the Maya, then Laksana becomes Ativyapta

( too-wide), 5202

Further, Laksana of Jagatkaranatva, aiming
at Maya as sald above, cannot be the Laksapa of Brahman.

Thus, the attributing Tatasthyz to the definition of
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Jagatkaranatva makes the very definition as the definition
of Maya and not of Brahman, Thus, Tatasthalaksana spoils

the very propos;tion of the context-inguiry of Brahman.e%a

By disregarding the Igtagthalaksana, 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, Tatasthalsksana can also

not be understood ag Brahman is the substratum (Adhisthana)

for the superimposition’ (Arxopa) of Maya, the Upadana accoxd-
ing to the 2Advaitins of Jagat. Because, neither in the

Brahmagutra nor :l,n‘the_éruti', Aropa is described as an object

&f inquiry, Otherwise, the Sutrakara could have composed

the second Sutra as Aropasya Yatah instead of Janmadyasva

yatah and the Sruti would also. have explained the Aropa
deliberately, Therefore the term ¥Yatsh in the Sttra and
the é;_lgg_.’g._, is to be meant as Brahman and to be construed
with Tad that literally denotes Brahman. Thus, there is no

reference to Maya by any means, 27

The contention of the Advaita that Laksana is Tatastha,

since Brahman is Ni’rgu;:gez?A is also untenable?zm The
Laksana conveys the attributes of Brahman one or another,

And if on the basis of Nirguna-Sruti, Tatasthatva is attri-

buted to the Lak§gp§. then that leads to the defect of mutual

.
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dependence. If Nirgunatva or attributelessness would be ,
the primary import of the Sruti then Laksana can be proved
as Tatastha and 1f the 2§$asthat§a:o£ Laksana is proved,
Nirgupatva can be proved. Thus there is Anyony3braya or
defect of mutual dependence, So the Laksana cannot become

Tatastha with regard to Brahmen,528

Now Brahman gannot be the Upadanakarana or material
cause of the world, Because, He is Nirvikari (not subject
to modification). Hence He ls described as the creator
and so on in the sutra as well as in the Sruti, Brahman
not being subject to modification, is acclaimed as Nigkriyah
in the Sruti. It also means that though He gets engaged in
the creation and the like, He is pot affected by the results
such as Punya, or mer;tizgéggror demerit, In this senSe, He

i3 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, BE.,9. while explaining the Sruti Asya Lokasza...629A

the term Bkafa is understood as Brahman with the help of the

6228

Sutra Akabastallifgat; but while explaining Anandamaya,

' the determining Sutra Anandsmayobhyasat is given up, and it

629C

is explained as KoS$a. Thus there 1ls idrrelevancy in the

Advaita=interpretation.
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629D

The Sruti Sa idah sarvamsriata clearly states that

Brahman is the creator of this world and not the material
cause.63° If Kartrtva is absolutely unseen in Brahman then
this passage would have to alm at something else. But '
nowhere in the Sruti and the Sutra, Kartptva of Brahman 1s
negated. In the f£irst Sutra instruction is given to engage
in an i:r;qugl:gy of Brahman. Thus, ha\{ing instructed in the
first Sﬁ’cra', there is' no need and occasion to define Maya
(A jnana) in the second Sutra, So there is no scope to

Upadanatva . 631
attribute/ an attribute of M x to Brahman.

The Upadana or the material cause cannot itself medifyinto
an effect,
/80 the Prakrti belng Ugad g cannot modlfy 1ltself as the world.

It reguires a Karta or a creator to modify as the world, 632

So the creator is needed for any creation. Otherwilse, the

very argument goes in favour of Niri$varasahkhyas, who admit

* 632A

Prakrti as an ifidependent cause for the creation., Hence

the Kartrtva, willingly or uhwilling;y is to be accepted

633

without any alternative, Further the Kartrtva is not

seen in insentlent matter, So Brahman, the supreme being,

" must be admitted as the Karta, Referring to the Niskriyatva
passage if Kartriva is negated then owing to Nirguna passage,
Ajﬁ'éna must be negated. As the soul is described a dependent

633a there is no room for doubt whether

/Brahman is the sole Karta. Brahman is the independent Karta,®>4

Karta in the scriptures,
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The passage stating Niskriyatva, denles the Vikriy3 or
modification in Brahman and not the Xriya or action, If
Laksana of Xartriva, owing to Nigkriys passage 1ls Tatastha
in Brahman, then Ajnana must also be taken to memn Tatastha
in Brahman owing to the Sruti EkamevadvitIyam brahma, °3°
vgdirgja interprets this passage in the most appealing
manner, ’

In theJAdVait§,~Brahmén‘ag§ Ajﬁgna,are since beginning-
less, ’Sb Ajnéna is to be admitted as second, other than
Brahmari, The world,- then, would be the third one, If the
Advitiva Sruti is taken for granted to refute thersécond one,
then, by that, Ajhana, being second, stands negated and not

the world which is the third.235?

Thus, the Advaita=-interpretation of the Sutra and the

Sruti gives scope to the defects Atigzégtiassa {attributing

Brahma Leksana to Avidy3), Asaiibhava®®>®

(negating Katrtva
as Laksana) and the llke, And hence it is not in accoxdance

either with the Sutra or with the Sruti.

By the‘gggggl Janmadvasya yatah the Brahmalaksapa is
given, It is acclaimed that Brahman is Purna in respect of
péﬁer, knowledge and the like. For the creation of this
wonderful world unlimited knowledge, will, effort, power,
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kindness and the like are essential, The Laksana of Srstya-
dikartrtva, referred to in the Sutra, is also a Gupa. Thus
by the Laksanasutra, Sunspurpatva or perfectness in respect
of the qualities of Brahman is proved.636 By this Lakgana-
§§§£§ itséiﬁ, (His absolute distingtion f£rom the world of
souls and matter is also proved. Aas Brahman is described
the creator, tﬁe/sustaineg, the destroyer, the bestower

of knowledge and the like, His éupréﬁe Superiority is also
proved, The same Sutra, delinéatiﬁg the Lakgana of Jagat-
kartriva or creatorship of the world of Brahman {who is

abgsolutely real) establishes reality of the world too.
The Abheda or identity of Brahman with these qualities as

éxplained In the [passage Neha égésti kincana636A?is also

suggested by the_gﬁtra. Thé fact of Abheda in His qualitles
is also a merit and is the very nature of Brahman, It means

Brahmatva 1s the.very natuxe of the.gualities.637

Brahman
ig the possessor of all qualities, There is ldentlty between
quality and their possessor, There is also the Gunagunibhava
Jr the relation of the quality and the qualified, To effect
these two, the ViSesa is to be admitted. These Viéesas are
infinite in Brahman and help for Bhedavyavahara as 'knowledge
of Brahman' and the like. These Qiéégaé are also the very
attributes of Bradhman and are of the very nature of Brahman.
Otherwise the very usage or expression would be meaningless.

All this has the sanction of the sﬁtras?38 When Brahman is
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declarad as the creator, He must have the defectless form.
A formless one cannot act and create something, The bllss-
ful form of Brahman is glorified in both the Sttras and

638A

Srutis. If the graceful and blissful form is not

admitted, then Brahman would cease to get engaged in crea-

tion like a potter, lacklng hands, cannot create a pot.639

Thus has been shown with relevant examples, irrele-
vancy of the Advaita=-interpretatlon and relevancy of the

Dvaita view.

BHEDA ESTABLISHING THROUGH BRAHMASUTRAS AND THE INTERPRETATION
OF AIKYA SRUTI

Really speaking, all the Brahmasutras declare Bheda or
absclute distinction of Brahman from the soul. But some
Bltras do not state the distinction openly. But it is beyond
doubt that distinction is nowhere denied, In some Sutras,
apparently i1t appears as if distinction is denied and identity
is accepted, But taking into account the contextual reference
of the scriptural passage, édhikarggg and the like, 1t 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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establishe distinction, but the Sutra Sth@txadanﬁhh23m1g§§39A

(I,iil.7) is taken £irst as it involves Yuktl or reasoning

and as the work is named Yuktﬁnallik5.640

In this Sutra
soul and Brahman are described as abiding in the physic.
The soul reaps’orvgats the frults of his deeds whereas
Brahman, without eatlng, dwells there with His bligsful
nature. ,Thus the two reasons as eating the frults of the
-deeds and absence of eating, prove the distinction between

soul and -Brahman.

The Sitra $arirabcobhavepl hi bhedenainsmadhIyate®4?®

(I+11.20) explains that Sarira jivs is not an Antaryamin
or indweller, It is the Paramatman who 1s Antaryamin, So

Paramatman is the supporter and soul is the supported. So

641 is STtra is to

641a

there 1s difference between the two,
determine the purport of the Sruti Ya atmani tigihan...

_There are some Sutras quoted here wherein the temm
Bheda is present and that states distinction clearly.
Bhedavyapade$acca (1.1;17), this Sutra is in the Anandamaya-
ghikarana. This states that the Anandamaya is Vispu and not
others, since distinction lies even In the Muktl state.

And it is repeatedly stressed in 2&1tt1r§xa,§£g§§.6415
As the Bheda is there even in the Muktl, it is evident shat

the Bheda 1s eternal, Bgeagzagadeéét {1,11i,.5) this sutra
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641cC It promiges

deals with the Atharvanabruti-Justam yada...
‘hha;t a devotee sh‘ould t’hink of an& realize Vignu as distinct
from him, Bhedavyapadesécchanysh (I.1.21), this Sutra speci-
f£ies that the Antaryamin is distinct from souls like Indra

and others, The Sutra- ViSesanabhedavyapadefabhyah ca netarau,
; 3\
641D

(I,ii.22) deals w:l.th the passage, Yah sarvajnahb... and
states that Vz.snu is distinct £xom Kgarakgara jivas“m as

He is Omniscient and selfncontenaed 642

Further, two Sutras Anupa;:patte_s_tu na Saciran (I,11,3)
and Netaronup_g;eatteh (I.4. 16) justify the distinction of
soul and Brahman .with proper reasons. At fi:cst., it is stated
that the attributes of soul are éistin'ct’ from the attributes
of Loxd Vispu. Hence there ‘:I.s Bheda. The second states that
Visnudharma of bestéwing the reléase_is unseen and unreason-
4able. in the soul. So He is Bhinna.643

‘I‘he sutra M% pasrm__ yxa;gadeéat (I.11i,2) states that
Brahman 1ls an object o£ at’cainment even by liberated souls,
This §_9_§_:_r_§ explains and determines the import of Atharvana

6432 1¢ proves that Visnu and not

.é_g_q_t_._g Amrtasyesa §_§_!:_t;1;1.
others is the szlzppox_:teruqf the entire world. The Sitra
. Asminnasya ca tadyogam Sasti (I.1,19) explains that the
aspirant will have the ____gg (contact or. association) of

Anandabrahman as a fruit in release. The Sutra Pythagupade$at

3
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(II,1i1,27) dispels the apparently appearing contradiction

6438 643C

of the Srutis Tattvamasi, Nityo-
643D -643E

nityanam, Dva suparna and the like, It is stated

Ahah brahmismi,

that the séul is absolutely distinct from Brahman since the
Jimport of the §rut;is spec;i.fles the distinction,

Then the Sutra cqm.:l.r;g in the fourth viz,., Phaladyaya
sampadyavihaya svena !}aadet {IV,iv,1) states that the soul
of the realized nature, atta.jll.ning Brahman in release/and
being distinct from Him, experiences the desired blissful
enjoyments, Brahman is Jagajg janmadikarana (efficient cause
of the creatlon ete., of the world) but the souls, though
liberated, do not have 'ch§ creatorship of the creation of
the world and the like. This is stated by the Sutra
Jagadvyapara variah (IV.iv,17) which negates Srstyadivyspara
”(thz? power of créat:d.on etc, ) in the released souls.

In this way, Bheda is acclaimed in all the Si'itras

composed by Vedgvyﬁsa», This is the primary import. 644

The Surottamatirtha, in his commentary Bhavavildsiy
gives anr\b‘rief account of all the four Adhy.gzas of the Brahma-
gsutras and mentions that Bheda is the primary aspect enumer-
ated in and determined by all the Sutras, In the first

Samanvavadhyaya, Brahman ls described as the primier object

£
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and import (sense) of all the words that generally refer

to and convey other thinge, Othe; things are not the
primier obﬂec;xof expression of words., So there 1s dis=-
tinction.betmeeq the two i,e. Brahman and other objects.

In the second av%radgagxéza, Brahman is declared as defect-
less <§9§§g§é§). So He must be distinct f£rom those who

are defective,’ iﬁus, distinction is evident, In the
Sadhanadhyaya, Brahman is @escribed as an object of realiza=-
tion, Sq; he, who will secure realizatlon, must be different
£rom Him the objeat oé réalization; In the last Phalgdhzgxa,
Brahman is stated as the bestower of real@ase and is desdribed
as an object of attainment. So, He must be distinact £rom

those, on whom He bestows the release.

The Srutis that appear as if conveying the Abhedartha,
are to be understocd in favour of distinction only since
the Sutras have determined that Abhedartha is not the primary

644A

import. In the Sruti Prapo Vahamasmirse, i appears

that Indra is Prana. But he is not, The Sutra Na Vaktur-
atmopadefaditl cedadhydtmagambandhsbhuma' hyasmin (I.1.29)
determines that, at the time of Indra'’s declaration of this

Sruti, there was special presence of Vigpu by name Prana.

This statement is like the usage ’this 1s 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 fire

™
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In the same way, he is Indra only. But owing to the special
presence of Vigpu by name Prapa, he declares 'I am Prana.’
SQ‘there is no scope for conveying identity., It ultimately
conveys distinction., Indra cannot be identical with Prana-
namaka Vignu, In this way, with the help of the Sutras,

apparent contradiction of the Srutis must be dispelled.645

Thus Vadiraja, showing accordingly the distinction as
the primacry 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 Sattvaccavarasya (II.1.17) declares
the real existence of the things other than Brahman,

The passage Pare'vyaye sarva ekibhavanti®®>? seems to
declare the Advaitic identity. - ?bldétermine the Import of

this passage, the Sutra Bhoktrapatteravibhagabcet syallokavat

(IT.1.16) is taken into account. Here, Abheda or identity
is treated as Purvapaksa, and it is denled. The Sutra states
that all the liberated souls gét together in release like

the cows getting together in the cow=pen, This shows that
the liberated souls are distinct from each other and alsc
distinct f£rom Brahman. In release the llberated souls are

under the control of Brahman., There is only Sthénaikya or

the unity of place, Thus the concept Bheda is referred to

in all the Sﬁtras.646
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-~ This Bheda 1s Earamarthika and not Vyaysharika or
Mithya, as understood by the Aﬁvaitins. It is essential
for attaining the Moksa. The Sutrakara, proposing an

~ inquiry of Brahman in the f£irst Sutra as an essential
requiremen}i for the attaimment of release, has deterrr}ined
distinct:!.én in a;ll the Sutras since Brahman, an object of
an inquiry must be distinct £rom those who pursue the
Jijﬁ'ésasw an ingquiry.

' SAMANYAYADHYAYA' ESTABLISHES GUNAPURNATVA THROUGH SARVA~
5ABDAVACYATVA

The Advaitins' view is that Brahman is Avacya or beyond
all expressions. Because It is inexpressible, It is Nirguna
or quali}:yléss or unqualilfied. 8o, there is no question of
Gunapurpatva or full gualified as understood by the Dvaitins.
Av’a'cxa means unable to express by any word. No woxrd expresses
Brahman by Mukhysvrtti (primary power). Sometimes, it is on
‘the basis éf implication (Laksana), Brahman is conveyed by
‘some woxrds. Words always convey one or other attribute of
eptitie;s. As no word expresses Brahman and thus It being
Avacya, It has no attributes. Attributes, conveyed by
;ﬁgg_péy_ggg or impl'.ica’cicn are not at all taken into account.

64

This view of argument of Advaitins, 8 is not correct.

In Samanyayadhyaya of the Brahmasutras, not only the
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words, describing (@jjlexpressing 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 differw
ent types. of words- Namatmaka; ;1ﬁg§tmaka and others are
explained and it is shown that every word describes one or
the other auspigious quality»oszrahman. The word Brahman
in the first Sugra giﬁes the sense of Gunapurnatva or
perfectness in respedt of' qualitiess It ls because of
Brahman is Sarva$abda-vacya.{expressible by all words).

Etymologically, Brahnan means Pﬁrga649 or £ull of perfect.

The same fact is determined in all the Sutras of the first

Adhxsya.éso

ticry denoted by a concerned word. It 1s in the form of an

The Lifiga is a peculiar Dharma or characteris~

attribute. So it is as good as saying that even Lifgatmaka
words ultimately convey Brahman by describing His attrlbutes,

The Sutra Antastadharmopade$at (I,1.20), Antaryamyadhi-
daivadisu taddharmavy apadefat (I, 11,18), AdrSyatvadigupako
dharmokteg,(Iwii.zal;,SarVadHarmogatteéca (1.1.38) etc,,
clearly point out ‘that Brahman isJexpressed by infinite words
as He possesses infinite attributes. So He is Gunapiirpa,

- perfect in respect of qualities. He is also Sarvasabda-vacys
or an object of all expressions. If words do not express

distinct nature of Brahman, then what is the use of describlng
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Him by so many words? As Brahman is absolutely real, His

attributes are also rea1.651

All the words in the Vedas declare Brahman primarily,
The Sutras Sabdadeva pramitah (I.1ii.24), Gounabcennatma
. 4abdat (I.1,6) etc., make it clear that Brahman is expressed
by all the words, In Him there ls Samanvaya or harmonious
, &nterprgtgt&gn‘of different words. And thls Sgmanvaya stands
uae%ess if attributesdenoted by the words are denied in
Brahman, Because, that multimately negates the Gunapurnatva
of Brahman. Then the very usage Brahman in the first sSutra

would become meaningless and purposelessﬂssz

- . The Advaita ggégxgﬂo; BrahmasUtra, mentions that the
first.qﬁarger of £irst chapter makes an inquiry of Brahman
dealing with some indic@tori marks that are clear and explicit
whereas the second and the thiid quarters of the same chapter

refers to-the indicatory marks that are not clear.653

-~

[ PR -~ - -

But, Vadiraja opines that the indicatory marks enumerated
in the Br.Su. are all clear and explicit as they proclaim one
or other characteristlic or attribute of Brahman. Here, 1t
Jlooks thatIVEQirEja 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 an&vdefends that the Sutra declares the positive
indicatory mark clearly as an attribute of the lord, and hHe
also promises that all the Sutras aim at and glorify the

attributes of -the lord c.-learly.653A

3

The Sltras zin- the third quarter, Dyubhvadyayatanam
svababd3t (I,iil.1) and Muk toga;sgm vyapadebat (I.iii,2)
clearly state théthrahmaﬁlis the-support to heaven, earth
and the like. He 1s an object of éttainment by the released

souls. -Thus, here also iﬁe qualities of Brahman are described.
| So there is no scope for NirviSegsatva or attributelessness
'and the like. And moreover, the very expression, as Ji 5335)
inquiry of Nirvifesa attributeless Brahman is defective,
because an inguiry needs the diééussion of the Dharmas or
characteristics or attributes of entitles here of Brahman.

" So the épinién of the Sutrakara ls that "7~ —.1 ..
thatnBrahman!is Purna or perfect with infinite auspicious
lattributes since He 1ls expressed and conveyed by all the

" words.?¥ -

ADVAITA VIEW IS_CONTRADICTORY TO THE SUTRA

Owing ko the apparent contradiction, seen in the scrip=-
tural passages the Advaltins classify .the Vedas as Tatvavedaka

or impartifig true knowledge and Atatvavedaka or imparting
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wrong knowledge .and they consider only Nirgunabrutlds as

655, Avedaka means communicating or aiming at

Tatvavedakas
reality, They state that the passages that aim at‘reality.
(since according to the Advaita, Brahman alone is reality)
are Tatvgvedaka and others are Atatvavedaka, But this classi-
fication is not at all upheld by the Sﬁtrak'éra.ﬁsa Owing
to apparent contradiction, it is not agreeable to group the
seriptures as_abové. The third and fourth quartersldf the

second Adhyaya (Avirodhsdhyava) are meant to remove the

apparent conflict or contradiction among the scriptural
passages, _There, it is proved that all scriptures are

Tatvavedakas only,

{
4
o

On the basis of personal experience as 'I am ignorant,’
it is not befitting to attribute Ajfisna or ignorance in
Brahman and it is not the aontention 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 'I am ignorant! proves

that ignorance is a quality abiding in the souls, This
experilence does not prove ilgnorance in Brahman and cannot
ham the Sarvajfiatva or omniscience of Brahman. The very

Iexperience indicates that the soul's experience is an outcome

657

of ignorance. So the absolute distinction of the soul from

Brahman remains unharmed, '
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BRAHMAN IS NOT NIRAKARA BUT IS OF PURNANANDADEHA

In defending the Nirdgunatva of)Brahman the Advaltins
hold that Brahman is Nirakara. If It were Akaravan having
a form, then their contention of Nirgunatva holds no good.
Therefore, they state that Brahman is Nir§5§ra or formless,
But this view ls not tenable, because when Puccha (according
to the Advailta) is taken to mean Brahman, the view of
Nirak3ratva is gone, This is closely examined and discussed

in the Anandamay3dhikarana.®®®

59 states that His

The passage Tasya priyvameva §é£§p6
form is blissful, Here, Sirah stands for not only head but
also other limbs, So all oxrgans are blissful., The two
arms of Brahman are descrlbed as Moda and Pramoda, aspects
of bliss. The related passages are Modo daksinah paksah,

660

Pramoda uttarsh paksah. Here Moda and Pramoda are not

different in nature and essence; they are the two aspects
of the same bliss, The right arm,called%%%gb 1s blissful
like the left one called Pramoda. So difference lies in
terms and not in essence,

f

The passage Ananda atma conveys the blissful nature of
the middle portion. And the passage Brahma pucchem Eratigggééel
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,
ls to be construed with all the statements accordingly.
Brahman stands for Purpasukha or perfect bliss, The terms
Priva, Moda, Pramoda and so on referred.at £irst, declare
that the form of Brahman is blissful including Puccha-~foot.
The ‘Mayat' suffix in Anandamaya stands for completeness or
for abundance, Mayat is also Purnatvavecaka or expressive

2 S0 there

of perfectness and Brahman also Purpatvavacska. &6
need not be any difference in purport or import of gseveral

scriptural passages,

In another passage, it 1ls stated that the souls, liber-
, ated by the grace of Brahman, wlll have the blissful enjoy=-
ment at thelr own acco;'d.sés This proves that Brahman,who

is eternally liberated, must also be of bllssful nature.

Thus, the sériptgr/e as well as reasoning describe the Pugcha
is also of perfect bllss. So the term Brahman is Sukhav'écaka?&é’
\ Brahman 1ls Bifba or original and souls are Pratibifbas or
reflections. Owing to the Bifba-pratibifiba<bhava also Sukha-
ripatva blissful nature is evident., Because, it is explained
that the liberated souls, who are reflections willl have bliss-

ful enjoyments for having pgot manifested their blissful nature.



Thus the scrilptures clearly state the blissful nature of

665

Brahman, In view of this, the Sutrakara algo specifies

I

as Khan@amaxa'bhxésﬁt.ss&

In thése Sruti passages, the primary import is the

blissful Brehman is not irrelevant, The Laksapa is resorted

67

to only when the expressed sense is incompatible.6 If it

is argued that ‘Sirab’ is to be understood as like Sirah then,
on the same ground in Puccham Brahma, the primary sense of

the term Brahman @s“to be-glven up which is nét desirable

668

even to the Advailtins, Moreover, in the same line, the

Sruti directs as Sa va esa purusavidha eva®®®

Lo R 1)

where there

. ]

'is no scope for Laksana. The particle 'Eva' determines

At St 3

- o

3 and that is blissful. It does not
70

that Brahman is Purus

get modified and hence it is absolutely and eternally real.6

' So Brahman is of the nature of PurpSnanda or perfect blissful.
He is blissful with Sukharups and He is the lord Narayanpa.

| He is eternally deprived of material elements. He, being

eternally blissful, becomes an object of blissful experience,

Thus the Sruti promises that Anandamaya is S@kara with limbs

that are also blissful,s?1

1

. INTERPRETATION OF APPARENTLY CONFLICTING STATEMENTS OF
o0dias SUCH AS TRAYENAM... ETC.,OF BHAGAVATAY72

(Pﬁrgas also declare Bheda).



The Nirpeya works are those that convey the determined
gense and the Nirpayakas are those that give the clues to
determine the purport of the Nirneva works. The Sruti,
Smrti and Puranas are ‘Nirneya works and ‘zif;j;“ the Brahmastivos
sinée determine the import of them, are called Nirpayzkas.
In the Sutra, as already mentioned, Bheda is pointed out
clearly. But in the Pur3pas, in somé places, there are some
statements that :appea;: .as if denying the distinction of the
soul from Brahman, And this portion contradicts with other,
declaring distinction. At this juncture, one has to seek
the help of the Nirhayaka woxks, The Nirneya works are
original and Nirpayskas are the commentaries of them. So

Nirpeyas are to be pnderst-:ood in the’'light 6f the N:r.r:z;éyakas?'73

To give the correct import of the term Bhida of the
Bhagavata verse Irayapam... Vadiraja gives the seven wsenses .
(meanings) of the term Bhida.

(1) Anyonyabhava - difference of one object f£rom another;

(2) Bhrama, - misunderstanding
k (3) Virodha - opposition
(4) Buddhibheda =~ differentiating the opinion or splitting
i + the mind:
(5) Nas&a = destructlon
(6) _I:'I_:{L.fs_x_;_a_pg - mixing up and

" (7) Asahyoga - separate existence,®’*



vﬁdirﬁjé also states the stock examples of these.
Difference between pot and cloth is Anyonysbhava, Mistaking
rope as snake involves Bhrams. Mitrabheda is taken to mean
Virodha, - Buddhibheda as one of the four devices, Na$a,
destruction of a pot and the. like., Mixing up of water and
milk is an.example of vmnéragg. Bifurcating or standing
apart of the two armies is an example of Asaftyoga, In this
way, the same térm conveys,the seven meanings,

The BhEgavata verse Trayapam.,. does not convey the
sense of identity, This verse 1s spoken by Maitreya or Vidura,
The same sage elsewhere in the Bhagavata itself has made it

clear thac loxd Vignu 1s supreme.675

And even the eplsode

of Bhpgu’s meeting all the three deitiles proves that lord
vispu is supreme, Vadiraja; critically examines the verse

in the light of the meanings diven above, He states that

' the term Bhida, In the verse, does not deny the Bheda of the
variety of Anyonyabhava., And hence, it does not prove the
identity~of three deities. He proves the faet that there 1s
no difference of opinion so far as the three deities are
concerned. The term Bhid3 denies the difference of opinion.
It conveys that though thexe ;s gradation and difference among
lord Vigpu, Brahmz and Rudra in respect of nature, there is
no Buddhibheda (difference of opinion) among them, Vadiraja

" interprets the verse skilfully and establishes chat thils verse

does not prove any identity among the three deities.676



To know the purport of the Purapas and to understand
theix importance, it 1s necessary to know thelr 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 evideﬁt. 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\qf the works, means and éruits. proves it
evidently that tnreavdéities,are neither equal nor ldentical,
S0° the above verse does not convey eilther equality or lden-
tity, but it does wonvey the sense of absence of difference

of opinion among them,

- . 677
INTERPRETATION OF THE BHAGAVATA VERSE BHAYAM DVITIVABHINIVESATAH, .

The hﬂvaiths contend’ that the Bhagavata verse Bhayam

dvitizggginiveéaggg stt...678
establishes the ﬁnreality of the world. But this contentlon

affirms theilr identity and

is not correct. The Dvitlya word indicates world constituting
body,; family, property and the like., -The woxd abhiniveSa

méans attachment. So, the import of the verse is that one
has to worship the Loxrd devotedly, setting zégide or giving
up close attachment towards worldly objects, The Dvitiya
that lnvolves world is not at all denied. So the, expression
does not .agree with the view that 'the belief in the existence
of other than Brahman' causes fear. If the word Dvitiya is
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meant that there 1s nothing other than Brahman, then the
statements- Bhajettam bhaktya... and the like serve no pur-
pos@.evg ‘Because, here duality of Sevya-sevaka or master
and servant variety is clearly stated. Brahman 1s the £irst
who is Sgvya or the Master and the devotee, who is servant
is thevéecqu; 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 convey 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 Akabasta-
lifgat (I,1,22) where the popular and general sense of the
word AkaSa is given up and the word is 'simed at conveying

the sense befitting to the context as Brahmanaaao

It is hinted that more attachment towards this world

~ causes fear: To ke free from the fear, one has to worship
the Lord with his mind £ixed on preceptor and deity, with
true devotion., 8o the world, second and other than Brahman
is not aneal. We fihd a good number of statements in the
Bhagavata and in ather Puranas that instruct the devotees
to give .up the attachment towards body, family property and
the like on account of thelr belng defectful in so many

respects and to worshlp the lotus feet of the Lcrd.681
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In all these, it is hinged that close and more attachment
towards worldly objects causes fear. But nowhere either
Atmaikya or Mithy3tva of the world is stated. In the above
verse, AbhiniveSa or attachment of the Dvitlya or the world

82 1¢

is 'sald to be given up and not the Dvitiya itself.6
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

resorts to ascenticism.

4

Really, all these things, including Kala, Karman and

3 But it ds

the like are under the control of the Lord, ®®
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 thelr very existence 1s not at all negated.

INTERPRETATION OF THE BHAGAVATA VERSE AHAM BHAVAN NA CA,..%8%

In the 83stras and the Purapas, we £ind a good number
of statements, that appear as lf 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 each other say
*I am thou,' 'Thou are I' and the like, Here both of them

cannot be ldentical. These are the statements spoken out of

685

intimacy, affection, faith and the like. Vadiraja opines
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that on such occaslons if the primary sense seems to be
irrelevant, then it is to be understood accordingly on
implication, %88

In the Bhagavata, Hahsarupl-paramatman preaches Pracetus
as 'I am\thou, not distinct, thou are I, wise will not

see any distinctilon between us tw00687

Here Hafisarupi-
. parsmatman is the, preceptor and Pracetus is the pupil,
Param@tman, appearing in the guise of a brahmin, teaches
‘Puranjgpa.‘who-is~nqw born ag the daughter of Vidharbha king,
¢ Puranjana is Jivahamsa. Paramatmahamsa is teaching to JIva=-
hamsa, _The apparent identity stated here, should not be
taken literally. The precegtor, to ensue devotion in the
devotee and to show his deep affection, has spoken thus:
Here Paramatmahamsa is Bodhaka-teacher and Jivahamsa is
Bodhya=taught, The Lord wants the scul to Qet uplifted who
is eligible for realizing the philosophical truth but who 1s
now deeply engaged in worldly enjoyments. One 1s Sarvajfia
or Omnisclent and another is.Ajna or ignorant. So how can
;hefe be identity between the two? To realize the philoso-
phical truth, complete harmony of the mind is essentlal. And

this expression is uttered to gain the complete harmony of

the mind.

. Or, it may be Bimba~2ratibiﬁbabh5va‘0r relation of
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reflective and reflection that is hinted here. Paramatma~
hamsa is Bimba and Jivahamsa is Pratibimba, 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 Avinabhava or together-

nass of the tmo.esa

L
L3
Al

vadiraja gives a wonderful order of interpreting and
argues that the above verse states the difference and -not
the identity,  If the first pause is given at Ahah bhavan
L2 ca then that conveys *I am not thou,' the second sentence
is as Tvam anysh that means ‘Thou are distinct,' Here the
distinction of Paramatmsheamsa from Jivahamsa is stressed.
Third sentence is as Tvayl eva aham instead Tvamevaham.
' Then it conveys that the Paramatman is the Antaryamin or the
Indweller in all the soculs, Thus, the distinction of the

soul from the Paramdtman is the primary import of the verse. o

Further, 1t 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.ag«o And they, although knowing the joint presence
of God and the soul, do not hold their identity. They have
the knowledge of distinctioni’e these two as a swan has in respect

of milk and water,
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The advice of sage I\férada and also concluding verse of
that P%bm@%jénogakhzana affirm that Jivahamsa, being thus
initiated and *enlightened: by Paramatmahamsa gained real
691 This

result also determines that the soul is distinct £from Brahman.

knowledge and by His favour became contented.

KAPXLAKHYANA ALSO PROMISES BHEDA

The Kapilakbysna occuring in the Bhagavata (third
chapter) wherein lLoxd Kapila preaches to His mother Devahuti,
algso destablishes the Bheda.

 The Lord Brahman 1s distinct from Pancabhutas or five
great elements, Indriyas or senges, Manas or mind and also
from the Prakrii, the pr;lméfy cause of all these. Though
He 1s the primlier-source of very ﬁexistence and the action
of all thesé, He 1s totally distimt from them like the fire,
though the gause of the origin of £lames, sparks, smoke and

the like, it is distinct from them.692

As the terms Indriyas or senses, Manas or mind and the
like also stand for conveying thelr respective presiding
deities, not only Jadajada-bheda or distinction among matters
and JadeSvara-bheda or distinetion 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

693

Sruti passage~ Ekamevadvitiysm Brahma. These declare

that Brahman is distinct from both Jiva and Jada. The

4

Sruti- Neti netItyStma g;hxabﬁg states that the Lord is

neither Jada or matter nor Jiva or soul. He is distinct
from koths This is the import of the Sruti- Ekamevadvi tlyam,

The term Advitlya does not convey the sense of identity as

the Advaitins cbnﬁénd,sgs

{

The Advaitins hold that Brahman is Akhapda or partless,

Nirskara or formless, Nirguna or attributeless and Avacya

or inexpressible,®?® all these views have been refuted in

this Bhagavata verse, The terms ‘Bhagavan’ and ‘'Brahman’

prove that Brahmaﬁ is not akhanda as the Advaltins contend.697

He is not Nifﬁkira since He has blissful form. He, being

Brahman, 1ls not Nirguna as the term Brahman means an embodi-

698

ment of minfinite auspiclous attributes. He is not

Avacya as He 1s the primier object 6f the import of all
the Srutis. And because of this, Brahman 1ls distinct f£rom

689

souls and matter. _This distinctlion will also continue

to exlst even in releaseys

BHEDASRUTIS ARE NIRAVAKASAS AND ABHEDASRUTIS ARE SAVAKASAs/OC

vadiraja argues that, it cann6£ be sald that the Bheda-

Srutis convey the sense of distinction due to the Matibheda



or the difference of thinking, Matibheda is possible when
there is Svariipabheda or difference in nature, It is due

to the Svarupabheda, sense of distinctlon originates. And
ig}the case of the Abhedabrutis, they can be understood as
conveying Matyalkya or unity of opinion, Sthanaikya or unity
of place and the lik.e.7°1 Therefors, the Bhedalrutls are
Niravakaas, having or affording no scope for different
explanation, The AbhedaSrutis are Savakasas, since there

is scope to understand the import through different explana-
tion or implication.

702 the termm

In the, Sruti- Dvasupana sayuia sakhavau..
‘ Sakhaxau\aonveys~tba; the two have harmonious mind and the
temm Sayujau states thatﬂbo;hhoiythem\are abiding in the

same place or body, Here Paramatman and soul are the two
birds dwelling in one plqc@ with harmonious mind. Here

there ls.no scope to convey Matibheda:or difference in
intellect and Sthanabheds or difference in pléée. Bheda is
distinct due to Svarupabheds or difference in nature. The
dual number specifies that oné is distinct from another,

and 1t doer not harm the bsauty of the sense of Matyalkya

and Sthgng}kxa.vea% Not only this, the passage also states

the mutually cpntradiqtory and opposing attributes of the

soul and Brahma. In the soul, there are Baddhatva (boundness),

2purpatd (imperfectness) and Karmaphalsbhokkftva (the state
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of experiencing the fruits of his deeds) whereas in Para-
matman, there are Nityamuktatva, Phrpatva (perfectness),

and Anatrtva (the state of non~eating the frults of deeds).
Because of this; the distinction between the soul and Brahman

is real and etarnala7°4m

+

& - . m—

and in the case of Alkyabruti, resorting to Laksana
and set@igg_éside the exprgssed sense of identity, one has
to underétgnd Matyaikya or unity in thought, SthSnaikza or
unity in place and the like as in the statements like:
They two got together., Here there is no scope for sense

of identity.705‘

As there is scope and chance to Matysikya, Sthanalkya
and the like, with rega;d‘to Alkyabrutis there is n& scope
to realize Matibheda, St@ﬁnabheda and the like’with regard
to Bhedaw=$rutis a; shown above but the Svarupabheda, Hence
the Bhedabrutis are Niravakabas and the AbhedaSrutis are

S'a'vak'ééas ¢

INTERPRETATION OF THE SRUTI NITYONITYANAM, ., OC

Vadiraja, gives an elaborate interpretation of the

passage Nityo nityandm,.. and shows that this Srutl states

the Pancabhedas (five varieties of distinction) clearly.
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The passage conveys that the lord is Pacamanitya or
supreme eternal among eternal entities: He ls Paramacetana
or supreme keing among all sentients, He brings qualified
souls in Sahsara and affords them chances for pursuing their
respective Sadhana.. He blesses with eternal bliss to those
who are eligible, He, ieing Indweller of all, is the Loxd,
who is Independent in all respects. Wise always realize
the disﬁincé%on_gg@ not the identity with the Lord., Others
do not reallze this truth and hence they cannot have the
realization of the Lord. It is the very nature of wise
that'hé;ps them to realize the Lord, Those, who have the
realization of the lord, will attain blissful release, And

others have no releasse due to having no realization.707

H

- -~ ¢ -

. The passage also affims that the Loxd glone 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 creatlon,
but He is the efficient and independent cause (Nimltta and
Svatantra karapa). So there is no question of superimposi-
tion of Kartriva and the like on Brahman.’ Here, it is also
explalned that the Logd ls Omnipotent, Supreme and Omni-
seient as He, having the knowledge of all entitles (including
primeval matter), creates the world sportively. So He is

708

Independent and others are dependents, Nelther He is
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initiated by othgrs nor He sgeks the help of othexrs in
ereating the world, The souls are dependent, since the very
survival of them is under His control and Bhogabhoktrtva
the state of experiencing the enjoyments is also blessed

by Him.709

The repeated description of the attributes such as
eternity, sentiency,belng alone, doershlp promises that
this $ruti is an Interpretation of so many other Srutls.
Ekatva referred ta above establishes Abheda between the

original form and incarnatlons of Brahman.

This passage also proves the concept of Visesa, a
Samarthyavibesa (or distinct power) of the Lord and that
ﬁelps for Bgedagxavahgra.71° There is no difference < 7 -7
between the lord and His incarnations, His limbs and Hig
&ualities. All are of the same nature, The attributes are
absolutely rxeal and not ephemeral,

The Loxd, with Indwelling=forms dwells in all., His
rea}izaticn 1s essential for attaining the release. The
libegated ones are iﬁentical nelther with Brahman and nor
wlth each other, They are distinct f£rom Brahman and also
£rom each other, Brahman is the loxrd of the released souls

}
and they have the dilrect vision of the lord always. This

will never get affected.7ll
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In this passlage, the five=fold difference is clearly
stated, It 1s also described that the liberation is of the
nature of bliss, AaAnd this liberation can be attained through
the knowledge of five-fold difference. The sentence
Anupasyanti dhlrsh indicates that there is gradation with

disi:,inc:tion‘ wlth regard to the nature of the souls in

respact of\their‘AEarokgaanna or realization, The graded
souls are of three kinds and there is mutual distinction

| among them. The sentence Kaman yo vidadhati indicates the

1\plurality of the means of enjoyments and also mutual dis-

~ tinction among them, Yo vidadh3ti states that the Loxd is

the creator of them, and it proves the distinction of matter

from Parmmatman, This also proves the Jivajadabheda or the

difference of the souls £rom the insentlent matter,

As Brahman ;‘Ls the Creator of all means of worldly
enjoyments, like Bra‘hman, reallty of the ;vorld ls also proved,
It is also étateq that the wb;ld ls eternal in the form of
a gzurrent. Hence, the processa of creation is biginning=-

less-712

"Vadiraja opines that, this passage not only established
Pancabheda, T3ratamya and the like, but at the same time
deniesg the scope for Advalta~views such as ldentity between

the Lord and the Jiva, identity of Jiva and Jlva, non-reality
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of the world, attainment of the Mokgg through Nigprakaraka-

jfiana, nature of Jivas, Akartrtva to Cit and the like, 1122

THE: IDEA OF JIVABRAHMAIKYA IS CONTRARY TO REASON

Those, who opine that there belng no‘soul other than
Brahman, méy say for argument's sake that just as Akaba is
one and by limiting adjuncts like ghata, Matha and the like
it is referred to as Ghatskasa, Mathakaba and so on. Simi-
léélyg Brahman also with the limiting adjuncts, assumes
the role of Jiva. O©Or else, it may be also be contended that
' the Jivas' are the Améas or parts of the all-pervasive Brahman
like the water in pots fetched from a lake,

t

In the Advaita, Brahman is partless (Akhandal). The

Advaita does not accept the view of AmSa and AhSin in ulti-

mate sense, What all reference about the AhSa and AhSin,
seen in the Advaita works, relates wilth empirical level

7128 \VEdirEja, disregarding the view, opines

(Vz gvahgrika ) v
that even this idea of ahSa and AhSin of the Advaita does

not help to prové the ildentity between Brahman and soul.

| If it 1s argued that the Brahmahfa in a body 1s Jiva,
then it is as good as saying that BrahmahSa outside the
body is-not Jiva. Then the very propositlon as Brahman is

all~pervasive begomes unsould. Further, there cannot be
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movements in limitiné adjuncts such as kody since according
to the Advaita, Brahman is Nigkriya or passive. And Upadhi
or limiting adjunct being insentlent cannot have activity
of its own, Thus the movements of living bodies become

impossible.713

As there is no moveméents or shaking in

Brahman, it cannot be sald that the body gets activated by
‘Brahman. Thus, the body should become stable or movement-
less. So the Brahﬁgméa, abiding in a body, since having no
movement ¢annot hope to go to heaven and the like, One may
ralse 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 seﬁﬁient, that moves and causes

the movements in others., This is possible provided KrivaSakti

is admitted in presiding delties unlike the Brahman of the

Advaitins.7l4

As their‘Brahmqp is Nigkriva, Brahmahéa must also be
likewise Nigkriva, Further it cannot be argued that it is
becauge of thg'association of Upadhi, viz., body Brahman
becomes active since Uggdgi’is Jada. It is by its nature

alﬁays inacéive.715

And it is also not reasonable to hold
that the body at every step, gets assoclated with the facing
Bréhmgﬁéa, leaving the one behind. Because, in that case,

at every step, there are to be deaths and births,
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The above gi&en exposltion may seem to be unconnected
to the ;oéic 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
Niskriyatva or actionlessness of Brahman., On the basis of
Upadhi, neither Abheda of Jiva from Brahman nor the Nis-
kriyatva of them be established, By admitting Upadhi, Deha
eta., if Kriyabakti is taken to be attributed to the Jivas
or Brahmah$as then the above shown absurdity and irrelevancy
are inevitable, 1In this way, the given exposition is

connected wilth the context.

If the souls are taken to mean Brahmambas in the limit~
ing bodiles, then there cannot ke movement in the souls,
Be€ause, when Brahman is motionless, how can there be motion
in Brahmaméabhutajivas,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 nesclence cannot generate action since the very nescience

is insentient.716

So it is not proper to state that the souls are Brah-
mam$as and thereby there is.identity between them. Because,

1lf 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 gouls 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
éntg and the liké. This opt%onal view seems to be similar

to that of J'ainism.717

It is specified in the Brahmasutra- Utkrantigatyag-
£Inam 18

(I7,11i.19) that the soul of atomic nature is having
dependent powers., Hence, the soul cannot be identical with

!

Brahman. Nor is it BrahmahSa,. f )
In the Advaita, Brahman is motlonless by nature., And
this Brahman becomes active or will have the motion when

719 But 1t 1is

getting associated with adjunct by name Maya.
impossible, Because, the nature does not change. He cannot
be active even when there 1s the assoclation of thousands

of limiting adjuncts, Because adjunct belng insentient is
itself inactive,  How can then it cause actlon in others
like the space in pet cannot cause movement singe by nature
it 1s actionless. In the same way;,when Advalta holds that

Brahman is actlonless by nature, there cannot be action by
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any means, Advaita cannot explain the soul of Brahmahba
either Sthirah8a or immovable part or Caladaha or movable
part because thg sogl, by nature, is inactlve, The soul
can neither be immovable part of Brahman nor movable part
of Brahman. If immovable part is taken then that would be
agalnst the experience, If it 1ls taken as movable part,
then It should have the movement. But according to them,

Brahman has no movement;720

_ Thus, in the Advaita neither immovable part nor movable
part proves identity., According to the Sutra and the Sruti,

soul is 593;7%1

_The souls attailn different bodies as they
are assogiated with fruité of actions of each body, Being
dependent they are distinct from each other. This is the
state of soul., On the contrary, Brahmachailtanya or supreme
soul is altogether distinct, It exéstswalways and everywhere,
It is pure by nature, , It is also indestructible, partless,
unchangeable, eternal and firm.722 When Brahman is indeg=-
tructible,,parplessretc., there is no chance to have pleces
of It as souls. S0 souls are not at all parts of Brahman.723
' 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_}s endowedkwith Vicitrasaktl or supreme power,
He is Omniscience Lorxd of all ané soledoer., He 1is of the
minute as well as of the biggest form, Though, Brahman is
capable of doing anything, He never thinks to misuse His

power and thereby to assume the form of a soul.724

Now it cannot be argued that the aAvidya or nescilence
responsible for Brahman éssuming the foxm of the embodied
soul, contributes power, Because 1t is insentient. Aas
ngsclence is insentient, it has no power of discriminacion,
So it cannot,aééis; Brahman in assuming the state of soul.
Thus, it is evident that neither Brahman can Itself assume
the form nor c¢an nescience make It to assume the goul £orm.
Brahman'gf the Advaitins being. NirvibSesa 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 thils power, If that ls admitted

then the Advaita would be similar to that of NiriSvara-

'sgﬁ\khzas-’ms

attributed to the qualified Brahman (aAjhana-avidya-vi$ista

Further, it cannot be sald that power can be

Brahman), Because originally thils power is nelther in
Brahman noxr in mescilence, Further, Brahman, . knowing the
nescience o be the cause of undesirable and unworthy things

and of sorrowful transmigration does not'want to get associated
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by nescilence and It is inactive again when nesclence dis=-
associates f£rom Brahman. Thus, really speaking, the idea
of a;&ualified Brahman is baseless and unreasonable. In
this way, Brahman assuming soul form is totally impossible.726
Thefefore; souls are not parts of Brahman., They are dis-
tinct beings. In some Purégas they are described as parts
of Brahman, but it is to be understood in the sense of
dependence, They .are under the control of the Lord, The
incarnations, Matsya, Kirma and the like are His Svariipaméas
or nature forms. Hence, there is no distinction among them.
Whereas there is distinctlon from the souls as they are not

Bhinnéméas$727“

Thersfore, the contentlon that Brahman
assumes the state of soul is not correct. As Brahman is
all—pervagive,and soul is anu, the distinction is evident.
And thieg distinction is existing sinqe beginningless time
and it will continue to exist even in release, Herce,
identity is by no means possible here and hereafter.728
Though the body as adjunct gets destroyed, it is not possible
for soul to become identical with Brahman since as already
provaed, both of them possegs opposing aspects llke the water
in the jar and in the lake. When jar 1is destroyed the water

will not become identical with the water of the laks.

Now, if Brahman is regarded as actlonless then Brahma-
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formed soul must also be actionless. Because, the ilnexpres-
sible Maya or Avidya of the Advailta, dividing Brahman in

parts, cannot contribute power of action to the parts.

In the Dvaita view, there 1s no difficulty, since it is
the Saktivifesa or His unique form, the very nature of Brahman,
which helps Him to assume Apnu as well as Mahat forms. So He
is of ipfinite forms. The same Saktivisesa proves the
movement in Him, But the souls possess only Anu form and
dependent Kriya$akti., Hence, both of them are absolutely

. distinct £rom each othep.729

And Brahman, abiding in all
the souls, is one and the’same and 1ls perfect and Supreme,
He 1s one with Mahat and all-pervasive form and is infinite
with indwelling forms. All these forms are perfect in

respect of gualities and are identical with original form.
729A

The Sruti~ Antarbahi$ca tatsarvamvySpya narayanasthitah

specifies that all=-pervasive Brahman is the Narayapa.

If the advailtins hasten to admit the possibllity of two
all=-parvasive sentients, then the very concept of the advaita

stands uprooted.730

S0 they cannot accept two all-pervasive
sentients. Therefore, the illustration of Ghatakasa,
Mathakata given at the beginning to prove their identity,

is irrelevant. The souls dbxpot conform with the size of

the bodliés in the form of adjuncts. They are Anus. The
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above analogy may be taken with (Cireference to the incarna-
tlons of the lord as His all forms are allQpervasive. Souls
ére like dust particles flying in the gspace., So they were

not, are not, and shall not ke identical with Brahman.73l

When Brahman 1s beginningless and souls are beginningless,
distlnction among them must also be beginningless as explained
above, So identity cannot be thought of between 'soul and
Brahman. It cannot be stated that though difference is
beginningless, it gets destroyed at the attainment of the
release because differeﬁqe is not Nthe prodict of nescience.
Though, nescience is destroyed by knowledge, dlfference

remains as it 'is,

The Ekajivavadins Hold that it is due to Avidya, that
Brashman attains the soul form. Soul is one only and it is
its nescience by which the entire world is fabricated, 2
When its nescience is removed, there originates Aikya Jfiana
as 'I am Brahman' and by this, the fabricated world ceases
to exist., The Bahujivavﬁdins7aaﬁhold that it is due to
the manifold Upadhis, that Jivas or Brahmahsas 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 Ekajlvavadins., He



248

argues that 1f the settlement in the world ls unreal and
sentlency ablding is so many bodies, is unreai, then how
can the movements ete,, causing effects be possible? The

734 If it is a real serpent, then

unreality cannot move,
_only it can move. In the same way, sentiency as well as
their living world must be real, then only movements and

the like are possible, And it is not the delusion that
Gauses movements. The whole world cannot be taken to mean
to be ephemefal. If souls are superimposed on one Cetaha,
then they are unreal, Since bging superimposed, they
cannot be the parts of real Brahman and there is no question

of identity.735

Further, the view of the Advaitins that all the souls
are parts of Brahman is glso not tenéh&e. The distinction
between soul and gqahman is evident since beginningless
time, This is because of their inherent distinct nature and
distinct cpnstituent characteristics, Soulsg, living in
different bodies,‘a;e of Anu size, Bralman ls all-pervasive
and of Mahatparimana, Brahman is Nigkriya (not affected by
by the effects of actlons). He 1ls perfect.ihdaSouls 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 ls defectless. Souls are defective, and
as a result of that they suffer. So such souls cannot be

parts of Brahman or forms of Brahmgn.
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The Advaitins hold that like the dilfference of ather
in the pot, souls or parts of Braﬁman possess unreal dlffe-
rence caused by adjuncts. But it is wrong, Becauée, if
d}fference is unreal, then the very attributes and effects
of that alsé become unreal, If difference is real, then
only all_ those will be real, Ghatakaba 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
iike the ether all-pervasive. So 1f soul would be a part
of all-pervasive Brahman he should be actilonless 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

Brahman is real.736

_ As dust,parFicles, distinct £rom ether
and each other, £ly in\the ether that is motionless and
unchangeable, the souls too, distinct from each other and
£rom Brahman - and being active abide in all=pervasive Brahman.
If they were to be parts of Niskriyabrahma, they must not be
Sakriyas as sald above. If dust particles are parts of
ether, then they must be actionless., But they are active,
Sincg,they are not the parts of ether. In the same way,
gouls, being active, are not the parts of Brahman.737 I
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 ls negated then the very idea of empirical diffe-

rence is useless.

So tﬁe five~fold distinction is evident to the expe-
rience of all, The state of distiqction safeguards the
very code or law of worldly-behaviour. Let all entities
be distinct, soul as a soul, matter as matter and the
Ilord as the lords There 1s no need to change thelr states.
The soul need not become matter or Brahman and vice=-versa,

Ag the scriptural passage=- Dhata xgth5 pﬁrvamakalpazat737A

sgates, the creation and the like which are subject to the
five-fold’ﬁistinction, have been qontinuing since beginning-
less time and they will continue till eternity°2 The
release is not attaining the identity with Brahman but
attaining .the experience of inherent bliss always.

The passage Sarvam khalvidam Brahma' -2

refers to the
entire world of sentlents and the insentient matter. So
there is no scope to drop matter f;om the meaning of the

term 'Sarvam.' If at all Aikya or identity 1s to be under-
stood, let it also be uﬁderstood{§w1th matter and not only
with sentlent 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 lLord or everything

gets_or comes into existence from the lord. Otherwise,
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the contention of proving ldentity of souls and Brahman
leads to undesgirable identity of matter with Brahman.740
S0 identilty of souls is untenable, If identity between
Brahman and soul is voluntarlly forced, then all the above
mentloned auspicious attributes stand untenable or they

are to be abandoned.,

Vadiraja taunts at the Advaitins sayiﬁg that it 1s
good on their part to prefer identity with matter to?identify
with souls since that does not make thelr Brahman to assume
soul form and to undergo the hardships of transmigration.
Whereas, it cannot be applled In the Dvaita view, since
matter is notycapable of doing anything. It is lnadtive

by its very nature,

According to the Advaita, Brahman is Svapraka&a, that
means Svavedyatva is there is Brahman (absence of self-

7404 It can also be found in

knowledge or realizatlon).
matter, So identity with matter is preferable., Vadiraja
taints that the passage=- Sarvam khalvidam Brahma becomes
frultful and relevant only when the Advaitins hasten to
relate entire identity comprising the ldentity with souls
and identlity 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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release will also be=~come Mithi§.741

This leads to the
absence of Bandha and Moksa. Both Moksasadhana and Sukha-
boktrtva also become Mithya. Then the state of Mukti would

bes nominal and for only name sake.

Thus, if JIvaikya is related then it appears attribut-
ing Baddhatva and Muktatva to Brahman and entire Jagat
becomes Mithya. But the Srutl conveys that the entire world

of. Jlva and Jada is under the control of Lord.742

In this way the Advaita=-interpretation of this Sruti
is irrelevant and contradictory to valid perception, It isg
‘also against the Brahmasutras, Badarayapa has shown the

way of interpreting the scriptural statements wherein there

appears contradiction as in Mrdabravit, Apo'bruvan and the

like, 1428

Here neither the c¢lay nor the water can speak
but it 1s the presiding deitles of clay and water that speak.
Thus, relevant to the context and to the wvalid perceptilon,

the Srutis are to be interpreted.

The expression of Atmaikya is against the-very code and
conduct. It ls neither pleasing nor a real one. Paundrak
Vasudeva was severely punished since he declared that he was

\

743 The |~

o

the Lord. It was nelther pleasing nor a real one,
entities that are ever distinct llke the cloth and the soap
cannot be identical. So the expressive meaning of the Sruti

since sublated, should not be accepted as the real meaning.
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Even the liberated souls are not ldentical with each
other nor with Brahman, Because, Brahman is ever-released
and they are the gailners of release. So there cannot be
identity. And thelr distinct living is also evident. There
may be little bit similarity in some aspects like the

th
)u744 Furtherhﬁ%l%haugh gain the

explicit form; (Sarupya
required knowledge may not attain release, The gained
knowledge has no impact on them. It is only those who are
eligible in nature. Know%edge is the only instrumental,
in Qelease, similarity may be termed only in respect of
the staée of liberation. That means one is liberatéd like

745 Identity cannot be referred to even in case of

others.
SEzujxamﬁktas. They are also distinct from Brahman., It
is true that in the cavity of t@e heart of the soul, there
abide both the soul and Paramatman, Paramatman is ever-

released and Omnisclence whereas Jiva is Niyamya, Alpajfie

and the like, Jlva experilences the Karmaphala, whereas
Param3tman does not, So both of them are distinct’°® like
milkrand water. Thus on account of possessing contradictory
gualities and distinct nature since beginningless time

cannot be stated and proved.747

The Advaitins I&vara cannot be identical with the world
of Jiva and Jada., If I&vara is incapable of the creation of

the world then the world cannot come into exlstence, since
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without Karia there cannot be any Karya. If He is taken
%B‘be_capable, even then He cannot be identical, Because,

creator and created must be distinct each other.748

If the import of the Sruti is taken as real, then” the
Advaitiqs admitting the lidentity of soul and Brahman, would
become unreal and not a realicy. and if the imgort of the
passage ls taken to be unreal, then also the Advalta becomes
not a Tattva that means, it cannot be proved, Since Nirguna
passage declares Brahman as at£ributeless identity cannot be

749

talked of. In spite of knowledge, if nescience 1s attributed

to Brahman there cannot be this Sahsara since that nescience
cannot influence and affect the inherent knowledge. If nescience
is negated in Omniscient Lord, then also there is no Sahsara

-~ {effect of nescience).750

Nescience cannot be referred to
in Brahman. If nescience is possible, then only scul form,
and the like become possible. As it is sald that knowledge
of Byxahman is real, He cannot have the nescience (lgnorance)
(knowledge of comprehending limited objects). If He has no
‘kno&ledge, theﬁ also there can be no nescience singe, absence
of’knowledge does not lead to or result into any apprehension
of nesclence. ot
Thus, there 1s not even a single argument, relevant in

all respecCts, that éan help the Advaltins to prove and to
assert identity. The very ldea or concept identity ls against

the valid experience and contradictory to the import of the Srutis.

ADVAITA IS CONTRARY TO NITI OR MORAL CONDUCT

The Very idea of éontending the state of Brahman in
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soul by the Advaitins, is mere superimposition which means
false, It is not a real one as poor people sometimes behave
as 1f they are rich ones. As richness appears superimposed
and hence false,in the same way, attributlng 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, whoe 1is very mean and ordi-
nary cannot attain the state of Brahman though boasts of

himself.75%

Hoping to be identical with Brahman is as good
as hoping to become the lord of Laksmi, mother of the entire

world, which is most unworthy and sinful.

Vadirzja, attacks directly the practical behaviour
of the Advzitins saying that the advaltins, during pleasure,
plenty and prosperity declare that they are gods:; but when
in distress and difficultles, they fall at the feet of gods
and worship them. If they themselves are go@s then they

753 The Advailtin:

need not prostrate and worshlp others.
treats himself as Brahman but for getting rid of the sin
resorts to sacred rivers to take the holy bath and also

rushes tw the temples. Thus there 1s no harmony and pro-

priety in his declaration and actual behaviour,
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EXPOSITION QF TRIVIDHAMSA

Even when Andahsl form of relatlon is taken into account,
it is not possible to prove and establish the identity of

Jiva and Brahman., This AhSaméi form is three-fold - Bhinn-

amda (different part), Bhinnabhinnahda (different-cum—

identical part) and Abhinnahda (identical part).

Vadiraja states that as souls are considered BhinnahSas,
that does not help for or convey the identity. The same
word, when referred to different objects, does not lead to
elther equality or identity, But it conveys the sense of
distinction, E.g. the word Harl stands for both frog
and Vigpu: The mere reference of articulation does not
creatcte any greatness in frog the greatness that is found
in Vigpu. It clearly shows the distinctive features of
poth., With regard to distinctlve features souls are dis-

tinct parts unlike Matsya, Kﬁrmg etc., that are recognised

as ldentical forms or forms of nature, Thus the usage of
the same word does not convey the same sense with regard

to all objects denoted by it. >4

In the Bhagavata-Ete Svahéakalah puhsah krsnastu

bhagavan svazam755 and Jivah sarve kalah kila, it is clearly
stated that identical forms are the incarnations of the Lord

Narayapa such as Matsya, Kurma. These are the forms Of
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nature of the Lord., Hence they are identical. Here, they
are explainad as Svahéakalah of the Lord. Whereas souls

755A

are explained as only Kalah. Thus, it is evident that

forms (parts) are of two types: Identical form and dis=-

tinct partn756

Distlnct part is the part which is under the control
of the Lord. This constituteé the entire world of soul
and macter, Different-cum~identical part relates to half-
similarity as in the thread and the cloth., Identical form,.
is total similarity and‘identity that is seen in the incar-

natlons of the Lord.757

Souls are distinct parts as they
do not possess the auspicious and great qualities of the

Lord, Since the incarnations of Matysa, Kumma and the like

1
are endowed with those great qualities, they are Identlcal

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-gimilarity between cloth and thread. Even at the des-
truction of the entity, half-similarity exists, hence there
ls 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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758 So far as the view of different~cum=identical

AmSas.
part is concerned, there is no dlfference of opinion. There
is such a difference only in respect of different part and
identical forms.

The Sruti Purnamadah purnamidam Rurpatgﬁrpamudacyate...758A

states that like Mularlpa or Original form, the incarna=-
tions of the lord are complete in all respects. The Purpatva
or perfection is the very constitugnt characteristlic of

the nature of the Loxd. Hence, they are Identical formms.

The above adjective specifies that there is one more AhSa
which is not perfect and that is the soul. And it is
distinct part. Apurpahéa is never identical with perfect

form, Dlfference is evident between two entities possessing
759

distinct nature. So soul ls distinct part. In this
regard, Vadiraja refers to the Bhagavata verses °°? that

declare soul as distinct part. The Brahmasutra- AhSo
n3n3vyapadesat (II.iii.43)70°

Brahmam$a in the sense he is distinct part as soul seeks

makes it clear that soul is

the help or support of the lord in many ways. Since having

relation with Brahman he is stated to be of Brahmah&a.

The Advaitins admit the view of Atyantabheda (absolute

identity). In that case, the very concept or usage of

Ahdahsa~bhava becomes meaningless., In their view there is
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no possibility of AmSa and Am$ih. Both must be AhSins, then
there can be no identity which means Advailta. In the Dvaita

view, Ambahéibhava, with regard to the forms of nature,

wherein absolute ldentlty is evident can be referred to,
with the help of ViSesa. The AhSahéibhava, in case of
the forms of the nature, necessiates difference wilth iden-

tity. That means in Ah4aibibhava of the forms of nature,

difference and idencity(with Visesa) go together, They do

not stand separated.

This‘relation of part and whole, together with difference
is there in release. Both relatlon of part and whole and
absolute identilty cannot be there in one place (except in
the case of Svarupahéa). The two are contradictory to each

other.

. BAHUTIVAVADA

"Satkara does not support the view that the Jiva,
limited]) by Avidys, is one, as Avidy3a is one. For if all
souls are one Jiva, 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 dlfflculties of the relation

of Maya and Avidya to Brahman led to the formulation of

¢
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several theories in the later Advailta, of which the ewo
chief are gkajivavada, single soul theory, and ancka jlva-

vada, or the theory of a plurality of souls. " 6!

The aAdvaitins® identity is not possible even when
souls are held to be many. According to them, souls with

762 The

distinct Karmaphala are born in different births.
fruits of their actions and the change in the time of their
liberation and the like negate the mutual ldentity., The
identity, not prevalling in Sahsara, cannot be attained due
to the above mentioned causes. The distinct nature of the
- souls in Sahsara 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. Thelr distinct nature
remains unharmed and unchanged. It is simply the change

of state from Safisara to release. So the contantion of

. mutual identity of souls, held by the Bahujivavadins, is

763

also untenable, Further, soul attaining identity with

Brahman will lose his soul form and hence how can he bs

identical with other souls since all souls do not attain

64

liberation at the same time.7 _Therefore, souls are not

identical each other in Safisara as well as in release,
Neither reason nor Sruti supports the view of the Bahujiva-

Vsdao 765



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 experienée changes from one to another.766
The idea of mutual identity leads to so many irrelevant

and unworthy trends in society.

If identity in nature of souls 1s going to be admitted
§Qen that causes Karmasamkara. That means, sinful acts or
é;y be meritorious deeds of one, should (. accrue to others.
But 1t does not happen, On the other hand, difference
in actions seen everywhere, cannot support and overcome the
defects of ldentity whereas it proves ultimate distinction.
So if identity in nature is going to be admitted then that
caases sO0 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 1s not superlmposed can be taken as the means of
dlfferent dealing. And that is the very nature. And 1f it
is taken to be identical then it cannot 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.767

All the sentient souls are distilnct and they are the
very Szksins of their experiences of pleasure and pain,
The Saksin is the sentient. Thus distinct sentlent souls

abide in aifferent bodies. S

The idea of mutual identity is also contrary to worldly
experience, When one is 1n distress, nobody will identify
with him. But only 1In the state of prosperity, every one
prefers to become one with him. This shows that identical
dealing is nominal and is not real., It 1s the difference
which is ultimately real.

REFUTATION OF EKAJIVAVADA’C®

UAs opposed to anekajivavada, there is ekajlvavada,
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 (jiIva) and all other Jivas and
phenomena ars but the figments of imagilnation of that silnglk
jiva. The existence of other jlvas and the phenomena,
according to this theory, may be compared to the dream of

that §ingle jiva.“770



The Advaltins, who hold the view of Ekajivavgda, state
that soui is one and one only. Owing to the impact of
nesclence, 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 entitles are all superimposed

by that soul, product of ignorance,

Vadiraja attacks this view severely and says that the
Ekajlvavadin 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 1in this
world, though in reality they get engaged in various activi-
ties, assume different bodies one after amother. Vadiraja
opines that the Ekajivavadin 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, Foxr him others are neither souls nor Brahmans.
The very exlstence of all others is like a dream. It also
appears that he alone attains the liberatlon after the des-
tructlon of nescience. This view looks that even the great
Yogins Suka, Vamadeva and others, are deprived of attaining

release. According to this view of Ekajlvavada, 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.
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The view is absurd to the extent as it states that
it 1s the single soul, sleeping since beginningless time

due to nescience has created everything.771

In the Ekajlvavada the preceptor must be fabrication
of nescience, Aand 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 nesclence, Then, who else is w teach the
disciple, Or, at the time of preaching, preceptor will be
destroyed and the disciple galning knowledge of identity
attalns the release, Thus, the ‘self=-destruction to the
preceptor and release to his disciple. Thus, it is absurd.
If knowledge of identlty of preceptor who is product of
nescience of single soul, is taken to be real, then the

Advaita view as dream is illusion, will be no more?72

The world, if compared wilth the dream, affirms plural-
ity of souls and not single soul.773 When the entire world
is the dream of one soul, then to justify 1lt, there is no
other dream as an illustration. Thus, inference also does
not support in this regard.774 So, illustration of dream
is not tenable to the world in establishing the view of

single soul. The Brahmasutra- Sandhye srstixahahi (III.ii.1)
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states that the aspect of dream determines the plurality

of souls. It also mentions that the dream ls 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
exlst for a limited time as they are the products of

)775

Vasana (Manosahskara 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 tﬁ whom could there be waking state? Because
both thése states cannot be there at the same nime.776 1f
both the states are taken together, that leads to the defect
of Etmgéraza or sitting on one's own shoulder. Therefore,
waking and dream states must be mentioned distinctly.777
And in dxeam, if tﬁe plurality of the souls is admitted
then also there cannot be the Ekajivavada. Further, if
presence of the souls, in different bodles, is admitted,

then also the Ekajivavada would stand -no more. If their

presence is negated, the view of EkajIVa would be false,
since the functions of all the bodies become unreal.778

If there 1s no any ViSesa (special difference) between
different body and jar, then jar, though matter, must have
cognition and sensation. If bodies are distinct from

matter (Ji‘w}as_@rhita). there cannot be single soul.
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Now, other bodies cannot be the sources of experience
to that Ekajiva 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

cannot be held as the sources of experience of that Ekaija.77

The singular usage (_las soul in Srutl, Smrtl and in other
works does not restrict the number of the souls but that

stands for and represents the entlre group of that class.

vadiraja says that dream state of the single soul
cannot be?%tate 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 Ekajlva is the creation of Maya or

nesclence, then creatlon of others would also be of nescience.

This M&zika 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, ls admitted then

the view of the Ekajlva would be no more.780

9



267

Now, it cannot be contended that the Ekajiva is the
part of Brahman himself and others sentients acting in
different bodles are his Amfas, because, he being present
in one body, (> cannot enter into other bodies with his
parts. He is not a Yogin to possess and to enjoy that

781 So it

power. Thus, the Ekajlvavada is not agreeable.
is to be accepted that, since beginningless time, ™, there
have been infinite number of souls, dwelling in infinite

numbar of bodies.

Vadirzja 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 coming
into existence, So it must b2 accepted that, the body is
created by someone i,e., Brahman. In thls case, why only
the body of this soul is created by Brahman? and Lf not
created then, let all the bodles, including the body of
the Ekajiva be Nirjivas. Thls argument also opposes the
view of the Ekajivavada. ‘

Now,’VEdirEja says that creatorship of the world can-
not be attributed to this Ekajiva as it leads to contradic-
tions in view of the Advalta also. Because, in the commen-
tary of benedictory verse of an Advalta work, by name

Tattvadipana, 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 nikhilajsgatsar-

jana safmharana sgmarthnghgvat.781A
the creatorship of the world to this Ekajiva, who is also

So how c¢an there be

a product of nescilence and is plunged in the mundane world
full of sorrow. Further, the Brahmasutra has also not only
denled the creatorshlp of the world to the soul, but has

clearly attributed it to Brahman.782

vadiraja raises the doubt as to whether the Ekajlva
sees the world fabricated by him? As Advalta denies the
creatorship to the ¢glt element, he cannot fabricate the
world. (It is the mind and other organs that have created
thils world., So the_Ekajzva cannot see the world. Thus,
the very idea of Ekajlva and his fabrication of the world
is contrary to reason and experience, Really the soul,
who is in atomic form cannot create thils wonderful creation.

It ls possible to All-pervasive One and He 1is the Brahman.783

BHEDA OR DIFFERENCE IS REAL

The Advaitins to defend their concept of identity
advance {7 an inference as follows: Bhedo mithya bhedatvat
candra bhedavat. Difference is unreal since being the fact

of difference like the dlfference appearing in two moons.
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This inference, no doubt, favours the Dvalta also with the
change of the Drgstanta (illustration) Bhedo na mithys bheda-
tvat brahmamoksavat. Difference is not unreal since balng

the fact of difference like Brahma and Mokgg.784

The Advaltins 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 lnexpressible and other

than these three.784A

Really speaking, in the Advaita, release cannot be
identified with Brahman,

Bheda between Brahman and Moksa is not Mithya. Even
when removal of nescience is taken to be releasse, it will
not be unreal. Because, AvidyanaSa is the £ifth in the
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 f£ifth
one. Prior to the removal of nescience, there is unreality
(illusoriness). But release being the counter positive of on
@§§6&§§ of that removal of nescience must b2 other than
lllusory means real., And this release is distinct £rom
Brahman., Because, like release, Brahman 1s not the Pratil-

yogin of Avidyanasa (removal of nescience). Like this
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difference among souls is real., Further, to substantilate

this inference, the Sruti declares that Satyam bhids satyam-
784B

bhida satyambhida. That means, dlfference is the ulti-
mate realilty. If difference in the lllustration is regarded
as lllusory then the Advaita Brahman also becomes illlusory

(unreal).785

The inference that is framed by the Advaitins is not

relevant. That means it will not prove Bhedamithyatva,

If difference is real in the illustration (difference between

moon and its reflection) then, that leads to Sadhyavalkalya-

causing deficiency with regard to probandum (Mithyatva).

If difference is illusory (unreal) in illustration due to
absence of difference, that leads to Sadhanavaikalya- causing
deficiency with regard to yreason = Bhedatva. Thus the
inference does not prove unreality of the world, When the
reason~difference is not there, how can it prove the Mithya-
kva. Like an unreal serpant cannot cause any fear. So
difference remains unaffected and {yindicated,786 Thus,
illustration does not help to prove unreality of difference.
And moreover difference, cited in the illustration will not
be an illustration to prove unreality of difference. Because,
dlfference between superimposed moon and unsuperimposed moon

is quite real. And this real difference cannot help to

prove Sadhya viz., unreality of difference. Difference of
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real moon from the unreal one is the very characteristic

of thate. 187

A real entity is competanc to be existent
with its nature. Neither the objects caused by the illu=-
sion of a particular entity, and nor the others are lden~
tical with this, The distinction of it from other entltlies
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 owing

£o theilr respective ilndilvidual nature, Therefore, differ-
ence is xeal, When difference is real in Sapaksa (similar
instance) or lllustration, then unreality of dlfference
cannot be proved in the subject of a syllogism.788 In
instance, if difference of unreal moons 1s taken into account,
then difference could not be a reason, since there cannot
be difference in unreal entltles. Hence, the reason cannot
prove the unreallty. The Dvailta view does not relate Bheda

789, If an

of Anyonyabhava in tespect of unreal entities.
entity is non-existent, then its non-existence is not at
all related or is not referred to in respect of negating
Tadatmya with other entities. There is no question of
relating Anyonyabhava in this respect., When it is stated
that a hare's horn 1s non—-existent then, there is no need
to relate its Tadatmyabhava (identity) with any other
entitles. So in these cases, the question of difference

does not arise. Thus, if both thef/ 7~ "~ .

- - -
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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=-

780 Therefore, there cannot be dlfference of

vaikalya.
mutual non-existence with regard to unreal entlties, One
may say that this is a jar and not a cloth. Here, there

is mutual non-existence. (dlfference) between jar and cloth.
If mutual non-exlstence (difference) is admitted in respect
of non~real entities also,then it amounts to attributing
reality to them., So difference of Anyonyabhava type cannot

be relatéd wilth unreal entitles - two unreal moons like
791

hare's horns.
At this point Vadiraja examines in detail the four
types of Abhavas, or non-existences- Pratiyogin, Apuyegin
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 mentiloned with reference to their

respective counter-co-relates,

So there is no distinction among non-existents. Hence,
superimposed
in 1llustration, the difference of/moon is unreal. This
leads to Sadhanavaikalya in Paksa. Difference is possible
if there were to be two unsuperimposed moons. The reason-

Bhedatvat is not evident or Pramanika in illustratien and
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hence causing SEdhanavaikalza (causing deficieney with
regard to reason or means or proban) cannot prové unreality

of difference (Sadhya) (probandum).792

Therefore, difference that 1s superimposed is not a
difference at all as sllverness in superimposed silver.
Hence, difference that is not superimposed between two real
entities is real one., In the lllustration 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 Sadhanavaikalya. Thus, inference iltself,
793

is defective,

Now, Vadiraja deals with another inference of the
Advaitins. The Advaitiné may frame therinference as: Vimata
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 1is
most irrelevant., It 1s 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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any two entitles, This type of inference may pose irre-

levancy in arguing and treating a cow as a dog owing to the

common property of Pafutva, pot as cloth since having the
common property of Dravyatva 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

that is identity in the 3Iva, 7%®

2

, In fact, the inference always seeks the support
either of perception or of testimony, Independently, it
cannot give rise to any conclusion, Hence, 1t is called

Anumana i,e. following other, /20

The. inference, cited

above by the Advailtins is not agreeable to both perception
and testimony. It is contrary to the perceptlon of personal
experience: "I am not Omniscient” and alsc to the scriptural

797 and the like that are Niravakasas: °

passages- Dvasuparna
The concept of the Advaitins' identity is not at all evident.
As the Advalta admits Sarvamithyatva including of scriptures,
all scriptural statements conveylng ldentity are unreal,
hence identity is also unreal. 1In the Dvalta 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, VimatggAjivaparamgg ha abhinnau viruddha-

gupavatvat tuhinadshanau iva. Embodied soul and Supreme
Soul are not identical 6w§ng to the posgession of opposing
and contradictory properties as possessed by snow and fire,
This inference ié agreeable in all respects. The personal
experience as ‘I am not Omniscient' constitutes perception.
And in the Vedas difference is stated reﬁeatedly through

799

Niravakaba passages., In this way, the knowledge of

difference 1ls evident and rests on defectless authorities.

' The liberated souls cannot be identical with the lord.

The Bhagavata verse- Na yatra naya’ oo?

no Maya in Valkungha, This statement negates the material

states that there is

relation and at the same time affirms the difference in

N

release., Uhen nescience is not there, there cannot be

the impact of its effeets.800 The released are distinct
from the lord and from each other7 Thus, the abode of the
Loxrd 1s away from nescience, It conslsts of plurallty of
released souls., It is absolutely real. Differencde therein,

is also absolutely real, 2%t

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 jIvaparayoh bhedsh paramartha

sap avidyastamaye satvat yatha 3tma. Bheda of Jiva 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 supgort

802 Ime statements Na vai sa atmatmavatamadhiévarah

803

of Kgama.
bhagavan vasudevah...

atc., state that the Lord never

gets affected by getting incarnated and the like, The

Brahmacaitanya is not the same as Jivacaltanya since mot

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 insentlent, The Lord,
being Parama Cetana and having no experience of sufferings

is dlstinct from soul and matter,

Vadiraja, referring to the inference of the Advaitins,

advances the Anumana to prove difference, Vimato jivesa-

bhedah paramarthasat anaditvat brahmavat., Difference of
soul and Paramatman is real since being beginningless like

Paramatman. Here Anadi-Hetu is accepted by the Advaitins

in enlisting the begilnningless entltles, So as Brahman is
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Anadi and Satya, Bheda is Satya since being Anadi. 2nadi
means not only as that which is beginningless but its
presence must be since time immemorial, Otherwlse, a hare's
horn which is total non=existent, would also bacome beginning=-

804

less, The inference cited above is defectless, since

the Hetu~An§gitva is present in similar instance and subject

and not in contrary linstance, Thus the absolute realilty

of difference is evident.

THE SCRIPTURAL PASSAGES DECLARE THE DVAITA VIEW

The scriptural passages- Anadimayaya supto yada jIvah
804A

prabudhyate and others declare inherent and ultimate

difference, It is stated that soul beihg caught hold by
wrong knowledge has been sleeping. When he gets the Maya
destroyed that means when Mayabandha 1s removed by the
grace of the loxrd, he will attain release, Thus, identity

is not at all traced. Distinction bztween the Lord and

805

soul is clear. Here Jiva' is the knower and the lord is

the known. So there cannot be any identity between the

knower and the known.806

;

In the passage Advaitam Earamsrthata ,806A the term

*Advaltam’ negates the inner distinction within Brahman.
It also promises that there is no any other entity which

is either superior or ejual to Brahman.807 Thus these
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scrilptural passages will not help the Advaitin to prove
the doctrine of ldentity between soul and Brahman. So

without any alternative he has to accept difference as real,

808

In some places, the Lord is glorified as Nityamukta

(eternally liberated), dJiva is described as bound. As
Nityamuktatva and Baddhatva are opposilte to each other,
there cannot be any identity between eternally liberated
Brahman and bound soul. The state of release 1in the case
of soul, indicates the Sarupya (similar form) in release.
The liberated soul willl have the similar explicit form as

that of the God.sog

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 identlity
is distinct, then the Advalta is given up. If it is not
distinct then, it cannot be an attribute of Brahman, since

810 The Advaita

Brahman, in the Advaita, is attributeless.
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 ldentlfied with Brahman.

Even in the Advalta, Brahman and souls, due to
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possessing opposite attrlbutes 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

the ldentlty of soul and Brahman.81l

But in the Dvalta view, there is no difficulty. Because,
the ldentity between attribute and attributed 1ls accepted.
Attributés such as OmniscienCe; omnipotence and attributed
Brahman are not distinct. They are identical. The concept
of Viéesa 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.812

AIKYA SRUTIS ALSO DO NOT SUPFORT THE ADVAITA

The scriptural passages, that are considered as Aikya
srutls or ‘°identity-passages’' by the Advaitins, and which
are regarded as Tatvavedaka or truth-imparting by them,
also do not convey thelr identity and unreality. The passage

Ekamevadvitizams}s Neha nangstial4

and others are inter=-
preted by the Advaitins to prove the illusory nature of the

world, But really speaking, all these passages nelther
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prove the illusory nature of the world nor negate the differ-
ence between Brahman and the world censisting of sentient
souls and insentient matter, The Advailtins hold that these
{passages declaréﬁBrahman as Abgdhza or unsublated and world
Badhya or sublated. This interpretation does not prove the
identity but on the other hand provesthe difference between
Brahman and the world, since dlfference is evident between
sublated, and unsublated,815 BEven if the world is taken to
mean sublated, its reality cannot ke 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 ke 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

815Aa

tvam=asi does not state the identity between Brahman

and the soul. The term Advitlyam in Ekamevadvitlyam does

not negate the second other than the Brashman. But it
certainly proves that Brahman is different from the secend,
that is world. Here, neilther the non-reality of the second
viz., the world is stated nor the identity is stressed.

It is like the expression Anasva. Anasva, though something
other than ASva, or horse, does no£ negate the exlstence of

others, In the same way the term 'Advitixa' also does not
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deny the presence of the second viz,, the world.816

And moreover, the term ‘'Advitiya‘ is stated in the
context of Pralaya world-dissolution. So it also means the
Pragabhava and Pradhvamsabhava or the prior and posterlor
non-existence ofcthe.world.. And that entity to which the
prilor and posterior non-existence are connected, cannot

be subject to Atyantabhava, total non-existence., And

firther this 'Advitiya' term does not refer to or indicate

the illusory nature of the world.817

Though the concept
unreallity of the Advaita, conveys the sense of absence in
the past, present and future, the expression Advitiya in
the context of Pralaya cannot be understood in that sense.
The term °Advitiya‘', with reference to the annihilation,
suggests that the created world would be absent only during
annihilatlon., It 1s evident that it was present before
annihilation and will be present after annihilation. In
addition to Brahman, Time is also present during annihila-

18 So with

tion. And it is indicated by the term 'g_g_r;e_a_'.a
reference to the annihilation, presence of Brahman / ‘alone
cannot be asserted but also of the world, That means, the
world, in the term of primaval matter (Mulaprakpti) is

presenc even during dissolution. 818a

The 'passage Neha nanasti kincana does not prove either



ldentity of the soul and Brahman or does not negate the
presence of something other tban Brahman. It denles the

difference 1ln Brahman and CHis attributes, between original

819 The same wview is being

820

form and incarnations and so on.

asserted by the passage Yadeveha tadamutra. The passages

821

Neha nanasti kincana and T&ano bhﬁtabhagxasxaazz are

Jbeginning and concluding statements respectively. In both

neither identity nor unreality is declared,823

but identity
of Brahman and His attributes, supremacy of Brahman and
reality of the world are promised. Vadiraja interprets

the passage Néha nanastl... and says that the Lord 1s the

24

Adhara (supporter) for all.8 The relation of supported

and supporter is evident.

THE PASSAGES BRAHMAHAMSHMI | 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 ahamasmi
states the i@entit??s 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
Brahmani shamasmi that means "I am solely dependent upon

Brahman." Vadiraja states that it can also be interpreted
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as 'I am controlled by Brahman.‘826

Thus, there 1s no scope
for identity. And moreover, to explain such statements one
has to take into conslderation the context also. The above
passage occurs in the Aghamarsana 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 Advaltin as to whether he intends to declare
himself as identical with dyoti or f£lame since in the same
context there is the statement as .Paramjyotih. The Advaitin
cannot get himself identified with the Jyotl., So the context
is 'more important. Further, Brahma aham asmi cannot be
interpreted as soul is identical with Brahman. Because in
the Advaita ‘Aham' does not stand for Jiva Caitanya as it

827

is Avacya. So 'Aham’' stands for Antahkarapa which is

insentient. Now the identity can be traced provided this
insentient Antabkarana is real. But it is not real as it

is a product of nescience. Therefore, Brahman cannot be
identified with this insentient matter.828 Thus, the above
statement does not help to identify Brahman with soul,

The above passage Brahﬁgégggm asmi is nothing but a | repsti=-

tion of the Brhadarapyska passage viz., Aham Brahms asmiSe®

since all the scriptural passages (including this) are the
declarations of Brahman Himself at the time of world-

creatlon., He cannot intend Himself to get ldentifled with
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someone else., So ‘here also, the gense of identity cannot
be understood,

The passage Sarvam khalvidam brahma83o does not state

the ldentity between Brahman and matter. Because, Brahman

is sentient, He cannot be identified with matter which is
insentient. Further, it does not state the identlty batween
Brahman and Soul, since both possess opposite attributes,
Brahman is Omnisclent whereas sgﬁl is knowing little.
Therefore, there cannot be identity between the €wo,
védirEja promiées that the term Sarvam in the passage above
conveys the all=pervasiveness of Brahman. Hils all=pervasive-
" ness is declared here. He, who is all=pervasive and sentient,
cannot be identical either with soul of Ekadefavyapl 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 Tajjaign‘;gi santassan

832 1n the beginning statement, the relation of

upasita.
worshipped and worshilpper is clearly mentioned. aAnd always
it is fé&ithat worshipped is distinct from worshipper. The
worshipped is not only distinct but also superior to

worshipper. Then only the relation of Upasya-~Upasaka has

some meaning. This not only promises the distinction but
also the gradation, Therefore, the gassage Sarvam khalu

cannot be interpreted as against this beginning statement.
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So the sense o§ identity should not be understcod here as
the Advaitins unfortunately do. The passage 1s ténbe under=
© stood as'Brahman is all=pervasive', 'Everything is dependent
upon Brahman'and so on. It also means that the entire world
1s controlled by Brahman. So there 1s no question of the
ldentity and unreality. And further it does not hold good
if Sarvam 1s meant as Sarva brahmadhisthana, since it is

not the intended meaning in this context.833

INTERPRETATION OF EKAVIJNANENA SARVA VIJNANA

The Sruti- UtatsmadeSai...o>* does not help the Advaitin

to prove his conception of identity.sss

The meaning of the
statement seems to be that by galning the knowledge of one,
everything becomes known. Accoxrding to the Advaita, Brahma-
jfisna is Nisprakaraka (absolute-without distinction). That

means it is Cipmatrajfiana or knowledge of sentlency. It

is the knowledge of Brahman devold of all attributes and
it is only an element of consciousness. But this knowledge
whlch conveys nothing, cannot help to know the knowledge of
all other entities. The knowledge of other entities is
rossible only when there is some relation with that. But
Vadiraja argues that as Brahman is attrilbuteless, the know-
ledge of It l1ls also not concrete and definite. So it does

not help to gain the knowledge of all other entities.836
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And moreover, in the Advaita, Brahman is Adhigthana

or substratum and the world is Aropita or superimposed.

The superimposed one cannot b2 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 superlimposed snake. In the Advalta, the superimposed
one 1ls non=real. And if it is held that the knowledge of
Brahman helps to gain the knowledge of the non-reality of
all other entlties, then it amounts to gaying that the
gained knowledge is the knowledge of the absence of all
other entitles, This type of knowledge cannot be considered
as knowledge. Such negatlve knowledge may be termed as
Abhavajfiana of all other entitles and not the knowledge of
all other entitles. So the interpretation of the Advaitins

of the passage Eka vijfianena sarva yijfiana stands baseless.

The correct interpretation of the passage is that
as there ils 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

of the world.837

Here this Interpretation of similarity
nelther 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 realize 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
is also explained in all Itihasas, Puranas and other

authoritative texts.

The Vibvarupa darfana episode of the Gita and the

universe being shown tb Yasoda by Lord Krspa substantiate
the above view.. Aklira also makes it clear in the Bhagavata,
that all the wonders of the world are the wonders of the

Lord‘asa

‘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 Iord that makes us

have the knowledge of the whole world. So it is all-
knowledge, As Brahman 1s Omniscient, Supreme doer, Supreme
being and so on, and as entire world is created by Him,

His knowledge indeed promlses the knowledge of entire

world.839

So the passage does not mean that as there 1s 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 glven by Vadiraja as above. Vﬁéiraja
‘ ehsures that as the knowledge of Brahman is vast and the
knowledge of"&he world is limited, the knowledge of Brahman
makes easy to have the knowledge of all other entitles,
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INTERPRETATION OF TAT TVAM ASI AND REFERENCE OF SRUTI-
GITA AND OTHER ILLUSTRATIONS
IN SUPPORT OF THAT

, The scriptural passage which is widely quo%édnéé the
most stable evidence for stating the identlty as understood

40 y3airsja opines

by Advaitins is the passage~ Tattvamasi.8
that it does not help the Advaitins to prove the identlty
between the embodied soul and Brahman. The real import of
the passage is that soul ig similar to Brahmgn in some

841

respects in a limited way, That does not promise complete

identity bétween the two as made much of by the Advaitins.
vadiraja asserts that this type of expressions are
common but nowhere the sense of ildentity as understood by
the Advaitins 1s conveyed., The expressions like ‘He 1s a
\ tiger' and *The boy is fire' do not convey the sense of
identity. 3But, it 1s the similarity with regard to some
common propertles that 1s intended here to be conveyed.
Similarly,.in the case of Tat tvam asi also, the sense of
similarity in some respects is %0 be taken into aecount,
The context in which the statement is taught clgarly
indicates the difference and not £he idantity.842 The
preceding statement also does not talk of identity. The

_Szuti- sSata somya tada sampanno bhavatit?3

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 )
state the soul abides in the eye and the neck respegtively.843A
So the passage Tat tvam asi that falls in the same context,

cannot be understood in f£avour of identity of the Advaltins,

Another passage of the Brhadarapyska Upanisad viz.,

Prgiﬁengtmang‘samgarigvakta9844
of the above Sruti that the soul has close proximity with

also corroborates the view

Brahman during deep sleep. Here also the identity is not

45

expressed.s The Sutra- §£§ugtzdhkr§n§gorbhedena (I,1i11.42)

also proves that there is difference during deep sleep and

846

Utkranti. If difference is not accepted then there

should not ke any difference between deep sleep and release.

The expressions or terms *Manas' and 'Prépa'847 that
v w , A LN ]
are used in this context, denote scul and Brahman respec-
\ tive;y.eéa And it is also explained that one 1s regulated
by the other. That means soul is regulated by Brahman, The
relation of regulated and regulator shows that there is
diffe;ence between the two. He, who is regulated seeks

the ghelter of the other,

In the passage of 'Tattvamasi’ itself, nine illustra-
tions are glven to substantlate the reality and the rela-

tion between 'Tat' and 'Tvam.' And all these nine
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illustrations cleé;ly state that in thls context difference
of soul and ﬁrahman is intended. The illustration 65 salt
and water ascertains the difference, When salt 1s put in
the water, no doubt it melts and becomes invisible, but

it does not become identical with water. Likewise when
river:? flow and join the sea it does not become identical
with them. The river-waters do retain their separateness
and individuality. The human capacity is limited angd as
such not enough to distinguish the river—waters from the
sea, But that does not rule out the fact of thelr exist-
ing separately, It is only the confluence and not the
identity. In the same way when bees collect the flower
julce from different’ flowers and when they form into .
honey that does not mean that juices of different flowers
have attaineé identity, Thelr separateness remains unharmed,
The close examination makes it clear that they have the
varlegated tastes. Thus all the niﬁe illustrations of

that context prove difference and not the identity.849

Vadiraja critically views the context wherein the
passage oceurs. When évetaﬁetu, son of Uddalaka, developed
arrogance thinking himself to be highly learned, thgn this
was realized by hils 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 hence one had to under-
stand thé real import of the Vedas. So, his intentlon was
not to convey the identity but the difference. Then only
Che could make his son give up his arrogance, If the
senge of lidentity was intended then there was no scope to
reduce the arrogance, of $vetaketu, Thus, the context
also affirms that the passage declares the difference and

© The advaita prefers to have implled

not the identity.ss
meaning with regard to two terms Tat and Tvam. That means
the primary meaning of the terms should ke given up., As
these two terms indicate the opposite attributes, the
Advaita prefers secondary meaning to (primary meaning.
Because, unless and until the sense of opposite attributes
is givenﬁup, it is not possible to talk of identlty. But
Vadiraja says that resorting of Laksana or indication could
be enough for one word- Tat as it shows an element of
Laghutva or easiness in interpretation. There is no need

to adopt Implication for two words- Tat and Ivam. Now the
word Tat can be understood as Tatsadrfa or (simlilar to that)
Tatgsambandhi (or related to that), This would be the most
befitting meaning to the context. So implication may be

applied to only one word and not to bhoth the words.851

Further, the texm 'Tat' may also be understood as
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Tasmat. In that case, the meaning of the expression would

ba ‘Thine very existence is from Him!' The sense of
Akhandarthatva also is not tenable and agreeable to the
context, Because, it makes the entire discussion and éxposi—
tion baseless and futile. Vadiraja refers to the statements
of the Bhagavata such as érutigitgasz and others and proves
that even the Bha@gavata does not declare identlty between
Brahman and the world. He asserts that even Visnusshasra-

nama indicates difference,

Bhedo mithya bheda tvat candrsbhedavat., The inference
advanced by the Advaitins has no support of elther percep=-
tion or of testimony. Hence, the very inference is likely
to be disprovg@ by cdﬁnter inferences. JiveSvarabhedah
paramarthika san mehapralayepl urva¥is tatvat brahmavat.
The very attempt of resorting to indication is unnecessary.
Because, in that case, Brahman, giving away all His auspi-
cious wvirtues, would have to be declared’as only consisting
of sentiency. Even thils also does not help to prove the
éupposed identity., And moreover, perception also openly

853

proclalms 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 unreall Therefore,
these Pramanas or means cannot establish the identity.

While resorting to Laksapa in Tat-tvamasi the Advaitins

cite the example So'yam devadattah. But actually, neither
854

the 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 Vi&istaikya cannot be

Lt
D

traced here. And that will not indicate ViSesanalkya

necessarily. Because, in the example Dapdl devadattah

and Xupdall devadattah. Devadatta is one and the same but

not Dapda and Kupdala. So ViSesanaikya cannot be held.855

Now 1if the aspect of sentiency alone is to be meant
with Ofegard to the terms 'Tat’ and 'Tvam, ' then the very
usage of expresgion would be meaningless. Not only that,
the expressions, then by no means convey the sense of
identity. And if sentienqy alone would be there, then
also, the question viz., as to the identity of what remains

56

unsolved.B Therefore, as already mentioned the sense of

similarity in certain respects between Brahman and the soul



is intended here. Thils passage also relates the relation
of reflective and reflection. Brahman 1ls reflective and
soul 1s reflection. This relation promises certain similar-
ity and also the control of reflective over reflection.aseA

Thus, the passage Tat tvam asi does not ascertain the

identity.

In defence of this, Vadiraja mentions the episodes

1

of Paupdraka Vasudeva and of Mucukunda and shows how the

knowledge of identity brought about self-destruction and

the sense of difference led to upliftment857 respectively,
He also discusses the Glta statement iéwarohgmhambhogi...ssa

and defends that knowledge of identity will not help to
attain the liberation,

THE $RUTI DVASUPARNA, .. SUPPORTS BHEDA

59 does not

The passage Dvasuparna gayuja sakh"é;zau...8
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.
Jdiva is described as one who eats the karmaphala whereas
Brahman does not. The very fact of eating and non-eating

860 There even the Advalta

clearly shows the distilnctioh.
interpretation mentions the two bilxds as soul and Brahman,

Vadiraja opines that the mention of two birds as soul and
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Brahman in the Advaita commentary, ascertalns the difference

-~ and not the identity.861

The advaitins interpret the passage with the'help of

the Adhyahara of two words as Paramarthika and Vyavaharika.

They explaln 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 aécount. The opposite nature of these two is dilscarded
by resorting to Adhyahara of above words. Hence, both

en joying and non-enjoying of frui£ 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 réal. Whereas, the sense as one

and the same, which is Paramarthika is real. The Advaitins

hold that difference implied here 1ls only empirical.

This interpretation as well as the contention of the
Advaltins is not correct. Because, here Adhyahara is not
necessary. Generally, Adhzghgra is resorted to when the

particulaf passage cannot be lnterpreted in a cogent

manner.863 Furtﬁer, there is no ground or any reason to

state eating of frulit of deeds is only empirical., Because,

864

the passage Sofnute sarvan kaman saha... declares that




the enjoyment is also there in liberation. And thls enjoy-
ment or eating cannot be considerad as empirical. It must

be Paramarihika. o>

So the enjoyment and the non-enjoyment
are both absolutely real. And this proves the real differ-
ence between the two, When there is dlfference between
liberated soul and Brahman, there is no need o stress

difference in respect of the unliberated or bound souls,

Further, if there was no real difference, then, there
would not have been in the passage the mentlon of ‘two' by
using the dual number as'ggélggggggé. Because two attri-
.butes of one and the sameching do not make it to b= cons-
isting of two, A jar, possessing colour and form, cannot
be considered as two Jars. And also a wlfe, having courage
and beauty, cannot be mentioned as two.866 In the same
way, enjoyment and its gbsence 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 distinctlon between soul

and Brahman.867

Vadiraja holds that, the inference as Vimatah bhedah
paramarthasat... proves the difference. It states that

difference is evident as reference i1s made of the souls,

29t
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liberated afterwards., And moreover, the illlustratlon also
corroborates the proposition that difference is absolutely

real like the bliss of liberaticn.868

In the passage Dva
suparpa 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

beyond doubt.869

The expressions sakhayau and Sayujau
assert that the distinction, hinted at here 1ln the passage,
is in respect of nature and not in respect of place and
thought that is unity . of piace 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

870 Brahman ls described here

nature is taken into account.
as brillianct. It shows that He is superior and master,

another soul is lnferior and servant,

The term ‘Sayujau' in the passage implies the Sayujya
type of liberation and not the identity.' The Sazujza type
of libefation indicates soul's presence in close proximity
with Brahman always and not the ldentity between the two.

So there is nothing in this passage that could suggest that
the difference Eeéween soul and Brahman is simply empirical.

The view of the Advaita that Vyavaharlka Bheda referred to

élsewhere, is quoted here 1ls also not tenable since according

to the Advalta absolute difference is nowhere declared in

the entire scripture.87l
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Brahman, being Omniscient, Omnipresent, Omnipotent and
so on, need not undergo any hardships for his enjoyment.
The question of galning of fresh enjoyment does not arise
in His case. He ls eternally contented. His activity is
for others' sake Qho are under his control and supervi-

sion.872

Vadiraja cites the example of how God distributed
the nector and poison obtaiﬁed in the churning of milky
ocean, Neither he tasted the nectar nor he rejected the
polson., 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

controlled, he is impelled.873

Thus, this passage also
indicates the relation of impelled and Impellor. The very
fact is being discussed and narrated with illustrations in

874 It is

the Bhagavata, .n GIta and in other works.
explained there that soul eats the fruit of deeds according
to his own deeds. Whereas [2God being unaffected, simply
wltnesses and controls the soul. The sufferings and
others, seen in soui, are not seen in God. Therefore,

soul and Brahman are distinct to each other.875 Thus the
very expression of the passage denotes one or other unigue
attributes of both of them and establishes difference as

its primary lmport.
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'BHEDA IS NOT VYAVAHERIKA OR EMPIRICALE’®

The Advaitins hold that difference is empirical and not
absolutely real. But at the same time thexfgi;l:in this
empirical difference convincingly. They cannot say that
it is sublated by the cognition of Brahman, And 1t Is
evident that it 1s not sublated by any other knowledge. It
shows that the very usage emperical is baseless. Further,
difference ié not sublated by this cognition of Brahman.
But, it 1s the Brahmalkya 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 knéwledge of this pexception contro-

verts the ldea of the identity fancied by the Advaltins.

According to the Advailta, the experlence or knowledge
that is sublated by the empirical experience, is called
real in appearance, If that is true theilr Brahmaikya since
being sublated as explained above by the experience of
empirical psrception would become real in appearance.877
E.g. the experience of the snake gets sublated by the
" experlence of the rope. Here Fhe experience of the snake
is illusory whereas the experience of rope is empirical
according to the Advaitins. According to this, in the
Advalta, perception of difference is empirical. And as

knowledge of ldentity gets sublated by this perception of
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empirical différence that would become Pratibhasika. So the
Advaltins 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

rushing into the hole of wvenomous snakes.878

The 'contention of the Advaitins is that the passages

like Dva sugarg§°,°4and others that declare Jlve&varabheda

which is only Vyavaharika, become Atatvavedaka or convey-

ing false information., But Vadiraja opines that a true
follower of the seriptures will not accept this view.
Because, really speaking, it is as good as disregarding

the scripture as the Buddhists do. A true and rigid follower
of the scriptures will rather try his best to prove both

difference and identlty conveying passages, as Tatvévedaka.

That means all scriptural passages convey valid information

when intsrpreted proPerly.879

In the Advailta, as cognltion of Brahman is Nirvikalpaka

(without distinction), it can nelther establish something

880 I+ can also not sublate

881

nor can it sublate anything.
the difference. Hence, difference is real. Vadiraja
asks: "What is this sublatlon of difference?" If it is
taken to mean Bhedanasa, then 1t 1s 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 dlfference is
not BhedanaSa. The Advaitins also hold that the ignorance
that causes illusion is golng to be removed by the sublat-
ing knowledge. The ignorance that causes the illusory
experience of the snake, will be removed by subsequent
sublacing 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.BB2

The Advaitins contend that the empiricality 1s nothing

but Arthakriyakaritva (eff&ctlveness causing some activlty).

But it is not correct. Because, as already poilnted out

that the Vyavaharlkatva is not a reality according to them.

Hence lts 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 1is
883

absurd. Vadiraja taunts at Advaitins that thelr Brahman

should be treated as Vyavaharika since being Arthakriyakari

in the form of being Upadana, Nimitta and Bhramadisthana.

And It would not become Paramarthika. So Vyavaharikatva

cannot be defined as Arthakriyakaritva. Vadiraja also

opines that whatever is Pratibhasika 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

Pratibhasika, since being Arthakriyakari, as shown above,

can also be considered as Vyavaharika. As the experlence

of the snake superimposed on the rope causes fear and the

like,. it should be treated as VWwavaharika because it is

Arthakrivakari, But in reality, no one admits this view,
Generally when an experlence leads to fulfillment of some
purpose then it is treated as valld experience and if it
does not leaé to any fulfilment then that experience is

considered t be invalid, 1In the above case, defining

Vyavaharikatva as Arthskriyakaritva and considering Vyava-
harikatva, that will not real or invalid, has made the

very discussion invalid. Even if Vyavaharikatva is defined

as Avidyskaryatva, that will not fulfil the intention of

the Advaitins in establishing identity.884 Further, this

difference of soul and God is consldered as one of the six

Anadis by the advaitins, 582

When it is Anadi or beginning-
less it cannot be Avidyskarya or the effect of nescience,
And as 1t is not the product of nescience it cannot be
empirical. Thus, the very definition of the Advalting
proves that the dlfference is not empirical. When it is

not empirical, it must be absolutely real.886

Vadiraja quotes some other passages that support and
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declare difference. The passages Brahmaps saha..., Parah-
887 '
jyotih... 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 texm §__a__k3_a_i_‘ indicates this. And the second mentions
that soul attains only proximity wlth Brahman and not

888

identity with Him, Thus, difference of soul from

Brahman is absolutely real. The Brahmasutras, clted already889

also declare difference and not the identity.

ANUVADYATVA AFFECTS AIKYA AND NOT BHEDA

The Advaitins hold that Bheda brutis are 'lower' and
Abheda Srutis are 'higher.' Here 'Apara’ means they occur
first and para means ‘'they occur later.' The view of the
Advaita is as follows:- Bheda Srutis may be useful at the
beginning and lower stage whereas Abheda &rutis are useful
at the ultimate and higher stage. So Abhada Srutls are
preferred to Bheda Srutis. But, this view is not correct, 3%
The very classification of passages as higher and lower
is not correct because all of them are impersonal. When

one admits scriptures as impersonel, this classification

does not hold good.

If it is held that Para srutis invalidate the Apara

ones because Para &rutls occur later, then on this ground
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as Smrtis occur later than even these Para Srutl passages,

891 The world that

will invalidate the'hilgher' scriptures.
emerges later may also invalidate Brahman., The contention
that Nisedha or negation is superior to Vidhi or injunction
is also not correct. Because, in sacrifice, negation of
violence is set aside and violated, In sacrifices PaSuhimsa
is preferred by the Mimahsakas. Therefore, such classifica-
tion of scriptural passages will not help the Advaita in
any manner., 05 the basis of conveying the import, the

scripture may be grouped as Savakaba and Nirankﬁéaaegz

The close observation and study proves that Bheda Srutis
are Niravakabas and Abheda Srutls are Savakasas.S>° so

this makes it clear that Savakasa Srutis (Abheda Srutis)
are to be explained in accordance with NiravakaSa Srutis

(Bheda Srutis).

The Advaltins also opine that Bheda Srutis are only
Anuvadakas (repetitions) because, they convey the sense
which 1s already -Pratyaksasiddha (established by perception).

834 there is left nothing to prove,

As they are Anuvadakas,
Whereas 2bheda 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 agalnst the Advaitins. Brahman is Sva-

prakada 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 Srutis are Anuvadakas. 222

Thus, the
argument proves Srutls as Anuvadakas. If£ Bheda Srutls are
alone considered as Anuvgdékés. then 1s it grouped and
mentioﬂéd without any purpose or is it for refutation2896
In the £irst case; there is ﬁurpose and thls purpose is

to adduce thé Bheda Srutis as stock Pramanas, Because
Bheda $rutis have the support of Pratyaksa and Sruti.

What is evident by percepgion is gpheld by scriptures.

| Thus the support of thg two creates more confidence"in the

propos:l.tion.ag7

In the second alternative, difference
cannot be shown as stalned 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 identiﬁy is held as deéect, then that will leaﬁ'to
Anxonzgéraga.gggg. 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 Srutis
is established, the validity of abheda Srutis is not £inal,®"®
As both &re scriptﬁres,'it is not possible to atrribute
invalidigy to any group. If at all there is a need to
aptribute, it must be to all the scriptures. Otherwise,
thelvery view bacomes opposite of perception and may lead

to either the defect of mutual dependence or some other.agg
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As alrsady mentioned that 1f a fact is supported by
two Pramapas, then it becomes more stronger., In Bheda
Srutls, as difference is Pratyaksasiddha, its Anuvada in
the Sruti will strengthen it (difference), then Abheda
érutis,'since lacking such strong support wlll have to be
explained in accordance with Bheds Srutls. 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.”9°

So the Advaltins resorting to
implication with regard to Bheda 5rutis, is unnecessary.
To support Advaita, there is no 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
regpect of those that are beyond senses, That does not

mean that perception is 1nvalid.901

The distinction of soul and Brahman is evident as 1t
is established by perception. And the same is explained
in the scriptures., Even 1f it 1s consildered as repetition,
that definitely strengthens the difference doctrine,

Anuvada
Sometimes/in the form of mere duplication and repetition

becomes invalid and weak but here it is a plus point that
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strengthens the very difference, Thus, Anuvada necessarily
does not affect 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, Smrtis are to be considered as Anuvadas since

they convey the £act which is already stated in scriptures.go2
vadiraja. refers to the BhEgavatago3 verse and says that

Anuvada .is praised there, 90%

Anuvada is of two kinds,
Sometimes it is for affirmation of something already esta-
blished, and sometimes it is for refutatlon. In respect of
difference, Anuvada is for affirmation of difference already
established by perception. If all Anuvadakas are held
invalid, then all the Advaita Srutis that are Anuvadakas

to each other, cut the validity of each other like the two

905

demons Sunda and Upasunda. and In Anuvadas that are

meant for refutatlon, there must be Dusya and Dugska in
one sentence or in one context. On the basis of Anuvada,

passages of one context cannot refute the Sruti passage

of another context.906 Therefore, the passages as they

207

do not contradlct with others, are defeatless. And

there is also not a single Arutl in the form of Anuvada, 208

The view of the Advaltins that Bheda ls stated and

prescribed for the sake of worship, 1s not correct.
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Because for worshilp or adoration, object must be real and
its worshipnﬁorthiness must be known. Otherwise there may
be conéusion, 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

909

of meditation, cannot be put together. Sruti clarifies

this and never misleads the worshipper,

OBJECT OF MEDITATION IS NOT MITHYZR
The object of meditatiqn cannot be a unxeal. Because
in that case, meditation would ke meaningless, The scrip-
tural passage Nedam yadidam uEESQteglo does not negate the
real object of meditatlon. But it stresses on the real

object and also on the difference between soul and Brahman.911

It is common to see that people meditate upon god Garuda

for the removal of the poison and god Vighne&vara for the

°12

removal 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

meditation and the person méditating. The . Brahmasutra-

913

Na pratike na hi sah (IV.1.4) makes it clear that

Pratika itself is not God. From this it is evident that
the true position of the object is taken into account for

914

meditation. Certainly, an unreal cannot help to reallze

the real,



309

Further, the difference between worshipped and wor-

shipper is seen not only in Samsara but in continues even

15

after liberation, The four types of liberationg do not

rule out the relation of worshipped and worshipper and do

not result in any identity.gm

As already pointed out above; the. passage; Nedam
yadidam upasate does not convey the sense of identity.
It ¢nforms that the mental image of God fabricated for

meditation before direct vision or knowledge is not God

217

Himself, This meditdtion on that mental image, helps

us to have the vision of the God in the long run at the

Aparoksa state., The mental image ls the mental image.

9 o

Though it is distinct from God, it is not unreal, 718 Because,

it is thls through which one will have the direct vision

19 V'a'diz:'éja gives another interpretation of

of the God.9
this passage as soul, who is known by Szkgin is not Brahman.

Here Idam stands for. soul. Thus, koth the interpretations
920

)

establish the differaxluce. As scripture informs about
relation of worshipped and worshipper, it can never esta-
blish identity, And moreover, 1t also proves the reality
of the object of meditation., If the object of meditation
is not real, then the process of Sravapma, Manana and Dhyana
would be futlle, Hence, the object of meditation must be

real and distinct from medlitator, 920A
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The passage Yada paSyah pa8yate rukmavarggm921 promises
the distinctién of worshipped and worshipper, The distinct
attrlbutes of worshipped God such -as Rukmavarnam, Kartaram,
I4am and others affirm that worshipped God ls not merely
distinct but is superior to the meditating soul, He lis
the Supreme Lord, Independent Creator and so on. Samyam
upalti does not convey identlty but asserts that the libera-

ted soul lives in close proximity with the God.922

i

BHEDA IS TENABLE IN ALL RESPECTS

The Advaitins gquestion as to whether the difference
is distinct, ldentical or distinct-cum—identical from the
entity. V3diraja replies that this approach or critlicism
can be set aside very easily, He opines that the reply,

923 can be given here

924

given in the case Vyavaharika Bheda,

also even if difference is taken as absolutely real.

s

The passage Neti neti...?zS

declares that Brahman is
dlfferent from bocth the soul and matter. The use of two
negative particles ensures the difference from koth soul
and matter., In the Advalta, as there is nothing to be
negated, the lnterprecation of 'Na' would be baseless.
That means, the Advaitins camnot interpret the use of 'Na'

twice in the passage.926 The passage Anyam iéam...927

makes it c¢lear that Brahman is not only diffexrent from thils

7
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world of the souls and matter bue He 1ls also the Overlord
cf 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

927A

great auspicious nature of Cod. The 1deas of abheda,

Samya and Nirgunatva do not help the soul to get relieved

928 The passages §§§ sarveévaraﬁ929 and others

of his grief,
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 Swamibhrtya

or Master and servant type. At this juncture, Vadiraja

930 and the Bhggavata that

openly declare difference and supremacy of the God.931

932

quotes the statements of the Gita

The Bhagavata verses Vidvatmani bhida bodhah... and

933

Bhedadrstya abhimanena... and others state that knowledge

of difference, Abhimana or devotion and Nissahgakarma 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 Bhaktl or devotion

to the Lord. And Nissafgakarma is the Virakti.934 Thus,

all the passages signify the importance of Bheda as the

primary (‘means for realization and liberation.

!
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P

BIMBAPRATIBIMBABHAVA BETWEEN GOD AND THE EMBODIED SOUL

The passage Yathalsa puruse chEzE...935 states that

there is Bimbapratibitbabhava between JIva and Brahman, >>°
The 1llﬁétrat16n clted in the passage, as man and his shaéow,
signifies and points at thrge important points. That are:
similarity between Biba and Pratlblhba, dependance of
Pratlibitiba on tﬁe Bimba 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

937

also dependent upon Him, The same passage also makes

it clear that this Bitbapratibithbabhava ascertains the
937A

Sakaratva or Adharatva and Swamitva of God. The simi-

larity between the soul and the God 1ls also hinted at in

938 God becomes

the passage Rupsh riipai pratiriipo bhabuva,
Bifiba to infinite souls, assuming infinite Bimba-forms.
angd all‘the souls are Pratiblihbas. And these are different

£rom CGod, 939

This relation of Bihbapratibihbabhava establishes the

difference between the two. The reflection shadow is not
only distinct but it is real, Similarly reflection soul 1s not

only distinct but also real. Though it is sald 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 ascertalns the
difference between the twog940 The similarity is also

not in all respects completely. It is only in some respects
with limitations. Souls are declaredas reflections
(reflected) since they too are real and unsublated like
Brahman. Similarity with limitatlons does not lead to'

any identity°94OA

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-
tinct to each other.94l Vadiraja argues that if Bifiba and
Pratibiiba were taken to be identical, then reflection of
face in hot water should cause burning pain to the real”. 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 Pratibimba




lasts as long as reflective is present near Uggdhi or adjunct.
When reflectlve goes away from the adjunct, then reflection
disappears, Thus, a refiection is wholly dependent upon

941A

reflective, 1t does not make the reflection unreal.

Pratibifba is Bifbakarya. It is tenable completely in

other examples., But in the case of the soul, whose very
nature is not created, its solely dependent state is taken
into account, -In Jiva, the presence of Bitba God is Nimitta.

He is the Karta. Upadhi in the form of Jlvasvarupa ls
o042

Upadana. _This is agreeable only in respect of Biba-

pratibimbabhava of Brahman and the embodied soul. In the

example also,; the mirror would become UEEdEna for reflectilon.
THus Pratibifmba Jiva is Karya of Bifba God. It is the Upadana

that is modified as reflection, ‘There is no difficulty

for the Advaitins to accept this modification as they regard

943

modification 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 ouwing

943A

to two real entities, difference 1is evident. It is as

real as Bimba., Because, the cognition of it as Pratibimba

44 So r&flection’ is real and it is

does not get sublated.9
real and it is distinct from reflective., The very difference

in the usage as reflective and reflectlon, also signifies



the distinction here. Therefore, the God, who is reflec—

tive is distinct from Pratibihba reflection soul and reflec-—

tion soul 1s as real as God Brahman.945

IV. VISVASAURABHA

INTERPRETATION OF THE SRUTI®PRAPANCO YADI VIDYETA® AND VIKALFQ

VINIVARTETA 40

As in the Bhedasaurabha, difference between God, embo=-
died soul and the world is proved to be f#ive-fold, in this
Visvasaurabha, reallty of the world ls considered to be
established, Because the doctrine of difference would be
meaningful provided the related entitles are real., The

Sruti- Prapabco yadi vidyeta asserts the reality and eter-

nity of the world of flve-fold difference. The world
comprising of sentlent beings and insentlent matter i1s real
since beginningless. In this sense, the 5Sruti appears

to be connected with both the Saurabhas, viz,, the Bheda-

saurabha and the Vi&vasaurabha. ¥/

The Sruti-passage mentioned above is interpreted by
the Advaitins that it indeed supports the Advaita doctrines

viz,., the Jaganmithyatva (falsity of the world) and the

Advaita (absolute identity). But, Vadiraja opines and
promises that this passage does not inform anything about

the Jaganmithyatva nor about the Advalta. It ultimately
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broves the reality of the world with five-fold difference948

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 Advalta lnterpretation of this passage is 'If the
world were to be existed, then only it would have been with-
drawn., But as it ds an illusioga Advalta 1s the only
reality.' K This interpretation controverts the very Advaita
view. Because according to the advaita the world is not
real, So when the Advaita negates the real exlstence of
the world, how can there be the wlthdrawal of the same world.
The logic of something having existed and then withdrawn
is not helpful to the Advaita. There is no Vyapti or
invqriablg concomitance between exlistence and withdrawal
in the Advaita. If this Vyapti is taken for granted then
Brahman being exilstent, would have to be wlthdrawn.949 And
acgcording to the Advaita, that which 1s an object of with=-
drawal (sublation) is an illusion. In that case, Brahman

would have to be an illusion.gSo

Therefore Vadiraja insists that the context 1s to be
taken into account while interpreting such passages. The

passage previous to this, runs Ana=dimayaya supto yada
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ilvah Eraﬁudhzategsl and so on and it has the reference of
ignorance, knowledge and also of difference between one
matter and the other one goul and the other., So in the
above passage- Prapanco... etc., contrary to the previous
one, nelther non-reality of the world nor the identity could
be traced, So it 1s five=fold difference that is hilnted

at by the word ‘Prapanca.' The etymological explanation

of the term ‘'Prapanca'’ is ‘higher knowledge of five~fold
difference’. 'Pra' means Prakrsta - ‘'detaill, higher know-
ledge' and ‘Panca'’ means ‘'five-fold.' Thus, Prapanca‘
means °five—éold difference' and not simply the world.gs2

The expression 'Yadi vigzeta° 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 ¢reated and hence, the
qiestion of its perishling does not arigse. Aas it is beginning-

3

less, it will not perish.g5 This view establishes the

eterndlity of five-fold difference., The term Mayamatra in

the passage denotes that thls five-fold difference 1s tinown

L

the God and also 1s guarded by Him. Here 'Maya' 1is the

954 of the CGod. It also means that it

Prajna or knowledge
is the knowledge of the God that makes us to know this

£ive-fold difference well, Here May3 does not convey the
sense belleved by the Advaitins., The term ‘'Advaita’ 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 thls meaning is not
intended here. It conveys that there is nothing thac is
egual or superior to the God, So there is no scope to
understand that the things other than the God are illu-

sion. Thus, the term 'Advaita’ means 'The God is Supreme.'955

The correct import of the passage is that 'If the
five=fold difference had bsen caused then one day it will
get perished., But as it does not perish, it ls not caused
or created, It 1s known to the God and ls guarded by Him.
He is the only Supreme Being. There is nothing elther
equal or superior to Him. This interpretation does not
contradict with other passages and does not give scope for
counter-arguments., This 1s the only meaning that sults the
context. So the context does not suggest either the Jagan—
mityatva or the Atmaikya. Vadiraja splits the compounded
words wonderfully as 'May3matram’ etc., and explains that
Dvaitam maysmatram means °‘£ive fold difference ls not at
illusory.°956 Such interpretatlon alsoc sults the context
and avolds the contradiction,

\

Thé Advaitins interpret the passage- Vikalpo vinivarteta

etc., as follows: The difference as teacher, taught and

teaching is only an illusorxry difference., This order ls
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meant for only teaching. When the truth is undersitood

then there remains nothing. That means, then distinction
will not remain. This interpretation of the Advaiting
criticises the view of distinction by treating it as illusion.
Hence, the Advaitins contend that this illusory distlinction
is not a reality. But this interpretation is not correct.
Because then, there wili be contradiction with the prévious
one, So  the correct import of the passage ls that the
distinction would have been withdrawn if 1t were created

out of illusion. But it is not illusory. and this fact

could be known through a competent teacher (Upadesaka).

Vadiraja argues that 1f the Advaitins question as to

whether Bheda is Bhinna, Abhinna or Bhinnabhinna, and so on,

then “what would be the reply of the Advaitlins when the

same question is asked with regard to Vyavaharika bheda.
957

So the difference should. be accepted as real.

Thus, these two passages establish both Bheda or diffe-
rence and Jagatsatyatva or reality of the world, toplcs of the

Bhedasaurabha and the Visvasaurabha respectively. Vadiraja

hence considers these passages as Dehallilipa = lamp kept on
o958

the threshold .that illumines both the rooms.
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GITA, MAHABHARATA AND PURANAS ALSO SUPPORT VISVASATYATVA

The Bhagavadglts verse that runs as Asatyamapratisthante

jagadzshuranifvaram. Aparasparasambhutah kimanyat kamahai-
59

tukam, supports the view of the reality of the world.9
It severely attacks those who consider the world as Asat

or Mithya or unreal. It is stated that thils view is not
only untenable but it spoils all those who teach and are
taught.géo Vadiraja opines that this Glta-statement is

the import of several Srutis, Purapas etc. It 1s evident
that the Lord is the prime-agent (Karta) and none else.

The Prakrtl or the primal matter is the only Upadanakarana
or material céée and others time, place, etc., are Nimitta-
karapas or instrumental causes. The Lord is also considered
as Nimittakarana but He is foremost and prime among all
instrumental causeé. And the world is created by the

961

operatlon of all these causes, The Prakrti, stated

above, 1s nothing but the constitution of Sattva, Rajas

and Tamas.962 In the scriptures as well as in other works,

this Prakrtl is called sometimes &s Maya. It is not the

Maya of the Advaitins, because in that case, it would be

only an illusion. It is the Prakrti that is termed Max§.963

Therefore, the world-effect of this Maya-prakrti, is called

4
964 And thus, the usage will not make this world

Mayamaya.
as the product of Maya or illusion of the Advaitins. In

that case, the world would be unreal.



Now it cannot be held that this Prakrti gets modifled
itself into the world. It, being Jada or insentient cannot
modify itself into the world, - It is the lord who creates
the world out of this Prakrii.. The Glta statement- Maya

adhyaksena grakgggp,..965

makes this point clear. As
Prgkrti is the material cause of this creation, Ajbans of
the Advaitins cannot be taken to be the materlal cause for
creatlon, since in no works Ajﬁgna of the Advaitins is
declared as Upadanakarana or material cause. So creation
is not the out-come of Ajﬁana or nescilence, And hence,

it is not sublated by Brahmaijfiana, as the Advaitins make

others believe.

The created world, since being nmot a product of Ajilana,
cannot totally be non-existent., Neither Brahman noxr this
werld will be destroyed completely. = Both are eternal.966
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 Pravshato Nitya whereas Brahman is Svarupatah nitys
Or inherently eternal. The Mahabharata verse 'Evam tada-

,ngdzantam...967 brings out the nature of the world as

mentioned above.968



THE SRUTI SVAPNAMAYZ SARUPA ... ESTABLISHES VISVASATYATVA

The verses in the Mandukyopanisad that run Vibhutih
Erasavantvanxe.f.969 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 Parinamavadas or the Vikaravada. That means
Brahman modifies Itself into various forms of the world.,
fThey say that the passage also indicates the illusory

{nature of the world.970 But thlg 1s not correct. Modifi-

{cation is not admissible in the case of the God.971 Because,
%@ is glorified as Nirvikari or changeless. 2and moreover,
ke is not of the nature of modification0 Further, the

Morld 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 Prakriti or material cause undergoes
the changes and functions according to the desire of the

Lord.972 The God creates this world by His deslre and not
|

by any M3y3 as understood by the Advaitins. If the desire
Lf the Lord itself 1s named Mays then there is no objection
to it. Vadiraja opines that the term Prabhu indicates that
the lord is Sarvottama or Overlord, Sarvadakta or Omnipotent

and the like., He never seeks the help of others {idn creation

malntenance 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
972A

srstirityanye... etc., and say that the CGod creates

the world for his own enjoyment. But it 1s not correct.

Because, He is Eggékgma or ever-contented. He has nothing

273 There are some who hold the view that

974

to get fu;filled.
the God creates the world out of Himself for play.
They think that during Pralaya the God's life woulq 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
admitced then it would contradict with His Aptakamatva or
self-contentment. So it 1ls nelther for enjoyment nor for 3
play that the God creates the world, but it is His very
nature that He creates the world, Because, He has no

975

desires including to play, to get fulfilled, It 1s clear

from the passage -'Ichhamatram prabhoh srstih' and 'Devasya

975A

esa gvabhavah... 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 Matsya, Kurma and so on, 1s because of His

976 The Upadana is not required for the

Ichha or desire,
manifestation of God's incarnatlions. 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 deslre of the Cod that makes them

manifest.



So far as Kala or Time 1s consldered, it ls accepted
as only instrumental cause and not as Independent efficient

977 makes

cause. The statement Dravyam karma ca kalasca...
it clear that all these are under the control of the Lorxd.
These become useful and favourable in creation etc., provi~""
ded the God desires,otherwlse not. So it is evident that

the God is the Creator, Prgkrti is the materlal cause, timeomd

the like are instruments,

The term Prabhu in the passage also signifies that
the God has no Ajnana or nesciehce and the creation of the
world is not due to nesclence. Since Brahman 1ls Omnipotent,
Omniscient and 80 on, He does no£ reguire Aanna and such
others for creation, And moreovér, such a wonderful world
cannot be the outcome of nescience. It is the Prakrtli

978 Creatlon

(prime=-matter) which is the material course.
is Nigtya (Pravahato) or eternal because, the act of creation
cf the world is the very nature of the God. The world is
present with minute form in the God during Pralaya and the
same gets manlfested 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 éénnot be tﬁought of. It
also ascertains the fact that this world 1s eternally
distinct from the God., As it is under the control of the

Lord, who is supreme.979



The Brahmasutra-Vaidharmyacca na svapnadivat (11.11.29)°8°

rejects the view that the world is illusory like a dream.

If the creation of the world 1s compared with the dream or
magic then, that would lead to many defects. In the dream,
there is a dreamer, his body, bad, and the like who are real.
And in magic alsc, the magician is real, observers are real.

So the Advaitins have to specify the real things in the .
world=creation f£irst and then they can talk of illusory

aspect of creation., Therefore, it is not proper to compara

the creation of the world either with a dream or with magil-
cal creation. Further, the Advaita view that the lllusion

of the world, 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
liberation, bliss and the like must also be held as unreal.gal
So the world is real; And the reality of the world can be
ascertained and also realized as mentioned above. Thus,
the passages Jquoted above establish the xeality of the

world.g82

SRUTIS 'VISVAM SATYAM' AND OTHERS ESTABLISH REALITY OF THE WORLD

The Iavasya passage Ygthgtagﬁétorthgn vyadadha ... 298
declares the reality of the world undoubtedly. The Omni~

sciernit Lord creates wonderful things in this world. 2and

984

all of them are real. The scriptural statement *'Vi&vam



satgamgssaﬁiomises the reality of the world. It makes

clear that the detalled information mentioned or delineated
here, is true to fact. aAnd it has the support of the

Pramapas. This is evident by the expression 'Praminanti.‘986

It declares "O God. this world of yours is real. And it
is the presiding deitles of water who know it well." The
God is glorified as 'Maghavan' that means 'He, who posse-
sses all prosperity.,' The dual usage of the world affirms
the fact that the Cod 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 ‘Niyamya-niyamakabhava,' 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 (view of the Vyavaharikasatta or the ephemeral
réality held by the Advaitins, sinCe the view ultimately

aims at non=-realilty of the world.987

The present statement
argues: "How can the Lord being Maghavan or possessing

all prosperity, c¢reate a non-real world?" It 1s not correct.
Because, then the very possession of all prosperity would

be meaningless. The dual and plural forms ln 'Yuvoh' and
’éggp° prove that more’sentient beings observe the world.

It also ascertains the mutual difference among sentients



and also their difference from the world cbserved. The
presiding deities of—water and the reference to thelr

knowledge 1ls true. That means the created world is not
empirically real but absolutely real like Brahman.988
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 Sarvottamatva, CGunapurnacva and Nirdosatva

of the God. By the by it also brings out the difference

between the God and the world.989

The scriptural statement- Yaccikets sat!émitggo also

promises the reality of the world. The correct import of
the Sruti is: 'Tﬁg world that is present for ever, is
created by the God. It is real and also serves real pur-
pose. It ls covetable one. The God has conquered this
world and glifted.’® All the expressions of the statement

1 Like <he

clearly bring out the reality of the worldo99
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 Loxd.
Therefore, Vadiraja opines and appeals that the idea of
the unreality of the woyrld is an obstacle for libkeration

and spiritual delight, and it is the reallzation of



reallty of the world that leads to liberation and also helps

to attailn spiritual delight.992

ATNANA CANNOT BE THE UPADANA AND IT CAN ALSO NOT PROVE THE
UNREALITY OF THE WORLD

The God creates this“worlﬂ at the commencement of each
Kalpa or universal creation. This proves that the world
is never destroyed totally. ££ remalns in minute form
during dissolution. That means it would be in the form of
Prakrti or the primeval matter. as the Prakrtl is real

993

its effect the world must also be real,. The Advaltins

say that A{fana or nescience is the Upadana or the material

cause of thils world, but 1t is mot correct. Because, oult

; ‘

of AjRana or nesclence this world cannot be created. And
moreover, a person, interested ip creating something, will
go for concerned material cause only. That ls reasonable
and agreeable in all respects. No one puts his efforts to

have anything like Ajfiana as Up§d§g§.994

The contentlon of the advaltins that this bondage is
also an illusion due to Ajﬁgna and hence, to remove this
Ajﬁéna one hay to pursue an ingquiry ihto Brahman and gain

995 is not correct. Because, thils bondage

the knowledge,
is real and Anadi., It is not an illusion caused by Ajfana

means that which 1s beginningless, is not a product of



996 And removal of this kondage is possible,

of something.
only when it is real; otherwise not. The guestlon of
removing does not arise if the said bondage 1s an illusion
and unreal. S0 when the bondage 1s real, 1t cannot be the
illusory product of nescience. And it can be removed by
right knowledge, which is also real. Here the knowledge
means knowledge éf Brahman since it is competent to remove
the bondage, And this knowledge of Brahman could bz gained
when one proceeds to make an inquiry about Brahman. Thus
there is proper and agreeable relatlon among aAdhikarl or
eligible aspirant, Prayojana the purpose, Visaya the subject-
matter and Sambandha the relation provided bondage and the

297 In the Advailta,

like are taken to be real, otherwise not.
there 1ls no concordance and relevancy since 1t is treated

as an illusory effect of Ajnana which is unreal,

As the beginningless nescience and its product bondage
are seen in the embodied soul, since beglnniangless, the
Advaita view that the Brahman ls the locus of nescience, is
supportless and gone. Because, the presence of Upadana or
cause (that is nescience) and the Upadeya or effect (bondage)
are’ to be present at one place invariably. The view that
the nescience is with Brahman and bondage with soul, is

998

wrond. Further, the nescience, since beinlg beginning-

less, is of a BtharﬁQa or positive and hence this nescience

7
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199 In the Dvaita view,

cannot be removed by knowledge.
even when the bondage is taken to be beglnningless and real,
its removal is possible by knowledge as per the declaration

1000 The contention of nesclence as

of the scriptures,
beginningless by the Advaliltins, poses the difficuliy.

Even if the nesclence is understood as contact of negcience,
then also the removal of contact of nescilence is not possi-~
ble since this contact is also beginningless. In the
Advaita, beginningless positive entity cannot bz destroyed.
Therefore, Vadiraja says that acceptance of the nescience
as the material cause of(the world, makes the very removal

of 1t impossible. So the nescilence is not the material

cause whereas it is the Prakrti that is the material cause.

In the Advaita, the removal of nesclence is not
possible by knowledge. If£ this removal is accepted then
that will lead to the defect Anyonyaéraya or mutual depen—

dence. According to the Advaita, Svarupajnana or knowledge

of one's own nature is always present. Therefore, it
cannot be concealed by nescience., But it might be the
Manovrttijfisna or the knowledge obtained by mental activity
that 1s concealed by nescience. Then, there 1s the Anyony-~
abrayadosa as the Manovrttijfiana is the product of

nesclence.
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If the Manovgttijnana is congealed 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 nescilence is removed. Thus, there

1s Anyonyabrayadosa. The same type of Anyonyabrayadosa

would be there, even when 8varﬁpajﬁ§na is taken to be
1001

concealed by the Ajfiana. Further it cannot be argued
that the knowledge functions even when there is the con-
cealing nesclence, Otherwise in that case, an object
though obstructed by somethlng like a wall, must be seen.
But it never happens.

Vadiraja poilncs out that in the Advaita, the removal
of [Cthe nescience 1s not possible until the attaimment of

1002 The scriptural statement 1002

the f£inal knowledge.
that refers to Akhanda Brahman, may give rise to Aparoksa-
jfana direct reallsation and not, to Caramajfiana or the
final knowledge. Vadiraja doubts that when the knowledge
(direct realization) is not competent t© remove the
nescience, what guarantee 1s there that the £inal knowledge
will remove the nescience, This also ascertalns the fact
that knowledge will not remove the Advaltin's Aj?ﬁna.loo3
So in the advaita, the procedure of Syavapa, Mananz etc.,

and also pursuing the study of the scriptures would become

meaningless. and the GurupadeSa or preceptor's instruction

331
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and the 1ike 1s not required for the removal of the nescience
that conceals the Adhisthana Caitanya or sentient belng
substratum. Because, the experience in the case of a pok,

a cloth and the like, is gained without any GurupadeSa.

Thus, the acceptance of Ajhana leads to such problems,

So lt¢ 1s preferred on the basis of the scriptures to
acqept that bondage is removed by knowledge, There is no
necesslty to introduce an l1llusory nescience.lo04 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
pondage that would be destroyed by knowledge, but also
the beginningless action of the soul. The scriptural state-

105 etc., makes 1c

1005A

ment Tada vidvan punyapape yidhuya...

clear that Karma or action is removed by knowledge.

The BrahmasUtra- Tadadhigame Uttarapurvaghayoh (IV.1.13)

. states that knowledge removes the previous action and makes

1006 This proves

the following and next action ineffective.
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 nescilence and the
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‘removal of bondage. This ascertains that there is no Vyvapti
between Jfiana and Ajfiananaba,as held by the Advaitins. The
removal of bondage 1ls nothing but the function of destruc=
tion., And févarajﬁgna is competent to fulfil the creation,
sustenance and destruccion., So nowhere the removal of
nesclence 1s traced possibly., Thus, there is no Vyapti

as knowledge 1ls the destroyer of nescience (Advalta) since,

the very concept 1s untenable.1007

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 Brahmajinana
first generates Bhakti or devotion and then removes the

bondage.loo8

The bondage is nothing but the deep attach-
ment towards worldly things and enjoyments. And thig

attachment should be turned towards the God. It 1s posgi-

ble when one gets the Brahmajfiana through proper Jijfidsa

or inguiry. When érahmajﬁgna is gained then that develops
the devotion in the God. Further, the God removes the
bondage through His grace. Thus, the bondage, that ls real,
is removed by knowledge through devotion and His grace.loo9

Here also there 1ls no ‘scope for any nesclence of the

Advaltlns which is according to them illusory.

Further, Vadir3aja makes 1t clear that a real one can
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be destroyed. He says that it is not the reality which 1s
the base for non-destruction, but it is the eternity which
is the criterion for non-destruction.lolo The bondage,
though real can be destiroyed, since it 1s not eternal as

such. Hence, lt is destroyed by the grace of God.

The Advaitins hold that the nescience or the unreallty
of the world is intended in the Brahmasutras. But this view
is wrong. Because, 'the Sutrakara does not iﬁply the un-
reallity of the world in any way. The mention of the
Adhikafi and others eligible for Brahmajfiana ascertains
that the topic of inquiry can never be an unreal one. The
very in;;)erpretation of the Sruti passages by the Sutras

¢01l, So the entire scheme of the

1012

has definite aim (Phala).
sutras cannot be an illusion. vadiraja praises that
. the sutrakara, viz:, Vedavyasa has'lit the lamp of Srgti-
karrrtva of the God at the beginning and then poured oil

for burning it in the subseguent sttras, 1013

Vadiraja says that even the process of destruction
does not admit the view of Ajfiana of the Advaitins: It
is the K3rya or the effect which is destroyed f£irst and
then its Karapna, or cause upto the Prakrti. And the Prakrtl
is the main source of creation and is indestructible,

This process affirms that the effect is destroyed first



and then the cause. But the view of the Advaitins is
against and contrary to this valld experience., Because,

in their view the Upadanskirapa viz., Ajfiana is said to
have peen dest&oyed first and then the effect viz,, bondage
1ls destroyed, But it never happens. aAnd it is not inten=-
ded by the Sutrakara also.1014 Moreover, the Advaita

also admits the dissolution, starting from Prthvi to the

Mahattatva and then its merging into Maya or Aifiana. This

proves that the effect world is destroyed before its
material cause viz,, nescience.. So the vgew of Advalta
that the world or the bondage is removed by the [ )
removal of nescience 1s self-contradictory. To avoid this
contradiction, it is to be accepted without hesitation that
the Ajfisna is not the Upadanskarapa of this world of

bcndage.1015

\The Dvaita stand is that there is real Svabhavainana
or inherent wrong knowledge that is beginningless. And
this is of two aspsctst one that conqeals and makes the
nature of the God unknown to the souls and second that
veils the trué nature of the souls, It is distinct and
individual £from one soul t& another, An@ this wrong kn6w~
ledge is removed by the knowledge through the grace of the

l0le6

God at the time of liberatcion. Bondage is real and

beginningless. It is not caused by the lllusory nescience

335
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as held by the Advailtins., So whatever is referred to he
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

tq be real. So the view of the advaitins regarding the
remova} of the bondage through the removal of nescience

by knowledée has no meaning at all.1017"

, fhe nescience of the Advaitin is beginﬁingleés.' In
that list, the entities such as Kala, Akaéa and others
are also counted So these entities cannot be the effect
of nescienca since like nescience these two also are
beginningless. So 1t is not proper to hold that all these
are unreal (products oflAjEEné).. When the above mentioned

entities are not the effects of nescience, the question

of their destruction by the removal of nescience does not
1018

}

bondage has nothing to do with the removal nescilence, And

arise So it is evident that the removal of world ox
it is also absurd tc ‘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

natuneigiproves that the world’is not destroyable by the

1019

knowledge. It 1s absolutely real like Brahman. And
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it is not a product of nescience., It is not removed by know-

ledge.lozo

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 posséssing the real opposite nature and not by the
unreal one. So nesclence that is real and in the form of
bondage coq;d be removed by knowledge. It is the opposite

nature that makes the removal possible and not the unrea-

.. - Vadirdja says that even 1f the nominal withdrawal of
Ajnana by Vrttiifiana is ageepted then, that leads to Anyony=-
. @8raya. Because, unless there is withdrawal of Ajfiana
there can b2 no jhana and unless there is Jfiana there can

be no withdrawal of A{fiana, 1022

According to the Advaita,
the xgttijﬁﬁna;originates when it encompasses a particular
object. And unless the Ajfana is withdrawn, encompassing
0f an oﬁject is not possible. QVEdixgja opines that the
illustration of lamp given by the Advaitins is not support-
ing their contention,  Begause, the light of the lamp is
possible thouéh there is an object or not. But knowledge
cannot arise unless it encompasses the object and objects
may be encompassed only when the nescience that conceals

the object is withdrawn. And this withdrawal 1ls possible
only when there arises the knowledge. Thus, there is
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1022A

Anyonvgérayadosg. And it cannot be held that inspite

of the presence of nescience, let the Vpttiifana arise,
because in that case knowledge cannot remove the nesclence
and reveal the objects. Further if opposite nature of
nescience and knowledge is not accepted, then 1t is better
and easy to say that the bondage can be removed by knowledge

and not through the removal of nescience, %%

Another view of the Advaita thatiadikyajfidna or identity-
knowledge gained from the scriptures removes the nescilence
and gets destroyed its@lf for the survival of Ktmaikya,loz4
is not correct. Because, knowledge can remove nescience
_and not ltself like fire can burn other things and not

itself, 1025

The opposite nature is the stock base for the destruc-
tlon of one another. And that whlch is not of opposite
nature, cannot cause any destruction. The nescience of
the Advailtins, which is a cause of the effect viz., y;ggg:
jfana, 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

Atmaikya, is not correct.1026
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Though the Svarupajfiana is concealed by nescience, it
exist with nescience and its effects. The Atmalkyaifiana

originates through Manov;ttijﬁﬁna of the Srutis. As a cause

of this Manovrttijfana, nescience must be there. Thus, if
nesclence exists along with the Svarupajfiana and the Vrtti-
ifiana then, it must be accepted that this AjAana leads

to the Akhandarthajfiana for liberation. If this would be
the case then, it (Ajfana) cannot be an éxggggg or a

1027

preventing factor. Then, there is no sense in relating

its concealment as bondage and withdrawal of the same as

liberat.ion.loz8

Vadiraja states that the very concept of Bhakti or
devotion has no place in the Advalta. He says that even

according to the Advalta, knowledge cannot remove nescilence.

1022

The Advaitins accept a state called Jivanmukti. it is

between the galn of the Aikvajfana and the destruction of

the Liﬂgaéarira or the subtle body. When the Lihgadeha is
destroyed and Maha avidya is withdrawn, then there would

be f£inal liberation. 1©3°

This Lihgadeha 1s also beginning=-
less and 1s due to nescilence. The Advaltins accept the
view that both these Lifigadeha and nesclence would be
active during vaanmuktiwspate even when there 1s the

Aikzajﬁgna.1031

cannot remove the nescilence. So Vadiraja asks: What guarantee

This makes it clear that the Aikyaihana
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is there in the removal of nescience by {i7the Aikyaifiana
at the time of final liberation as it falls to do so during
the Jivanmuktl state?’ That which is not burnt by wild

fire, cannot verilly be burnt by house-hold fire.1032 So

the nescience present with knowledge during Jivanmuktl,

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
_that removes the Ajfiana by earning the grace of the Gog. 1033
So the Bhakti is the means for liberation and not the
Aikyajfiana, And moreover the knowledge of identity cannot

gffect\or lead to devotion. -

According to the Advaita, the world is treated as
Exogita or superimposed or an illusory projection., That
means, it is Ajflanaropita or superimposed by nescience,

The Ajfiana of the Advaita has two powers namely, Avaraha-

4akti and ViksepaSakti. The Avaranabakti is the power that
conceals the true nature of Brahman and ViksepabSakti is

1034 ¢ ihis

éhe power that projects the world as it is,
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

L0 o T Ry T NG :
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is no projection of the world, Brahman cannot observe it.

Eaa
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Before concealment, there is no world to be observed and
after concealmenﬁ, there is no power to observe. So the
world cannot be an illusory projection. It 1s true and
ultimately real., The valid experience and also independent
exlstence of objects aseertain the reality of the world.lo38
The relation of the observer and the observed is pertinent
» in-all respécts. “So the world is real and not Aropits
or 1illusory superimposition,

‘

The Advaitlns hold -that Brahmgn, which 1s associated
with Maya aspect of Ajﬁsna, is I4vara. And the Maya I&vara
| creates this woéld with his Maya, The souls behold this
’ﬂ§x§rprojected world, But this view is not correct,
Because, the instance given by'the Advaitins in support
of this, is not a conviﬁcing and corroborating one. In
magle, there may be illusory creation but the observers
and their senses such as eyes and others are true, But
in the case of souls as they are the creatlon of avidya,
they are not true, Thus, the very aspect of illusory
creation in the Advaita makes the souls also unreal. And
moreover, this ISvara cannot have the body etc., before
sthe creation of them through Qézé, ‘And as he has no body
ete., he cannot create them. Thus, there is no Maya in
him.lDBG

The acceptance of the effect of ME%E on I&vara

also leads to undesired conclusions, If it is held that



he is not affected then he is not an outcome of Ajhana.
If he is taken to be affected then he cannot influence it
on others. Certainly, a magician whé is affected by his
own Maya, cannot operate his Maya on others, So the
fév;ra may be affected or may not be affected by Mava,
but thg\reality of the world remains unharmed. Because,
if the I&vara has no illusion then the world is true to
him, And if he has iliusion then the world is true for
others, Thus, in both the cases, the world remains true,
Vadiraja asks: "What is the use of the potter and others
when Brahman, with Ajfiana creates everything?" But as
eibérience makes the presence of potter and others valid
‘and real through their engagement, the world of wonderful

things has to be accepted as real;1°38

The process of origination of the Vrttijfisna in the
Advaita is not acgeptable. ‘Because, according to the
Advaita the objects are revealed to the observer when
there is the withdrawal of Ajfiana temporarily. When the

'Ajfidna covers the Adhisthanacaitanya, it is not possible
to see the objects, They also accept that there is a
separate Ajﬂgna that covers each aspect of an object like
colour, taste ete, But/Wiithis view glves rise to the

acceptance of many Ajfianas that cover the Adhigthanas,

342
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Further, if there is the withdrawal of nesclence (removal
of nescience) in case of one, then there may not ke any
illugion'ﬁo him, But others may not have the withdrawal
of nesci?nce. aAnd for realizing the object they are to be
withdrawn one by one, But practically it never happens
and hence it 1s absurd, Vadiraja taunts that the very
acceptance of many Ajfianas makes the very small object

being heavily loaded, 1032

And as the Adhisthanacaitanya
is outside and the observer sentlent soul is inside, it
is not possible to have the realization of the object.

2and it cannot be held that owing to the ultimate oneness
of them, the experlence is possible, Because, in that
case, let the two persons have a common experilence since
they are also uléﬁnately one. But this does never take
rlace, Tée Advaitins also say that the Jiva (égzggkggggé-
vacchinnacaltanya) moves out of the body and mingles with

Adhisthanscaitanya and it is the union of- the two that
1040

reveals the object. 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 béck. Hence, the origin

of the zgttijﬁana,itself is impossible.lo41

" Further, 1f
it is admitted that the soul within the body goes out

and assumes the form of an object, then the experience or



cognition must be' 'I am a jar' and not as 'This is jar.'
Bdt in our experience, we never have the cognition as 'I

11042 o the process of origination of E;ttijﬁéné,

am a jarf‘
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 priox to illusion, then it is real like
Brahman. If the experience as ‘I am a (Jar' then it is
Pratibhasika type (reality in‘appearance) as in 'Iam white.'
And jar cgnnot be ldentifled with Cetana being. So '

Vyavaharikata cannot be attributed to the world, 1044

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 and time.
And moreover, it is not the superimposed pot. It is nothing
but an expression that denotes an already existing entity.lo45
Oghefwise reference must be as fﬁggm' and not as 'Ayam.’
Further, in the Vpttijfiana of an object, the concerned

object must be true, Otherwise, there cannot be contact

between the eye and the object. AaAnd contact of adhisghana-

caitanys with the senses like eye, is not possible as
Adhisthanacaitanya is a colourless object. This also

makes it clear that the Adhisthana Brahman as such 4s not
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there and no exp@essions and experiences refer to this.

So the things in this world are present without any Aropa

or superimposition, and hence the world is true.1046

~

% TRUE, WORLD MUST BE ACCEPTED AS PRADHANA TO PROJECT AN
ILLUSORY WORLD

The(fdvaitins hold that the things such as jar and
others are created by nescience on the gggggphanacaitanxa:
If thls is accepted then creaﬁed things must exist in all
the times.’és nesclence and éggi§ph§nacaitanza are beginning-
less., Further, the created things must also be everywhere.
But it 1s 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 siiver. But the Advalta Brahman cannot have any
features of other objects aé 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,
1f 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.1047
Thus, the above explanation proves that there must be both

Adhigghgna and Pradhana (similar object for projecting an
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iilusion), Ahd projgctign of an illusion ls possible provid-
ed both the adhisthana agd the Pradhana are real. As shell
is real, silver though 1llusorily projected, is real some-
where. Itdis becéuse of the appearance of similar features
such as brightnesé; the shell l1s mistaken for silver in

the glven context: And reality of both tge shell and silver
~ remains unharmed. It shows that both Brahman, the Adhisthsha
and the real world to serve as the Pradhana are necessary

to project an illusory world. This proves the presence of

the real world.lo48

Vadiraja also argues that, the projection of the world
in the Adhisth3na, is possible only when therelanother real
" world (Pradh3na). And if that also ig considered as Mithya

then projection is not possible. And if the projectioh or
" superimposition is momentary, then\it does not disprove the
reality of the worlé?49MorGOVer. both Adhisth3na and
Pradhina must be real at the same time. If one of these
two would be missing then alsc 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 sil&er and serpent are

necessary somewhere else.loso

The aAdvaitlins state that the nescilence 1s the material
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that
cause/produces the world-illusion. Vadiraja argues that

_the material cause ¢annot be the cause of an illusion. But
it 1s the defect that 1ls responsible to produce an illusion.
The defect, duriné its operation produces the effegt, viz.,
illusion and then it vanishes. As soon as the' defect
disappears, the illusion also disappears. The defect of
distance causesg the illuslon of a person in a pole. But
when the distance 1s covered the defect vanishes and there
is no illusion of a person., In the Advalta 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 éonsidéred as a defect to produce the illusion of

a jar. Iﬁ the same way, threads are also not responsible
for producing an illusion of a plece of cloth. 9% 5o

' nescience of the Advaita, being the material cause cannot
produce the illusory world. It can only prevent the know=
ledge; Vadirija, 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 cannct produce
elther knowledge or 1lllusion of it. So the nescience can
prevent the knowledge but it cannot produce elther knowledge

1052,

of any ilusion, Therefore, the nescience cannot bhe

‘taken to be a defect for the projection of the illusory
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world. As there is no proper aggregatlon of Adhig;hgna,
Pradhans and Dosa in the Advaita, there is no possibility

of the projection of an illusory world. Therefore the

'world is not unreal, It is real;1053

vadiraja also points out that, as thetre is no subs-

Fd

tratum,' £it and agreeab&e for superimposition and also as

i

there 1s no any other world that is real and standard for

superimposition, the created and existing world is real

1054

like Brahman, Thus, the world, being unsuperimposed

entity, is absolutely ieéi~@11ke Brahman. And the state-
ments,éhé expressive meaning of which stand sublated, are

to be understood in a different manner omimplication.lo55

I
T

THE ADVAITA VIEW IS CONTRARY TO ANUBHAVA

Vzdiréja showé that>thé'view of the advaitins regard-
ing the wérld is contrary to the Aﬁub%ava also. In defence
of this,‘he not only.traées the valld perception of ordinary
baings, but refers to the authentic authorities such as
the BhagaVQta, GIta and the like.

The BhagaVata verses- 'Na x___g érgzate _gzga..losa

and Mayam vyudasya citSak xga..105?
Méia of Advaitins 1s not there in the God,

make 1t clear that the

1058 It is said

that great sages Sanaka and others glorify and meditate upon
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a real God.who is ever free f£rom delusion: If He too

1059 The

becomes deluded, no one would have praised Him.
Bhagavadgita also clarifies that "the thought (“that grasps
all things:as illusory is Tamasic in nature.” This means

only those who are of impure nature, beshold and understand

1060 And the reference

the world ‘as an illusory creation.
of Yogic perception, mentioned in the Srutls and others,
af£irms that the object ofvperceppion must be real, Then
only their\perceptiop has some megning. The obseréance
-.0f religious austerities and the like is prescribed to
réalize‘tha Truth and not the illusory nature of the
things. Vadiraja says that the serpent-ornament on god
Siva is not a Rajjusargé. So the falsi;y or 1llusoxry
nature of the world cannot be acceptable as the very idea

1061

is baseless. There is not a single scriptural state-

s

ment«f?that déclares and supports the idea of the falsity
of the world.,

The Advaitins advance the view that the Mithyatva
‘of the worid,is contended to overcome the difficulty In
the Drg~driya relation or the relation between the seer
and the seen, According to the Advaita, experilence or
cognition is M3nasa or mental. It is called Drk. And
the externsl object is called Driya. When there is
relation of these two, then ohly there is the knowledge
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of the object. Hence, the object is taken to be mental in
this .sense. and this realization or knowledge of the rela-
tion 1s pogsible if it is considered as Superimposed on
Brahman, So the experience is termed as the modification

of Antahkaranavacchinnacaltanya and the Drfya or object

 as the modification of Visayavacchinnacaltanya. The Caitanya
(the sentiency) is the source of these two., The relation

of these two is described as Adhyasa, Adhyastatva relation
1062

in éhe Advaita, Vadiraja says that this stand is not
correct, Because, it ls not a novel and dlstinct relation
apart from Jhana-Jfieya or knowledge-known relation. Only
difference is that Jfieya in Adhyasa is considered as
dlluscry-whereas it is real in Jfiana-Jfieya relation., When
the Jiieya object 15?%;& 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 kéy

of the temple door is unfound, it is not agreeable to

demolish the temple«}063

Hence, the difficulty in Drg-
Dréya relation does not help to prove baganmithxétva

because the very relation stated by the Advaitins is absurd.

In defence of this, Vadiraja, quoting the Bhagavadgita

statements, ridicules the view of the unreallty of the
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world of the Advaltins and states that even the Bhagavadqita

does not support and uphold the unreality wvlew of the world.l%4

Further, Vadiraja asks: What is theadhisthana in Drg-
Dréya relation of the Advaltins., Where actually ls there
the superimposition? is it on the Suddhacaitanys or on
the‘thpéggcchinnacaitanza (qualifiead Caitanxg) or\on the

gggyogalak§itaca§tapxa gindicated Caitanya)? Verily, the
superimposition islnot possible in the case of the latter
‘two since the éggigggégg such as Ghata or pot has not come
into existence. Beqapse, i§ will come into existence énly
after the éuperimpositioln.l And as the pot and the like

become the cause of both the Adhisthana and the Adhyasta
it will lead w AtmaSrayadoga or the defect of sitting on

one's own shoulder. And as the Suddhacaltanya is Nirahsa
or partless the superimposition on it, will be the super-
imposition on all things in all places. ‘Then one has to
'éée aqdféxperience all things at all places.1065 But
really speaking, it will not happen. Hence, the very
Adhyssa in the relation of Drg=Dréya is baseless and un-

tenable. Therefore, the relation of Jnana-Jneya is better,

It constitutes the Vigaya-visayi relation and will not

lead % any absurdities pointed out above.

- - - P

4 H

IEsthe Adhyasa is upheld then, as all experiences
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involve Brahméjﬁgna, it should lead to liberation. Because,
in the experience of adhyasa, experience of Adhyasta
(superimposed) is gained along with the experience of
2Adhisthana. It must be experienced in all Adhyasa exper-
iences, So Vadiraja ridicules that the Brahmaijfiana in
these experiences, should lead to liberation. 1990 pu¢

it never happens., And mo;géver, there is no scope for

afgﬁing that Savikalpakajfiana or distinctive knowledge of

pot, cloth ;nd thq 1ik§ will come In the way and prevent
libééation: because, if once Brahmajfiana originates its -
operatioh cannot b2 prevented by anything, And if 1t is
‘nqt capable to ward.off the preventing factors and accomp-~
lish liberation he;e«and now, then it can never do so.
gurning of fire cannot be obstrugted by the spread of grass.

1067 In

Fire burns the entire greén with grass to ashes.
the samg way., 1f at all there is knowledge of Brahman which
is the adhisthana in the illusory experience, that3Brahma-
jfana, being competent by nature should lead to liberatdon.
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 wo;ld as unreal,

The Advaitins refer to the ggutiu'TémeVabhEntamanu—

1068

bhati S3rvam. . . ete., and say that this statement

points at the origin of the Vrttiifiana, Their interpretation

i
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of this passage is: “The experlence of Adhigthana Brahman
is the source of all éxper;ences when that is revealed by
the~tempoggry witbdrawal of Ajﬁgha." Vadiraja says that
there 1s no scope for gucn interpretation. The import of
the statement agregaple‘po tye context‘is "Sun reveals
all objects first’and'then we know them with our eyes."
?he sun's revealing the objects 1s also mentioned in the

cita- Yadaditvagatamateo jagadbhasayate skhilam... 1069
Vadiraja gives two different and deep meanings of this

statement. One ls: All the luminous entities such as sun,
moon and others derive gheirjbrilliance from the God.107o
Second 1is: "Thg*Ggq_is self=luminant and He does not require
anything else to get 1llumined Himself whereas others

solely depend upon Him to know themselves and also to know
other things,107} It also means that the knowledge of the
God helps to self-realization. Thus, there is no hint or

clue regarding the process of the ggttijﬁéna in this passage.

Vadiraja also assures that, the above given passage
gloxifies the self-realizing or luminous nature of CGod and
also His all knowing nature of the world. He 1is extolled

,as Omniscient in this paasage.1072



THE MEANING OF BADHA IN THE ADVAITA IS UNTENABLE AND HENCE
DOES NOT SUPPORT MITHYATVA

The Advalta holds that at the gain of Brahmajfana, all
the entities other than Brahmaq stand sublateé. This is
‘what is called Badha or sublat#on in the Advaita, But
vadiraja says that the AdVaita:cannot explain this subla-
‘tion properly. He poses the Cwestlon: "Is this Badha
true or not?* If it is held true then, it is nothing
but accepting anothér real entity which in turn makes the
very sﬁb;ation impogsible, and also spolls the very idea
of Advaita. And if it 1s not true, then it cannot sublate
any entity, Thus in both the cases, the theory of sﬁ%la—

tion cannot ke sustained.1?73

In the advaita the Brahma-
fiana 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

1074

on the relating. The denial is possible provided some-

thing is real at sometime.

}

Vadiraja promises that the 'Ekamevadvitiyam' Sruti

does not deal with any kind of sublation, It does not deny
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the presence of objecté other than Brahman, But, it states
that there 1s not even a slngle object equal or superlor to
Brahman, Likewise the Sruti- ‘Neha nanasti... also does not
deny the objects other than Brahman but it denies the inter-
nal differegces in Brahman in respect of His qualities,
incarnations and the like, Thus, tﬁese passages do not

support the ‘sublation’ and the ViSvamithyatva., 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

objects real for their sublation.1975 Vadiraja says that
thq Sruti ‘Bhidyate diaxagranthiylo75A dogs not refer to

either sublation or total destruction. It mentions the
destruction of Karma, Punya, -Papa and the like. 5o ky the
Brahmajﬁgna,neithefasublation nor even the destruction of
the entiie world is possible, The world has been there
since beginningless times and so far none has experlenced
its sublation., Thus, the very fact proves the reality of
the world, Vadiraja states also the syllogism: "World is
absolutely real singe it does not get sublated like Brahman,"
‘Phis argument is defectless in all the respects and hence
astablishes the reallty of the world. The passage, 'Visvam
sai:;yamlo75E also substantiates the reality of the world.
Thus, there is not even a single evidence, may be of any

kind, that could refer to v.’!’r:-zganm:i.t:In;g:’:n:va.3‘076



| The Advalta considers this world as Sadasadvilaksana
or inexpiicable 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-

35Tt no sad-3sit,.. 0702

supports thelr Sadasadvilaksana
concept. But, really speaking it does not support. Because,

if Agad is understood as it stands for Atyantabhava ox

absolute non-exigtence ihen, tsere is no point in negating
once again by 'Ns 3sit.' The Atyantibhava as its very

name clarifies, can-never be present either in Pralaya or
inlgggpg, Therefore the exéressiqn '‘Na asit' regarding it
serves no purpose. And as Sat or existence is not éxéected
to be in Pralaya by the Advaitins there is no need to deny

it. So this passage does not explain the Sadasadvilaksanatva

of the 2Advaltins, It>§impiy con&eys that Asat is always
absent and Sat is absent only durilng Pralaya. and further,
as Sat is ﬁeant to be Brahman by the Advaltins, their
contention is supposed to deny even the exiétence of Brahman

1077 which

during Pralaya. Hence itfleads to Brahmamithz'étva
no Advailtin will ever dare to aceept., Thus the passage

does not support’ the Sadasadvilaksapatva and the Jagan~

mithyatva of the Advadtins. The reality is the prime-

import of all the passages as shown above.
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SUKTIRAJATA IS NOT SADASADVILAKSANA AND ASAT-PRATITI POSSIBLE

The Advaita—concept of Sadasadviliaksana means nelther
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 Suktirajata or the shell~-silver and Rajjusarpa or

the rope-serpent,  The Suktirajata and Rajjusarpa should
be distinguished from a éaéavigégg or hare's horn and

. or the san of a barren woman.
Vandhyaputras/ The Sasavisana is totally non-existent
whereas qhe_éuktiraiata, being real and unreal, is not

totally eAsat., Hence it'is Sadasadvilsksana. The Sukti-

‘rajata or Rajjusarpa are real to the extent that they are

aot real because ‘they are sublated. The Advaita~argument

is 'sat gg_é ns badhyeta, asat cet na pratiyeta.' Vadiraja
says that this argument is defective and fallac.lous,

Because, both the Rajjusarpa and the Suktirajata are also
Asat. He argues that 5§§E¢Prat3ti;the knowledge of non=-
existient is possible, that means there can-be the knows g

ledge of SaSavisana. But it is true that this knowledge

of Asat is defective verbal comﬁtghgnsion. In ordinary
verbél comprehengion, true relation between the word and
the corresponding object is necessary. But ln the case of
Asat it is not possible. Though defective, verbal compre-
hension is possible in the case of Asat. The defective

comprehensioﬁ or verbal experience of éuktirajata or Rajju=~

sarpa does not lead to any Sat~Pratiti because the two are
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Asaﬁ, Vadiraja argues that there is no difference in both
the experiences of Safavisana and Suktirajata or Rajjusarpa.
Because the non-existent state of the entity that is exper=-

1078

ienced, is common in both the cases. So there is no

ground to-treat them separately or differently. In the

case of the Salavisana, the defective experience is verbal

and in the case of the Suktirajata, defective experience is
pe;ceptqal. But experience, bging defectlve, is common in
oth. Ané‘mogeqver, the entitles, referred to in both the
cases, a;e égg;., Hence, both the experiences are about the

Asat or non-existents.lo7%

But the Advaitins defend énq argue that both the Sukti-
rajata experience and the Sabavisanas-experience are to be
diétinguished. Bgcause, illusion of Rajata takes place
only in respect of Sukti and illusion of Sarpa in Rajju.
And this happens due to previous experience of Rajata or
Sarpa. He, who has no previous experience of these,cannot
have the illusions. So the contents of previous experience
are not totelly Asat. But in the case of the Sa$avisapa-
¢omprehension the entity ls totally Asat. But this argu-
ment is not correct. Because, the Rajata or Sarpa that
ware experienceq 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 pievious
experience are no doubt, real but the contents of this

experience are as mush Asat as the Salavisana. The previ-

ous experience, through s%milarity, leads to illusion but
it cannot contribute the reality to the contents of this
experlence. The defects may be different In respect of
the Suktirajata and the 5asavisana but common fact is that
Joth 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
coghition is due to the defects involved. So the world ‘
céﬂnot be sadasadvilaksana. And its cognition is possible

in-elther case, real or unreal,

REFUTATION OF VISISTAJNANA ORIGINATING FROM VISESANAJNANA

The Advaltins explain that the ViSistajhana or dis-
tinctive knowledge originates from the ViSepsanajfana or
the knowledge of attributive, In their opinion, the con-
tent of the previops experience of true Rajata is the
Videsana., That means the previous experience is ViSesana-
jfana. and the Suktirajata experience is the ViSistajfiana.
It is this Visesanaifiana that is responsible for the
Vidistalhana, But Vadiraja says that in the Suktirajata-
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experienge it 1s not the previous experience of true silver
as ViSesana that is responsible but it is the similarity
of shell and silver that has led to the shell-silver

1080

experiénce. But this experience involves a non-existing

silver as the content of the experience,

Then one m;y raise the oObjection: How does the non-
existing:silvgrlget related with the eye? If not, without
. the contact of the eye and the quect how can there be per-
. eeptual experience? Vadiraja replieslthat it is impossible
to trace and tb show -the relat;on since the very object
, siivgr(iglnot at all real, Even the Advaitins cannot show
the contact in this case.  Here the contact is not with
'qthé unreal silver but it ig with the shell itself. and
this shell due'to defect and similarity, is taken 0 be
responsible £o lead to the illusion of a non-existing sllver,
The' shell-silver experience and hare's horn expeéience are
of the same kind. There 1s no difge;ence at all. To prove

this, Vadiraja advances a sylloglsm: Vimatah Suktirajatah

na aSaté@ vyatiricyate trikalyam nisedhyatvat and promises
that there is no difference between the shell-=silver

experiedée and the hare's horn experience, since the
contents of both the experiences are unrxeal, Hence, it is
not possible for the Advaitins to establish Sadagadvilaksana-

tva or Mithyatva of the world on the basis of the shell-
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silver because, as shown the shell~silver itself is not

inexplicables

SATTA OR_REALITY OF BRAHMAN IS NOT ADHISTHANAGATA

According w the Advaita, it is not the jar as an
entity that is perceived but it is the §§££§:or reality of
Brahman, underlying the jar that is perceilved. It believes
that things have no‘reality‘of thelr own in this wérld.

But this view is not correct. Because, Pratyaksa olr per=
ception alone is sufficient to prove the reality of the
things offthe world,

The direct perceptual experilence of the things as

AN

'Ghatah san', 'Patah san' ascertains the reality of the

lo81 When this experience of feality

things of the world.
originates, it will not come in the way of past and future
experiences. Because, this experience has- the reference
\&ith past, present and future. And it is percelved by the
eyé supported by the S3ksgin. The S8kgin is capable o
perceive even the timeﬂfaqtbr; may be past, present and
future: So when the defectless eye percelves the reality
of the things with reference to the time present, then it
is understood. that the reallty of the things stands per=
ceived with reference to the past and future also. There

also the support of the Szksin is evident.

“
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HEré the defectless nature of the senses like eye is
most impértapt and also responsible for the perception of
the reality. It is the defectless nature of the senses
that with the support of the S3ksin, widens the scope of
the present perception or comprehension of reality stretch-
ing to the past and the future., When the eye perceives a
thing having colour, it not only perceives the colour of
the objeci bﬁt also the reality of the object. Because,
the colour\itself is not an object or reality. Neither
the coloug has any colour nof the realigy of the colour
has any éolour.\ Itwis\the colour of the object. So the

perception of _the colouréd objectm means perception of the
colour as well as thé reality of the object., and the per-
ception of this realitf is not restricted to the present
time but to the time in general. So it ascertains the fact
that objects with their réality are always perceived by
defectleéé senses. If senses are defective then the com=-
pféhension 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 Advalta, 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 'Ghatsh san' and others are related to this Satta
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that is underlyfﬁé Xaggggpgggg). But thils view is not tena=-
ble, Because, Vadiraja doubts as to what happens in the
case those experiences such as Nilo ghatah, Nilo patsh and
the likey To what does thils Nilatva 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 rajatam, Asattva should also balong to
Brahman. As Sattva of Ghata belongs to Brahman, on the

same ground Nilatva as well as Asattva should also be taken

as belonging to Brahman.lo82

But this 1s 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 1t lands 1lnto absurxrdity. Hence, 1ln the

experiences San ghatah and others Sattva (ls the Sattve

of Ghata and not of Brahman. Because, as Ghata etc., are
Pratyaksa, Brahman is not Pratyaksas when Brahman is not
Pratyaksa how can the Satta of It be Pratyaksa in Ghata?
vadiraja says that it 1s not possible to see the invisible
ghost in visible objects. In the same way Sattd of Brahman
cannot be seen in Ghata etc. It is the Satta of respective
entity seen there. Further the experiences such as

Bhutale ghatab san zkabe ghatah asan ascertain the fact

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 Ghatah san, according to the Advalta.
The Advaita-contention is that the Satta of Brahman is
reflectaed in the experienées. and thils type of experilence
may be explained in one of the four ways: 1) The Satta of
Brabman ~ the Adhisthana 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

CGhata 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

it'is.10813

In the £irst case, however, the Satta is
accepted in Ghata.  And hence, thé purpose of attributing
Sattd is served. In the second view the Sattd being super-
imposed leads o the éuperimpositionlgf Cittva also since,
in the Advaita, Sattva and Cittva are inseparable, If the
Sattva alone ls superimposed then it indlcates 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 concomlttance the Sattva
also stands sublated. 2and in,the Adva}ta whatever stands
sublated is Pratibhasika. But the Ghata and others are
treated as Vyavaharika in the Advaita, It 1s evident that

the Ghata and others that are Jada are distinct from Cit.

So the Sattva of the Ghata etc:, 1s 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
Sattva of the Jada are distinct to each other, 1084 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 Ghatah san and the like, And
the acceptance of transfer of the Satta of Brahman to the

' Ghata and the likg leads to the acceptance of anyathakhyati-
vada of Ny'éya-vai\é:egikas\. _But both the Dvaita and the
Advaita do not accept, this. Therefore, the third alter-
native is untenable, The fourth case that aceepts the
Satta for entities like the Ghata, is welcomed. Because,
here it is not the Vzﬁyahgrilc? Batta or ephemeral reallty
that is taken into account but the Paramarthikasatta, the

ultimate reality., It is also not the Pratibhasika satta

or illusory reality, Because,, this Satta (¥or Ghata does
not get sublated. It stands unsublated sinc;:e the expe=-
rience of the Satta of the Ghata is Pratysksa or percep-
tual experience, )The_ contention of the Advaltins that
it is the $@bda~pramana or testimony that supposes the
sublatlon, is not corrxect, Because, in such cases, the
test:imcny cannot invalidate the experience derived from
perception, When there arises the conflict between per-
ception and testimony, the latter is to be relnterpreted

and explained in accordance with perception. 1085 To

L9



366

ascertain as to which gzggégg is stronger and which is weaker,
there are certain criteria which are Upa jIvya=-UpaiIvaka,
Niravéﬁgéausﬁvakgéa and the like. And the principles such

as Purvapara, Vidhi-nisedha and others that are accepted

and advocatéd by the Advaita, do not serve any purpose,
Further, this pattern of Purvapara lands to prove the Smrei

to be superior to the Sruti. And the Vidhi-nisedha principle

may lead to negate sacrificial Hihsa. So these prineciples
cannot determine the strength or weakness of the Pramapas.
The Pragzékég or perception is Upajivya 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
perception and testimony, then tesi:imony is to be inter-
preted and gxplained in accordance with perception.
-Thefefore, V3dirdja says that experience of Satta
in the expressions San ghatah and the like has valid
support of perception: And this experience, whichlis
relevant in all respects, cannot be overthrown by any other
Pramdpas. So in the experiences San ghatab and the like
it is the §g§§§ or reality of the Ghata 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 ;s éhe superior authority or valid means of
knowledge or .means of valid knowledge, And this perception
cannot be sublated by any other Prémépas. If at all there
are some defects then the experience of this perception
is not valid. - A defectless prerception is the superior
valid means of knowledge to others. In the experiences
of qpot and the like as there are no defects, perception
is unobstructed. Perception in such cases reveals and
conf irms the_feality of those objects. Thus, perception
"helps to prove the reality of the things of the world.
Since the nescilence is not related with lnsentiency, it
cannot be a defeﬁt in respect of insentient things.1086
Even according to the Advailta, nescience cannot bs there

as a defect, Because, at the time Ghatapratyaksa,.nescience
concealing the Adhisthana caitanya underlying the pot, is
-withdrawn, Therefore, in the Ghatapratysksa there caﬁnot

be nescience as a defect.

As already stated perception being Upa ivya or support-
ing evidence is stronger. Accordingly the perceptlon of
the wofld becomes Ugajigza and testimony cannot invalldate it.
Vadiraja saye that even the Brahmaparoksa and the Alkya-
&rutis) of the Advaita cannot invalidate the perception
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of the world because in the Advaita, Brahmaparoksa is Nig=-
prakaraka and the Srutis are Akhandarthabodhaka, If it is
held that these two contradict the perception then, the
very nature of Nigprakarakatva of Brahmaparoksa and Akhand-
arthatva of the Srutis would be no more. Hence, these do
not invalidate the reallty Sf the world which is substan=-
tiated by perception. -And on the other hand, passages
Ekaviinanens sarvavijnana and others prove the reality of
the world. Because, Sarvavijnana or the knowledge of all
is possible only when there is Sarvasatyatva or the reallty
of all. And this is none other than V;svasaQZatva.loav
If inference contradicts 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-

4

ception, Perception free from defects gannot be invalidated

by testimony (ZAgama).

Further, superficial meaning of Agama or scriptural
statements is not valid always and every where. The
expfessed meaning of Adityoyupah, Yajsmanah prastarah and
such-other‘passages serves no purpose. If this literal or
superfidial meaning is insisted on, then there is no

practical utility of these statements. Hence, 1t becomes
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rather clear that whenever there 1s a conflict between

Agama and perception, Agama is to be reinterpreted in accord-
ance with perception, Vadiraja points out that even the
Advaitins do not interpret the passages—- Tattvamasi and

the like literally, Because, in that case the literal
interpretation conveys the Visistaikya which is not at

" all accepted by the Advaita. In the same way, the literal
import of the passage Sarvam khalvidam Brahma appears to
convey the iQenti§§)ofnthef;ﬂsentient and the sentient.

1088 yzai-

But the Advailta does not accept this identity.
raja refers to the scope of the grammar and asserts that
there is every possiblility and also sanction of the grammar
to underspan& the particular case meaning with regard to
another in the Veda, He also quotes the reference of
usages of the Gita and the Mahabharata where the word Sarva
is used)in connedtion with different case-meaning, This
confirms tyat there ié géope,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.

1t

DREAM=-OBJECTS ARE REAL AND ASAT HAS NO ARTHAKRIYAKARITVA

So far the objects experienpced during the waking
state are proved as reals 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 sha hi (IIT,11.2) and

others.1089

There it ls explained that the dream=objects
are produced by Vasana 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 waklng state. It is because of
the.gause; This difference does not harm theilr true
nature. This is also evident f£rom the fact that they
cause certain effects such as pleasure, fear and so on.
As the dream=-objects are true, thelr experiences are also
true., The objects, seen during a dream, may not be seen
in the waking state., And this also does not disprove
thelir true Qature. . As the objects, seen in_ the dream
have some effects, there must be some causes that produce
them, Bsescause, only reél cauges produce real results.

an unreal cause can lead to no results, And there is no
condiéion as sucﬁ that causes must be of the same nature

in all respects.logo

Vadiraja refers to the Advaita view that the cause
precedes the effect., It is the true Adhisthana caitanya
as a cause that leads to the effect of Xrogitg._ Thus, it
proves that without a cause, an effect cannot take place.

1

So the dream=-objects, belng effects must have causes of
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thelr own. And that is the Vagsana or previous impressions.
and there are some causes that are present everywhere and
at all times such as AkaSa, Kala and others. Brahman is

also the ever~present cause of all creations.logl

The Advaita view that in the ultimate analysis, the
scriptures are also unreal but they produce the tﬁue know-
4ledge of Etmaigxa, is not correct. Because, whatever is
unreal or non~existent has no Arthakriyakaritva or capacity
o give rise to desired fruits. That means non=-existent
cannot produce a réa;’thing. S§ too false statement cannot
give rise to true knowledge. Vadiraja opines that the
false knowledge originates ﬁr&m false circumstances, Because
of false clrcumstances it may h@ppeh sometimes that the
lustre of the gem is mistasken for gem, a Sakhacandra for
Candra and,the like, Here it is the false circumstances
that produce false knowledge. 8o if’scripture is held to
‘be unreal Mithy3 then the knowledge, originated £rom it,
must also be unreal, So the Atmaikya~knowledge, caused
- £rom qnfeél sceriptures, will also be unreal., and this
unreal identity will not lead to any real liberation.,

Thds acceptance of paésage as dnr@al lands the Advaltins
in uhreality’in all respects. _Because, unreal passage
cannot ﬁroduce true kno&lgdge and then unreai knowledge

cannot lead to true,libera%ion. . Thus, it results into
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everything to be unreal that has no Arthakriyakaritva or

effectiveness.

DREYATVA AND OTHER HETUS DO_NOT PROVE MITHYATVA BUT SATYATVA

The Aévaitins hold that the éauses or reasons viz.,
Dréyatva or being seen, Jadatva or insentiency and Pari-
cchinnatva or limitedness establish the unreality of the
world, geallf speaking, these causes do not prove unreallty
of the world. Vadiraja eritically examines and proves that
on the other hand these causes or‘réésogs establish the
reality of the world. DrSyatva is the fact of being the
object of experience, It cannot prove Mithyatva since it
is not Nirupakhya., The Nirupakhya is that object which
. has no form of expression of, K its own. Therefore; it is
'nothing but non~exigtent, Further it cannot be described
in anyway. But if an object is Drbya, then it cannot
be of formless nature, The Driyatva ascertains the
respective .form of the object and it is quite opposite

of .formlessness, So Dréyatvahetu, since ascertains the

form of tge object, does not prove unrealité of that
object, but proves reallty of the same.- Thus, Dréyatva
does not help to prove unreallty of the world, Similarly,
the second reason, insentiency also proves not the
unreality of the world, But ls proves that the world

is not sentient. It is only the negation of sentiency
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Paricchinqatva deals with the proves the nature of limitc
in rgspect of space, time and the like but not unreality
of the world, Thus, all these reasons do not establish
the- unreality of the world, As there is no dlfference
uitimately in the VySvsharikasatyatva and the Mithyatva
accoxding to éhe Advaitins, the world cannot also be
considered as Vyavaharikasatya. And moreover, neither ..

of these reasons prove this Vyavaharikasatyatva. Therefore,
1092

the world is as real as Brahman.
Vadiraja asserts that the Visvapratyaksa or percep=-
tion of the world cannot be erroneous. Because, there must
be some or other defect for an erroﬁeous perception. As
there 1s no any defect in Vibvapratvaksa, it cannot be
erronsous. And Avidya of the Advaita can also not be a
defect in tﬁis respect, If this 2vidya is taken to be a
defect then what would be the nature of Avidya, the
defect. Vadiraja explains .this Avidya in three ways:
(1) It is a defect without having any definite role:
!(2) It is a defect that prevents true knowledge:

373

(3) and it is a defect that produces erroncous knowledge.

In the f£irst case, the Avidya is a defect but as thers is
no any particular role to be played, even merits will

" become demerits in some cases. In the second alternative,
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true knowledge but not the Vi&vapratvaksa. So Avldya
cannot be-a defect for Visvapratyaksa and'as it 1ls not a -
defect lt'cannot held to its illuslon., In the third case,
as ‘Avidya or nescience is untenable, the view that Avidya
produces erroncous knowledge 1s not correct. Because,

the knowledge of pot and‘the Jike ‘does not consist of any
erroneous element, It is not experienced by.perception,
So there is no scope for»Avide, making something erroneous.
And further when something is mlstaken for something else
then, only there arises erroneous knowledge, But in the
knowledge of a pot it 1s 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 1s no
change for any erroneous experience due to this,

And  further, in the Advaita, the Avidya belongs to
‘Brahman and not to any other since Brahman alone is Sat.
Wheﬁ it is sald that the avidya 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 Avidya, since belng not connected with the
world, cannot prove unreélity of the world. 1Ian the Advaita,
Brahman is declared to be the Adhisth3na for pot and other

objects. And for attributes potness and the like, the very



375

objects become Adhisthana or locus, So the fact that Brahman
is the locus is given up. And these potness and the like,
cannot be the}erroneous projections of Brahman.lo93 If
Brahman is taken to bé the locus for potness then very idea

~ would be a endless ona.

The Advaitins hold that the world is unreal because,

' the nescience is the materlal cause for the world. But

\ it is not correct because nescience cammot be the material
cause ‘for ‘the world. Because,.lt is our stock.experience
that the objects in the world have respective material
causes. E,g. a pot has the earth as its materlal cause
therefo;:e, naescience nead not be fabricated and taken to be
as material cause. According to the Advalta also, nescienge
is withdrawn at the time of perception of objects pot and
rothers. That means the nesclence in the form of material
cause 1s not present at the time of perception. It amounts
t0 saying that mud ls not present when a pot is perceived.
That means effect remalins without a cause, which is absurd.
HEnce,'nescience can never be the material cause for the

world., ‘And world is not the illlusory project:bon.log4

It is'proved that the objects of the world are real,
As the objects arxe real, the attributes of these objects

are also real. The Advailtins hold that the attributes
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potnege and- the like, are not real, But this contentlon is
not correct. Vadiraja doubts as what 1s the ground for
-this negation of attributes? Is it with reference to
Brahman? If the denial of the attributes ls with reference
to the objects then, the attrlbutes of one object may be
cbserved in some other objects as all of them are illusory
projections,s 2And 1f the denial of the attributes ls with
.reference to Brahman then the very denial will not affect
the real presence 'of objeets. Thus, it proves the reality
of the attributes of the objects. So potness and the like
are as real as the very jobjects, As there is no any
sublation of the experience, these attributes are not at
all simply ephemeral, Hence, all the attribuﬁes such

as Jatl, Guna, Karma and other of the things of the world

are realt;ogs

In the Advaita, the means of valid knowledge like
perception are the products of nescilence. And hence,
their contention 1ls that they are not true in the ultimate
analysis of Truth, But this is wrong. lBécause, this
nesclence is not the material cause for this world., Aas
already pointed out earlier, this world stands unsublated
to our valid perceptlon, and these means cannot be due o
nescience, Otherwise the experience of the world must be

sublated, The argument of the Advaita that there 1s 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 be establisheq,
involves Anzonxaérazadosa.loga

contention and argument of the Advalta would cause the

Not only that, the very

negation of the very existence of Brahman. So means
like perception and the llke are not due to nesclence,
Vadiraja argues that the nescience of the Advailta,
since beiné beginningless, is to be considered as true.,
gs it is beginningless one more nescience need not be
envisaged for this nescidnce. When nescience is true,
how then the means of knowledge be false? Though they
are taken due to nesciebce, they are not false, Further,
just without taking into consideration the beginnlngless-
nesé‘ofihes;ience, 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 unréality of the world.

One more contention of the advaita that whatever is
Arthakriy3karl is Mithya. As there is Arthakriyskaritva
in the world, it is not real. This contentlon of the
Advaita verily denies the practical utility of the things
" of the world. So Arthakriyakaritva must be taken to be

3
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the prime-~base of reality. If not then, that amounts o
saylng that thirst can be quenched by mirage. Thirst is
satlsfied when one drinks water and not by mirage. Other-
wise, there should not be any difference between water and

1097 And acceptance of different degrees of reality

mirage.
does not help the Advalta to prove unreality of any kind.
Difference lIln the degrees of existence is not the crite-
rion for unreality and reality but it is the sublation and

ron-sublation that ascertains the unreality and reality.

Therefore, it is evident that reality is responsible

for Arthakriyakaritva. The Advaitins, who'accept Artha=-

.kriyakaritva of the world, have to admit voluntarily the

lo¢98

Satyatva of the world. The idea of Vyavaharikasatyatva

of the advaita does not contribute Arthakriyakaritva of

any kind. Because, the very idea of Vyavaharikasatyatva

ls nothing but Asattva or non-existence. And az non=-
existent cannot be arthakriyakari. Thus, it is proved
that wherever there 1s Arthakriyakaritva there is Satyatva
So the world is real as it ls Arthakriyakari.

This real world is created by Brahman. He being
sentient, is’the creator of this world. That which is
insentient and material does have the power of creation.

Therefore, nescience of the Advaita since belng material,
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cannot be the creator, It cannot contribute any Arthakriya~

karitva to the world. The Bhagavata and authorities works
declare that Brahman ls the sole Indepandent creator of

this world, Hence, the Arthakriyakaritva of the world ..

is due to Brahman. So the reality of the world remains

unaffected.

Vadiraja promises thathnot only pe%ception and scrlp=-
tures estaplish the reali£y of the world, even lnference
also establishes the‘world~reality. Thelsyllogisms pots
and the like are real because there ls unobstructed contact
in between eye and those things., Plllar, pitcher and other
objects are real since those are connected with each other;

establish the reality of the world.logg

When defectless
sense organs produce the knowledge; the knowledge must be
true. And the objects of this knowledge are alsoc true,
The verses Nayatva May3a.., Xéaéca Praminantli and others
make lt clear that the lord does not create anything
illusorily. When there is no illusoxy creation, the
knowledge, ggined, need not be about illusory objects.
Thus, nelther scripturss (!nor inferenée nor even percep-

tion supports the unreality vlew of the aAdvaitins, All

these authorities support the reality of the world,'
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TEN ARGUMENTS AGAINST AROPA

Here Vadiraja summarises the ten arguments that are
adduced in the Vifvasaurabha for the refutation of Mithya-
tva or unreality, The arguments are delineated by the way
of eéxposing defects in the Advalta contention of Mithyatva
or unreality.

Frof, K.T,Pandurangil has succinctly enlisted them as
follow: =

"(1) Nowhere in the Srutl the reality of the world
ié denied;

(2) Nowhere in the Sruti it is stated that the world
does n&t(exist at ail the three times (and merely appears):
(3) The so-called Advaita Srutis which are supposed
to imply Mithyatva are Akhandarthabodhaks. 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 £inal Brggmagramgﬂﬂ wﬁich is supposed to
imply Mithyatva of other things 1s also not capable of
ie sincg it 15 Nirvigalgaka and cannot convey anything

more than Brahman.

(5) The attributes Ghakatva etc., are not deniled in
thelr respective sbodes and therefore, thelr unreality

cannot be establilshed.
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(6) The Sabda~pramana is found suitably reinterpreted
whenever it conflicts with Pratyaksa. Therefore, so-called
Mithyatva Srutis have to be reinterpreted to conform to

g

Pratyaksa that establishes ViSvasatyatva.

(7) Ekaviinanena sarvavijnana is possible only if
other things are true.

(8) There are Sruti passages that directly state Vigva-
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 idam agre asit and

consider Brahman as Asat? If Asatva Sruti has to be

suitably reinterpreted, then the so called Mithyatva

Srutis also have to be reinterpreted to avoid conflict

with Viévasagzatvagragzakagilloo

Thus, Vadiraja establishes that it is not possible

to establish the Visvamithyatva by any means of knowledge.

All the means j;aintly and ultimately declare the Vi§vasatyatva.
Vzdiraja humbly acknowledges the credit to Madhva and says
that it is he who has gilven these ten arguments to prove

the rea}ity of the world refuting the unreality tried to

“be established by the Advaitins.
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V. PHALASAURABHA

SRAVANA, MANANA AND NIDHIDHYASANA ETC,, ARE THE MEANS OF
LIBERATION

Sravana, Manana and Nidhidhy&sana are the three aids
of the mind that in course of time, ensble the mind to attain
the Aparcksajfhana of the Lord. The contention of the Advaita
is that the knowledge alone removes nescience, But it is
untenable, Because, 1f knowledge alone were to remove
nescience, then, liberation would have been lmmediately
after knowledge. But this does not happen. And moreover,
if lt 1s sald that nesciencge does not become an obstacle
to Manovrttiifidna, then Brahmasakgatkara, through the mind

would be for ever, But it never happens.lm1 So to get

removed the obstacle, sacred hearing-etc., are wanted. The
contention of the Advaita 1s defectful since it leads to
Anyonyaérayadosa (mutual dependence) of two types. If
nesclence becomes an obstacle to the mind for Brahmadarfana
or even 1f lt does n;t become, the defect of mutual depen-
dence is inevitable, When nescience is removed, there is
Brahmadar$ana and at Brahmadar5ana only nescience can be
removed. Secondly, if nescilence 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.llo2

So 1f nescience is accepted then, there cannot be Saksatkara

and also the release. So the view of the Advaitins that
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knowiedéé by its very nature removes nescience and no God's
grace is required for likeration, is unsound 3 47 mct
The CGod's grace is the only ultimate resort to attain the
liberation,

To have the DarSana of the Lord through His grace,
sacred hearing, repet;tion and meditation are the three
alds, with phe help of which, mind gains the power to have
the vislon of the Lord. Sravapa is the study of scriptures
in prescribed manner. The study is the understanding of the
scriptures as determined by S3stras. Manana is an inguiry
of this purport through appropriate reasons. Dhyana is
the meditation on the auspicious attributes of Lord. These
three aidé are to be put into practice until each leads
£o the next, Mind is the main and prime aid in realization.
the mind\wﬁen opstgucted with the obstacle Ignorance cannot
realize the God, The above mentioned three aids become

prime~gources or means for removing the obstacle of mind.11°3

The one, who undergoes the gourse of practice of these
three aids accoxdingly, becomes a qualified one. God,
pleased with the meditation of this devotee, will bestow
Hls grace upon him, remove the obstacle of ignorance and
grant His direct vision. ﬁé will also grant His Daréana.

In the Srutigita of the Bhagavata, God is praised as sole
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competent to remove the ignorance.llo4

bl

This obstacle, ignor-
ance,has two aspects. One is Jivacchadika that conceals

the nature of the soul and the other Paramacchadika that
makes the nature of the Lord unknown. God will destroy

the f£irst and withdraw the second one, He withdraws the
second one, now and then until the f£inal liberation.llos
That 1s why God is sometimes seen and sometimes not seen

by such seekers, This will continue until the flnal libera~
tion and this state is called Jivanmuktl state, If it is
argued that one gan attain the liberation by the very nature
and origin of knowledge also then, there must not be any
delay in attaining the liberation, éy the time ignorance
with its effects such as Kams, Kama is removed by know-
ledge, immedlately one should attain the liberation. But
thils does not take place, Therefore, God's grace 1s lnevite
able, Lord is the sole giver of release., At the time of
attaining the rele§se, lord will remove both the obstacles
and disclose His blissful form and make it visiblé to the
liberated then forever according to thelr inhereat ability.
Thus, liberation is strictly under the control of and

subject to the grace of the Lora, 1106

Another viliew of the Advaitinsg, related %o this, is
that sacred hearing is also the direct means to attain the

direct cognition and henée sacred hearing may also be
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sufficlent to have direct cognition like repetition and

meditation;lloﬁA

But this is not correct, Because, hear-
ing is not permanent. And moreover, if it is saild that
direct vision is possible just after hearing then, hearing
alone to. be considered as Sadhana and not the others. But
in the Srutl, all the three aids Sravapa, Manana and Nidhi-
dhigsana are prescribed as Sadhanas one after anothe;.lloeB
Meditation is prescribed after repetition. Hence, for direct
" cognition, meditation is the direct Sadhana and not the
.hearing, With the help of thegefthree alds, mind Cgains
the direct cognition and then attalns the vislon of the
lord., Hearing helps to have the indirect cognition and
never asslsts to gain the direct coghition. ,The statements
as 'Pot 1s Gn the house' and othérs cannot be clted as
examples in respect of the direct vislon., Because, at the
listening of the word Brahman, the direct visilon of the lord
will not tgke place., _So hearing, though £irst ald, 1s not
the direct means for direct vislon, Meditation is the prime
whereas hearing and repetition are auxilliary to that.
C The éabdagramgpg or‘v§rbal testimony does not lead to
direct cognition.’ The Advaitins hold that testimony leads
to direct cognition, The stock example quoted in this régard
is Dadamah kvam asil - 'You are the tenth person.' When

some one counts nine persons around him and falls to perceive
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himself as tenths then another person polnts out and says
'You are the tenth person.,' Thus through this statement,
he gets the direct cognition -~ direct knowledge of hilmself,
This 1is an exsmple wherein testimony leads to direct cogni~-
tion. On the same ground, the Advaitins argue that the
statement or expression 'Tat tvam asi’ leads to dirsct
cognition, Bucr 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 ic only removes the digtraction of the mind. Then he
realizes that he is the tenth person. This is Manasajnana.
The testimony only helped him to draw his attention towards
himself. Aand thls is not the direct cognition; whereas
Manasajhana as 'I am the tenth person’ is the direct cogni-
tion., Thus, testimony conveys only possible sense always
~and nothing else. 8o, the undistracted mind, engaged in the
meditation of the Lord, will realize Brahman as in the case

11107 And more-

of the Manasajnana, 'I am the tenth person.
over, a Yogin, who is engaged in deep meditation and whose
external organs are actlonless, has no use of testimony
through which he can have the direct vision., But it iz the
meditation that helps his mind to have direct cognitlion and

then direct vision. So testimony is of no use in Brahma-

darfana,' Manasaifiana gets originated without the articula-

tion of any Sabda. Therefore the view that testimony leads
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to direct cognitiPn 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 tod _have the
vision of Brahman. In the Sruti, hearing is stated first
then repetition andnlgstly meditation, Medltation is the
direct and prime ald that leads to direct cognition and

direct_vision.uo8

_Further, the view of the Advaita has
no practical appllication 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

1109

hearing,will not cause Brahma-darSfana, Since the

Advaitine subscribe to the view of Anvitabhidhana, no state-

ment can lead to Nirvikalpakajhana, Therefore, testimony
cannot lead to direct cognition directly. It is the medita-
tion that leads to direct viglon directly by the grace of

the God, ~ This has the support of Bhagavata and Bhagavad-
gicd, .

Meditation is the main ald 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

direct means i§§;whereas hearing 1s an indirect one.1110
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In this way, Sravapa, Manana and Nidhidhyasana are the
three aids of mind for Brahma-dar$ana. Meditatlon is the
main. Brashma-darfana is possible only when there is no
obstacle, In case oé 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

1111

ultimately the ground for direct vision. It is made

clear in the Sruti passage Yamevaisa vrnute tena ;Qbhvgb.llllA

The passage also promises that object of realization ig
S3kira. The view of the realization of NirSkira of the
Advaitins ls baseless and unsound. The God is Sakara having
Cidgnandaéariﬁa (form of knowledge and bliss), This form
of God is realized Iln the liberation by all the liberated
souls, The libe;ated souls are also having the form of

knowledge and bliss.

DVESA, KAMA, BHAYA AND OTHERS ARE NOT MEANS OF LIBERATION

So far it is saild that direct cognition, originated
f;:'om hearing 'and others leads to liberation. Bhakti 1s
the prime=-aid to secure the grace of the lofd. This devo-
tlon leads to release through the God's grace, Thus, know=
ledée, devotion and ochers are the éteps for libaration.
Haribhakti and othexs are not demerits (Dogas) but they are
the very requisites and praise worthy steps for liberation.
This devoticn in the lord orilginates from instant hearing

and the like.lllz
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But, however, in the Bhagavata, the verse running

Gopyah kamat bhayat kahso dvesat caidyadayo g;pgpllle

appears as if stating the Kama, Bhaya, Dvesa and others
are the means of liberation. But it 1s not the real
import of the wverse, Really speaking, it was not the
Kama and the like, mentioned akove that led to liberation
but it is the Bhakti that enabled them to gain the grace
of tﬁe Lord and to attain the liberation., E,g. Sibupala,
who was Dvarapalaka in Vaikungha and who was of pure
nature, was madé to come down to the earth due to curse,
It was the curse that made him to entertain Dvesa with the
/Lﬁrd. When the effect of curse was removed, he with pure
devotion, secured the grace of the Loxrd and attained the

release., In the brahmggﬁt:g, Vedavyasa has determined

that Bhakti graced with Jhana, is the sole means of libera-

tion. The érutiwmgnxap panthah vidyate azan&zalllZB

states the same.

‘also

’

so Sravapa, Manana, Dhyana, S3ksatkara, Bhakti and
1113

Prasada are the steps for liberation,

Referring to the import of the Sruti passage, Yada
padyah padyate..., Vadir3aja promises that this passage
declares the realization of Sakara and Sagupa Brahman. So

it is evident that realization of Sakara and Sagupa Brahman
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is the only means for attaining liberation and ‘not the know-
ledge of identiéy of attributeless and formless Brahman.

The temm Samyafm in the é;ggi does not mean equality but

it means proximity, So it is evident that true devotion

1s the means of liberation. |

3

PROCESS OF LIBERATION

In the last and fourth Adhyaya (chapter) of the
Brahmasutra (Phaladhyaya), Utkranti, Marga, Gamya and Bhoga
are described., The qualified aspirant, secker at the gain
of direct knowledge (direct vision of God) in a particular

life, goes cut of his material body through Brahmanadi.

Then he goes to the world of Brahma through the path of
Arcis ete. 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 knowledgé come to this place. And living in this
place is called the state of Jivanmukti, fo:} they have not
yet attalned the final liberation, On the [ completion of
hundredth year of Brahma, all the sdﬁls quaiified for
liberation and staying in Brahmaloka, will move out wlth
Brahma, This is called Mah3pralays or f£inal @nnihilation.
All these souls will attaln the liberation along with that

Brahm§.1114

v
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)

The Brahma conducts all the qualified souls with him
to the river Viraja., This siver is Aprakrta, non-material
{that mear‘lg itl doggn:::ontair.; the material element - water).
It is £ree from Sattva, ¥ajas and Tamas and is only Cid-
gipa. And it is also LaksmyStmaka. all the souls led by
Brahma are made to take bpth tlhereby which they get their
Lihgasariras or subtle bodies destroyed. Then they join

the souls already liberated and staying in the three abodes

of lord Vigpu, Svetadvipa, Anantadsana and Vaikuntha. Then,
they together with already libsrated ones, move into the

belly of Lord Vasudeva. This state ls called Parantakala,

(_Izg_rémamoks_a_, Brahmalaya and also Mahapralaya. and at the
:end of the Kalpas or ages the fire of annihilation, emanated
from the mouth of Sahkargana burns down the entire creatlon.
Then the Sa{nvartaka_ c.].ouds’, showering heavy rains wash away
evefy thing. The water wil; be made dried by Tejas which
will be in turn extinguished by Vayu. Vayu merges into
Akaéa (ether) and that merges into Ahabkara. And Ahahkara
merges into Mahat and that in Prakrti.. And so far as
_Lg_x;a_l_:_f‘g:l_; is concerned 1t does not merge into anything else,
It being the primal cause and matter, is eternal like God.

In this state 1t remains in minute form. 1115
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REFUTATION OF THE 'SARVANASA' VIEW OF THE ADVAITINS

The process of Pralaya or-annihilation as stated above
'ciearly indicates that nothing is completely destroyed. The
Advaitins hold that this world is the product of Ajﬁgna 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 ls totally des-
troyed by the right knowledge. The unreallty of this world
will not take place by knowledge. ‘Even in annilhilation,
only created things (effects) will be destroyed and not the

~ original or primal cause. 4

And moreover, a wise willl not get the things destroyed
by his knowledge. So the view of complete destruction i1s
nowhere found. When things perish, they leave behind their
causes, When these causes perish, they again leave/their

1118 This process continues and ultimately

subtle causes.
leads to the survival of Prakrti or primal matter (primal
material cause), There is no such thing that undergoes

1117 And, one cannot say that there

complete destruction,

is dgstruction of all destruction, because destruction

itself is undestruc?ible. So by all means, total annihi-
_lation is impossible, The very expression as Sarvanaba

is wrong, Because, even accérding to the Advalta, Brahman

is real and Avinasi - undestructible.



If it is admitted that, other than Brahman, everything
gets destroyed, then, Jiva, different from Brahman, will al
have to be destroyed, If difference between Brahman and
the soul is taken to b2 unreal, then the Advalta cannot
refer to world as separate from Brahman and liable for
destruction, . And if the destruction of real things is
admitted then, the destructlon 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

is imppssible. That which is eternal, real, subtle

and is under Lord‘'s control, is undestructible.

Thus, after having refuted the view of total destruc-
tion of the Advaita, Vadiraja diverts his attention to the
' Sarvanada view of Tarkikas. Accoxding to them, everything
originated Qith @§g§§g or unseen cause or power, perlshes
'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
créated at the beginning of next age. This is happening
since time immemorial., Here, only effect (Karya~world) is
golng to be perished and not its pfime~cause whicp 1ls

Adrsta.- If it is held that §Qé§§g too perishes, then there

s O § -
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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. BSo the Sarvanaba view of the Advaita and of
the Tarkika is baseless and untenable, The Sruti declares
t;at, God creates the world as in past. This disproves
the very fact of Sarvanaba or total destructlon,

’
EN

LIBERATION IS THE ATTAINMENT OF THE ABODE OF LORD VISNU

i

‘" In this context, the Advaita view of liberation is
réfuted, The ‘Advaita holds that liberation is the gain or
attainment df_idenéity (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, would be futile. The highest place is the
abode of lord Visnu. It is also called Vaikuntha. The
liberatéd souls, éihaining this highest abode of Lord Vignu,
enjoy tﬁéir inherent bliss, There, they will have the

. Vision of God always. That place is away £rom the Tamas,
it is ever illumlnous. It is the place, after attaining
which, one will not come back.to transmlgration., It is

the state of £inal release,“‘l9

This state of liberation is not the state of Jivanmukti.

But it is other and superior to that. In the Bhagavata,
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t

“lord Krgna says that the worlds, upto Brashmaloka, (Satyalcka)

are subject to rebirth whexreas his abode Vaikuntha, attain-
ment of which will not cause any rebirth. So the liberation
is the attainment of close proximity with the Lorxd, it is

the attalnment of the lotus=feet of Him, or it may also be
explained as {dwelling in the abode of the Lord.llzo Sveta=
dvipa, Anantasana and Vaikuntha are the three abodes of the
lord, and attalnment of these ié the liberation.,

-
i

. Then, the question may be raised as to whether, llke
the created world, the abode of the Lord is subjeét to the
process of creatioh 'and 'destruction, . Vadiraja says that
in the description of the creation and destruction, Lord's
abode is not included. fhis shows that, lord's abode is not

121 whereas all other

subjected to creatlon and destruction,
worlds such as Satyaloka 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 recomménds for the attalnment of the release. The
Chandogyopanisad also states that, the qualified souls,
after (Jattaining the release, will not come back. It is
the abode of the Lord which is totally free from the defects
of Sahsara (transmigration)., Hence, the attainment of
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release is not‘possfble, vith unworthy‘meanst It is
similar to the Lord so far as defectless nature is concerned.
Like the lord, it is also free from birth, death and the
like, It }s CetanEtméka (sentient) and pervasive. The

&or& is the sovereign king of this,

If the release the at;ainment of another and highest
world is}ngt,admitée@. then the prescription of the course
(Sgahana) and the path of éggég etac., would be useless.

In fact, ggggg etc;¢ is tﬁe path of attainment of release

and release lis the gain of the abode of the Loxd.

The above explained opinjon disregards the views that
instant ascending is the release ané attainment of the
grahmaiva is the release. Because, as Brahman is all-
pervasive, there cannot be either the movement of ascending
or the brocess of. attainment of Brahmatva. Because,
Brahman Cﬁslsupreme and distinct. So there cannot be the

galn of Brahmatva.

Here, it is écclaimed that, knowledge (devotion-
Bhakti)’is the prime means of at;aininé this final release.
Bﬁakti 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 1s also gradation in

release among liberatéd souls.1122

The Bhagavadgita describes the state (place) of release
as that, where the sun shines not the moon does not illumi-
nate, and even the fire burns not it. After attaining once,
the liberated will not return to transmigration. And that
is the highest abode of the Lord. 2% ang this release
is not merely the dégtruction 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 Jivas, 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 1s not.
It is free from material elements and effects., It is
Aprakrta (spiritual). It is the destroyer of transmigra-
tion, All those gsouls, after bath, get their Lihgabarira
(subtle body) shattered and then enshine with thelr bliss-
£ul nature. Then Brahma, getting deeply lmmersed in the
experience of bliss of Dhyana (contemplation) for hundred
years, gets the nature manifested, along with hils 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, Samipya and Sayujya take place according to the

eligibility of the liberated souls, In the release, the
forms that the liberated souls assume, are not of Prakrti

(matter)., So there is no question of rebirth,

The Sadhanas or the means for attalning such release
are preseribed in éaetras and thef are the knowledge of
Idifference between the Lord and the soul, performance of
deeds witheut -aiming at fruit'or result and absence of
feeling of Svatanggx (independence) in the souls, among
these, the knowledge of difference and devotion are primary

Y

and Niskamakarmanus;hana or performance of the deeds without

the feeling-of attachment, is the secondary, All the
liberated sculs, includiﬁg Brahma, haﬁe no rebirth.

The (gqualified eouls, though relieved of Prafaggga
Eégmg,cannot attain release independently at their own will,
only with Brahma, they can attain it. 2nd in some cases
they are supposed to undergo and experience the effects of
Prarabdhakarma knowingly or unkmowingly. And after the
bath in Vireja, there wiil not be any Prarabdhakarma. The
eliglble gouls atéain the final release during Parantakala

or at the end of f£inal annihilation.1124
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ABSENCE OF AIKVA AND SARVAMOKSA: SAKARATVA AND TARATAMYA
IO _MUKTAS

As there are three types of souls, all of them will

not attain the liberation.\ As already stated, only Satvikas
attain the liberation, In this context, Vadiraja literally

deals with two Sruti passages, Srnvevira ggraﬁugram...1124A

and Para Eﬁrve$5m...llz4B

The import of these passages is
that the lozd sends the Asuras to the darkness (tamas) and
Satvihas such as gods and others to Vaikuntha release -abode
of blilss. He makes the- Satvikas to enjoy the pleasures
thereof, So far as Rajasas or middle one are concerned,
till they are relieved of the Lingadeha or subtle body,
they go to heaven and hell.and will have the mixed exper-
ience. When that subtle body of thgm is destroyed, they
are given .the state of mixed'experienée of‘pleasures and
displeasures. Thus, without change and without fall, Aiff-
eren; gsouls will héve different states'and different goals
to be attained. And the Loré, beipg supreme surpasses all
~these, Moreover,'He is described as eternally liberated
P(Nigzamukta); S0 tﬁere cannot be any ldentity betﬁeen

the Lérd and soulsmr Further, as different souls attaln
different stétes,lthere cannot be release of bliss to

311.1125

Even the ¢malified 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 Srutl,
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1125A

Yedha minadvit... states that the Lord never likes and

tolerates the identity and €wmuality. When such is the case,
the question of attaining the Brahmatva (identity) is gone

1126 In the Bhagavata, it is made clear that the

afar.
engagement in Pravritikarma in case of Asuras, will not
enable them to attaln upliftment, Thus, both the Sruti
and the Smrti declare that Asuras wlll never attain the

release (Sarvamoksa) is_impossible one. ' In the Bhagavadgita

also Lord Krsna makes it,clear that, those, who hate Him,
‘who do not tolerate His supremacy, who try and hankerfer
identity, will roam in unworthy 5iréhs and at the end,
without attaining the Lc;rdi will fall in the deep darkness.
In the case of Jaya, Vijaya ‘and others. who hated the lLord
due to the curse,- this cannot be applied. Thelr hatred is
temporary. As long as' there had been the effect of curse,
they oppésed Lord and did mischiefs, By the time, the
curse was dispelled, they assumed théir original Satvika

fqrm and were biessed with release by the Loxd through His
grace. E : |

The llberated gouls are %nfinite in number. Awong

them thére are some, who attained the release early and
others latgr.l Some are released togeéher aﬁd hence are
called Jhatis and others Ajfiatis. All the released are

affectionate. and intimate each other. They are llke close

3
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friends, In respect of knowledge and the like, they are not
*éven or equal, There 1ls gradation. The gradation hinted
here is always with difference. They are not distinct

from their pure and blissful nature. All the organs are

of the nature of knowledge éndrbliss. All are graced with
beautiful and charming forms. So in release, the questién
of formlessness, (Nirakarata) does not arise., The Sruti

1126A

passage, . Te ha nskam mahimanab...’ makes it ¢lear that

they flourish and enshine with their own greatness., All
of.;heﬁ éwell in and enjoy the pleasures of various kinds.
They,do/hot.have any ‘displeasure. Approaching the Loxd,
they get manifested their blissful nature and enjoy in
different places?

~
' -

There is gradation even in the 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 Sruti, enunciates

the Znandataratamya or gradation in the enjoyment of bliss

of the liberated, 127

If this gradatlon ls not admitted,
then the doubts related to the difference wlth 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. Anands-mImahsa in the

Taittirlya égyti deals with the Svarbpananda (natural bliss)

L
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with gradation, Therefore, the gradation, declared ln the
Srutil, 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. .. 273
acelaims the infinite bliss of the lord which is the very
natucre of Him. In the same conéext, passages that deal
with the enjoyment of bligss of different liberated souls,
are also seen. So, it is c¢lear that, entire context of
that Sruti refers to Svartpananda or natural bliss and not

any other type.llzs

As the Sruti (knowledge of Srutl) ensures the feeling
of detachment towards mundane pleasures and inltiates the
souls for upliftment, it is clear that the Sruti does not
talk of anything about mundane pleasures and other things
in this context. In the state of Sahgara, the natural
bliss is unknown and not experienced, /Therefore, the
explanation of natural bliss with gradation, seen in the
Srutl, is related with liberation and not with transmigra-

tion. MEnusEnanda,'describéd in ¢the Sruti, is not of the

embodied souls, since they have pleééure 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 1ls the state of absence of dlspleasure,
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It does not entertain any pleasure. Therefore, gradation
in the enjoyment of bliss, 1s to be accdepted. And this
gradation never entertains the possibility of Aikya but it

proves d}éference evidently.llzg

Singce, in transmigration, pleasure is not permanent

and ls mixed with displeasure, gradation cannot be deter—

mined ultimately. The degree in the enjoyment of pleasure,

in Sahsara, varies from time to time,place to place and

' £rom situation to situation. Whereas thls variation does

not occurs in the release., In the release, gradation is

an ever established entity. Cradation in bliss, exlsts on

| 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

1130

baseless. And this gradation asserts the mutual dlffer—

ence among souls and difference with the Lord even in the
release.113¥ Thus, gradation is' proved through Yukti,

Sruti and Smrti. Yukti (reason) is as there is graded

difference in the means, the same must be there in results,

o i e

There are some statements such as Mama sadharmya-
mégatﬁb..illalA and others, that apparently give the sense
of eguality. 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 ox change it.

INTERPRETATION OF THE SRUTI DASSAGES YATRATVASYA... AND
OTHERS AND THE REFUTATION OF ADVITIYATVAPRAPTI

The idea of the Advaitins that liberation is attaining
the state of being élope (lonelinegs) is impracticable and
ﬁntenab@e; When man ;s,alonef he is not happy: A preceptor,
a puplil, a beast, or a crgﬁ always long for the company
pflotherég to be happy. »Tﬁe loneliness does not ensure
any happiﬁess. 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 whgn all this is taken into account, it
proves beyond doubt that to be alone or loneliness is no=-
where found and préferred to. ‘Thus the libergtion is the
form of advitlyatvaprapti or loneliness as the Advaitins
contend, is Impossible, It is described that the liberated
deligh£ with thelyr 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 ls no possibility of any functlons and
dealings. Moreover, this Atmaikya view will be against

the $ruti passages such as Tatkena kam pasye ...1131A
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If théfﬁAdvitizatva view 1s accepted then the liberation
cannot be claimed as Purugartha or prime goal to be attained.
Therefore, as there is the presence of different souls and
manifold objects (duality) in Sahsara in the same way, even
in the release, duality 1s to be aécepted inevitably. So
there are infinite liberated souls having blissful forms

and also there are infinlte means of enjoyments.

AThe passages Yatradvaitamiva bhavati..., Sarvamatmai-
1131B

vabhut., , and bthers never state any i@entity but
declare the difference, The liberated do have: the blissful
forms with blissful organs. If this ls not accepted then
the very fact of theilr enjoyment is impossible,

The passage, Na pretys sanina asti

the Svarupaifhana or innate knowledge in case of liberated,

1131e does not negate

It only denies Prgk;tajﬁﬁna or material knowledge. This
ascertains that, the liberaﬁion is not Prakrti or matter,
but it is Aprakrta or spiritusl, Hence Prakrtajfiana or

materlal knowledge cannot be there in the release,

1131D is

The passage, Yatratvasya sarvamatmaivabhut
interpreted as, in transmigration, the soul, with its mind
assoclated with so many things, concentrates on and deals

with them. But in the state of release, this will not happen.
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The  liberated concentrates as only one,’ ' That is 'the Lorxd,
There is no. second, in the sense that the lLord is the main
object of his concentration. It does not negate the pre=
sence of other things. Thls passage also does not support
the attaiﬁment.0§ 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,
ﬁeditates as God, At’thag time, éxcept God, nothing is
the object of his meditation. In the Samsgra, 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 daneing have no
atténtion towards somethlng other than that. When thls is
the position of a person in the Sahsara, the released,
geﬁting deeply engaged in concentration, will never see
and know something other than the God.

In the Sahsara, there are two entitles, one is soul
I (sentient) and another is matter (insentient), And this
~Isou.'!. lives’always associated with matter. So the body has
the charactér of Dwvittva (possession of both the sentiency

and insentiency). In the release, as there 1s 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-

pendriyas or blissful organs. Thus, it is to be noted that
the passage states the manlfestation of the very nature

of the J_.iberated.u32

The passages, Paramam samyamupaiti..., Saha Brahmapa

vipa$citas.., Paramjyotirupasahkramya,.., Etamanna maya-
1132A

natmanamupasafikramati. .. and others describe the releags

as a fruit or result of knowledge. These passages do not
refer to any identity. They also not deal wlth any sheath

(Kosa) but mainly aim at Paramatman, since they appear

in the part (Prakarana) that explains the state of release.1133

The passage Yatra dvaitamiva bhavati... refers to
eilther Agaroksajﬁani or released. It describes the two
states such as Jagrt and Sugupti., Vadirdja opines that
whatever may be the reference but'it does not talk of any

advitlyatva. The passage, Yatra tvasya sarvamatmaivabhit

describes the state of deep sleep or Sugupti. In Jagrt

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 lnactive and the God

alone is active, Therefore, that wise Yogin or released
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is unaware of the external affalrs of the world. The present
1133a
passage as well as the passage, Par@avyaaye sarva ekIbhavanti...

promise and state that all. the organs of the released deeply
concentrate on Loxd, In this way no Sruti talks of any

1134 As Sruti

identity between Brahman and the soul,
appears in and deals with the context of release, it aims
at explaning the effect br'result of release. In the state
af liberation there is no darkness in the form of Ajnana.
There are no merit (E_qz_) 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 JIVanmukti. Because, a Jivammukta may have no

effects of Punz_ 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 (Jivanmuktas) would not have churned the
milky—ocean for nector, The above passage refers to £insl
release of four kinds and states that the attainment of
this will.not cause any rebirth (Samsara).

The passage, Sarvan kaman s.'e.n';a!z.nut.e....]']"—'M"A

is inter-
preted by ﬁhe Advalitins as, Mukta attéining the identity
Qith Brahﬁan enjoys-all the pleasures, So there is no
individuai élgasure for f£inally liberated. It is there

only during JIvammukta state, But this is wrong. Because,

the particle 'Saha' in the passage gives the sense of



sameness oﬁ time ag? not the identity, In Sahsara as
objects cf enjoyment vary from being to bsing, in the state
of Qelease also, they differ from one released soul to
another, So igdividual enjoyment og'pleasures too prevails
in the release. So the interpretation of the passage is
as, finally féleased souls enjoy pleasures with Brahma
(four~faced) in the abode of the Lord.

Difference between the soul and supreme soul (Brahman)
is pertinent évgn iﬂ the release, Thus all passages aim

at and declare the difference and not the ldentity or

.Advitlxatva.llss

\

As king is different and does not intend to consider
or treat the arrested as egual 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, £inally
liberated are graced with similar form (Sarupya), they are
not given the Srivatsa and other ornaments that are Laksmya-
tmaka. So, even the releaséd souls remain as servants of
- the Lord. The lord, although graceful and affectionate
towards His:devotees, does not offer self-identicy like a
king, though pleased with, will not give his wife to
anybody.1136 Therefore, it 1s evident that the release is

not the attainment of Advitiyatva. . The passages do not
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refer to Atmaikya or Advitivatya but aim at difference in

all respects.

VAIKUNTHA IS LAKSMYATMAKA

Vaikuntha or the abode of the Lord is free from mate-

rial elements. (Prakrta elements), It is spiritual, The

Bhagavata verse, Na yatra maya kimutégare...llBaA states

that in the abode of the Lord, there is no Maya and lts
éffects, In fact, it is godess Laksml who constitutes
lord's ébod@. Therefore, it is called L@§§gx§tmak§. Godess
Lakgmf ls eternally liberated. Even in £inal annihilation,
she will not get perished, The God, who is eternally
liberated, 'is the Lord of that abode, It does not mean
that, onl? the abode Valkupjha is spiritual, but, all the
three (gggggpggé, Anantasana .and évetédviga) are spiritual
and are of the forme of Laksmi, The 5ribhdag (portion) in
all the three abddes of the Loxd, is imperishable, even
dﬁriﬁg the annihilation. Whexeas, other two parts, namely,
Bhubhaga and Durgabhaga are subject to destruction during
annihilation}%az The abodes of the Lord are crowded with
released souls, Not only the abodes are spiritual but,

the things avallable 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 Satyva>element of the matter (Prakrtl). Even then they
are not og the nature of sentigncy and are also not the
abodes of releaged), But the abodes of the Lord, since
being spi;i%ual. are superior to them. Vadiraja says that
not only the-abode but also the Lord. That means, the Lord
is supgrﬂog o al} other éods; Not only the Lord, but
also His wife, godess Lakgmihis superior to those gods,

In the ahodgs og the Lord, only those, who are ginally
released, live and they agevalwayslgraent and devoted to
the Lord. Although re;egse@ a;enggpgriencing blisgful

~ enjoyments, ghey are lords of nothing, Although graced
with four arms and the like, they are not capable to enjoy
the;dpergpip or c;egtorship of anythlng, They are slimilar
to the God- only in respect of explicit form but not in any

other respectso}l38,

t

The released soulg are not born during the next world

. Greation and are not perished at the time of world destruc-
tion (Pralaya). - They do not have any birth, death and the

. like. They hgve‘the form of knowledge and bliss, Simnce
having blissful form, they enjoy only bliss? On this basis,

the soulsg are broadly classified as released and unreleased,

And among unreleased, there are three types, Sattvika, Rajasa

and Tamasa., And it is held that only Sattvikas are entitled

to attain the-release.llsg '
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THE LORD’S ABODE IS NOT EMPTY

As already mentioned, the lord's_ abode is not empty.
since baing crowded with reléésed souls. Vadiraja wants
to staté that it is not only the released souls that dwell
there but the means of thelr enjoyments are also present
there, Even they are also spiritual, Vadiraja argues
that Qhen 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, orliginal and

blisgful form,

The lord's apode, being spiritual, is superlor to
Qkher abodes of gods., There is no mixed Cexperience of
paln and pleasure here. The released souls are not either
identical or edqual to each other or with the eternally
released God, They are dilfferent with gradation,” This
gradation 1s an account of the difference in the enjoyment
of bliss and this absolutely depends on there innate and

eternal nature.114o
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INTERPRETATION OF THE SRUTI, RUPAM RUPAM PRATIRUPO BHABHUvAll402

This Sruti passage proves the possibility of the
difference in the nature of the souls, The nature of the
souls is not unlform and of same kind., The passage refers
to released souls, stating that each and every liberated

soul is the Pratibihba or éeflection 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 felation of reflective aqd reflection is truely
realized at the timé_of release and not in the state of
Safisara. .The Lord is glorified as Pururupa, that means

He is endowed with infinite forms, All the liberated souls

are reflections to Him.

3

. In thls passage, the lord 1s praised as. Irndra, that
means He 1is endowed with e€ternal supreme unlimited trea-
sure or wealth. This term does not refer to Indra, who
heads the heaven, since his treasure is not (&ternal and
it is limited. All the forms of the Lord get manlfested
{;hrouéh his=s§ecial 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
loxrd, But it never glves the sense of Advalta concept
of Maya. The lord takes a number of forms through this
13pecial power of His own, As the %orms of the Lord and
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also the souls are infinite each and every soul becomes
the reflection of one or another Bihba form of God. The
realization of respectiveigyiggeform of the Lorxd is the
prime means of final release. Vadirdja stresses the
point that though the forms of the lord are infinite,

s thef are identical, whereas the souls, although reflec-
tions, are nelther Identical each other nor with God,

_ They are digtinct. Thus,'thé passage proves the variety
and difference in the nature of the souls and also the

relation of reflective and teflecéed.ll4l

L8

The Qualified souls attailn the release only when they
1142

réalize the respective Bimba form of the Lord. The
passage Tadasya rupasya éfaticakggpgza...ll42A refers to

both soul and Supreme soul (Lord), ‘One is seer and
-énother is seen (seeablej. Thus, thé ultimaée reality
\6£ these forms is evident, The term Maya In the above
;bassage aims at and refers >to the greatness of the Loxd.
Hence, it cannot be understood as the Maya of the Advaita

concept, which is ultimately unreal,

v

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 1s possible

N



by the lord through His special power., This power of the
Iozrd makes everything possible that normally looks diffi-
cult and impossible, When this is ;he case, there cannot
be the talk of éither identity or of attributelessness of
the Lord, Though, the lord ls Omnigcient, Omnipotent, He
will not mind Himself to make possible what is impossible,
Because, whatever is absolutely impossible is noching but
‘invalid, He will never utilize His special power £or such
invalid destructive and unworthy purpose, Because, the
Loxrd is not intended to achieve self-destruction for, the
very idea of identity destiroys supremacy and the view of
attributelessness disproves the very speclal power, So,
the ldea of mutual identity, identity wlth the Lord, attain

ment of the Advitlivatva, declaration of the view of form=-

lessness and attributelessness etc,, are all baseless and
invalid., Therefore, there is neither M3y3 (illusion) nor
Al

its effects in the abeode of the Loxd (release).ll43

Thus, the release 1s not the state of elther identity
or of emptinéss. It is the state of experilencing one's
own bliss by the grace of the Lord. It is spiritual,
extra-ordinary and crowded wich infinite number of liberated
souls. And there lies absolute difference in between souls
and the Lord. This difference 1ls called Vi$esa which 1s

1144

possible by the very nature of all, And this Vibesa
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nature helps to realize the difference in between souls and

the Lord.

In the Advailta, as release is devoid of all distinc-
tions, the very fact of enjoyment is not possible, Accord-
ing to the Advalta, there remains nothing for enjoyment

and the like. So release accordingly would be nothing but

a Sunyamoksa:

So the liberation which is real and difference-based
is the only release attaining which one will not have the
experience of anf displeasure and will not come back to

transmigration.

The ViSesa, referred to above, is the peculiar amd
individual nature of each entity that establishes the
difference mutually. Visesa is there in the loxd, it is

aIso there in the Svarupadeha of the liberated souls. The

Videgas, present in the souls, are controlled by the Vifesa

‘of the lord, 1145 '

The very f£act proves the difference between the Lorxd
and other liberated souls. The Lovxd is eternally liberated
and others attaln the release, only when they f£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 1s acclaimed as Superior to and

Suﬁreme.ll46

INTERPRETATION OF THE SRUTI PASSAGE DVITIYAD VAI BHAYAM

BHAVATIY1462

The above passage does not deny the egistence of other
entities, ARd it (Talso does not convey the identity.
Advaitins contend that thls passage negates the exlstence
of the entity other than Brahman, But this is not correct.
As this passage comes in the context of Ekaki na ramate, 1463

it cannot deny 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 Dvitlya, according
to Vadiraja, glves a good number of meanings. One may be
afrald of second ASrama (stage of life) as baing householder
since it leads to mixed experience by making him to get
involved in Sahsara. One may be afraid of the second
among the two Punya or merit and P3pa or sin, Men are
supposed to be afrald of the second among the company of
the’good and the bad. They may also be afrald of second
world that is se&ular woxld, Here first 1ls 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 Loxd, who is the source of spiritual delight and
enlightenment, ls not the cause of any fear., It is the
worship of the Lord with pure devotion that enables to

galn His grace and attain the libenation.ll47

| If this meaning is not admitted then the very import
of the passage becomes contradictory and also opposes the
import of other passages of the same context. And it will
not help even for Advaitins in p;oving identity etc, Because,
the world consists of both sentient and insentient things.
"And according to the Advaita, t@e insentient world is
unreal, If identity is to be held and admitted then,
Brahman &oo, since being compared with the second (world),
will become Mithy3. And this type of identity stands
sublated by the reason. Thus, the passage will not convey
the sense of identity. So vEdirﬁja opines that, the sense

of identity and absence of other entitiles, 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 ls secord. He,
who admires and geté immersed in thig, has fear from this.

S0 a qualified teécher, desirous Sf attainiqg the liberation,
. should give up the feeliné of attachment. If this is
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given up, then’ there is no fear from it. Hence, this
passage has nothing to do either wﬁth identity or with the
non-exlstence of the second entity, It precisely relates
the necessary and required steps fcf attaining the rele-

ase.1148

THE $RUTT PASSAGES ARE NOT AKHANDARTHAPARA

/

The contention of the Advaita is that the passages
are éggggggréhagiétigédakaﬂ ' If this view is held, then
the very concepts, identity; attributelessness and une-
reélity are suﬁposed to-be given up. Because, Akhanda
means the ultimate presence of only one entity, But,
unless there 1s second entity, ldentity’ is impossible.
And also, when the presence of second entity 1ls 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,

vEdiraja states that, this work does not oanly aim
at refuting the Advaita concapts or views but ensues
valuable guidance to the honest so that they can have the
peace, in mind, content in heart and deveotlon at the

feet of Ehe Lord.1149



Therxefore, all the passages such as Amrtasyaisa setuh,

1l40a and others declare that the God

Muktanam parama gatib
is the lLord té all liberated, He is the so%e support,
guiée,C:and controller even in the release. No single
S8ruti passage conveys the sense of Akhanda. All the passages

proclaim the greatness of the Loxrd in ons or other way.

THE PAVAMANA AND PUYAMANA SRUTIS DECLARE THE GREATNESS
) OF MADHVA

The %ast two chappe:é of sixth Astaka and £irst five
chépteré‘of seventh Astaka of Rgveda, contain Pavamana
| hymns.‘ VEAirgja6say§ that these hymns, when progerly
in;erpreyed, give an account of the deeds of the incarna=-
tions of god Mukhyavayu that are Hanuman, Bhlna and Madhva,
The expressions, Pavamana and Soma, found in' these hymns

refer to the forms of Vayu. o

4

1150 states that Pavamana

The hymn, Sa purvyaha..
(Vayu) islinqarnatgd as Madhva. Pavamana means he who

| purifies, Soma means he, who abides in all living beings
!in thg for@ Of éontrolling the .very breathing of them

during’all the states (awakening, dreaming and sleeping).

Soma also means he who 1s also an efficient cause in the

progess of creat;on and who abounds in divine richness.

In the above passage, the expression as Madhva, is clearly
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made. The adjectijes in the passage are more silgnificant
and glpri?y the greatness of the forms of vagu.lls% The
term Vevliana glorifies Madhva and states that Madhva is
he, who establishes the five-fold difference. Purvyah
reférg to the fact of being Jivottama. Syenah means he,
whose Lord is blissful, It is also explained that at the
time of fiﬁal annihilation he (Vayu) swallows or destroys
the ou£skirt or flap of Tejas. His form is flerceful, He
is furious to viclous and silent in the case of virtuous,
Since, time immemorial, all the forms of god Vayu are
specially meant for.correct p;eagpiﬁg of right knowledge.
 Therefore, they aré called Gomati. Vayu with liis Bhima
(furious) form destroys the subtle body or Lihgadeha of
.quallfied souls after.their gaining direct knowledge.
Next to'the Lord He is also the bestower of release. The
forms of Vayu are also calledIndus, since ful£illing the

desires of devotees and being rich in divine wealth,

i

i “

1152 which contains

The hymn, Aj’ itaye agahataxg,..
the expressions of Pavamana and Soma, refers to the inci-
dents . (Pavana movements) of Hanuman, Bhima and Madhva.
The hymn' deals with the adventurous activities of the
forms of Vayu. Vadiraja gives the derivative meaning of
the term Pavana as he, who 1ls capable of purifying, He

also explains each and every term of the passage and

assures that Madhva is the incarnation of Vayu..
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1153

The hymn, Pragenani Siiro agie.. particularly refers

to Bhima 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 describss the
valourous deeds of Hanuman and BhIma, it can also be

exp;ained with reference to Madhva.

Further, two hymns of same context, Somah pavate...
1154

and Brahma devanam... have the reference of Madhva

- clearly %nd explicitly. Here Madhva is described as Janaka
in varioug senses. The"exp;essioﬁ Visnoh janit% signifies‘
&ﬁag it is Madhva who made the people consclous and known
about the supremacy of ILord Visnu, Matinam janita 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

prthivyoh, since he established the reality of the world.llsS

1136 clearly mentions that

The Sruti Pravivipat...
Madhva is the great teachexr who taﬁght real and right
knowledge., Here, he is acclaimed as great preceptor (>

(Jagadguru). It is well describedwand known fact that
god Vayu incarnated on earth as Madhva and unveiled the

treasure in the form of the import of the Srutli passages.

-~
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Thus, like previous passage, this also describes the
greatness and gives an account of manlfold deeds of Madhva

gorm of V§yu;1157

Another 5ruti of the same context, Ummadhva Semi,. . 1158
relates the greatness of Madhva, He is called Mahiga as

he is spperior'gmopg all the soulg. He 1s referred to

§£m£ as he is highly qualified and well-versed, He is
glorified as Apsh g;ncg he sportively swims in unlimited
ocean_of‘égstra§. He is galled Atisthat as he showed

that allltheﬂyédas and Vidyas primarily and ultimately
declare the grea;pess of the Lord,
1159

One more Sruti, Saptasvasr... mentions that 1t

is Madhva who has understood the real import of all the
,égstras since the knpwle@qe or understanding of these is
essentially reqpired for the realization of the Lorxd,
Madhva, unveiling the correct impor; of all the 53stras,
has rendered the devotional service at the feet of the

Lord. Hence it 1s evident that he is Vayu incarnated.1160

e

Another Sruti passage, Vistambho diva...llsl refers

to Madhva, Vistambha means supporter, He is described
as the supporter in the sense of establishing the reallty

of the world. The term AmSuh conveys that Madhva too 1is
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endowed with the same natural strength of original form
of Vayu. He is called Utsa as he has great enthusiasm in

respect of Haribhakti.

v

The Srutl running, Simham na santa...  °2 brings out
thé fact that Madhva is the supreme and ardént devotee of
Lord lncarnated Narasimha., It 1s also explained that he
is foremost among those fortunate, who have the privilege

of having difect étudentship of the Lor .1163

N

N + a» - N 1
The Srutl passage, Pradhara Madhvo... 1164

deals with
the academic success and prosperity of Madhva., Agriyah
conveys that Madhva enshines with complexion of supreme
knowledge, The term Mahirapah denotes that Madhva is
well-versed in all 53stras. He is called Havih as he is
éﬁorable and belng worshipped by other gods: He is Havih,
since he is very dear to the Lord and as he is the’ foremost
améng the gods, invoked in Sﬁangxaﬁﬁa.

1165

Another hymn, Asmabhyaminda...’ 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 ai%s at/the Lord for having unlimited and eternal

treasure, unlike the Indra who heads the heaven. Vﬁdir5ja

t
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also promises that the term Madhva is significan; and mean=
ingful since he (Madhva) is the bestower of bllss in the .
form of impartinglthe right knowledge to all the qualified.
Thus, in all these hymns, the glorious deeds of god
Vayu, are described wilth reference to his forms, Hanuman,

Bhima and Madhva.

. e CoLt

TAPTASUDARSANA MUDRADHARANA IS ALSO MENTIONED IN PAVAMANA
’ L HYMNS , .

The hymn, Yena devah Qavitreng,..llea clearly states

that Taptamudradharana should be done with SudarSanacakra.
(the Lord‘'s weapon, wheel as a holy mark). Vadiraja argues
that here the term Pa%itra stands for Sudarfana and not fo;
DaSapavitra which 1ls used 1n sacrifices. It is clear from
the reference as Sshasradhara (having thousand (more) edge
points),' It is w;ll-understood that with the help of thils
holy marﬁ. purity of the body and mind could be gained.
vadiridja aiso makes 1t c¢lear that when and from whom

the above mentloned holy mark is to be received, One has

A o mece;ve this holy mark £rom a well=known scholar and

1167

teacher. He also says that on other days, the above

mentioned holy mark is to be enmarked with Gogzcandana. \

~ v 7



In one of the hymns of the Rgveda, the Taptamudra-

dharana is clearly mentioned. The hymn is, yet te pavi-
cram. ., 1168 Vadiraja says that this hymn ils also the
prailse of Madhva., If the term, Pavitra is taken o mean

as Dadapavitra, then it cannot be heated, So it also

ascertains that Pavitra is SudarSana, Vadiraja also makes

Lt clear that both the marks, Sudarfana and Safikha are
to b2 got imprinted on both the arms. He also states

that Sudarfana is to be made of gold and Sahkha of silver.

In the Pavamana hymns, not only god Vayu is praised
but also the Lord who is the Indweller of god Vayu., Vadl-
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, ablding in all
Gurus (teachers), accomplishes the sacred deeds. The above
cited passage clearly indicates that it 1ls god Vayu wlth
his Madhva form, being present ln sacred fire, Sudar$ana
and in Gurus (spiritual teachers), offers the Taptamudra

to all the devotees.ll?o

Similarly, the verses of Puyamana hymns also gorify
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and Vayu and Mudradharana. The verse, Pavitram te vitatam,, 17

glorifies the Lord indwelling in god Vayu. By the by it

also relates the necessity of Taptamudradharapa., Vadiraja
stresses that this Taptamudradharana is also an essential
means to secure the grace of the Lord and it is with this
that the sogls galn the eligibility for the performance
of sacred religious duties,

vadiraja opines that the glorification of Madhva, seen
in the Pavamana and Puyamans hymns, is nothing but the great

and an elaborate praise of Madhva formed god Véyu.ll?z

/
¢

MADHVA IS VAYU INCARNATED.

vadiraja, referring © some Srutl passages, declares
that Madhva is Vayu incarnated.

1173 conslsts of the

The passage, Idam te pPatram...
praise of Madhva., The Lord is desoribed as Indra that
means He is pogsessing unlimited treasure. And the lord
"by name Indra abides in Madhva and hence, Madhva is called
Sanavittam. It means he is blesgsed with pure knowledge,

1174 And he is also

. )
devotion and feeling of detachment.
glorified as the main or prime object of presence (Sanni-
' dh3na) of the Lord.- ' Madhva 1s also described as he, who

is'éapable to discuss, - understand and bring out the real
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1175

import of the Veda. He is acclaimed as Purnafnani as

he is also Sarvajﬁa (Crmniscient) next to the lord, He is
called Ahava since he, ‘abiding in the qualified souls
accomplishes the .Jhanayajfa. He is spiritual teacher not

only to the sages but also to the gods,

1

1176 deals with the

Another verse, Madhvo gg‘géég...
glorious  description of the three incarnations of god
‘vayu. It is also explained that Madhva formed Vayu came
down to ‘the earth and '1it the lamp of right knowledge

for the upliftment of the good,

., 1t

1177

" The passage, Tadasyapriyamabhipatho... describes

the glory of the lord and Madhva together. The f£irst half
of ;he passage brings out the silgnificance of the sipping
of Visnupadodaka. The second half describes Madhva as
Mukhyabandhu, in the senge, foremost among the devogees

of Lord Vigpu,'178

N

THE BALITTHASUKTA DESCRIBES THE THREE INCARNATIONS OF VAYU

1178 describes the

The hymn, Balittha tadvapuse...
three incarnations of god Mukhyavayu, viz., (Hanuman,
Bhima and Madhva. The first and second represent the
states of Brahmacarya and Grhasthyarespectively. The third

one represents Sanyasa.

i
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In the akove passage, the term Mati signifies and
denotes:.. Hanumang zggygzwéans knowledge, So’'Hanuman is
' he, who has vast right knowledgegll8° The second form
BhIma is'glorified as' Pltuman.: Pituman is he, who eats
plentyf}sit is well=inown fact that, Bhima ate plenty
when he w;s'gent to kill the demon Baka., The third form
is‘referred to’ by the name Dabapramati, As DaSa stands
for complete of vast and Pramacl for knowledge, and it

is an equalent of Pirpaprajfa, who is Madhva, 1182

)
4

In the same hymn, Madhva is described as Matarléva.
It means he, whotéhﬁrning out the unlimited ocean of the
$8stras brings out the greatnéss‘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.‘ Thé term Dohase cohveys that Madhva milks and gilves
the relevant and agreeable exposition of the Sruti, He
is called Pradiva as he is engaged always in preaching
the gods and the good. It also indicates that he is
&ndowed ﬁigh extra~ordinary lusture, The term Adhave
states that Madhva ls foremost and guperior among all

;1183

beings and also the best ambng well=qualified, Thus,

the Balltth3stkta extols the majestic glory of all the

t

three forms of god Vayu.
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ESTABLISHING THE ULTIMATE SUPREMACY OF ‘I‘HE I.DRD THROUGH
‘ DISGARDING THE VIEWS OF J IVAKARTRTVA ETC,

o N LI

This is really a complicated and controversial topic

Y

in the philosophy, particularly in the Dvaita as to who is

the Karta (Doer ), The general logic and common experience

ascertain that the soul is the Doer,- But the deep lnquiry
) ! ; A ' f +

poses the question as to who is the real and independent

<§oer .

3 -

i

vadireja examines this view in its fitness and criti-
cally explains it. He, himgelf, as if representing all,
says that, he knows nothing as to what is good and what 1s
bad. Neither he is eapahle of doing something nor undoing.
\ He acts, as initiated and activated by the Lord like the
1doll's dancing as being regulated by state-manner. Thus,

he admits that he is not, an independent and real doer.lla4

Soul, eléhough like matter, ls a dependent; he is not
matter since, he is a segtient one, He is capable to act
only when initiated and activated by the Lord., Because,
it is well experience¢ that the soul, although minds, is
not capable in doing scmething good. It is also known
fact that, the soul, although wishes not, does something
wrong. So, what all happens, ig owing to the willl of the
Loed and, what not happens, is elso at the will of the Lord.
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The ‘past Karma cannot be held as the sole initiator
or activating agent for the performance of present deed,
Begause, Eurther it may be questioned as to what was
responsible for that past deed. And thus, it ultiqately,
leads to endlqss_régresg;on. And Xarma, belng Jada (in-
sentient) nelther can act iltself nor can actlvate others.
Further, as already said, the soul cannot activate this
Karma according to his will. Thus, it is evident that
-both, the soul and matter are dependent. Difference is
only 1ln respect of sentiency and insentieney., Therefore,
an independent being is to be inevitably admitted and He
is the Ilord. He, being Ihdependent in all the respects,
can activate the entire world comprising of souls and

matter, 13’85

The very fact that the birth and 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. $Sruti passage also substantiates
that it is the Lord by whom, this world is created, sus-
tailned and destroyed. He 1ls Independent activating agent
of the entire universe. So it is not proper to hold the
view that there ls something that activates, Because, as
alrea&y sald, it leads to ad infinitum. Aand this view

also becomes contrary to Sruti passages. So admitting an
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Independent ILord, as prime initiator to the actions of all,

is most welcome.

* Then, the questién arlses as to why there is distinc-
tion as good and bad in the actions when there is only
one independent Preraka (initlator)? Reply is, it is
because of the'inherent eternal ability (Svarupa yogyata)
of the souls. fhe lord écﬁiva;es theisouls according
" to this ability. 2And, eéen this ability, 1like soul, is
'dapendéni andvhende cannot ﬁake the soul to function. So,
neither the soul himself, nor his inherent ability end nor
even the matter (Karma etc., that is insentient) is held

Preraka or activating agent for functioning.1186 Even

éhe-ﬁgg§é§ or unseen power Gannot be traced as the cause
of functioning, Because,‘likelggggg, it is also Jada.
As wilthout the presence of'the potter, mudrcannot get
changed itself into a pot, in the same way, functioning
cénnot take place without the, independent lLord who is

the prime and sole activating agent.

i

- When the souls are incapable of doing their functions
independently, the*qgestigg,of becoming Preraka or initia=-
tor to each other and creating the world etc., 1s gone

afar., Further, the factors, time, Prakrti and others



cannot be considered as actlvating agents, since they
themselves are insentilent and require somethingelse for

functioning (movements), *187

So,‘the‘Lord 1s the sole and Independent doer and
prihe_activating agent of entire world, He 1s the posses=-
sor of all the three powers of creatlon, sustenance ard

destruction, independently. 1188

\ _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 belng supported and substantlated
by the supreme authority, Véda. The given exposition also
promises that it is not ;he souls onlffthat that are not
real and’inéeggndent ﬁoer; 5ut also the gods like Brahma,
Rudra ané others., Therefore, what all happened so far,
has been according to the will of the Lord, what 1s happen-
ing at pfesent, is also controlled by the\Loré and what
r will happen in the future, will also wigh £he blessings
of the Lord.

From this point till the end of the Phalasaurabha,

Vadiraja gives the summary of the detailed exposition of

the entire work given so far, in nut=-shell,



