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PREFACE

The second volume of this work was published as long ago as

1932. Among the many reasons which delayed the publication of

this volume, one must count the excessive administrative and

teaching work with which the writer is saddled; his continued

illness; the regrettable failure of one eye through strenuous work,

which often makes him depend on the assistance of others; and

the long distance between the place of publication and Calcutta.

The manuscript of the fourth volume is happily ready.

In writing the present volume the author has taken great trouble

to secure manuscripts which would present a connected account

of the development of theistic philosophy in the South. The texts

that have been published are but few in number and the entire

story cannot be told without constant reference to rare manuscripts

from which alone the data can be collected. So far, no work has been

written which could throw any light on the discovery and inter-

pretation of a connected history of Vaisnava thought. It would

have been well if the Tamil and Telegu works could have been

fruitfully utilized in tracing the history of Vaisnavism, not only as

it appeared in Sanskrit but also as it appeared in the vernaculars of

the South. But the author limited himself as far as possible to

Sanskrit data. This limitation was necessary for three reasons: first,

the author was not master of the various vernaculars of South India

;

secondly, the inclusion and utilization of such data would have

made the present book greatly exceed its intended scope; and

thirdly, the inclusion of the data from the vernacular literature

would not have contributed materially to the philosophical pro-

blems underlying the theistic speculations dealt with in this work.

Looked at from the strictly philosophical point of view, some of the

materials of the present book may be regarded as somewhat out of

place. But, both in the present volume and the volume that will

follow it, it will be impossible to ignore the religious pathology that

is associated with the devotional philosophy which is so predomi-

nant in the South and which so much influenced the minds of

the people not only in the Middle Ages but also in the recent past

and is even now the most important element of Indian religions.



viii Preface

Philosophy in India includes not only morality but religion also.

The most characteristic feature of religion is emotion or sentiment

associated with a system of beliefs, and as such in the treatment

of the dominant schools of philosophy that originated in South

India one cannot help emphasizing the important pathological

developments of the sentiment of devotion. The writer hopes,

therefore, that he may be excused both by those who would not

look for any emphasis on the aspect of hhdkti or religious senti-

ment and also by those who demand an over-emphasis on the

emotional aspect which forms the essence of the Vaisnava religion.

He has tried to steer a middle course in the interest of philosophy,

which, however, in the schools of thought treated herein is so

intimately interwoven with religious sentiment.

The writer has probably exceeded the scope of his treatment in

dealing with the Arvars, whose writings are in Tamil, but there also

he felt that without referring to the nature of the devotional philo-

sophy of the Arvars the treatment of the philosophy of Ramanuja
and his followers would be historically defective. But though the

original materials for a study of the Arvars are in Tamil, yet

fortunately Sanskrit translations of these writings either in manu-
script or in published form are available, on which are almost
wholly based the accounts given here of these Tamil writers.

The treatment of the Pancaratra literature offered some dif-

ficulty, as most of these works are still unpublished
;
but fortunately

a large volume of this literature was secured by the present writer
in manuscript. Excepting Schrader’s work, nothing of any im-
portance has been written on the Pancaratra School. Though
there are translations of the bhasya of R^anuja, there has been no
treatment of his philosophy as a whole in relation to other great
philosophers of his School. Practically nothing has appeared re-
garding the philosophy of the great thinkers of the Ramanuja
School, such as Venkata, Meghanadari and others, most of whose
works are still unpublished. Nothing has also been written re-
garding Vijnanabhiksu’s philosophy, and though -Nimbarka’s
bha§ya has been translated, no systematic account has yet appeared
of Nimbarka in relation to his followers. The writer had thus to de-
pend almost wholly on a very large mass of published and unpub-
Ushed manuscript literature in his interpretation and chronological
investigations, which are largely based upon internal evidence;
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though, of course, he has always tried to utilize whatever articles

and papers appeared on the subject. The subjects treated are vast

and it is for the scholarly reader to judge whether any success

has been attained in spite of the imperfections which may have

crept in.

Though the monotheistic speculations and the importance of the

doctrine of devotion can be traced even to some of the Rg-veda

hymns and the earlier religious literature such as the Gita and the

Mahdbhdrata and the Vimupurdna, yet it is in the traditional songs

of the Arvars and the later South Indian philosophical writers, be-

ginning from Yamuna and Ramanuja, that we find a special em-
phasis on our emotional relation with God. This emotional relation

of devotion or hhakti differentiated itself in many forms in the ex-

periences and the writings of various Vaisnava authors and saints.

It is mainly to the study of these forms as associated with their

philosophical perspectives that the present and the succeeding

volumes have been devoted. From this point of view, the present

and the fourth volumes may be regarded as the philosophy of

theism in India, and this will be partly continued in the treat-

ment of Saiva and Sakta theism of various forms. The fourth

volume will deal with the philosophy of Madhva and his followers

in their bitter relation with the monistic thought of Sankara and his

followers. It will also deal with the theistic philosophy of the

Bhdgavatapurdna and the theistic philosophy of Vallabha and the

followers of Sri Caitanya. Among the theistic philosophers the fol-

lowers of Madhva, Jayarirtha and Vyasatirtha occupied a great

place as subtle thinkers and dialecticians. In the fifth volume, apart

from the different schools of Saiva and Sakta thinkers, the Tantras,

the philosophy, of grammar, of Hindu Aesthetics, and of HinduLaw
will be dealt with. It is thus expected that with the completion of

the fifth volume the writer will have completed his survey of

Hindu thought so far as it appeared in the Sanskrit language and

thus finish what was begun more than twenty years ago.

A chapter on the Cdrvdka materialists has been added as an

appendix, since their treatment in the first volume was practically

neglected.

The writer has a deep debt of gratitude to discharge to Dr F. W.
Thomas—^the late Boden Professor of Sanskrit at Oxford, and a

highly esteemed friend of his who, in spite of his various activities.
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pressure of work and old age, has been a true jndnabandhu to

the author, helping him with the manuscript and the proofs,

and offering him valuable suggestions as regards orthography,

punctuation and idiomatic usage. Without this continued assistance

the imperfections of the present work would have been much
more numerous. The author is specially grateful to his Research

students—Professor Miss Surama Mitra Sastri, M.A., Mr Satindra

Kumar Mukherjee, M.A., and also to Mr Sashibhushan Das-
Gupta, M.A., who rendered assistance from time to time in various

ways. Considering the author’s great handicap in having only one
sound eye, it would have been impossible for him to complete the

work without their assistance.

SURENDRANATH DASGUPTA

June 1939

r
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CHAPTER XV

THE BHASKARA school OF PHILOSOPHY

Date of Bhaskara.

Udayana, in his Nydya-kusumdnjali, speaks of Bhaskara as a

commentator on the Vedanta in accordance with the traditions of

the tridan<^ school of Vedanta and as holding the view that

Brahman suffers evolutionary changes^. BhattojI Diksita also, in

his Tattva-viveha-tlkd-vivarana, speaks of Bhatta Bhaskara as

holding the doctrine of difference and non-difference {bheddbheddf

.

It is certain, however, that he flourished after Sankara, for, though
he does not mention him by name, yet the way in which he refers

to him makes it almost certain that he wrote his commentary with

the express purpose of refuting some of the cardinal doctrines of

Sankara’s commentary on the Brahma-sutra. Thus, at the very be-

ginning of his commentary, he says that it aims at refuting those

who, hiding the real sense of the sutra, have only expressed their

own opinions, and in other places also he speaks in very strong

terms against the commentator who holds the mdyd doctrine and

is a Buddhist in his views*. But, though he was opposed to Sankara,

it was only so far as Sankara had introduced the mdyd doctrine,

and only so far as he thought the world had sprung forth not

as a real modification of Brahman, but only through mdyd. For
^ Tridanda means “three sticks.” According to Manu it was customary

among some Brahmins to use one stick, and among others, three sticks.

Pandita Vindhyesvari Prasada Dvivedin, in his Sanskrit introduction to

Bhaskara’s commentary on the Brahma-sutra, says that the Vai§nava commen-
tators on the Brahma-sutra prior to Ramanuja, Tanka, Guhadeva, Bharuci and
Yamunacarya, the teacher of Ramanuja, were all tridandins. Such a statement

is indeed very interesting, but unfortunately he does not give us the authority

from which he drew this information.
^ Bhattabhdskaras tu bheda-bheda-vedanta-siddhdnta-vddi”

;

Bhattoji Dlk-
sita’s Vedanta-tattva-tikd-vivarana, as quoted by Pandita Vindhyesvari Prasada
in his Introduction to Bhaskara’s commentary.

® sutrd-bhiprdya-sarnvrtyd svdbhiprdyd-prakdsandt

vydkhydtarri yair idain idstram vydkhyeyain tan-nivrttaye,

BhSskara^s Commentary, p. i.

Also “ye tu bauddha-matdvalambino mayd-vadinas te' pi anenanydyena sutra-

kdrenai^ va nirastdh” Ibid. ii. 2. 29.

In another place Sankara is referred to as explaining views which were really

propounded by the MahaySna Buddhists

—

vigitam vicchinna-mulam mdhdydnika-
bauddka-gdthitam mdyd-vadam vydvarnayanto lokdn vydmohayanti. Ibid. i. 4. 25

.

D III I
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both Sankaxa and Bhaskarawould agree in holding that the Brahman

was both the material cause and the instrumental cause (upddana

and nimitta). Sankara would maintain that this was so only because

there was no other real category which existed; but he would

strongly urge, as has been explained before, that mdyd, the category

of the indefinite and the unreal, was associated with Brahman in

such a transformation, and that, though the Brahman was sub-

stantially the same identical entity as the world, yet the world as it

appears was a mdyd transformation with Brahman inside as the

kernel of truth. But Bhaskara maintained that there was no mdyd,

and that it was the Brahman which, by its own powers, underwent

a real modification; and, as the Pancaratras also held the same

doctrine in so far as they believed that Vasudeva was both the

rpatprial and the instrumental cause of the world, he was in agree-

ment with the Bhagavatas, and he says that he does not find any-

thing to be refuted in the Pancaratra doctrine^. But he differs from

them in regard to their doctrine of the individual souls having been

produced from Brahman®.

Again, though one cannot assert anything very positively, it is

possible that Bhaskara himself belonged to that particular sect of

Brahmins who used three sticks as their Brahminic insignia in

preference to one stick, used more generally by other Brahmins;

and so his explanation of the Veddnta-sutra may rightly be taken as

the view of the tridandi Brahmins. For in discussing the point that

fitness for Brahma-knowledge does not mean the giving up of the

religious stages of life (dhama), with their customs and rituals, he

speaks of the maintenance of three sticks as being enjoined by the

Vedas®.

Madhavacarya, in his Sankara-vijaya, speaks of a meeting of

Sankara with Bhatta Bhaskara, but it is difficult to say how far this

statement is reliable^. From the fact that Bhaskara refuted Sankara

and was himself referred to by Udayana, it is certain that he

flourished some time between the eighth and the tenth centuries.

Pandita Vindhyeivari Prasada refers to a copper-plate found by the

^ Vasudeva eva upaddna’^karaiiamjagato nimitta’-kdraif^am ceti te manya?ite. . .

tad etat sarvam huti-^prasiddham eva tasmdn ndtra nirdkaraniyam pasydmah,
Bhdshara~bhd§ya, ii. %, 41.

2 Ibid.
® Ibid. III. 4. 26, p. 208 ; see also Pandita Vindhyesvari’s Introduction.
* Sankara-vijaya, xv. 80.
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late Dr Bhawdaji in the Maratha country, near Nasik, in which it

is stated that one Bhaskara Bhatta of the lineage {gotra) of Sandilya,

son of Kavicakravarti Trivikrama, who was given the title of

Vidyapati, was the sixth ancestor of Bhaskaracarya of Sandilya

lineage, the astronomer and writer of the Siddhanta-^iromani ; and
he maintains that this senior Vidyapati Bhaskara Bhatta was the

commentator on the Brahma-sutra^, But, though this may be
possible, yet we have no evidence that it is certain; for, apart from
the similarity of names it is not definitely known whether this

Vidyapati Bhaskara Bhatta ever wrote any commentary on the

Brahma-sutra. All that we can say, therefore, with any degree of

definiteness, is that Bhaskara flourished at some period between the

middle of the eighth century and the middle of the tenth century,

and most probably in the ninth century, since he does not know
Ramanuja^.

Bhaskara and Sankara.

There is a text of the Chdndogya Upanisad^ vi. i. i, which is

treated from two different points of view by Sankara and Bhaskara

in connection with the interpretation of Brahma^sutra^ ii. i. 14^.

Sankara’s interpretation of this, as Vacaspati explains it, is that,

when clay is known, all clay-materials are known, not because the

clay-materials are really clay, for they are indeed different. But, if

so, how can we, by knowing one, know the other? Because the clay-

materials do not really exist; they are all, and so indeed are all that

pass as modifications (vtkdrd)^ but mere expressions of speech

(vdcdrambhanam), mere names (ndmdheyam) having no real

^ Pandita Vindhyesvari Prasada’s Introduction.
^ We hear of several Bhaskaras in Sanskrit literature, such as Lokabhaskara,

Srantabhaskara, Haribhaskara, Bhadantabhaskara, Bhaskaramisra, Bhaskara-
sastri, Bhaskaradiksita, Bhattabhaskara, Pandita Bhaskaracarya, Bhattabhas-
karamisra, Trikandamandana, Laugaksibhaskara, SandilyabhSskara, Vatsa-
bhaskara, Bhaskaradeva, Bhaskaranrsiinha, Bhaskararanya, Bhaskaranandanatha,
Bhaskarasena.

® He makes very scanty references to other writers. He speaks of Sandilya
as a great author of the Bhagavata school. He refers to the four classes of
Mahesvaras, Pa^upata, Saiva, Kapalika and Kathaka-siddhantin, and their

principal work Pancddhydyi-id$tra\ he also refers to the Pdncardtrikasy with
whom he is often largely in agreement.

^ tad-ananyatvam dramhhana-sahdddibhyah. Brahma-sutra^ ii. i. 14.
yathd saumya ekena mrt-pinden asarvam mrtjmayam vijndtam syddvdcdram-
bhanam vikdro ndmadheyam mirttikeHy^eva satyam (Ch, vi. i. i).
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entities or objects to which they refer, having in fact no existence

at all^.

Bhaskara says that the passage means that clay alone is real, and

the purport of speech depends on two things, the objects and the

facts implied and the names which imply them. The effects {kdrya)

are indeed the basis of all our practical behaviour and conduct, in-

volving the objects and facts implied and the expressions and names

which imply them. How can the cause and effect be identical? The

answer to this is that it is true that it is to the effects that our speech

applies and that these make all practical behaviour possible, but the

effects are in reality but stages of manifestation, modification and

existence of the cause itself. So, from the point of view that the

effects come and go, appear and disappear, whereas the cause re-

mains permanently the same, as the ground of all its real manifesta-

tions, it is said that the cause alone is true—^the clay alone is true.

The effect, therefore, is only a state of the cause, and is hence both

identical with it and different from it^. The effect, the name {ndma’-

dheya)^ is real, and the scriptures also assert this^.

Bhaskara argues against Sankara as follows: the arguments that

the upholder of mdyd (mayavadin) could adduce against those who
believed in the reality of the many, the world, might be adduced

against him also, in so far as he believes in monism {advaitd).

A person who hears the scriptures and philosophizes is at first

under the veil of ignorance {avidyd)\ and, if on account of this

ignorance his knowledge of duality was false, his knowledge of

monism might equally for the same reason be considered as false.

All Brahma-knowledge is false, because it is knowledge, like the

knowledge of the world. It is argued that, just as from the false

knowledge of a dream and of letters there can be true acquisition

^ Bhdmatly Brahma^sutra, ii. i . 14. Rahu is a demon which is merely a living
head with no body, its sole body being its head

; but still we use, for convenience
of language, the expression “Rahu’s head” {Rdhoh sirah) ; similarly clay alone is

real, and what we call clay-materials, jugs, plates, etc., are mere expressions of
speech having no real objects or entities to which they can apply—they simply do
not exist at all—but are mere vikalpa; vdcd kevalam drahhyate vikdra-^jdtam na tu
tattvato'sti yato ndmadheya'-mdtram etat;, . .yathd rdhoh Hrah, , , sabda-jhdnd" --

nupdti vastu-sunyo vikalpa iti; tathd ccCvastutayd anrtam vikdra-jdtani,
^ vdg-indriyasya ubhayam drambhariam vikdro namadheyam . . . ubhayam

dlambya vdg-vyavahdrah pravartate ghatena udakam dhare' ti mrnmayam ity asya
idarri vydkhydnam . . ,kdranam eva kdryd-tmand ghatavad avatisthate . . .kdrana-
syd'vasthd-mdtram kdryam vyatiriktd'vyatiriktam sukti-rajatavad dgamdpdya-^
dharmitvdc ca anrtam anityam iti ca vyapadisyate. Bhdskara-bhd$ya, ii. i. 14.

® atha nama^dheyarri satyasya satyamiti, etc. Ibid,
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of good and evil or of certain meanings, so from the false knowledge
of words and their meanings, as involved in the knowledge of

monistic texts of the Upanisads, there may arise right knowledge.

But such an argument is based on false analogy. When from certain

kinds of dreams someone judges that good or evil will come to him,

it is not from nothing that hejudges, since hejudges from particular

dream experiences; and these dream experiences are facts having

particular characters and features
;
they are not mere nothing, like

the hare’s horn; no one can judge of anything from the hare’s horn.

The letters also have certain shapes and forms and are definitely by
common consent and agreement associated with particular sounds;

it is well known that different letters in different countries may be

used to denote one kind of sound. Again, if from a mistake some-
one experiences fear and dies, it is not from nothing or from some-

thing false that he dies ; for he had a real fear, and the fear was the

cause of death and was roused by the memory of a real thing, and

the only unreality about it was that the thing was not present there

at that time. So no example could be given to show that from false

knowledge, or falsehood as such, there could come right knowledge

or the truth. Again, how can the scriptures demonstrate the false-

hood of the world? If all auditory knowledge were false, all lan-

guage would be false, and even the scriptural texts woidd be non-

existent.

Further, what is this “avidya,'' if it cannot be described? How
can one make anyone understand it? What nonsense it is to say that

that which manifests itself as all the visible and tangible world of

practical conduct and behaviour cannot itself be described^. If it is

begiimingless, it must be eternal, and there can be no liberation.

It cannot be both existent and non-existent; for that would be

contradictory. It cannot be mere negation; for, being non-existent,

it could not bring bondage. If it brings bondage, it must be an

entity, and that means a dual existence with Brahman. So the

proposition of the upholder of mdya is false.

What is true, however, is that, just as milk gets curdled, so it is

God Himselfwho by His own will and knowledge and omnipotence

transforms Himself into this world. There is no inconsistency in

God’s transforming Himself into the world, though He is partless;

^ yasydh kdryam idam krtsnam vyavahdrdya kalpate

nirvaktum sd na sakye^ ti vacanatn vacandr--thcikcifn* JBhdskaya-bhdsya,



8 The Bhdskara School of Philosophy [ch.

have the highest knowledge are beyond the duties of life and courses

of ritualistic and other actions enjoined by the scriptures, or that

those for whom these are intended are not fit to have the highest

knowledge; in other words, the statement of Sankara that there

cannot be any combination (samuccaya) of knowledge (jndna) and

necessary ritualistic duties of life (karma) is false. Bhaskara admits

that pure karma (ritualistic duties) cannot lead us to the highest

perception of the truth, the Brahman; yet knowledge (jndna) com-

bined with the regular duties, i.e. jndna-samuccita-karma, can lead

us to our highest good, the realization of Brahman. That it is our

duty to attain the knowledge of Brahman is also to be accepted, by

reason of the injunction of the scriptures; for that also is one of the

imperative duties imposed on us by the scriptures—a vidhi—^the

self is to be known (dtmd vd are drastavyah, etc.). It is therefore

not true, as Sankara asserted, that what the ritualistic and other

duties imposed on us by the scriptures can do for us is only to make
us fit for the study of Vedanta by purifying us and making us as far

as possible sinless; Bhaskara urges that performance of the duties

imposed on us by the scriptures is as necessary as the attainment

of knowledge for our final liberation.

Bhaskara draws a distinction between cognition (jndna) and
consciousness (caitanyd), more particularly, self-consciousness

(dtma-caitanya). Cognition with him means the knowledge of ob-
jective things, and this is a direct experience (anubhava) arising out
of the contact of the sense organ, manas, and the object, the presence
of light and the internal action of the memory and the sub-conscious
impressions (samskdra). Cognition is not an active operation by
itself, but is rather the result of the active operation of the senses in

association with other accessories, such that whenever there is a
collocation of those accessories involving the operation of the senses
there is cognition^. Bhaskara is therefore positively against the con-
tention of Kumarila that knowledge is an entity which is not directly
perceived but only inferred as the agent which induces the in-
tellectual operation, but which is not directly known by itself. If an
unperceived entity is to be inferred to explain the cause of the per-

^

^ jfiana-knya-kalpanSydrjiprarnSnS-bhavSt. . . . alokendriya-manah-samsharesu
h^jatsu samvedanam utpadyate iti tad--abhdve notpadyatSy yadi punar aparam
jndnam kalpyate tasydpy anyat tasydpy anyad ity anavasthd; na ca jndna’-
krtydnumdne lingam asti,samvedanam iti cen nay agrhlta-sambandhatvdt, Bhaskara^-
hndsya^ 1. 1 i.
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ceived intellectual operation, then another entity might be inferred

as the cause of that unperceived entity, and another to explain that

and so on, and we have a vicious infinite (anavasthd). Moreover, no
unperceived entity can be inferred as the cause of the perceived

intellectual operation; for, if it is unperceived, then its relation with
intellectual operation is also unperceived, and how can there be any
inference at all? Thus, cognition is what we directly experience

(anubhava) and there is no unperceived entity which causes it, but
it is the direct result of the joint operation of many accessories.

This objective cognition is entirely different from the subjective

consciousness or self-consciousness; for the latter is eternal and
always present, whereas the former is only occasioned by the col-

locating circumstances. It is easy to see that Bhaskara has a very

distinct epistemological position, which, though similar to Nyaya
so far as the objective cognition is concerned, is yet different there-

from on account of his admission of the ever-present self-con-

sciousness of the soul. It is at the same time different from the

Sankarite epistemology, for objective cognition is considered by
him not as mere limitation of self-consciousness, but as entirely

different therefrom^. It may also be noted that, unlike Dhar-
marajadhvarindra, the writer of the Sanskrit epistemological work,

Veddnta-parzbhdsdy Bhaskara considers manas as a sense-organ^.

On the subject of the self-validity of knowledge Bhaskara thinks

that the knowledge of truth is always self-valid {svatah-pramdna)^

whereas the knowledge of the false is always attested from outside

iparatah pramdndf.
As has already been said, Bhaskara does not think that libera-

tion can be attained through knowledge alone; the duties imposed

by the scriptures must always be done along with our attempts to

know Brahman; for there is no contradiction or opposition between

knowledge and performance of the duties enjoined by the scriptures.

There will be no liberation if the duties are forsaken^. The state of

salvation is one in which there is a continuous and unbroken con-

sciousness of happiness®. A liberated soul may associate or not

associate itself with any body or sense as it likes®. It is as omniscient,

^ hecid dhuif. dtmd pramdydm indriya-dvaropadhi-nirgama-vi^ayesu vartate . .

.

tad idam asamyag darsanam; . . .alokendriyadibhyo jndnam utpadyamdnarri, ,

.

canyad iti yuktam, Bhdskara-bhasya. ^ Ibid, ii. 4. 17,
® Ibid, I. 4. zi. ^ Ibid, ill. 4. z6.
® Ibid, IV. 4. 8. ® Ibid, iv. 4. 12.
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omnipotent and as one with all souls as God Himself^. The attach-

ment (rdga) to Brahman, which is said to be an essential condition

for attaining liberation, is further defined to be worship {samara-

dhana) or devotion (bhakti)^ while bhakti is said to be attendance on

God by meditation {dhyanadind paricaryd). Bhakti is conceived,

not as any feeling, affection or love of God, as in later Vaisnava

literature, but as dhydna or meditation^. A question may arise as to

what, if Brahman has transformed Himself into the world, is meant

by meditation on Brahman? Does it mean that we are to meditate

on the world? To this Bhaskara’s answer is that Brahman is not

exhausted by His transformation into the world, and that what is

really meant by Brahman’s being transformed into the world is that

the nature of the world is spiritual. The world is a spiritual mani-

festation and a spiritual transformation, and what passes as matter

is in reality spiritual. Apart from Brahman as manifested in the

world, the Brahman with diverse forms, there is also the formless

Brahman {nisprapanca brahman)^ the Brahman which is transcen-

dent and beyond its own immanent forms, and it is this Brahman

which is to be worshipped. The world with its diverse forms also

will, in the end, return to its spiritual source, the formless Brahman,

and nothing of it will be left as the remainder. The material world

is dissolved in the spirit and lost therein, just as a lump of salt is

lost in water®. This transcendent Brahman that is to be worshipped

is of the nature of pure being and intelligence {sal-laksana and

bodha-laksanaf. He is also infinite and unlimited. But, though He
is thus characterized as being, intelligence, and infinite, yet these

terms do not refer to three distinct entities ; they are the qualities of

Brahman, the substance, and, like all qualities, they cannot remain
different from their substance

;
for neither can any substance remain

without its qualities, nor can any qualities remain without their sub-

stance. A substance does not become different by virtue of its

qualities®.

Bhaskara denies the possibility of liberation during lifetime

{jwan-mukti)*^ for so long as the body remains as a result of the

^ muktahkdra7}d--tmdnamprdptah tadvadevasarva-jnahsarva’-saktih, Bhdskara^
hhd^a, IV. 4. 7.

^ Ibid, III. 2. 24.
® Ibid. II. 2. II, 13, 17- ^ Ibid, III. 2. 23.
® na dharma-dharmUhhedena svarUpa-bheda iti; na hi gw^a-rahitam dravyam

asti na dravya-rahito gunak. Ibid, in. 2. 23.
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previous karmas, the duties assigned to the particular stage of life

iahramd) to which the man belongs have to be performed; but his

difference from the ordinary man is that, while the ordinary man
thinks himself to be the agent or the doer of all actions, the wise

man never thinks himself to be so. If a man could attain liberation

during lifetime, then he might even know the minds ofother people.

Whether in mukti one becomes absolutely relationless (nihsam-

bandhah), or whether one becomes omniscient and omnipotent (as

Bhaskara himself urges), it is not possible for one to attain mukti

during one’s lifetime, so it is certain that so long as a man lives he

must perform his duties and try to comprehend the nature of God
and attend on Him through meditation, since these only can lead to

liberation after death^.

^ Bhaskara-^bhdsya, iii. 4. 26.



CHAPTER XVI

THE PARCARATRA.

Antiquity of the Pancaratra.

The Pancaratra doctrines are indeed very old and are associated

with ih&purma-sukta of the Rg-veda, which is, as it were, the foun-

dation stone of all future Vaisnava philosophy. It is said in the

^afa-patha Brdkmana that Narayana, the great being, wishing to

transcend all other beings and becoming one with them all, saw

the form of sacrifice known as pancaratra, and by performing that

sacrifice attained his purposed It is probable that the epithets

“pwnwo ha ndrdyandh” became transformed in later times into the

two rsis Nara and Narayana. The passage also implies that Narayana

was probably a human being who became a transcending divinity

by performing the Pancaratra sacrifice. In the later literature

Ndrdyana became the highest divinity. Thus Venkata SudhI wrote

a Siddhdnta-ratnavali in about 19,000 lines to prove by a reference

to scriptural texts that Narayana is the highest god and that all other

gods, Siva, Brahma, Visnu, etc., are subordinate to him^. The word
Brahman in the Upanisads is also supposed in the fourth or the last

chapter of the Siddhdnta-ratndvali to refer to Narayana. In the

Mahdbhdrata {Sdnti-parvan, 334th chapter) we hear of Nara and
Narayana themselves worshipping the unchanging Brahman which
is the self in all beings

;
and yet Narayana is there spoken of as being

the greatest of all. In the succeeding chapter it is said that there was
a king who was entirely devoted to Narayana, and who worshipped
him according to the sdtvata rites®. He was so devoted to Narayana
that he considered all that belonged to him, riches, kingdom, etc.,

as belonging to Narayana. He harboured in his house great saints

versed in the Pancaratra system. When under the patronage of this

king great saints performed sacrifices, they were unable to have a
vision of the great Lord Narayana, and Brhaspati became angry.

^ Sata-patha Brdhmaim, xiii. 6. i.
® The Siddhanta-ratnavaU exists only as a MS. which has not yet been

published.
® We have an old Paficaratra-samhita called the Satvata-sanihitd, the con-

tents of which will presently be described.
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Other sages then related the story that, though after long penance
they could not perceive God, there was a message from Heaven
that the great Narayana was visible only to the inhabitants of

Sveta-dvipa, who were devoid of sense-organs, did not require any
food, andwereinfused with a monotheistic devotion. The saintswere
dazzled by the radiant beauty of these beings, and could not see

them. They then began to practise asceticism and, as a result, these

holy beings became perceivable to them. These beings adored the

ultimate deity by mental japa (muttering God’s name in mind)
and made offerings to God. Then there was again a message from
Heaven that, since the saints had perceived the beings of Sveta-

dvlpa, they should feel satisfied with that and return home because

the great God could not be perceived except through all-absorbing

devotion. Narada also is said to have seen from a great distance

Sveta-dvipa and its extraordinary inhabitants. Narada then went

to Sveta-dvipa and had a vision of Narayana, whom he adored.

Narayana said to him that Vasudeva was the highest changeless

God, from whom came out Sahkarsana, the lord of all life; from

him came Pradyumna, called manas, and from Pradyumna came

Aniruddha, the Ego. From Aniruddha came Brahma, who created

the universe. After the pralaya, Sahkarsana, Pradyumna and

Aniruddha are successively created from Vasudeva.

There are some Upanisads which are generally known as

Vaisnava Upanisads, and of much later origin than the older

Pancaratra texts. To this group of Upanisads belong the Avydkto-

panisadorAvyakta-nrsimhopani^ad, withacommentary ofUpanisad-

brahmayogin, the pupil of Vasudevendra, Kali-santaranopanisad,

Krsnopamsad, Garudopanisad, Gopdlatapainl Upanisad,Gopdlottara-

tapanl Upanisad, Tardsaropanisad, Tnpdd-vihhuti-mahdndrdyana

Upanisad, Dattdtreyopanisad, Ndrayanopanisad, Nrsimha-tdpini

Upanisad, Nrsimhottara-tdpini Upanisad, Rdmatdpim Upanisad,

Rdmottarottara-tdpim Upanisad,Rdma-rahasya Upanisad, Vdsud&oo-

panisad, with the commentaries of Upanisad-brahmayogin. But

these Upanisads are mostly full of inessential descriptions, ritual-

istic practices and the muttering of particular mantras. They have

very little connection with the Pancaratra texts and their contents,

Some of them—^like the Nrsimha-tdpini, Gopdlatdpam, etc.—^have

been utilized in the Gau^ya school of Vaisnavism.
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The Position of the Pancaratra Literature.

Yamuna, in his Agama-prdmanya, discusses the position of the

Pancaratras as follows. It is said that any instruction conveyed

through language can be valid either by itself or through the

strength of the validity of some other proofs. No instruction of any

ordinary person can be valid by itself. The special ritualistic pro-

cesses associated with the Pancaratra cannot be known by percep-

tion or by inference. Only God, whose powers of perception ex-

tend to sll objects of the world and which are without any limita-

tion, can instil the special injunctions of the Pancaratra. The
opponents, however, hold that a perception which has all things

within its sphere can hardly be called perception. Moreover, the

fact that some things may be bigger than other things does not

prove that anything which is liable to be greater and less could

necessarily be conceived to extend to a limitless extent^. Even if it

be conceived that there is a person whose perception is limitless,

there is nothing to suggest that he should be able to instruct in-

fallibly about the rituals, such as those enjoined in the Pancaratra.

There are also no dgamas which prescribe the Pancaratra rites. It

cannot be ascertained whether the authors of the Pancaratra works
based them on the teachings of the Vedas or gave their own views
and passed them on as being founded on the Vedas. If it is argued
that the fact that the Pancaratra, like other texts of Smrti of Manu,
etc., exist proves that they must have a common origin in the Vedas,
that is contradicted by the fact that the Pancaratra doctrines are

repudiated in the smrti texts founded on the Vedas. If it is said

that those who follow the Pancaratra rites are as good Brahmins as

other Brahmins, and follow the Vedic rites, the opponents assert

that this is not so, since the Pancaratrins may have all the external

marks and appearance of Brahmins, but yet they are not so re-

garded in society. At a social dinner the Brahmins do not sit in the
same line with the Bhdgavatas or the followers of the Pancaratra.

^ atha ekasmin s&tisaye kenapyanyena niratiiayena bhaaitavyam iti ahosvit
seanSna-jaUyena’nyena mr-atUaya-daiam adhiru4hena bhavitavyam iti:

va tayad agrimajj. kalpah kalpyate’nupalambhatafi
na hi drspxm iaravadi vyomeva prSpta-vcdbhavam.

Agama-prdmSijya, p. 3.
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The very word sdtvata indicates a lower caste^, and the words
bhdgavata and sdtvata are interchangeable. It is said that a sdtvata

of ^&pancama caste who by the king’s order worships in temples is

called a bhdgavata. As a means of livelihood the satvatas worship

imagesand liveupon offerings for initiation and those made to temple

gods; theydo notperformtheVedic duties, and have no relationship

with the Brahmins, and so they cannot be regarded as Brahmins. It

is also said that even by the sight of a man who takes to worship as

a means of livelihood one is polluted and should be purified by

proper purificatory ceremonies. The Pancaratra texts are adopted

by the degraded satvatas or the bMgavatas, and these must therefore

be regarded as invalid and non-Vedic. Moreover, if this literature

were founded on the Vedas, there would be no meaning in their

recommendation of special kinds of rituals. It is for this reason

that Badarayana also refutes the philosophical theory of the

Pancaratra in the Brahma-sutra.

It may, however, be urged that, though the Pancaratra injunc-

tions may not tally with the injunctions of Brahminic Smrti litera-

ture, yet such contradictions are not important, as both are based

upon the Vedic texts. Since the validity of the Brahminic Smrti

also is based upon the Vedas, the Pancaratra has no more necessity

to reconcile its injunctions with that than they have to reconcile

themselves with the Pancaratra.

The question arises as to whether the Vedas are the utterances

of a person or not. The argument in favour of production by a

person is that, since the Vedas are a piece of literary composition,

they must have been uttered by a person. The divine person who
directly perceives the sources of merit or demerit enjoins the same

through his grace by composing the Vedas for the benefit of human

beings. It is admitted, even by the Mimamsakas, that all worldly

affairs are consequent upon the influence of merit and demerit. So

the divine being who has created the world knows directly the

sources of merit and demerit. The world cannot be produced

directly through the effects of our deeds, and it has to be admitted

that there must be some being who utilizes the effects of our deeds,

producing the world in consonance with them. All the scriptural

Thus Manu says:

vais'y&t tu jayate vrStyat sudhanvecarya eoa ca

bham^aS ca nijanghas ca maitra-sStvata_eva ca.

Agama-pram3t}ya, p. 8.
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texts also support the admission of such an omnipotent and omni-

scient God. It is this God who, on the one hand, created the Vedas,

directing the people to the performance of such actions as lead them

to mundane and heavenly happiness, and on the other hand created

the Pancaratra literature for the attainment of the highest bliss by

the worship of God and the realization of His nature. There are

some who deny the legitimate inference of a creator from the crea-

tion, and regard the Vedas as an eternally existent composition,

uncreated by any divine being. Even in such a view the reason why
the Vedas and the consonant Smrtis are regarded as valid attests

also the validity of the Pancaratra literature. But, as a matter of

fact, from the Vedas themselves we can know the supreme being

as their composer. The supreme God referred to in the Upanisads

is none other than Vasudeva^ and it is Hewho is the composer of the

Pancaratra. Further, arguments are adduced to show that the ob-

ject of the Vedas is not only to command us to do certain actions or

to prohibit us from doing certain other actions, but also to describe

the nature of the ultimate reality as the divine person. The validity

of the Pancaratra has therefore to be admitted, as it claims for its

source the divine person Narayana or Vasudeva. Yamuna then
refers to many texts from the Vardha^ Linga and Matsya Purdnas
and from the Manu-satnhitd and other smrti texts. In his Purusa’-

ninnaya also, Yamuna elaborately discusses the scriptural argu-

ments by which he tries to show that the highest divine person re-

ferred to in the Upanisads and the Puranas is Narayana. This
divine being cannot be the Siva of the Saivas, because the three

classes of the Saivas, the Kapalikas, Kalamukhas and Pasupatas, all

prescribe courses of conduct contradictory to one another, and it is

impossible that they should be recommended by the scriptural

texts. Their ritualistic rites also are manifestly non-Vedic. The
view that they are all derived from Rudra does not prove that it is

the same Rudra who is referred to in the Vedic texts. The Rudra
referred to by them may be an entirely different person. He refers

also to the various Puranas which decry the Saivas. Against the
argument that, if the Pancaratra doctrines were in consonance with
the Vedas, then one would certainly have discovered the relevant
Vedic texts from which they were derived, Yamuna says that the
Pancaratra texts were produced by God for the benefit of devotees
who were impatient of following elaborate details described in the
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Vedic literature. It is therefore quite intelligible that the relevant

Vedic texts supporting the Pancaratra texts should not be

discovered. Again, when it is said that Sandilya turned to the

doctrine of bhakti because he found nothing in the four Vedas

suitable for the attainment of his desired end, this should not be

interpreted as implying a lowering of the Vedas; for it simply

means that the desired end as recommended in the Pancaratras is

different from that prescribed in the Vedas. The fact that Pan-

caratras recommend special ritual ceremonies in addition to the

Vedic ones does not imply that they are non-Vedic; for, unless it is

proved that the Pancaratras are non-Vedic, it cannot be proved that

the additional ceremonies are non-Vedic without implying argu-

ment in a circle. It is also wrong to suppose that the Pancaratra

ceremonies are really antagonistic to all Vedic ceremonies. It is

also wrong to suppose that Badarayana refuted the Pancaratra

doctrines
;
for, had he done so, he would not have recommended

them in the Mahdbhdrata. The view of the Pancaratras admitting

the four vyuhas should not be interpreted as the admission of many
gods

;
for these are manifestations ofVasudeva, the one divineperson.

A proper interpretation of Badarayana’s Brahma-sutras would also

show that they are in support of thePancaratras and not againstthem.

Even the most respected persons of society follow all the

Pancaratra instructions in connection with all rituals relating to

image-worship. The arguments of the opponents that the Bhaga-

vatas are not Brahmins are all fallacious, since the Bhagavatas have

the same marks of Brahmahood as all Brahmins. The fact that

Manu describes the pancama caste as sdtvata does not prove that

all sdtvatas are pancamas. Moreover, the interpretation of the word

sdtvata as pancama by the opponents would be contradictory to

many scriptural texts, where sdtvatas are praised. That some

sdtvatas live by image-building or temple-building and such other

works relating to the temple does not imply that this is the duty of

all the Bhagavatas. Thus Yamuna, in his Agama-prdmdnya and

Kdsmtrdgama-prdmdnya, tried to prove that the Pancaratras are as

valid as the Vedas, since they are derived from the same source,

viz. the divine Person, Ndrdyana^.

^ The Kdhmragama is referred to in the Agama-prdmdnya, p. 85, as another

work of Yamuna dealing more or less with the same subject as the Agama-
pramdnya, of which no MS. has been available to the present writer.

D in 2
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From the tenth to the seventeenth century the Saivas and the

Srivaisnavas lived together in the south, where kings professing

Saivism harassed the Srivaisnavas and maltreated their temple-

gods, and kings professing Srivaisnavism did the same to the Saivas

and their temple-gods. It is therefore easy to imagine how the

sectarian authors of the two schools were often anxious to repudiate

one another. One of the most important and comprehensive of such

works is the Siddhanta-ratnavall, written by Venkata SudhI.

Venkata SudhI was the disciple of Vehkatanatha. He was the son

of Sri^aila Tatayarya, and was the brother of Sri Saila Srinivasa.

The Siddhanta-ratnavall is a work of four chapters, containing

over 300,000 letters. He lived in the fourteenth and the fifteenth

centuries, and wrote at least two other works, Rahasya traya-sdra

and Siddhanta-vaijayantl.

Many treatises were written in which the Pancaratra doctrines

were summarized. Of these Gopalasuri’s Pancardtra-raksd-

samgraha seems to be the most important. Gopalasuri was the son
of Krspadedika and pupil of Vedantaramanuja, who was himself the
pupil of Elrsnade^ika. His Pancardtra-raksd deals with the various
kinds of rituals described in some of the most important Pancaratra
works.

It thus seems that the Pancaratra literature was by many writers
not actually regarded as of Vedic origin, though among the
Srivaisnavas it was regarded as being as authoritative as the Vedas.
It was regarded, along with the Samkhya and Yoga, as an accessory
literature to the Vedas^. Yamuna also speaks of it as containing a
brief summary of the teachings of the Vedas for the easy and im-
mediate use of those devotees who cannot afford to study the vast
Vedic literature. The main subjects of the Pancaratra literature are
directions regarding the constructions of temples and images,

^ Thus Vehkatanatha, quoting Vyasa, says

:

idammaho-^pani^adarn catur-veda-sam^anmtam
swnkhyoL-yoga-k^antenci pCLnccL'-ratra.’-nu-^sahditatn .

Seivara-Mtmdmsdf p. 19.
Sometimes the Pancaratra is regarded as the root of the Vedas, and sometimes

the Vedas are regarded as the root of the Pahcaratras. Thus Vehkatanatha in the
above context quotes a passage from Vyasa in which Pancaratra is regarded as
the root of the Vedas

—

**mahato veda-VYk^asya miila-bhuto mahdn ayam:^ He
quotes also another passage in which the Vedas are regarded as the root of the
Fancaratras srutimidam idam tantram pramdna'-kalpa-sutravat.^' In another
passage he speaks of the PancarStras as the alternative to the Vedas

—

aldbhe
veaa-‘mantrdYidm panca-rdtro-^ditena vd,**
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descriptions of the various rituals associated with image-worship,

and the rituals, dealing elaborately with the duties of the §ri-

vaisnavas and their religious practices, such as initiation, baptism,

and the holding of religious marks* The practice of image-worship

is manifestly non-Vedic, though there is ample evidence to show
that it was current even in the sixth century b.c. It is difficult for

us to say how this practice originated and which section of Indians

was responsible for it. The conflict between the Vedic people and
the image-worshippers seems to have been a long one; yet we know
that even in the second century B.c. the Bhagavata cult was in a

very living state, not only in South India, but also in Upper India.

The testimony of the Besnagar Column shows how even Greeks

were converted to the Bhagavata religion. The Mahdbhdrata also

speaks of the sdtvata rites, according to which Visnu was wor-

shipped, and it also makes references to the Vyuha doctrine of the

Pancaratras. In the Ndrdyanlya section it is suggested that the

home of the Paficaratra worship is Sveta-dvipa, from which it may
have migrated to India; but efforts of scholars to determine the

geographical position of Sveta-dvipa have so far failed.

In the Purdnas and the smrti literature also the conflict with the

various Brahminic authorities is manifest. Thus, in the Kurma
purdnUy chapter fifteen, it is said that the great sinners, the Pan-

cartoins, were produced as a result of killing cows in some other

birth, that they are absolutely non-Vedic, and that the literatures

of the Saktas, Saivas and the Pancaratras are for the delusion of

mankind^. That Pancaratrins were a cursed people is also noticed in

the Pardsara purdna^. They are also strongly denounced in the

Vasistha-samhitd^ the Sdmba-purdna and the Suta-samhitd as great

sinners and as absolutely non-Vedic. Another cause of denounce-

ment was that the Pancaratrins initiated and admitted within their

^ kdpdlam gdrudam sdktavty hhairavam purva-pascimamy
panca-rdtram, pdsupatam tathdnydni sahasrasah.

Kurma--purdna, Ch. 15.

(As quoted in the Tattva-^kaustubha of Dik§ita but in the printed edition of the

BJ. series it occurs in the sixteenth chapter with slight variations.)

The Skanda-purdna also says:

pancardtre ca kdpdUj tathd kdlamukehpi ca,

sdkte ca dik^itd yuyam bhaveta brdhmanddhamdj;i.

^ dvittyam pancardtre ca tantre bhdgavate tathd

ddksitds ca dvijd nityarn bhaveyur garhitd hareh,

(As quoted by Bhattoji Diksita in his Tattva-kaustiibha, MS. p. 4.)

3-2
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sect evenwomen and Stidras. According to the Asvaldyana-smrti, no

one but an outcast would therefore accept the marks recommended
by the Pancaratras. In the fourth chapter of the Vrhan-naradlya-

purdna it is said that even for conversing with the Pahcaratrins one

would have to go to the Raurava hell. The same prohibition of

conversing with the Pahcaratrins is found in the Ktirma-purana,

and it is there held that they should not be invited on occasions of

funeral ceremonies. Hemadri, quoting from the Vdyu purdna, says

that, if a Brahman is converted into the Pahcaratra religion, he
thereby loses all his Vedic rites. The Linga-purdna also regards

them as being excommunicated from all religion {sarva-dharma-

vahiskrta). The Aditya and the Agni-purdnas are also extremely
strong against those who associate themselves in any way with the

Pahcaratrins. The Vipiu, Sdtdtapa, Hdrlta, Bodhdyana and the

Yama samhitds also are equally strong against the Pahcaratrins and
those who associate with them in any way. The Pahcaratrins, how-
ever, seem to be more conciliatory to the members of the orthodox
Vedic sects. They therefore appear to be a minority sect, which had
always to be on the defensive and did not dare revile the orthodox
Vedic people. There are some Puranas, however, like the Mahd-
bhdrata, Bhdgavata and the Vimu-purdna, which are strongly in
favour of the Pahcaratrins. It is curious, however, to notice that,
while some sections of the Puranas approve of them, others are
fanatically against them. The Puranas that are specially favourable
to the Pahcaratrins are the Vimu, Ndradlya, Bhdgavata, Gdruda,
Padma and Vardha, which are called the Sdttvika puranas^. So
among the srnTtis, the Vdsistha, Hatita, Vyasa, Pdfosava and
Kdiyapa are regarded as the best®. The Pramdna-samgraha takes
up some of the most important doctrines of the Pahcaratrins and
tries to prove their authoritativeness by a reference to the above
Puranas and smrtis, and also to the Mahdbhdrata, the Gita,
Visnudharmottara, Prdjdpatya-smrti, Itihdsasamuccaya, Harivamsa,
Yrddha-manu, ^dndilya-sinrti, and the Brahmdnda-purdna.

^ Thus the Pramana-samgraha says

;

vaisimvam naradxymri ca tathd bhagavatam kibham
gdrudam ca tathd pddmam vardham suhha^darsane
sdttvikdni purd^dni vijneydni ca satprthak.

Ibid, p, 14. Tattva-kaustubha, MS. p. 13.



xvi] Pancardtra Literature 21

The Paficaratra Literature.

The Paficaratra literature is somewhat large and only a few
works have been printed. The present writer, however, had the

opportunity of collecting a large number of manuscripts, and an
attempt will here be made to give a brief account of this literature,

which, however, has no philosophical importance. One of the most
important of these samhitds is the Sdtvata-samhitd. The Sdtvata is

referred to in the Mahdhhdrata^ the Ahirbudhnya-samhitd^ the

Isvara-sarnhitd and other samhitds. In the Sdtvata-samhitd we find

that the Lord {Bhagavdn) promulgates the Pancardtra-^Sdstra at the

request of Samkarsana on behalf of the sages^. It consists oftwenty-

five chapters which describe the forms of worshipping Narayana in

all His four Vyuha manifestations {vibhava-devatd)^ dress and orna-

ments, other special kinds of worship, the installation of images and
the like. The Isvara’-samhitd says that the Ekdyana Veda^ the source

of all Vedas, originated with Vdsudeva and existed in the earliest

age as the root of all the other Vedas, which were introduced at a

later age and are therefore called the Vikdra-veda, When these

Vikdra-vedas sprang up and people became more and more worldly-

minded, Vasudeva withdrew the Ekdyana Veda and revealed it

only to some selected persons, such as Sana, Sanatsujati, Sanaka,

Sanandana, Sanatkumara, Kapila and Sanatana, who were all called

ekdntins. Other sages, Marici, Atri, Angirasa, Pulastya, Pulaha,

Kratu, Vasistha and Svayambhuva, learnt this Ekdyana from

Narayana, and on the basis of it the Paficaratra literature on the one

hand was written, in verse, and the various Dharma-sdstras on the

other hand were written by Manu and other rsis. The Paficaratra

works, such as Sdtvata^ Pauskaray and Jaydkhya and other similar

texts, were written at the instance of Samkarsana in accordance with

the fundamental tenets of the Ekdyana Veda^ which was almost lost

in the later stage. Sandilya also learnt the principles of the Ekdyana

Veda from Samkarsana and taught them to the rsis. The contents

of the Ekdyana Veda^ as taught by Narayana, are called the Satvika--

sdstra\ those Sastras which are partly based on the Ekdyana Veda

and partly due to the contribution of the sages themselves are called

the Rdjasa-l§dstra\ those which are merely the contribution of

^ Published at Conjeeveram, 1903.
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human beings are called the Tomasa Rostra. The Rdjasa Sdstra is

of two kinds, the Pancardtra and the Vaikhdnasa. Sdtvata,

Pauskara and Jaydkhya were probably the earliest Pahcaratra

works written by the sages, and of these again the Sdtvata is con-

sidered the best, as it consists of a dialogue between the Lord and
Samkarsana.

The Isvara-sarnhitd consists of twenty-four chapters, of which
sixteen are devoted to ritualistic worship, one to the description of

images, one to initiation, one to meditation, one to mantras, one to

expiation, one to methods of self-control, and one to a description

of the holiness of the Yadava hilP. The chapter on worship is

interspersed with philosophical doctrines which form the basis of

the Stivaisnava philosophy and religion.

The Hayasirsa-samMtd consists of four parts; the first part,

called the Pratisthd-kdr^a, consists of forty-two chapters; the
second, the Samkarsana, of thirty-seven chapters; the third, the
Liiiga, of twenty chapters; and the fourth, the Saura-kanda, of
forty-five chapters®. All the chapters deal with rituals concerning
the installation of images of various minor gods, the methods of
making images and various other kinds of rituals. The Visnu-tattva-
samhitd consists of thirty-nine chapters, and deals entirely with
rituals of image-worship, ablutions, the holding of Vaisnava marks,
purificatory rites, etc.® The Pararria-sarnhitd consists of thirty-one
chapters, dealing mainly with a description of the process of crea-
tion, rituals of initiation, and other kinds of worship®. In the tenth
chapter, however, it deals with yoga. In this chapter we hear of
jndna-yoga and karma-yoga. Jndna-yoga is regarded as superior to
karma-yoga, though it may co-exist therewith. Jndna-yoga means
partly practical philosophy and the effort to control all sense-
inclinations by that means. It also includes samddhi, or deep con-
centration, and the practice of prdndydma. The word yoga is here
used in the sense of “joining or attaching oneself to." The man
who practises 3/qg'a! fixes his mind on God and by deep meditation
detaches himself from all worldly bonds. The idea of karma-yoga
does not appear to be very clear; but in all probability it means
worship of Visnu. The Pardiara sarnhitd, which was also available

^ Published at Conjeeveram, 1921.

3 S.
been available to the present writer only in MS.

This sarnhitd has also been available to the present writer only in MS.
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only in manuscript, consists of eight chapters dealing with the

methods of muttering the name of God.
The Padma-samhita, consisting of thirty-one chapters, deals

with various kinds of rituals and the chanting of mantras, offerings,

religious festivities and the like^. The Parameivara-samhitd, con-

sisting of fifteen chapters, deals with the meditation on mantras,

sacrifices and methods of ritual and expiation®. The Pauskara-

samhitd, which is one of the earliest, consists of forty-three chapters,

and deals with various kinds of image-worship, funeral sacrifices

and also with some philosophical topics®. It contains also a special

chapter called Tattva-samkhydna, in which certain philosophical

views are discussed. These, however, are not of any special im-

portance and may well be passed over. The Prakdsa-sarnhitd con-

sists of two parts. The first part is called Parama-tattva-nirnaya,

and consists of fifteen chapters; the second, called Para-tattva-

prakdsa, consists of twelve chapters only®. The Mahd-sanatkumdra-

samhitd, consisting of four chapters and forty sections in all, deals

entirely with rituals of worship®. It is a big work, containing ten

thousand verses. Its four chapters are called Brahma-rdtra,

Siva-rdtra, Indra-rdtra and Rsi-rdtra. The Aniruddha-sarnhitd-

mahopanisad contains thirty-four chapters and deals entirely with

descriptions of various rituals, methods of initiation, expiation,

installation of images, the rules regarding the construction of

images, etc.® The Kd^yapa-samhitd, consisting of twelve chapters,

deals mainly with poisons and methods of remedy by incantations®.

The Vihagendra-samhitd deals largely with meditation on mantras

and sacrificial oblations and consists of twenty-four chapters. In

the twelfth chapter it deals extensively with prdndydma, or breath-

control, as a part of the process of worship®. The Sudarkana-

samhitd consists of forty-one chapters and deals with meditation on

mantras and expiation of sins. Agastya-sarnhitd consists of thirty-

two chapters. The Vasistha contains twenty-four chapters, the

VUvdmitra twenty-six chapters and the Vi^nu-sarnhitd thirty chap-

ters. They are all in manuscripts and deal more or less with the

same subject, namely, ritualistic worship. The Vimu-sarnhitd is,

however, very much under the influence of Samkhya and holds

Purusa to be all-pervasive. It also invests Purusa with dynamic

1 It has been available to the present writer only in MS.
* These works also were available to the present writer only in MS.
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activity by reason of which the prakrti passes through evolutionary

changes. The five powers of the five senses are regarded as the

power of Visnu. The power of Visnu has both a gross and a tran-

scendental form. In its transcendental form it is power as con-

sciousness, power as world-force, power as cause, power by which
consciousness grasps its objects and power as omniscience and
omnipotence. These five powers in their transcendental forms con-

stitute the subtle body of God. In the thirtieth chapter the Visnu-

samhitd deals with yoga and its six accessories {sad-anga-yoga), and
shows how the yoga method can be applied for the attainment of
devotion, and calls it Bhdgavata-yoga. It may be noticed that the

description ofhuman souls as all-pervasive is against the Srivaisnava

position. The astdnga yoga (yoga with eight accessories) is often

recommended and was often practised by the early adherents of the

Srivaisnava faith, as has already been explained. The Markandeya-
samhita consists of thirty-two chapters, speaks of io8 samhitas, and
gives a list of ninety-one samhitas^. The Visvaksena-samhitd con-
sists of thirty-one chapters. It is a very old work and has often been
utilized by Ramanuja, Saumya Jamatr muni and others. The
Hiranya-garbha-samhitd consists of four chapters.

Philosophy of the Jayakhya and other Samhitas.

The Pancaratra literature is, indeed, vast, but it has been shown
that most of this literature is full of ritualistic details and that there
is very little of philosophy in it. The only samhitds (so far as they
are available to us) which have some philosophical elements in them
are the Jaydkhya-samhitd, Ahirbudhnya-samkitd, Vimu-samhitd,
Vihagendra-samhitd, Parama-samhitd and Pauskara-sawhitd\ of
these the AJiirbudhnya and the Jaydkhya are the most important.

The Jaya starts with the view that merely by performance of
the sacrifices, making of gifts, study of the Vedas, and expiatory
penances, one cannot attain eternal Heaven or liberation from
bondage. Until we can know the ultimate reality (para-tattva)
which is all-pervasive, eternal, self-realized, pure consciousness,
but which through its own will can take forms, there is no hope of
salvation. This ultimate reality resides in our hearts and is in itself

P ~
These are also in MS. Schrader enumerates them in his Introduction to
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devoid of any qualities {nit’-gund)^ though it lies hidden by the

qualities {guna^guhyd) and is without any name {a-ndmaka).

A number of sages approached Sandilya in the mountain of

Gandhamadana with inquiry concerning the manner in which this

ultimate reality may be known. Sandilya in reply said that this

science was very secret and very ancient, and that it could be given

only to true believers who were ardently devoted to their preceptors.

It was originally given to Narada by Visnu. The Lord Visnu is the

object of our approach, but He can be approached only through the

scriptures {Sdstra)
; the iSdstra can be taught only by a teacher. The

teacher therefore is the first and primary means to the attainment

of the ultimate reality through the instructions of the scriptures.

The Jaydhhya-samhitd then describes the three kinds of crea-

tion, of which the first is called Brahma-sarga, which is of a mytho-

logical character; it is stated that in the beginning Brahma was

created by Visnu and that he, by his own egoism, polluted the

creation which he made and that two demons, Madhu and Kaitabha,

produced from two drops of sweat, stole away the Vedas and thus

created great confusion. Visnu fought with them by His physical

energies, but was unsuccessful. He then fought with them by His

^^mantra^^ energy and thus ultimately destroyed them.

The second creation is that of the evolution of the Samkhya

categories. It is said in the Jaydkhya-scmhitd that in the pradhdna

the three gunas exist together in mutual unity. Just as in a lamp the

wick, the oil and the fire act together to form the unity of the lamp,

so the three gunas also exist together and form the pradhdna.

Though these gunas are separate, yet in pradhdna they form an

inseparable unity (bhinnam ekdtmadaksanarn). These gunas

^

how-

ever, are separated out from this state of union, and in this order of

separation sattva comes first, then rajas and then tamos. From the

threefold unity of the gunas the huddhidattva is evolved, and from

this are produced the three kinds of aharnhdra^ prakasdtmd^

vikrtydtmd and hhutdtmd. From the first kind of aharnkdra^ as

taijasa or as prakdsdtmd, the five cognitive senses and the manas are

produced. From the second kind of aharnkdra the five conative

senses are evolved. From the aharnkdra as hhutdtmd the five

bhutO'-yoni or sources of elements (otherwise called the five tan-

mdtrd) are produced, and from these are derived the five gross

elements. The prahrti is unintelligent and material in nature, and
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SO, as may well be expected, the evolution from prakrti is also

material in nature. The natural question in this connection is : how

can matter begin to produce other material entities? The answer

given to this question is that, though both a paddy seed and a piece

of rice are material by nature, yet there is productivity in the

former, but not in the latter; so, though the prakrti and its evolutes

are both material in nature, yet one is produced out of the other.

The products of the unintelligent prakrti^ being suffused with the

glow of the self as pure consciousness, onewith Brahman, appear as

being endowed with consciousness^. Just as a piece of iron becomes

endowed with magnetic powers, so the prakrti also becomes en-

dowed with intelligence through its association with the intelligent

self in unity with Brahman. The question, however, arises how,

since matter and intelligence are as different from each other as light

from darkness, there can be any association between the unconscious

prakrti and the pure intelligence. To this the reply is that the in-

dividual soul Qvvd) is a product of a beginningless association of

vdsand with pure consciousness. For the removal of this vdsand a

certain power emanates from Brahman and, impelled by His will,

so works within the inner microcosm of man that the pure con-

sciousness in thejwa is ultimately freed from the vdsand through

the destruction of his karma^ and he becomes ultimately one with

Brahman. The karma can bear fruits only when they are associated

with their receptacle, the vdsand. The self, or the soul, is brought
into association with the gunas by the energy of God, and it can

thereby come to know its own vdsand^ which are non-intelligent by
nature and a product of the guna^. So long as the self is in associa-

tion with the covering of mdyd it experiences good and evil. The
association of consciousness with matter is thus effected through
the manifestation of a special energy of God by which the self is

made to undergo the various experiences through its association

with mdyd. As soon as the bond is broken, the self as pure con-
sciousness becomes one with Brahman.

^ dd-rupam dtma’^tattvam yad ahhinnam brahmani sthitam
tenaitac churitam hhdti acic cinmayavad dvija.

Jaydkhya-samhitd (MS.), ill. 14.
Vyiien this section was written the Jaydkhya-samhitd was not published. It has
since been published in the Gaekwad’s oriental series.

^ mdydmaye dvijd-dhdre gund-dhdre tato jade
iaktyd samyojito hy dtmd vetty dtmjyds ca vdsandh. Ibid, ill. 24.
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The third creation is the pure creation {suddha-sarga)^ in which
God, otherwise called Vasudeva, evolved from out of Himself three
subsidiary agents, Acyuta, Satya and Purusa, which are in reality

but one with Him and have no different existence. In His form as

Purusa God behaves as the inner controller of all ordinary gods,

whom He goads and leads to work. And it is in this form that God
works in all human beings bound with the ties of vdsand^ and directs

them to such courses as may ultimately lead them to the cessation

of their bondage.

God is pure bliss and self-conscious in Himself. He is the

highest and the ultimate reality beyond all, which is, however,
self-existent and the support of all other things. He is beginning-

less and infinite and cannot be designated either as existent or

as non-existent {na sat tan nasad ucyate). He is devoid of all

gunas^ but enjoys the various products of the gunas, and exists

both inside and outside us. He is omniscient, all-perceiving, the

Lord of all and all are in Him. He combines in Him all energies,

and is spontaneous in Himself with all His activities. He pervades

all things, but is yet called non-existent because He cannot be per-

ceived by the senses. But, just as the fragrance of flowers can be
intuited directly, so God also can be intuited directly^. All things

are included in His existence and He is not limited either in time or

in space. Just as fire exists in a red-hot iron-ball as if it were one

therewith, so does God pervade the whole world. Just as things

that are imaged on a mirror may in one sense be said to be in it and

in another sense to be outside it, so God is in one sense associated

with all sensible qualities and in another sense is unassociated there-

with. God pervades all the conscious and the unconscious entities,

just as the watery juice pervades the whole of the plant^. God can-

not be known by arguments or proof. His all-pervading existence

is as unspeakable and undemonstrable as the existence of fire in

wood and butter in milk. He is perceivable only through direct

intuition. Just as logs of wood enter into the fire and are lost in it,

just as rivers lose themselves in the ocean, so do the Yogins enter

into the essence of God. In such circumstances there is dijfference

between the rivers and the ocean into which they fall, yet the dif-

^ sva-samvedyam iu tad mddhi gandhah puspddiko yathd,
Jaydkhya-samhitd^ iv. 76.

^ cetand-cetandh sarve hhutdh sthdvara-jangamdh
puritdh paramesena rasenaii^adhayo yathd. Ibid. iv. 93.
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ference cannot be perceived^. There is thus both a difference be-

tween the waters of the rivers and the ocean and an absence of dif-

ference, even as between the devotees of God and God. The
doctrine here preached is thus a theory of hhedahheda or unity-in-

difference.

Brahman is here described as being identical with consciousness,

and all objects of knowledge (jneya) are regarded as existing inside

the mind^. The true knowledge is unassociated with any qualifica-

tions, and it can rise only through the process of Yogic practice by
those who have learnt to be in union with God^.

When through the grace of God one begins to realize that all the

fruits of actions and all that one does are of the nature of the gunas

of prakrti^ there dawns the spiritual inquiry within one, as to one’s

own nature, and as to the nature of the essence of sorrow, and one
approaches the true preceptor. When the devotee continues to

think of the never-ending cycle of rebirths and the consequent
miseries of such transitoriness and other afflictions associated with
it, and also undergoes the various bodily disciplines as dictated by
his Gurus, and is initiated into the mantraSy^ his mind becomes
disinclined to worldly joys and pure like the water in the autumn,
or the sea without any ripple, or like a steady lamp unfluttered by
the wind. When the pure consciousness dawns in the mind, all

possible objects of knowledge, including the ultimate object of
knowledge, arise in the mind, and the thought and the object be-
come held together as one, and gradually the Supreme knowledge
and cessation that brings Nirvana^

^

are secured. All that is known
is in reality one with the thought itself, though it may appear
different therefrom. This ultimate state is indescribable through
language. It can only be felt and realized intuitively without the
application of logical faculty or of the sense-organs. It can be re-
ferred to only by means of images. It is transcendental by nature,
ultimate and absolutely without any support. It is the mere being
which reveals itself in the joy of the soul. Of the two ways of

^ sarit-saifighad yathd toyam sampravi§tam maho-dadhau
alak§yas cd* dake hheddh^ parasmin yogindm tathd.

Jaydkhya-saTnhitd^ iv. 123.
brahmd-dyhinnani vihhor jndnatn srotum icchdmi tattvatah
yena samprdpyate jneyam antah-karana-sarnsthitam, ibid. iv. i.

sarvo '‘Pddhi'^’oinirmuktaTTL jndfiam ekanta-nirmalam
utpadyate hi yuktasya yogdhhydsdt hrameria tat. Ibid. v. 2.
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Samadhi which proceed through absorptive emotions (hhdva-jd)

and the way of the practice ofmantras it is the latter that is the more
efficacious. The practice of mantras removes all obstacles to self-

realization produced by mdyd and its products.

In describing the emanation of Ac5ruta, Satya and Purusa from
Vasudeva, the Jaydkhya-samhitd holds that such an emanation
occurs only naturally and not as a result of a purposive will; and
the three entities, Ac5Tita, Satya and Purusa, which evolve out of

Vasudeva, behave as one through mutual reflections, and in this

subtle form they exist in the heart of men as the operative energy of

God, gradually leading them to their ultimate destination of eman-
cipation and also to the enjoyment of experiences.

The Jaydhhya-sarnhitd describes knowledge as two-fold, as

sattdkhya (static) and as kriydkhya (dynamic). The kriydhhya-

jndna involves the moral disciplines ofyama and niyama, and it is

by the continual habit and practice of the kriyakhya-jndna ofyama
and niyama that the sattdkhya-jndna, or wisdom, may attain its

final fulfilment. The yama and the niyama here consist of the fol-

lowing virtues: purity, sacrifice, penance, study of the Vedas,

absence of cruelty, and ever-present forgiveness, truthfulness, doing

good to all creatures including one’s enemies, respect for the pro-

perty of others, control of mind, disinclination of mind to all things

of sensual enjoyment, bestowing gifts upon others according to

one’s own power, speaking true and kind words, constancy of mind
to friends and enemies, straightforwardness, sincerity and merciful-

ness to all creatures. The equilibrium of the three gunas is called

Avidyd, which may be regarded as the cause of attachment, an-

tipathy and other defects. Atman is the term used to denote the

pure consciousness, as tinged with gunas, avidyd and mdyd.

The position described above leads to the view that God
emanates from Himself as His tripartite energy, which forms the

inner microcosm of man. It is by virtue of this energy that the pure

consciousness in man comes into association with his root-instincts

and psychosis in general, by virtue of which the psychical elements,

which are themselves unconscious and material, begin to behave as

intelligent. It is by virtue of such an association that experience be-

comes possible. Ultimately, however, the same indwelling energy

separates the conscious principle from the unconscious elements

and thereby produces emancipation, in which the conscious element
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of the individual becomes merged in Brahman. The association of

the conscious element with the unconscious psychosis, which has

evolved itoxsx prakrti, is not due to a false imaging of the one or the

other, or to an illusion, but to the operative power of the indwelling

energy of God, which exists in us. The individual, called also the

Atman, is the product of this forced association. When the complex

element is disassociated from the psychosis and the root-instincts,

it becomes merged in Brahman, of which it is a part and withwhich
it exists in a state of unity-in-difference. The difference between this

view and that of the Sdmkhya is that, though it admits in general

the Samkhya view of evolution of the categories from prakrti, yet

it does not admit the theory of Purnsa and the transcendental

illusion of Purusa and prakrti, which is to be found in the classical

Samkhya of I^vara krsna. There is no reference here to the teleo-

logy in prakrti which causes its evolution, or to the view that the

prakrti is roused to activity by God or by Purusa. Prakrti is sup-

posed here to possess a natural productive power of evolving the

categories from out of itself.

The Jayakhya-sarnhitd speaks of the devotee as a yogin and
holds that there are two ways of arriving at the ultimate goal, one
through absorptive trance, and the other through the practice of

concentration on the mantras. In describing the process of Yoga,
it holds that the yogin must be a man who has his senses within
his absolute control and who is devoid of antipathy to all beings.

Full of humility, he should take his seat in a lonely place and con-
tinue the practice oiprdndydma for the control of mind. The three
processes of prdnaydma, viz. pratydhdra, dhydna, and dhdrana, are

described. Then, Yoga is stated to be of three kinds, prdkrta,
paurusa and aisvarya, the meaning of which is not very clear. It

may, however, be the meditation on prakrtVs ultimate principle, or
on Purusa, or the Yoga, which is intended for the attainment of
miraculous power. Four kinds of dsanas are described, namely, that
of Paryarnka, Kamala, Bhadra and Svastika. The Yogic posture is

also described. The control of the mind, which again is regarded as
the chief aim of yoga, may be of two kinds, namely, of those ten-
dencies of mind which are due to environments and of those that
are constitutional to the mind. It is by increasing the sattva
quality of the mind that it can be made to fix itself upon an object.
In another classification we hear of three kinds of yoga, sakala
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niskala and Vimu^ or sabda^ vyoma and sa-vigraha. In the sakala

or the sa-vigraha type oiyoga theyogin concentrates his mind on the

gross idol of the deity; and then gradually, as he becomes habi-

tuated, he concentrates his mind on the notion of a glowing circular

disc; then on the dimension of a pea; then on the dimension of a

horse-hair; then on a human hair of the head; then on the human
hair of the body; and as a consequence of the perfection of this

practice the path of the brahma'-randhra opens up for him. In the

niskala type of yoga the yogin meditates upon the ultimate reality,

with the result that his own essence as Brahman is revealed to him.

The third form consists in the meditation on the mantras^ by which

course also the ultimate reality is revealed to ihe yogin. Through the

process of the yoga the yogin ultimately passes out by the channel

of his brahma-randhra and leaves his body, after which he attains

unity with the ultimate reality, Vasudeva^.

In the fourth chapter of the Visnu-Samhitd (Manuscript) the

three gunas are supposed to belong to Prakrti, which, with its

evolutes, is called Ksetra^ God being called Ksetrajna^. The prakrti

and God exist together as it were in union®. The prakrti produces

all existences and withdraws them within it in accordance with the

direction or the superintendence of the Purusa^^ though it seems to

behave as an independent agent. Purusa is described as an all-

pervading conscious principle.

The Vismi-samhitd, after describing the three kinds of egoism

as sdttvika^ rdjasa and tdmasa^ speaks of the rdjasa ahamkdra not

only as evolving the conative senses but also as being the active

principle directing all our cognitive and conative energies. As the

cognitive energy, it behaves both as attention directed to sense-

perception and also to reflection involving synthetic and analytic

activities. The Visnu-samhitd speaks further of the five powers of

God, by which the Lord, though absolutely qualityless in Himself,

reveals Himself through all the sensible qualities. It is probably in

this way that all the powers ofprakrti exist in God, and it is in this

1 Jayakhya-sarnhita, Ch. 33. In Ch. 34 the process of yoga by which the

yogin gradually approaches the stage of the final destruction of his body is

described.
2 ksetrdkhyd prakrtir jneyd tad-vit ksetra-jna livarah.

Vi^ipi-‘Samhitdy iv.

® ubhayarn cedam atyantam abhinnam iva tisthati. Ibid.

^ tan-niyogdt svatantreva sute bhdvdn haraty api. Ibid.
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sense that the ksetra or the prakrti is supposed to be abhinna^ or

one with God. These powers are (i) cic-chaktP-^ that is, power of

consciousness, which is the unchangeable ground of all works.

Second is His power as the enjoyer, or purtisa. The third power is

the causal power, manifested as the manifold universe. The fourth

power is the power by which sense-objects are grasped and com-

prehended in knowledge. The fifth power is that which resolves

knowledge into action. The sixth power is the power that reveals

itself as the activity of thought and action^. It seems, therefore,

that what has been described above 2iS purusa^ or enjoyer, is not a

separate principle, but the power of God; just zs prakrti itself is not

a separate principle, but a manifestation of the power of God.

The process of Bhdgavata-yoga described in Visnu-samhitd con-

sists primarily of a system of bodily and moral control, involving

control of the passions of greed, anger, etc., the habit of meditation

in solitary places, the development of a spirit of dependence on

God, and self-criticism. When, as a result of this, the mind be-

comes pure and disinclined to worldly things, there arises an in-

tellectual and moral apprehension of the distinction of what is bad

and impure from what is good and pure, whence attachment, or

bhakti^ is produced. Through this attachment one becomes self-

contented and loyal to one’s highest goal and ultimately attains

true knowledge. The process ofprdndydma^ in which various kinds

of meditations are prescribed, is also recommended for attainment

of the ultimate union with God, which is a state of emancipation.

The view here taken of bhakti^ or devotion, shows that bhakti is used

here in the simple sense of inclination to worship, and the means to

the fruition of this worship is yoga. The so-called bhakti-’School of

the Bhagavatas was so much under the influence of the j^c(§^^j:-system

that a bhakta was required to be a yogin, since bhakti by itself was
not regarded as a sufficient means to the attainment of salvation.

In the tenth chapter of the Parama-sarnhitd the process of yoga is

described in a conversation between Brahma and Parama. It is said

there that the knowledge attained by yoga is better than any other

cic-chaktih sarva^karyabdih kutasthah paramesthy asau
dvittyd tasya yd saktih puru§dkhyd.di~‘Vikriyd
visva^-khyd vividhd-hhdsd trtiyd karund^^tmikd
caturthl visayam prdpya nivrtty-dkhyd tathd punah, Visnu^-samhitd.

purvd’-jndna-hriyd-^aktih sarvdkhyd tasya pancami. Ibid,

tasmdt sarva-prayatnena hhdkto yogi bhavet soda. Ibid, Ch. 30.
3
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kind of knowledge. When deeds are performed withoutj;^^^wisdom,
they can hardly bring about the desired fruition. Yoga means the

peaceful union of the mind with any particular object^. When the

mind is firmly fixed on the performance of the deed, it is called

karma-yoga^. When the mind is unflinchingly fixed on knowledge,

it is called jndna-yogc?. He, however, who clings to the Lord
Visnu in both these ways attains ultimately supreme union with

the highest Lord. Both the jndna-yoga and the karma-yoga^ as the

moral discipline ofyama and niyama on the one hand and vairdgya

(disinclination) and samddhi on the other, are ultimately supported

in Brahman. It may be remembered that in the Gltd^ karma-yoga

means the performance of the scriptural caste-duties without any

desire for their fruits. Here, however, the karma-yoga means yama
and niyama^ involving vrata^ fasting {upavdsa) and gifts {ddnd)^ and

probably also some of the virtues of diverse kinds of self-control.

The term vairdgya means the wisdom by which the senses are made
to desist from their respective objects; and the term samddhi means
the wisdom by which the mind stays unflinchingly in the Supreme
Lord. When the senses are through vairdgya restrained from their

respective objects, the mind has to be fixed firmly on the Supreme
Lord, and this is called yoga. Through continual practice, as the

vairdgya grows firm, the vdsands^ or the root-instincts and desires,

gradually fall off. It is advised that the yogin should not make any

violent attempt at self-control, but should proceed slowly and

gently, so that he may, through a long course of time, be able to

bring his mind under complete control. He should take proper

hygienic care of himself as regards food and other necessities for

keeping the body sound and should choose a lonely place, free from

all kinds of distractions, for hisyoga practice. He should not on any

account indulge in any kind of practice which may be painful to his

body. He should further continue to think that he is dependent on

God and that birth, existence and destruction are things which do

not belong to him. In this way the pure bhakti will rise in his mind,

^ yat karoti samadhanam dttasya msaye hvadt
anukulam a-samksobham samyoga iti klrtyate.

Parama-samhita, Ch. lo (MS.).

2 yadi karmdni hadhnanti dttam askhalitam naram
karma~yogo hhavaty esah sarva-pdpa-prandsandfi. Ibid.

® yadi tu jndna evdrthe dttam badhndti nirvyathaJi

jndna-yogah sa vijneyah sarva-siddhi-karah subhah. Ibid.

D III
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through which he will gradually be able to extract the root of at-

tachment. He should also train himself to think of the evils of

alluring experiences which have not yet been enjoyed, and he

should thus desist from attaching himself to such experiences.

As regards the preference of karma-yoga to jndna-yoga and vice

versa, the view maintained here is that there can be no rule as re-

gards the preference. There are some who are temperamentally

fitted for karma-yoga and others iovjndna-yoga. Those who are of

a special calibre should unite both courses, karma-yoga zxidjndna-

yoga.

Philosophy of the Ahirbudhnya-sarnhita.

In the Ahirbudhnya-samhitd Ahirbudhnya says that after under-

going a long course of penance he received from Sarnkarsana true

knowledge and that this true knowledge was the science of Sudar-

sana, which is the support of all things in the world^. The ultimate

reality is the beginningless, endless and eternal reality, which is

devoid of all names and forms, beyond all speech and mind, the

omnipotent whole which is absolutely changeless. From this

eternal and unchangeable reality there springs a spontaneous idea

or desire (samkalpa). This Idea is not limited by time, space or

substance. Brahman is of the nature of intuition, of pure and

infinite bliss {nilmirM-sukhdnvhhava-laksand), and He resides every-

where and in all beings. He is like the waveless sea. He has none

of the worldly qualities which we find in mundane things. He is

absolutely self-realized and complete in Himself, and cannot be

defined by any expressions such as “this” or “ such.” He is devoid

of all that is evil or bad and the abode of all that is blissful and good.

The Brahman is known by many names, such as “paramdtman,”

*^dtman,” ''bhagavdn,” “vdsudeva,” “^avyaktaj” '‘prakrti,” “pra-

dhdna,” etc. When by true knowledge the virtues and sins ac-

cumulated during many lives are destroyed, when the root-instincts

or tendencies called vdsand are tom asunder and the three gunas and
their products cease to bind a person, he directly realizes the nature

of Brahman or the absolute reality, which can neither be described

^ sudarsana-svarupam tat procyamdnam mayd srnu
srute yatrd* khiladhare samsayds te na santi vai,

Ahirhudhnya-samhitdf iii. a. 5.
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nor defined by language as ‘‘this’’ or as “such.” The Brahman in-

tuitively perceives all things and is the soul of all, and therefore, the

past, present and the future have all vanished away from Him.
Brahman does not exist therefore in time, as He is beyond time.

Similarly He is beyond all primary and secondary qualities, and yet

he possesses the six qualities. Of the qualities knowledge is re-

garded as the first and the foremost. It is spiritual and self-illumin-

ating; it enters into all things and reflects them, and is eternal. The
essence of Brahman is pure consciousness, and yet He is regarded

as possessing knowledge as a quality^. The power {sakti) ofBrahman
is regarded as that by which He has originated the world^. The
spontaneous agency {kartrtvd) of God is called His majesty

{aisvarya). His strength {hold) is that by virtue of which He is

never fatigued in His untiring exertion. His energy {ylryd) is that

by virtue of which, being the material cause of the world, He yet

remains unchanged in Himself. His self-sufficiency {tejas) is that

by virtue of which He creates the world by His own unaided efforts.

These five qualities are, however, all regarded as qualities of know-
ledge, and knowledge alone is regarded as the essence of God.
When such a Brahman, which is of the nature of knowledge and is

endowed with all qualities, resolves Himself into the idea of

splitting Himself into the many, it is called Sudarsana.

The powers of all things are in themselves of an unspeakable

nature and cannot exist separately {a-prthak-sthitd) from the sub-

stances in which they inhere. They are the potential or subtle

states of the substance itself, which are not perceived separately in

themselves and cannot be defined as “this” or “not this” in any
way, but can only be known from their effects^. So God has in Him
the power {sakti) which exists as undifferentiated from Him, as the

moonbeam from the moon. It is spontaneous, and the universe is

but a manifestation of this power. It is called bliss {anandd)^ be-

^ ajadam sva-tma-^samhodhi nityam sarvd-vagdhanam
jndnam ndma gunam prdhuh prathamam guv^-cintakdli

svarupam hrahmanas tac ca gunas ca pariglyate,

Ahirhudhnya^samhitdy iii. a. 53.

^ jagat~prakrti~bhdvo yah sd saktih pariklrtitd. Ibid, a. 57.

® saktayah sarva-hhdvdndm acintyd a~prthak^sthitdh
svarupe naiva driyante drsyante kdryatas tu tdh
suksmdvasthd hi sd tesdm sarva’-hhdvd'-niigdminl

idantaya vidhdtzirn sd na ni^eddhum ca sakyate. Ibid, a, 3.
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cause it does not depend on anything {nirapeksataydnandd)\ it is

eternal (nitya)^ because it is not limited in time; it is complete

{purna)^ because it is not limited by any form; it manifests itself as

the world and is therefore called Laksmt^. It contracts itself into

the form of the world and is therefore called Kundalini\ and it is

called Vimu-sakti because it is the supreme power of God. The

power is in reality different from Brahman; but yet it appears as

one therewith. With this power He is always engaged in an eternal

act of creation, untired, unfatigued, and unaided by any other agent

{satatam kurvato jagatY. The power of God manifests itself in two

ways, as static entities such as avyakta^ kdla and purusa and as

activity. Sakti^ or power of God as activity {kriyd), is spontaneous

and of the nature of will and thought resulting in action^. This is

also called samkalpa^ or the Idea, which is irresistible in its move-

ment whereby it produces all material objects and spiritual entities,

such as avyakta^ kdla and purusa^. It is this power, which is other-

wise designated as laksmi or visnU'-sakti^ that impels the avyakta

into the course of evolution, and xhtpurusa to confront the products

of prakrti and run through the experiences. When it withdraws

these functions from these entities, there is pralaya or dissolution.

It is by the force of this power that at the time of creation the

prakrti as the composite of the three gunas is urged into creative

evolution. The association of the purusa with the prakrti also is

brought about by the same power. This Idea is vibratory by nature

and assumes diverse forms, and thus by its various transformations

produces various categories®.

In the original state all the manifold world of creation was
' asleep, as it were, in an equilibrium in which all the qualities of God
were completely suspended, like the sea when there are no waves
ruffling its breast. This power, which exists in an absolutely static

or suspended state, is pure vacuity or nothingness {sunyatva-

rupim)
;
for it has no manifestation of any kind. It is self-dependent

^ jagattayd lak§yamdnd sd laksmir iti giyate, Ahirbudhnya’-samhitd, in. 9.
^ lUd, II. 59,
® svdtantrya-mula icekd-tmd preksd-rupah kriyd’-phalah.

Ihid, III. 30.
^ unmeso yah svsamhalpah sarvatrdvydhatah krtau
avyakta-kdla-pu7ri‘‘rupdni cetandcetandtmikdm. Ibid. Iii. 30, 31.

® so*yam sudarsanam ndma sanikalpah spandand-tmakah
vihhajya bahudhd rupam hhdve bhdve*vatisthate. Ibid. in. 39.
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and no reason can be assigned as to why it suddenly changes itself

from a potential to an actual state^. It is one and exists in identity

with the Brahman, or the ultimate reality. It is this power which
creates as its own transformation all categories pure and impure and
all material forms as emanations from out of itself. It manifests

itself as the kriyd^ the virya^ tejas and the bala of God, mere forms
of its own expression and in all forms of duality as subject and
object, as matter and consciousness, pure and impure, the enjoyer

and the enjoyed, the experiencer and the experienced, and so on.

When it moves in the progressive order, there is the evolutionary

creation; and, when it moves in the inverse order, there is in-

volution.

From a pair of two different functions of this power the dif-

ferent forms of pure creation come into being. Thus from know-
ledge (jndna) and the capacity for unceasing work of never-ending

creation (bala) we have the spiritual form of Samkarsana. From the

function of spontaneous agency (aisvarya) and the unaffectedness

in spite of change (vtrya) is generated the spiritual form of Prad-

yumna; and from the power that transforms itself into the world-

forms (sakti) and the non-dependence on accessories (tejas) is pro-

duced the form as Aniruddha. These three spiritual forms are

called vyuha (conglomeration) because each of them is the resultant

of the conglomeration of a pair of gunas. Though the two gunas

predominate in each vyuha^ yet each vyuha possesses the six

qualities (sad-guna) of the Lord; for these are all but manifestations

of Visnu^. Each of these forms existed for 1600 years before the

next form emanated from it, and at the time of the involution also

it took 1600 years for each lower form to pass into the higher form.

Schrader, alluding to the Mahd-Sanatkumdra-Samhitdy says :

‘‘ Vasudeva creates from His mind the white goddess Santi and to-

gether with her Samkarsana or Siva; then from the left side of the

latter is born the red goddess Sri, whose son is Prad5nimna or

Brahman; the latter, again, creates the yellow Sarasvati and to-

tasya staimitya-riipd yd saktih ^nyatva^rupifd
svdtantrydd eva kasmdc cit kvacit sonmesam rcchati

dtma’-hhutd hi yd iaktih parasya hrahmano hareh,

Ahirhudhnya-samhitdy v. 3 and 4.

vydpti-mdtram gund* nmeso murtti-kdra iti tridhd

cdtur-^dtmya^sthitir visnor guna-vyatikaro-dbhavd. Ibid, v. 31.
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gether with her Aniniddha or Purusottama, whose Sakti becomes

the black Rati, who is the threefold Mayd-kosa.”'^ Schrader

further draws attention to the fact that these couples are all outside

the hrahman4̂ and are therefore different in nature from the

mundane gods, such as Siva, etc. The vyiihas are regarded as ful-

filling three different functions, (i) the creation, maintenance and

destruction of the world; (2) the protection of the mundane beings;

and (3) lending assistance to those devotees who seek to attain the

ultimate emancipation. Samkarsana exists as the deity superin-

tending all the individual souls and separates them from the

prakrti^. The second spiritual form superintends the minds {manas)

of all beings and gives specific instruction regarding all kinds of

religious performances. He is also responsible for the creation of

all human beings and from among them such beings as have from

the beginning dedicated their all to God and become absolutely

attached to Him®. As Aniruddha, he protects the world and leads

men to the ultimate attainment of wisdom. He is also responsible

for the creation of the world, which is an admixture of good and

evil {misra-varga-srstim ca karottf. These three forms are in reality

but one with Vasudeva. These avatdras are thus the pure avatdras

of Visnu.

In addition to these there are two other forms of manifestation,

called dvesdvatdra and sdksdd-avatdra. The former is of two kinds,

svarupdvesa (as in the case of avatdras like Parasurama, Rama, etc.)

and iakty-dvesa (as the influx of certain special functions or powers
of God, e.g. in the case of Brahma or Siva, who are on special

occasions endowed with certain special powers of God). These
secondary dvesdvatdras are by the will of God produced in the form
of human beings, as Rama, ELrsna, in the form of animals, as the

Boar, the Fish and the Man-lion, or even as a tree (the crooked
mango tree in the Dandaka forest). These forms are not the original

transcendental forms of God, but manifest divine functions

^ Introduction to the Pancardtra by Schrader, p. 36.
^ so^yam samasta-jlvdndm adhisthdtrtayd sthitah

sarnkarsarias tu deveso jagat srsti-mands tatah
jlva’-tattvam adhisthdya prakrtes tu vivicya tat.

Quoted from Visvaksena-sarnhitd from Varavara’s commentary on Lokacarya's
Tattva^traya, p. 125.

® See quotations from Vi^vaksena-samhitd in Tattva-traya^ pp. 126, 127.
^ Ihid. p. 128-
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through the will of God^. The primary forms (saksad-avatard) of

incarnation are derived directly from the part of the Lord just as

a lamp is lighted from another, and they are thus of a transcendent

and non-mundane nature. Those who seek to attain liberation

should worship these transcendent forms, but not the others®. The
Visvaksena-samhitd quoted in the Tattva-traya considers Brahman,
Siva, Buddha, Vyasa, Arjuna, Pavaka and Kuvera as inspired per-

sons or dvesdvataras who should not be worshipped by those who
seek liberation. Another samhitd quoted there includes Rama,
Xtreya and Kapila in the list.

Again, from each vyuha three subsidiary vyuhas are said to

appear. Thus from Vasudeva we have, Kesava, Narayana, and
Madhava; from Sainkarsana arise Govinda, Visnu and Mad-
husudana; from Pradyumna arise Trivikrama, VamanaandSridhara,

and from Aniruddha arise Hrsike^a, Padmanabha and Damodara.
These are regarded as the deities superintending each month,
representing the twelve suns in each of the rdiis. These gods are

conceived for purposes of meditation. In addition to these, thirty-

nine vibhava (manifesting) avatdras (incarnations) also are counted

in the Ahirbudhnya-samhitd^. The objects for which these incarna-

tions are made are described by Varavara as, firstly, for giving com-

^ mad-icchayd higaunatvam manusyatvam ive*cchayd . . . a-prdhrta-svd^sddhdr^
ana’-vigrahena saha ndgatam , . .gaunasya manusyatvd-divad aprdkrta^divya--

samsthdnam itara--jdtiyam krtvd avatdra-rupatvd-bhdvdt sva-rupena nd* gatam iti

siddham. Tattva-traya, p. 130.

^ prddurhhdvds tu mukhyd ye mad-arnsatvdd vise^ataft

ajahat-svahhdvd vibhava divyd-prdkrta-vigrahdh
(kpdd dapd ivotpannd jagato rdksandya te

arcyd eva hi senesa sarnsrty-uttarandya te

mukhyd updsydh senesa anarcydn itardn viduh.
Ibid, p. 13 1.

® Ahirbudhnya-samhitd, p. 46. According to the Visvaksena-samhitd all the
avatdras have come straight from Aniruddha or through other avatdras. Thus
Brahman comes from Aniruddha and from him Mahesvara; Hayaslr§a comes
from Matsya, a manifestation of Krsna. According to the Padma-tantra, Matsya,
Ktirma and Varaha come from Vasudeva, Nrsimha, Vamana, Srirama, and
Para^urama from Samkar§ana, Balarama from Pradyumna and Kr§na and Kalki
from Aniruddha (Padma-tantra, i. 2. 31, etc.). But according to the Laksml-
tantra (ii. 55) all the vibhavas come from Aniruddha. There is another kind of
avatdra, called arcdvatdra. The image of Krsna, Nysimha, etc., when duly conse-
crated according to the Vaipmva rites, becomes possessed with the power of
Visnu and attains powers and influences which can be experienced by the devotee
(Visvaksena-sarnhitd, quoted in Tattva-traya), In the aspect in which Aniruddha
controls all beings as their inner controller, he is regarded as the antarydmy-
avatdra. There are thus four kinds of avatdras, vibhava, dvesa, arcd and antary-
dmin. The thirty-nine vibhava avatdras are Padmanabha, Dhruva, Ananta,
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panionship in mundane forms to those saints who cannot live with-

out it, and this is the interpretation of the word paritrdna (protec-

tion) in the Gitd\ secondly, for destroying those who are opposed

to the saints; thirdly, for establishing the Vedic religion, the

essence of which is devotion to God^.

In the form as antarydmin^ or the inner controller, the Lord
resides in us as the inner controller of the self, and it is through His

impulsion that we commit evil deeds and go to Hell or perform

good deeds and go to Heaven. Thus we cannot in any way escape

Saktyatman, Madhusudana, Vidyadhideva, Kapila, Visvarupa, Vihangama,
Krodatman, Vadavavaktra, Dharma, Vagisvara, Ekarnavasayin, Kamathesvara,
Varaha, Narasimha, Piyusaharana, Sripati, Kantatman, Rahujit, Kalanemighna,
Parijatahara, Lokanatha, Santatman, Dattatreya, Nyagrodhasayin, Ekasrngatanu,
Vamanadeva, Trivikrama, Nara, Narayana, Han, Krsna, Parasurama, Rama,
Vedavid, Kalkin, Patalasayana. They are of the nature of tejas and are objects of
worship and meditation in their specific forms, as described in the Sdtvata-
samhitd (xii), or in the Ahirbudhya-samhita (lxvi). In the Narayanlya section of
the Mahdhhdrata Vihangama or Hamsa, Kamathesvara or Kurma, Ekasrngatanu
or Matsya, Varaha, Nrsimha, Vamana, Parasurama, Rama, Vedavid and Kalkin
are mentioned as the ten avatdras. The avatdra Krodatman, Lokanatha and
Kantatman are sometimes spoken of as Yajfia Varaha, Manu Vaivasvata and
Kama respectively. The latter is sometimes spoken of probably as Dhanvantari
(see Schrader’s Pailcaratra, p. 45). The twenty-three avatdras spoken of in the
Bhdgavata-purdna (i. 3) are all included in the above list. It is, however, doubtful
whether Vagisvara is the same as Hayasirsa, and Santatman as Sanaka or Narada,
as Schrader says. The vibhava-avatdras mentioned in Rupa’s Laghu-bhdgavatd^
mrta are mostly included in the above list, though some names appear in slightly
different form. Following the Brahma--sainhitd, Rupa, however, regards Krsna
as the real form {svayam-rupa) of God. According to him, being one with God,
He may have His manifestations in diverse forms. This is called avatdra as
ekdlma-rupa. This ekdtma-rUpa-avatdra may again be of two kinds, sva~vildsa
and svd-rnsa. When the avatdra is of the same nature as the Lord in powers and
other qualities, He is called a svdmsd-vatdra. Thus, Vasudeva is called a sva-
vildsa-avatdra. But when the avatdra has inferior powers. He is called a svd-msa’-
avatdra, Samkarsana, Pradyumna, Aniruddha, Matsya, Kurma, etc., are thus

svd-rnsa-avatdra. When God, however, infuses one only with parts of His
qualities, he is called an dvesa’-avatdra. Narada, Sanaka, etc., are called dvesa--
avatdras. The manifestation of the Lord in the above forms for the good of the
world is called avatdra.

purvo-kta’’Visva-kdryd^rthdm a-purvd iva cet svayam
dvdrd-ntarena vcC vih-syur avatdras tadd smrtdh

Laghu-bhdgavatdmrta^ p. 22.

aTTiidvatdra is sometimes called purusdvatdra^ while the manifestation of
special qualities as in Brahma, Visnu, Siva, etc., is called gundvatdras. The
vihhavdvatdras are generally regarded as llldvatdras

;
vide also Sdtvata-samhitd

Ch. IX (77-84) and Ch. xii.

^ P* 138. The word sadhu is here defined as nirmatsardh
Tnat-sarnd^ayanepravrttdhrnan-ridrna’-karTna-svarupdndrnvdn-nianasd-gocaratayd
mad'-darsanena vind dlrn^’-dharana’-posariddikam alahhamdndh h^ana^mdtra-kdlarn
kalpa-sahasrarn manvdndh prasithila-sarva-‘gdtrd bhaveyuh.”
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from this inner controller. In another of His forms He stays within
our heart as the object of our meditation^. Again, when certain

images are made of earth, stone, or metals, and they are properly

installed with proper ceremonials, these are inspired with the pre-

sence of God and with His special powers. These are called

arcdvatdraSy or image-incarnations, for purposes of worship by
which all desirable ends may be achieved. There are thus five kinds

of existence for the Lord: firstly as his absolute state {para)^

secondly as vyuha^ thirdly as vibhavdvatdra (primary and secondary),

fourthly as antarydmin^ and fifthly as arcdvatdra^.

In the Ahirhudhnya-samhitd we hear also that by the power of

sudarsana^ or the divine Idea (by the activity of which the vyuha
forms are produced), a divine location is produced which is of the

nature of knowledge and bliss radiant with its {sudarsands) glow.

All the experiences that are enjoyed here are blissful in their nature,

and the denizens of this transcendent spiritual world who ex-

perience them are also blissful in their nature, and their bodies are

constituted of knowledge and bliss^. The denizens of this world are

souls emancipated in the last cycle. They remain attached, how-
ever, to the form of the deity to which they were attached in the

mundane life^.

The Lord in the highest form is always associated with His

power {Sakti) Laksmi or Sri^. In the Tattva-traya and its com-
mentary by Varavara we hear of three consort deities, Laksmi,

Bhumi and Nila. Schrader points out that these deities are

identified (in the Vihagendra’-samhitd and in the Sitd-upanisad)

with will (icchd)y action {Kriyd), and the direct manifesting power
(sdksdt-sakti). In the Sttd-upanisad^ to which Schrader refers,

Slid is described as the Mahalaksmi which exists in the three forms,

icchdy jndna and kriyd. Sita is there regarded as the power which

exists different from, and as one with, the supreme Lord, consti-

tuting within herself all the conscious and unconscious entities of

the universe. It exists also in three forms as Laksmi, Bhumi and

^ Tattva^traya^ 139, 140.
® See quotation from Visvaksena’-samhitd quoted in Tattva^traya, p. 123.

® suddha purvodita sr?tir yd sd vyukd-di-bhedint

sudarsand'^khydt samkalpdt tasya eva prahho-jjvald.

jndndnandamayJ styand desa’-bhdvam vrajaty’ uta

sa de^ah paramam •oyoma nirmalam purusdt param ^ etc.

Ahirhudhnya’-samhitdf vi. 21—22.

® Ibid. VI. 25.* Ibid. VI. 29,
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Nila, as benediction, power, and as the Sun, the Moon and Fire.

The third form is responsible for the development of all kinds of

vegetation and all temporal determinations^.

In the sixth chapter of the Ahirhudhnya’-samhitd the inter-

mediate creation is described. It is said there that the power of

God as the supreme ego is at once one and different from Him. The

Lord cannot exist without His power nor can the power exist with-

out Him. These two are regarded as the ultimate cause of the world.

The manifestations that are revealed as the vyuhas and the vibhavas

are regarded as pure, for through their meditations the yogins attain

their desired end^. From the vyuha and the vibhava proceed the

impure creation (suddhetard-srstif. Power is of two kinds, i.e.

power as activity, and power as determinants of being or existence

\bhuti-sakti). This bhuti-sakti may be regarded as a moving Idea

{samkalpamayi murti). The process of activity inherent in it may be

regarded as manifesting itself in the form of ideas or concepts

actualizing themselves as modes of reality. The impure creation is

of a threefold nature z^purusa^ guna and kdla (time). Purusa is re-

garded as a unity or colony of pairs of males and females of the four

castes, and these four pairs emanate from the mouth, breast, thighs

and legs of Pradyumna. From the forehead, eyebrows, and ears of

Pradyumna also emanate the subtle causal state of time and the

gunas {suksma-kdla-gund’-vasthd). After the emanation of these

entities the work of their growth and development was left to

Aniruddha, who by the fervour of his Yoga evolved the original

element of time in its twofold form as kdla and niyati. He also

evolved the original energy as guna into the three forms of sattva^

^ Certain peculiar interpretations of the icchd-sakti^ kriyd-iakti and sdksdU
sakti are to be found in the Sita-upanisad. The Sdtvata-samhitd (ix. 85) describes
twelve other energies such as

laksmihy pustir, daya nidrdy ksamdy kdntis sarasvati,
dhrtir maitrt ratis tustir matir dvddasdml smrtd.

See also Schrader’s Introduction to Pahcaratra, p. 55. The theory of these
energies is associated with the avatdra theory.

^ Schrader, on the evidence of Padma-tantra, says that god as para or ulti-
mate is sometimes identified with and sometimes distinguished from the vyuha
Vasudeva. The para Vasudeva becomes vyuha Vasudeva with His one half and
remains as Narayana, the creator of the primeval water {mdyd), Pancaratra,
P- 53.

® hhutih suddhetard vimoh puruso dvi~caturmayah
sa manundm samdhdro brahma-ksattradi-bhedindm.

Ahirbudhnya-sarnhitd^ vi. 8—9.
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rajas and tamas in succession, i.e. the original primeval energy as

guna (called sometimes prakrti in cognate literature) was first

evolved into sattva guna\ from it evolved the rajas

^

and from the

rajas evolved the tamas. This original undeveloped guna produced

from Pradyumna (which, in other words, may be termed prakrti)

receives impregnation from the fervour of Aniruddha, and thereby

evolves itself first into sattva^ then into rajas^ and then into

tamas. This doctrine can therefore be regarded as sat-^karya-vada

only in a limited sense
;
for without this further impregnation from

the fervour of Aniruddha, it could not by itself have produced the

different gunas of sattva^ rajas and tamas^,

Amiruddha, however, was directed by Pradyumna not only to

develop the unconscious power (sakti) but also the purusa which

exists as it were inside that power, which shows itself as niyati

(destiny) and kdla (time). From the unconscious power as destiny

and time evolves first the sattva and from it the rajas and from the

rajas the tamas. According to the Visvaksenasamhitd^ Aniruddha

created Brahma and Brahma created all the men and women of the

four castes^.

Buddhi evolves from tamas and from that ahatrikdra and from

that evolve the five tan-mdtras^ and also the eleven senses. From

the five tan-mdtras the five gross elements are produced, and from

these, all things, which are the modifications of the gross elements.

The word purusa is used here in a special sense, and not in the

ordinary Sainkhya sense. Purusa here signifies a colony of selves,

like cells in a honeycomb®. These selves are associated with the

beginningless vdsands or root-impressions. They are but the special

^ antaTwtha--purusdm saktim tdm dddya sva-murti-gdm

samvardhayati yogena hy anirudhah sva-tejasd,

Ahirhudhnya-samhitd, vi. 14,

2 The Visvahsena^-samhita criticizes in this connection the Vedic people, who
did not believe in the monotheistic God but depended on the Vedic sacrificial

rituals and work for the attainment of Heaven and ultimately fell down to the

course of mundane life (sarnsdrci)

:

trayi'-mdrgeru nipidtdh phala-vdde ramanti te

devddin eva manvdnd na ca mdm menire param
tamah-^prdyds tv ime kecin mama ninddm prakurvate

samldpam hurvate vyagram veda-^vddesu nisthitdh

mdm na jdnanti mohena mayi hhakti-^paranmukhah

svarga-disu ramanty ete avasdne patanti te,

Tattva^traya, p. 128.

sarvdtmandm samastir yd koso madhu-hrtam iva,

Ahirhudhnya-samhita^ vi. 33.
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manifestations {bhuti-bheddh) of God and are in themselves omni-

scient; but they are permeated by avidyd (ignorance) and the

afflictions which are involved in its very nature, through the power

of God acting in consonance with His thought-movement^. These

selves thus rendered impure and finite are called and it is they

who thus suffer bondage and strive for salvation, which they after-

wards attain. The purttsa, being made up of these selves (jivas),

which are impure, is also partly impure, and is therefore regarded

as both pure and impure (siiddhy-asuddhimaya, vi. 34). This purusa

contains within it the germs of all human beings, which are called

manus. They are in themselves untouched by afflictions [klesd) and

the root-impression (asaya), and are omniscient and impregnated

through and through by God. Their association with avidyd

through the will of God is therefore external. The germ of the

caste-distinction and distinction as male and female is regarded as

primordial and transcendent (compare purusa-sukta), and the dis-

tinction is said to exist even in these manus which are said to be

divided in four pairs. The avidyd imitates the spiritual movement
of thought, and through it the individual selves, though pure in

themselves, are besmeared with the impurities of root-impressions.

These selves remain in the stage of conglomeration or association

through the desire of Visnu, the Lord, and this stage is purusa

{purusa-paddf. They are made to appear and disappear from the

nature of God. Being a manifestation of His own nature, they are

uncreated, eternally existing, entities which are the parts of the
very existence {bhuty-andah) of God.

Through the impulse or motivation of the thought-activity of

God, an energy (sakti) is generated from Aniruddha. Moved again

by the desire of God, the aforesaid manus descend into this energy
and remain there as a developing foetus {tisthanti kalallbhutdh, vi.

45)" The energy of Visnu is of a twofold nature, as dynamic
activity {kriydJ^ya) and as determining being (bhiiti), the latter

being the result of the former®. This dynamic activity is different

^ dtmano hhuti-hhedds te sarva^jndh sarvatO’-mukhdh
hhagavac^chakti^mayaivam manda-tivradi-bhdvayd
taUtat’-sudarsano-nme§a~nimesd--nukrtd-tmand
sarvato'vidyayd viddhdh klesamayd vaslkrtdh.

Akirbudhnya-samhitd, vi. 35, 36.
^ vi§y,oh samkalpa-^rupena sthitvdsmin pauruse pade. Ibid. vi. 41.
® kriydkhyo y6*yam unme^ah sa bhuti-parivartakah. Ibid. vi. 29.
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from God, the possessor of this energy. It is designated variously

Laksmi and desire {samkalpd) or free will {svdtantrya-mulaicchdtmd).

This will operates as an intellectual visualization (preksd-mpah

kriyd-phalah)^ which again produces the other manifestations of

God as avyaktUy kdla and purusa. At the time of each creation He
associates the avyakta with the evolutionary tendencies, the kdla

with its operative movement {kalana) and the pumsa with all kinds

of experiences. At the time of dissolution these powers are with-

drawn.

In the foetus-like condition of the manus in the energy (Jakti)

of God there exist the entities ofguna and kdla. Through the opera-

tion of the supreme energy or will of God (J^isnu-samkalpa-coditah^

there springs up from time-energy (kdla-sakti) the subtle Destiny

(niyati)^ which represents the universal ordering element (sarva-

niydmakah). The time and guna exist in the womb of the sakti. The
conception of this sakti is thus different from that of prakrti of the

Samkhya-Patanjala in that the gunas are the only root-elements,

and time is conceived as somehow included in the operation of the

gunas. As the niyati is produced from the time-energy, the manus

descend into this category. Later on there springs from niyati^ time

{kdla) through the will of God, and then the manus descend again

into this category^. It has already been said that the kdla energy

and guna are co-existing elements in the primordial sakti of God.

Now this ^Mwa-potential manifests itself in a course of gradual

emergence through time. As the sattva-guna first manifests itself

through time, the manus descend into that category and later on,

with the emergence of rajas from sattva and of tamas from rajasy

they descend into the rajas and the tamas. The emergence of rajas

from sattva and of tamas from rajas is due to the operation of the

will-activity of God {visnU’-samkalpa-coditdt). Though the will-

dynamic of Visnu is both immanent and transcendent throughout

the process of succeeding emergents, yet Visnu is regarded as

specially presiding over sattva^ Brahma over rajas, and Rudra over

tamas. Tamas is regarded as heavy {guru), agglutinative {yistam-

^ In describing the process of dissolution it is said that at one stage the uni-

verse exists only as time (kdla). The energy manifested in time (kdla-gata^

iaktih) is called kdla^ and it is this energy that moves all things or behaves as the

transformer of all things (asesa-prakdlini). Ahirbydhnya--samhitdy iv. 48. Time
is described also as the agent that breaks up all things, just as the violence of

a river breaks its banks: Kalayaty akhilam kdlyam nadi-kulam yathd rayah.

Ibid. VI. 51.
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bhanci)^ delusive {mohand) and statical (apravrttimat)\ rajas is

always moving and sorrowful; sattva is described as light, trans-

parent and devoid of impurities or defects and pleasurable^. With

the development of the three gunas through the will of God, a part

of these gunas attains sameness of character, and this part is the

unity of the three gunas (traigunyd)^ the equilibrium oigunas {guna^-

sdmya)^ ignorance (avidyd)^ nature {svabhdva)^ cause {yoni)^ the

unchangeable {aksara)^ the causeless {ayoni)^ and the cause as guna

{guna-yonif.

This participation in equal proportions {anyundnatirikta) of the

gunas in a state of equilibrium (guna-sdmya), which is essentially

of the nature of tamas {tamomayd)^ is called the root [muld) and the

prakrti by the Samkhyists, and the manus descending into that

category by gradual stages are known by the names conglomeration

{samasti)^ purusuy the cause {yoni), and the unchangeable {kutastha).

The category of time, which is the transforming activity of the

world {jagatah samprakalanam)^ associates and dissociates the

purusa and theprakrti for the production of the effects. The thought

power of God, however, works through the tripartite union of time,

prakrti and the manuSy behaving as the material cause, like a lump
of clay, and produces all the categories beginning with mahat to the

gross elements of earth, water, etc. Like water or clay, the prakrti

is the evolutionary or material cause, the purusa is the unchangeable

category that contributes to the causal operation merely by its con-

tiguity®. The category of time is the internal dynamic pervading the

prakrti and the purusa. The trinity oiprakrti^ purusa and kdla is the

basis for the development of all the succeeding categories. In this

^ sattvam tatra laghu svaccham guna^rupam andmayam. Ahirhudhnya^samhitd^
VI. 52 ;

tad etat pracalam duhkham rajah sasvat pravrttimat. Ibid, vi. 57 ; guru
vistambhanam sasvan mohanarn cdpravrttimat. Ibid. vi. 60.

® sudarianamayenaVva sanikalpendHra vai hareh
codyamane^pi srsty-artham purnam guna-yugam tadd
arnsatah sdmyam dydti visnu-samkalpa-coditarn. Ibid. vi. 61-62.

The passage is somewhat obscure, in so far as it is difficult to understand how
the gunas become partially {arnsatah) similar. The idea probably is that, when the
gunas are moved forward for creative purposes, some parts of these gunas fail to
show their distinctive features, and show themselves as similar to one another.
In this stage the specific characters of only these evolving gunas are annulled, and
they appear as one with tamas. The proportion of sattva that appears to be
similar to tamas is also the proportion in which tamas becomes similar to rajas.

^ payo-mrd-ddivat tatra prakrtih parindminl
* pumdn aparifmml san sannidhdnena kdraimm

kdlah pacati tattve dve prakrtirn purusarn ca ha. Ibid, vii, 5,6.
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trinity prakrti is the evolutionary cause that undergoes the trans-

formation, punisa, though unmoved in itself, is that which by its

very presence gives the occasion for the transformation, and time

is the inner dynamic that behaves as the inner synthetic or struc-

tural cause. But these causes in themselves are not sufficient to

produce the development of the trinity. The trinity is moved to de-

velop on the evolutionary line by the spiritual activity of God.
Purusa is regarded as the adhisthana-kdrana, kdla as the principle

of inner activity, and the spiritual activity of God as the transcendent

and immanent agent in which the causal trinity finds its funda-

mental active principle. As the first stage of such a development

there emerges the category of makat, which is called by different

names, e.g. vidya, gauh, yavant, brahmly vadJtUy vrddhi, mati,

madhu, aMiydti, tsvara, and prajnd. According to the prominence

of tamos, sattva and rajas, the category of mahat is known by three

different names, kdla, buddhi and prdna, in accordance with the

moments in which there are special manifestations of tamos, sattva

and rajas^. Gross time as moments, instants or the like, the in-

telligizing activity of thought {buddhi) and the volitional activity

{prand) may also be regarded as the tripartite distinction of mahat^.

There seems to be a tacit implication here that the activity implied

in both thought and volition is schematized, as it were, through

time. The unity of thought and volition is effected through the

element of time ; for time has been regarded as the kalana-kdrana,

or the structural cause. The sattva side of the mahat manifests itself

as virtue {dharmd), knowledge {jhdna), disinchnation {vairdgya),

and all mental powers {aiivaryd). The opposite of these is associated

with that moment of mahat which is associated with the manifesta-

tion of tamos.

With the evolution of the mahat the manvs descend into it.

From the mahat and in the mahat there spring the senses by which
the objects are perceived as existent or non-existent®. Again, from
and in the mahat there springs the ahamkdra through the influence

^ kdlo huddhis tathd prdna iti tredhd sa glyate

tamah-sattva-rajo’iheddt tat-tad-unmesa-sanjnayd,
Ahirbudhnya-sanihitd, vii. 9.

^ halos truti-lavddy dtmd huddhir adhyavasdyinl
prdnahi prayatandkdra ity* etd mahato hhiddh. Ibid. vii. ii.

® hodhanarn ndma vaidyarn tadindriyam tesu jdyate
yendrthdn adhyavasyeyuh sad-asat-pravihhaginah. Ibid. vii. 14,
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of the spiritual energy of God^. This aha?nkdra is also called by the

names of abhimdna^ prajdpati^ abhimantd and boddhd. The ahatn-

kdra is of three kinds, vaikdrikUy taijasa and bhutddi^ in accordance

with the predominance of sattva^ rajas or tamas. The ahamkdra

manifests itself as will, anger, greed, mind (manas)^ and desire

{trsd). When the ahamkdra is produced, the manus descend into it*

From ahamkdra there is then produced the organ of thinking

(cintandtmakam indriyam) of the manus called manas. It is at this

stage that the manus first become thinking entities. From the tamas

side of ahamkdra as bhiitddi there is produced the sabda-tan-rndtrUy

from which the dkdsa is produced. Akdsa is associated with the

quality of sabda and gives room for all things. Akdsa is thus to be
regarded as unoccupied space, which is supposed to be associated

with the quality of sound^. With the emergence of dkdsa the manus
descend into that category. From the vaikdrika ahamkdra there

spring the organs of hearing and of speech^. The manus at this stage

become associated with these senses. Then from the bhutddiy by
the spiritual desire of God, the touch-potential is produced, and
from this is produced the air [vdyv). By the spiritual desire of God
the sense-organ of touch and the active organ of the hand are pro-

duced from the vaikdrika ahamkdra. At this stage the manus be-
come associated with these two receptive and active senses. From
the bhiitddi there is then produced the light-heat potential from
which is produced the gross light-heat. Again, from the vaikdrika

aharnkdra the visual organ and the active organ of the feet are pro-
duced, and the manus are associated with them. From the bhiitddi

the taste-potential is produced, and from it is produced water.

Further, from the vaikdrika ahamkdra there is produced the taste-

organ and the sex-organ, and the maniLs are associated with them.
From the bhiitddi there is produced the odour-potential and from
it the earth. Also, from the vaikdrika aharnkdra there arises the
cognitive sense of smelling and the active sense of secretion. The
manus at this stage descend into this category through the spiritual

creative desire of God^.

^ vidyayd udare tatrdhamkrtir ndma jdyate. Ahirbudhnya’-samhitd, vii. 15.
^ iahdai^-ka-gunam dkdsam avakdiapraddyi ca. Ibid. vii. 2,2.
® tadd vaikdrikdt punah irotram vdg iti vijUdna-karme’-ndriya^yugam mune.

Ibid. VII. 23-24.
^ Ibid. VII. 39, 40.
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The process of development herein sketched shows that one
active sense and one cognitive sense arise together with the develop-

ment of each category of matter, and with the final development of

all the categories of matter there develop all the ten senses (cog-

nitive and conative) in pairs. In the chapter on the gradual dissolu-

tion of the categories we see that with the dissolution of each cate-

gory of matter a pair of senses also is dissolved. The implication of

this seems to be that there is at each stage a co-operation of the

material categories and the cognitive and conative senses. The selves

descend into the different categories as they develop in the pro-

gressive order of evolution, and the implication of this probability

is that the selves, having been associated from the beginning with

the evolution of the categories, may easily associate themselves with

the senses and the object of the senses. When all the categories of

matter and the ten senses are developed, there are produced the

function of imagination, energy of will {samrambha)^ and the five

pranas from manas^ ahamkdra and buddhi; and through their de-

velopment are produced all the elements that may co-operate to-

gether to form the concrete personality^. The order followed in the

process of development in evolution was maintained in an inverse

manner at the time of dissolution.

The above-mentioned manus produce in their wives many
children, who are called mdnavas. They in their turn produce many
other children who are called the new mdnavaSy or the new men, in

all the four castes. Those among them who perform their work for

a hundred years with true discriminative knowledge enter into the

supreme person of Hari. Those, however, who perform their

with motives of reaping their effects pass through rebirths in

consonance with their actions. As has been said before, the manus
may be regarded as the individuated forms of the original kutastha

purusa. All xhejivas are thus but parts of Visnu’s own self-realizing

being (bhuty-arnsa). Now the prakrtiy which is also called vidydy

^ samkalpas caiva samrambhah prdimh pancavidhds tathd
manaso*hamkrter buddher jayante purvam eva tu

evam sampurna-sarvangah prdndpanddi-samyutdh
sarve-ndriya-yutas tatra dehino manavo mune.

Ahirbudhnya-samhita, vii. 42, 43.

Thus from bhutadiy acting in association with taijasa ahamkdra, are produced
successively the five tan-mdtras of sabda, sparia, rupa, rasa and gandha, from each
of which in the same order are produced the five bhutas of dkdsa, vdyu, tejas,

ap and prthivl. Again, from the associated work of taijasa and vaikdrika
ahamkdra there are produced the five cognitive and conative senses.

D III 4
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and which at the time of the creative process showers itself as rain

and produces the food-grains, and which at the beginning of the

dissolution shows itself as a drying force, begins to manifest itself

as showering clouds and produces the food-grains. By consuming

the food thus produced by nature men fall from their original state

of perfect knowledge {jndna-bhramsam prapadyante). At such a

stage the original manus produce the scriptures for the guidance of

those men who have fallen from their original omniscience.

Thence men can only attain their highest goal by following the

guidance of the scriptures^. It thus appears that the power of

Visnu as consciousness, bliss and action splits itself into twofold

form as the realizing activity and the object, called respectively the

bhdvaka and the bhdvya. The former is the thought-activity of the

Lord and the latter is that part of Him which manifests itself as the

object of this activity. This leads to the pure and the impure crea-

tion. The kutasiha purusa of the four manus stands intermediate

between the pure and the impure creation^. There is nothing what-

soever outside the sphere of the Sudariana sakti of the Lord.

On the central question of the relation of God with thejivas the

general view of the Pancaratra, as well as that of the Ahirbudhnya,

seems to be that at the time of dissolution they return to God
and remain in a potential form in Him, but again separate out at the

time of the new creation. At the time of emancipation, however,

they enter into God, never to come out of Him. But though they

enter into Him, they do not become one with Him, but have an

independent existence in Him or enter into the abode of Visnu, the

Vaikuntha, which is often regarded as identical with Him. This is

probably a state of what is found in many places described as the

sdlokya-mukti. In the fourteenth chapter of the Ahirbudhuya--

samhitd mukti is described as the attainment of Godhood {bhaga-

vattd-'mayi mukti^ or vaisnavam tad viset padanif. The means by

^ tat tu vaidyam payah prdsya sarve mdnava-‘manavdh
jhdna^hhramsam prapadyante sarva~jhdh svata eva te,

Ahirhudhnya-samhitdy vii. 61, 62.

Compare this with the Jewish Christian doctrine of the fall of man, as suggested
by Schrader*s introduction to the Pancaratra, p. 78.

® andayoh puruso madhye yah sthitah sa catur-yugah
hiddhe-tara^mayam viddhi kutastham tom mahd-mune. Ibid, vii. 70.

Compare the view of the Gaudlya school, which regards the jlva as the tatasihd
dakti of God, which is between the antarahgd and the vahirahgd iaktL
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1

which mukti can be attained is said to be a virtuous course of action

without seeking any selfish ends^. Thejtvas are described as begin-

ningless, infinite, and as pure consciousness and bliss, and as being
largely of the nature of God (bhagavanmaya)\ but still they are

described as owing their existence to the spiritual energy of God
{bhagavad-bhavitah sadaf. This idea is further clarified when it is

said that side by side with the bhdvya and the bhdvaka powers of

God we have a third power called the pum-saktiy of which we hear

in the Gitd as Ksetrajna-sakti and in the Gaudiya school as tatastha

sakti^. Apart from the three powers of God as creation, mainte-

nance and destruction. He has a fourth and a fifth power called

favour {anugrahd) and disfavour {nigrahd). The Lord is, of course,

self-realized and has no unachieved end, and has absolutely unim-
peachable independence; but still in His playful activity He acts

like a king just as He wishes^. This idea of hridd is repeated in the

Gaudiya school as lild. All these activities of His are but the dif-

ferent manifestations of His thought-activity called sudariana. In

His own playful activity as disfavour He covers up the natural con-

dition of the jiva^ so that in place of His infinitude, he appears as

atomic, in place of His omnipotence, he can do but little, in place

of His omniscience. He becomes largely ignorant and possesses but

little knowledge. These are the three impurities and the three types

of bondage. Through this covering activity thejlva is aliiicted with

ignorance, egoism, attachment, antipathy, etc. Being afflicted by
ignorance and the passions, and being goaded by the tendency to-

wards achieving the desirable and avoiding the undesirable. He
performs actions leading to beneficial and harmful results. He thus

undergoes the cycle of birth and rebirth, and is infested with dif-

ferent kinds of root-instincts (ydsand). It is through the power of

this bondage and its requirements that the powers of creation,

maintenance and destruction are roused and made active to arrange

for rewards and punishments in accordance with the karmas of the

jwas. As proceeding from the very playful nature of God, which
precedes time {kdla)y and is beginningless, the bondage also is said

to be beginningless. The above description of bondage as happening

^ sadhanam tasya ca prokto dharmo nirahhisandhikdh.

Ahirhudhnya-samhitd
y
xiv, 4.

® Ibid. ® pum-iaktih kdlamayy anyd pumdn so^yam udiritah. Ibid. xiv. jo.

* saroair an-anuyojyam tat svdtantryam divyam isituh

avapta-miva-kamopi kridate rdjavad vak. Ibid. xiv. 13.
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at some time through a process of fall from original nature is by way

of analysis of the situation. Through the power of God as anugraha^

or grace, God stops the course of karma for a jwa on whose con-

dition of sorrow and suffering He happens to take pity. With the

cessation of the good and bad deeds and their beneficent and harm-

ful results through the grace of God the jvva looks forward to

emancipation and is moved by a feeling of disinclination and begins

to have discriminative knowledge. He then turns to scriptures and

to teachers, follows the course of action dictated by Samkhya and

Yoga, and attains the Vedantic knowledge, finally to enter the

ultimate abode of Visnu.

LaksmI is regarded as the ultimate eternal power of Visnu, and

she is also called by the names Gaurl, Sarasvatl and Dhenu. It is

this supreme power that manifests itself as Samkarsana, Pradyumna

and Aniruddha. Thus, these separate powers are observable only

when they manifest themselves, but even when they do not mani-

fest themselves they exist in God as His great supreme power

Laksmi. It is this Laksmi that is called Brahma, Visnu, or Siva.

The vyakti^ avyakti^ purusa and kdla or samkhya and yoga are all

represented in the Laksmi. Laksmi is the ultimate supreme power

into which all the others resolve themselves. As distinct from the

other manifested powers it is often called the fifth power. The
emancipated person enters into this Laksmi, which is regarded as

the highest abode of Visnu {pararn dhdma ox paramarn padam)^ or

the highest Brahman. This power {sakti) is also regarded as having

an inner feeling of bliss; and yet it is of the nature of bliss, and is

designated as the bhdva form of Visnu and also as the ujjvala

(shining). This sakti is also regarded as discharging the five func-

tions {panca-krtya-kari) of creation, maintenance, destruction,

grace and disfavour mentioned above. Brahman, as associated with

this sakti^ is called the highest Visnu as distinguished from the

lower Visnu, the god of maintenance. This sakti is always in a state

of internal agitation though it may not be observed as such from

outward appearance. This internal agitation and movement are so

subtle that they may appear to be in a state of absolute calmness

like that of the ocean^. Thus sakti is also called the mdyd of Visnu^.

^ sada pratdyamdncCpi suksmair bhdvaircdaksanaih.
nirvydpdreva sd hhdti staimityam iva co*dadheh.
tayai vopahitam Brahma nirvikalparn nirahjanant,

Ahirbudhnya-samhitd^ Li. 49.
® mayd'scarya-karatvena pahca-krtya-karl soda* Ibid. Li. 58.
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It is a part of this power that transforms itself as the hhdvya and the

bhdvaka sakti^ of which the latter is also known by the name
sudarsana. The bhdvya shows itself as the world, and its objective

import is the world.

The thought-activity by which the concept shows itself in the

ideal and in the objective world as thought and its significance, the

object, is the epitome of the power of Sudarsana. When all the ex-

ternal movement of the objective is ideally grasped in the word, we
have also in it the manifestation of the power of Sudarsana, or the

supreme thought-activity of God. All the causality of the objective

world is but a mode of the manifestation of the Sudarsana power.

Thus not only all the movements of the external world of nature

and the movement implied in speech, but the subjective-objective

movement by which the world is held together in thought and in

speech are the manifestation of the Sudarsana power. All expressions

or manifestations are either in the way of qualities or actions, and

both are manifestations of the Sudarsana power of God. Our words

can signify only these two ways of being. For this reason they refer

only to the Sudarsana, which is attributive to God, but cannot ex-

press the nature of God. Words, therefore, cannot reveal the nature

of God. The word may hold the universe within it as its mystic

symbol and may represent within it all its energies, but, in any case,

though it may engulf within it the whole universe and secure the

merging of the universe in itself and can identify itself with God,

such identification can only be with the Sudarsana power of God,

and the entrance into God, or the realization of Him through the

word or thought, can only be through the Sudarsana power, which

is a part of Laksmi. Thus unity with God can only mean union with

Sudarsana, or entrance into Laksmi^.

Adoration {namah) means the spontaneous acceptance of the

highest Lord as the master on the part of a man who has achieved

it through a wise enlightenment^. Superiority {jydydn) consists of

greatness of qualities and existence in earlier time^. God alone is

superior, and everything else is inferior. The relation between the

latter and the former is that the latter exists for the former or is

dependent on the former. This relation is called {sesa~sesitd). The
^ Ahirhudhnya’-sawhitd^ Li. 69-78.

^ preksdvata^i pravrttir yd prahvz'-hhdvd^trnikd svatah
uthrstam param uddUya tan namah parigzyate. Ibid. Lli. z.

® kdlato gunatas caiva prakarso yatra tisthati

sahdas tarn mukhyayd vrttydjydydn ity avalambate. Ibid. lii. 4.
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relation between the two is that one should be the adorer and the

other the adored {nantr-nantavya-bhavd). True adoration is when

such an adoration proceeds naturally as a result of such a relation,

without any other motive or end of any kind—the only idea being

that God is supremely superior to me and I am absolutely inferior

to Him^. This process of adoration not only takes the adorer to

God, but also brings God to him. The presence of any motive of

any kind spoils the effectuation of the adoration. This adoration is

the first part of the process ofprapattiy or seeking the protection of

God^. Now on account of the presence of beginningless root-

impressions (vdsand)^ and of natural insignificance of power and

association with impurity, man’s power of knowledge or wisdom

becomes obstructed; and when a man becomes fully conscious of

such weakness, he acquires the quality of kdrpanya or lowliness.

A feeling or consciousness of one’s independence obstructs this

quality of lowliness. The great faith that the supreme God is always

merciful is called the quality of mahd-^visvdsa. The idea that God is

neutral and bestows His gifts only in proportion to one’s deeds

obstructs this quality. The idea that, since He is all-merciful and

all-powerful, He would certainly protect us, produces the quality

of faith in God’s protective power. The notion that God, being

qualityless, is indifferent to any appeal for protection obstructs this

quality. Acceptance of the Lord as the supreme master whose

commands should on no account be disobeyed produces the quality

of docility (prdtikulya-vivarjana). Service of God in a manner not

prescribed in the scriptures obstructs this quality. The strong re-

solve of the mind to work in accordance with God’s wishes, with

the full conviction that the sentient and the non-sentient of the

world are but parts of His nature, produces the quality of sub-

mission. An inimical disposition towards the beings of the world

obstructs this quality. A true adoration (namak) to God must be

associated with all the aforesaid qualities. True adoration must
carry with it the conviction that the sense of possession that we have

in all things, due to beginningless instinctive passions and desires,

is all false, and the adorer should feel that he has neither inde-

pendence nor anything that he may call his own. ‘‘My body, my
^

' upddhi-rahitend* yam yena hhdvena cetanah
namati jyayase tasmai tad vd namanam ucyate.

Ahirbudhnya-samhitdf Lii. 9.

^ phalepsd tad-virodhint. Ibid, lii. 15.
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riches, my relations do not belong to me, they all belong to God”

;

such is the conviction that should generate the spirit with which

the adoration should be oflFered. The adorer should feel that the

process of adoration is the only way through which he can obtain

his highest realization, by offering himself to God and by drawing

God to himself at the same time. The purpose of adoration is thus

the supreme self-abnegation and self-offering to God, leaving no-

thing for oneself. The world comes out of God and yet exists in a

relation of inherence, so that He is both the agent and the material

cause of the world, and the adorer must always be fully conscious

of the greatness of God in all its aspects.

The above doctrine of prapattiy or nydsUy or sarand^gatiy as the

means of winning God’s grace, has also been described in Chapter

XXVII and it virtually means the qualities just described^, sarand-gati

is here defined as prayer for God’s help in association with the con-

viction of one’s being merged in sin and guilt, together with a belief

in one’s absolute helplessness and a sense of being totally lost with-

out the protecting grace of God^. The person who takes to the path

of Xhisprapatti achieves the fruits of all tapaSy sacrifices, pilgrimages

and gifts, and attains salvation easily without resorting to any other

methods^ It is further said that on the part of the devotee following

the path of prapatti all that is necessary is to stick firmly to the

attitude of absolute dependence on God, associated with a sense of

absolute helplessness. He has no efforts to make other than to keep

himself in the prayerful spirit; all the rest is done by God. Prapatti

is thus a updyafndna and not a updya\ for it is a mental attitude

and does not presuppose any action. It is like a boat on which the

passenger merely sits, while it is the business of the boatman to

do the rest^.

1 sodhd hi veda-vidmo vadanty enam mahd^mune
dnukulyasya samkdlpah prdUkulyasya varjanam

raksisyati ti visvdso ^optYVCi-vuTCLiiCLtn tcithd

dtma-niksepa-kdrpanye sad-vidha sarand-gatiK

Ahirbvdhnya-samhitd, xxxvii. ay, 28.

2 aham asmy aparddhdndm dlayo^kincano^ gatih

tvam evo "pdydbhuto me hhaveHi prdrthand-matih.

sarandgatir ity-uktd sd deve'smin prayujyatdm.
Ibid. XXXVII. 30, 31.

® Ibid. XXXVII. 34 and 35.

4 atra ndvV ti drstantad updya-jndnam eva tu

narena krtyam anyat tu ndvihasye^va taddhareJi.

Ahirbudhnya-‘saifjfihitd.
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Describing the process of pure creation, it is said that at the

time ofpralaya all effects are reduced to a dormant state, and there

is no movement of any kind. All the six qualities of the Lord,

namelyjMaMa, iakti, bala, aisvarya, vlrya and tejas described above,

are in a state of absolute calmness like the sky without a puff of air

in it^. This assemblage of powers in a state of calmness is LaksmI,
which exists as it were like the very void. From its own spontaneity

it seems to wish to burst forth and turn itself into active opera-

tions. This power of God, though differentiated from Him, may
be regarded as being His very nature. It is only when it thus

comes out in active forms that it can be recognized as power, or

sakti. When embedded in the potential form, it is indistinguish-

able from the Lord Himself. These gunas of God should not,

however, be confused with the gunas of prakrti, which evolve

at a much lower stage in the course of the process of impure
creation.

As regards the vyuhas, it is said that Samkarsana carries in him
the whole universe, as if it were a spot at the parting of the hairs

(tilakalaka). The universe as it exists in Samkarsana is still in an
unmanifested form. He is the support of the universe {asesa-

hhuvana-dhardf. The manus, time and prakrti came out of Prad-
yumna®. It is through the influence of Pradyumna that men are
actuated to perform their work in accordance with the sastraS^.

Aniruddha, also called Maha-visnu, is the god of power and energy,
and it is through his efforts that the creation and the maintenance
of the world are possible. It is he who makes the world grow®. It is

through him that the world lives without fear and ultimate salvation
is possible. According to Sankara’s account Sanakarsana stands for
the individual soul, Pradyumna for manas and Aniruddha for the
Ego {aJiamkardf

.

Such a view is rather rare in the existing Panca-
ratra literature. In the Visvaksena-sarnhitd, as quoted in the
Tattva-traya, it is said that Samkarsana acts as the superintendent

purmi-stimita-sS.4-gunyarn. asairara-nwaro-pamam.
Ahirhudhnya^samhitd, v. 3.

® All the iastras are said to have been produced by Samkarsana, and it is inhim that they disappear at the time of pralaya. Ahirhudhnya^ issr. 16.

5
^ y^: Pradyumna is also called Vira.

^^®re are, however, many conflicting views about these functions of the
different vyuhe^. See Lak^mt-tantra, iv. 11-30, also Visvaksena-samhitd, as
quoted in the Tattva-^traya.

’

* Veddnta^sutra, ii. 3. 43, Sankara’s commentary.
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of the souls, and Pradyumna is described as manomaya or the mind,

but nothing is said about Aniruddha. In the Laksmi-tantra, vi.

9-14, it is said that Sarnkarsana was like the soul, buddhi and manas

and Vasudeva, the playful creative activity. In the Visvaksena-

samhitd Aniruddha is regarded as the creator of the misra-varga

(pure-impure creation, such as niyati\ etc., and Sarnkarsana is re-

garded as the being who separated the principle of life from nature

and became Pradyumna. But in the Ahirhudhnya the difference

between the purusa and prakrti starts in the Pradyumna stage, and

not in the Sarnkarsana stage, and Aniruddha is regarded in the

Ahirhudhnya as the superintendent of the sattva and therethrough

of all that come from it and the mantes'^. According to the Ahir-

budhnya LaksmI is described as the power of God, but according to

Uttara-ndrdyana we have Laksmi and Bhumi, and according to the

Tattva-traya Laksmi, Bhumi and Nila. In the Vihagendra-

sarnhitd^ ii. 8, these three are regarded as icchd, kriyd and sdksdt-

sakti of the Devi. In the SUd-upanisad also we have the same in-

terpretation, and this is also associated there with Vaikhdnasa

tradition. The Vihagendra speaks of the eight saktis of Sudarsana,

kirti, srty vijayd, sraddhd, smrtiy medhd, dhrti and ksamd, and in

the Sdtrata-samhitd (ix. 85) we hear of the twelve saktis emanating

from the Srivatsa of Visnu: these are laksmi^ pusti^ dayd^ nidrd^

ksamd, kdnti, sarasvatl, dhrti, maim, rati, tusti and mati.

The Pancaratra is based partly on the Vedic and partly on the

Tantric system^. It therefore believes in the esoteric nature of the

mantras. It has already been said that the world has come into

being from the Sudarsana power; so all the natural, physical and

other kinds of energies and powers of all things in the world are but

manifestation of the Sudarsana. The power of the Sudarsana also

manifests itself in the form of all living beings and of all that is

inanimate, of the course of bondage and also of emancipation.

Whatever is able to produce is to be regarded as the manifestation

of Sudarsana®. The mantras are also regarded as the energy of

^ Ahirhiidhnya-samhita, vi. 57.
2 veda-tantramayo--dbhuta-ndnd~prasavasdlint. Ibid. vi. 9.

® sudarscindhvayd devi sarva-krtya-kari vibhoh

tan-mayam viddhi sdmarthyam sarvam sarva-paddrthajam

dharmcisydTthcLsycL kdmcisycL mukter butidhcL-ttciycisya ccl

yad yat sva-kdrya-sdmarthyam tat-tat’-saudarsanam vapuh.
Ibid. XVI. 4 and 6.
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Visnu as pure consciousness^. The first manifestation of this power,

like a long-drawn sound of a bell, is called ndda^ and it can only be

perceived by the great yogins. The next stage, like a bubble on the

ocean, is called bindu^ which is the identity of a name and the ob-

jective power denoted by it. The next stage is the evolution of the

objective power (namy-udayd)^ which is also called iSabda-brahman.

Thus, with the evolution of every alphabetic sound there is also

the evolution of the objective power of which it is the counterpart.

Ahirbudhnya then goes on to explain the evolution of the different

vowel and consonant sounds from the im^/w-power. By fourteen

efforts there come the fourteen vowels emanating through the

dancing of the serpent power {Kundali-sakti) of Visnu^. By its two-

fold subtle power it behaves as the cause of creation and destruction.

This power rises in the original locus [mula-dhard) and, when it

comes to the stage of the navel, it is called and is perceived

by the yogins. It then proceeds to the lotus of the heart and then

passes through the throat as the audible sound. The energy of the

vowel sounds passes through the susumnd nadt. In this way the

different consonant sounds are regarded as the prototypes of dif-

ferent manifestations of world-energy, and these again are regarded

as the symbols of different kinds of gods or superintendents of

energy^. An assemblage of some of these alphabets in different

orders and groups, called also the lotus or the wheel {cdkrd)^ would
stand for the assemblage of different types of complex powers.

The meditation and worship of these cdkras would thus be expected

to bring the objective powers typified by them under control. The
different gods are thus associated with the different cdkras of

mantras
\ and by far the largest portion of the Pancaratra literature

is dedicated to the description of the rituals associated with these,

the building of corresponding images, and the temples for these

subsidiary deities. The meditation of these mantras is also regarded
as playing diverse protective functions.

In consonance with the ordinary method of the Tantric works

saksad visnoh kriyd-saktih hiddha-samvinmyi para.
Akirbudhnya-samhitdy xvi. 10.

This kiiyd-sakti is also called sdmarthya or yoga or pdramesthya or mahdtejas or
mdyd-yoga. Ibid. Kvi.

® natfva kundall-saktir ddyd vi^Ttor vijrmhhate. Ibid. xvi. 55.
® vimu^saktimayd varnd vipiu-‘samkalpa-jrmbhitdh

adhisthitd yathd bhdvais tathd tan me niidmaya. Ibid. xvii. 3.
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the Ahirbudhnya describes the nervous system of the body. The
root {kanda) of all the nerves is said to be at about nine inches above
the penis. It is an egg-shaped place four inches in length and
breadth and made up of fat, flesh, bone and blood. Just two inches

below the penis and about two inches from the anus we have a place

which is called the middle of the body [sanra-madhya)^ or simply
the middle (madhya). It is like a quadrilateral figure, which is also

called the dgneya-mandala. The place of the root of the nddts is also

called the navel-wheel (ndbhi-cakra)^ which has twelve spokes.

Round the ndbhi-cakra there exists the serpent (kundali) with eight

mouths, stopping the aperture called brahmu’-randhra of the

susumnd by its body^. In the centre of the cakra there are the two
nddts called the alambusa and susumnd. On the different sides of the

supimnd there are the following nddts: Kuhu^ Varuna^ Yasasvin%

Pingald^ Pusd^ Payasvint^ Sarasvatiy Sankhint^ Gdndhdrt^ Idd^

Hastifihvd^ Visvodard, But there are on the whole 72,000 nddts in

the body. Of these, Iddy Pingald and summnd are the most impor-

tant. Of these, again, susumndy which goes to the centre of the brain,

is the most important. As a spider remains inside the meshes of its

thread, so the soul, as associated with prana or life-force, exists in-

side this navel-wheel. The susumnd has five openings, of which four

carry blood, while the central aperture is closed by the body of the

Kundalt, Other nddts are shorter in size and are connected with the

different parts of the body. The Ida and the Pingald are regarded as

being like the sun and the moon of the body.

There are ten vdyuSy or bio-motor forces of the body, called

prdnay apdnUy samdnUy uddnay vydnay ndgUy kilrmay krkaray deva^-

datta and dhananjaya. The prana vdyu remains in the navel-wheel,

but it manifests itself in the regions of the heart, mouth and the

nose. The apdna vdyu works in the anus, penis, thighs, the legs, the

belly, the testes, the lumbar region, the intestines, and in fact per-

forms the functions of all the lower region. The vydna exists be-

tween the eyes and the ears, the toes, nose, throat and the spine.

The udana works in the hands and the samdna through the body as

a whole, probably discharging the general circulation^. The func-

^ Ahirbudknya-samhita,xxKii. ii. This is indeed different from the descrip-

tion found in the Sdkta Tantras, according to which the Kundalt exists in the

place down below described as the sarira-madhya.
^ Ibid. XXXII. 33—37. These locations and functions are different from what

we find in the Ayur-Veda or the Sdkta Tantras.
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tion of the prana is to discharge the work of respiration ;
that of the

vydna, to discharge the work of turning about towards a thing or

away from it. The function of the uddna is to raise or lower the body

,

that of the samdna^ to feed and develop it. The function of eructation

or vomiting is performed by the ndga vdyu^ and devadatta produces

sleep and so on. These nadls are to be purified by inhaling air by the

idd for as long as is required to count from i to i6. This breath is to

be held long enough to count from i to 32, and in the interval some

forms of meditation are tobe carried on. Then the yogin should inhale

air in the same manner through t\xepingald and hold that also in the

same way. He should then exhale the breath through the Ida. He
should practise this for three months thrice a day, three times on

each occasion, and thus his nddis will be purified and he will be able

to concentrate his mind on the vdyus all over his body. In the pro-

cess of the prdndydma he should inhale air through the Ida long

enough to count from i to 16. Then the breath is to be retained

as long as possible, and the specific mantra is to be meditated upon

;

and then the breath is to be exhaled out by the pingald for the time

necessary to count from i to 16. Again, he has to inhale through the

Pingald^ retain the breath and exhale through the Ida. Gradually the

period of retention of the breath called kumbhaka is to be increased.

He has to practise the prdndydma sixteen times in course of the

day. This is called the process of prdndydma. As a result of this,

he may enter the stage of samadhi^ by which he may attain all

sorts of miraculous powers, just as one may by the meditation of the

wheel of mantras.

But before one begins the purification of the nddis described

above one should practise the various postures {asanas) of which
cakra^ padma^ kurma^ mayura^ kukkuta^ vira, svastika, bhadra^ simha,

mukta 2in.dgomukha are described the Ahirbudhnya. The practice of

these postures contributes to the good health of the yogins. But these

physical practices are of no avail unless one turns to the spiritual

side of yoga. Yoga is defined as the union of the lower and the

higher soul^. Two ways for the attainment of the highest reality

are described in the Ahirbudhnya—one is that of self-offering or

self-abnegation {dtma-samarpana or hrd-ydga) through the medita-
tion on the highest in the form of some of His powers, as this

^ samyogo yoga ity ukto jlvatm-paramd-tmanoh.
Ahirhudhnya-samhitdy xxxi. 15.
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and that specific deity, by the practice of the mantras
\
and the

other is that of the yoga}'. Ahirhudhnya^ however, concentrates its

teachings on the former, and mentions the latter in only one of

its chapters. There are two types of soul, one within the influence

of the prakrti and the other beyond it. The union with the highest

is possible through karma and yoga. Karma is again of two kinds,

that which is prompted by desires {pravartaka) and that which is

prompted by cessation of desires {nivartakd). Of these only the

latter can lead to emancipation, while the former leads to the attain-

ment of the fruits of desires. The highest soul is described as the

subtle {suksma\ all-pervading {sarva-ga)^ maintaining all (sarva-

bhrt), pure consciousness (jndna-rupa)^ without beginning and end
(anady-ananta), changeless {a-vikdriri)^ devoid of all cognitive or

conative senses, devoid of names and class-notions, without colour

and quality, yet knowing all and pervading all, self-luminous and

yet approachable through intuitive wisdom, and the protector of

alP. The yoga by which a union of our lower souls with this highest

reality can be effected has the well-known eight accessories, yama^
niyama, dsana^ prdndydmay pratydhdra^ dhdrana^ dhydna and
samddhi.

Of these, yama is said to consist of beneficial and yet truthful

utterance (satya), suffering at the sufferings of all beings (dayd\

remaining fixed in one’s path of duty even in the face of dangers

idhrti), inclination of all the senses to adhere to the path of right

conduct {sauca), absence of lust (brahma-carya)^ remaining un-

ruffled even when there is a real cause of anger or excitement

(ksamd), uniformity of thoughts, deeds and words (drjava), taking

of unprohibited food {mitdhdra)^ absence of greed for the property

of others {asteya\ cessation from doing injury to others by word,

deed or thought (ahirnsaf. Niyama is described as listening to

Vedantic texts {siddhdnta-sravana\ gifts of things duly earned to

proper persons (ddna)^ faith in scriptural duties {mati)^ worship of

Visnu through devotion (Isvara-pujana)^ natural contentment with

^ yad va hhagavate tasmai svakiydtma-samarpanam
visista-daivatdyd^ smai cahra-rupdya mantratah
viyuktam prakrteh mddham dadydd dtma-havih svayam*

Akirbudhnya-samhitdf xxx. 4, 5.
® Ibid, XXXI. 7-10.
® Ibid. 18-23. The list here given is different from that of Patahjali, who

counts ahimsd, satya, asteya^ brahma-carya and aparigraha as yamas. See Yoga-
sutray II. 30.
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whatever one may have {santosd), asceticism (tapah), faith in the

ultimate truth being attainable only through the Vedas (astikya),

shame in committing prohibited actions (hn), muttering of mantras

(japa), acceptance of the path dictated by the good teacher {vratap.

Though the Yoga is here described as the union of the lower and

the higher soul, the author of the Ahirbudhnya was aware of the

yogdnusdsana of Patanjali and his doctrine of Yoga as the repression

of mental states {citta-vrtti-nirodhaY.

The Ahirbudhnya defines pramd as the definite knowledge of a

thing as it really exists (yatharthd-vadharanam), and the means by

which it is attained is called pramdna. That which is sought to be

discovered by the pramdna as b^ing beneficial to man is called

pramdndrtha. This is of two kinds, that which is supremely and ab-

solutely beneficial, and that which indirectly leads thereto, and as

such is called kita and sddhana. Oneness with God, which is

supremely blissful, is what is called supremely beneficial [hita).

Two ways that lead to it are those of dharma zndjiidna. This know-

ledge is of two kinds, as direct intuition (sdksdtkdra) and as indirect

or inferential (paroksa). Dharma is the cause of knowledge, and is

of two kinds, one which leads directly, and the other indirectly, to

worship of God. Self-offering or self-abnegation with reference to

God is called indirect dharma, while the way in which the Yogin

directly realizes God is called the direct dharma, such as is taught

in the Pancaratra literature, called the sdtvata-sdsana. By the

Samkhya path one can have only the indirect knowledge of God,
but through Yoga and Vedanta one can have a direct intuition of

God. Emancipation (moksa) is as much an object of attainment

through efforts (sddhya) as dharma, artha and kdma, though the last

three are also mutually helpful to one another®.

^ AUrbudhnya-sanMta, pp. 23-30. This list is also different from that of
Pataftjali, who counts sauca, santosa, tapabt, svadhyaya and livara-pranidhana
only as myomas. See Yoga-satra, ii. 32.

“ Ibid. xin. 27, 28.
® Ibid. xni.



CHAPTER XVII

THE ARVARS.

The Chronology of the Arvars.

In the Bhdgavata-puram, xi. 5. 38-40, it is said that the great

devotees of Visnu will appear in the south on the banks of Tamra-
parni, Krtamala (Vaigai), PayasvinI (Palar), Kaveri and Mahanadi
(Periyar)^. It is interesting to note that the Arvars, Namm’-arvar
and Madhura-kaviy-arvar, were bom in the Tamraparni country,

Periy-arvar and his adopted daughter Andal in the Krtamala,

Poygaiy-arvar, Bhutatt’-arvar, Pey-arvar and Tiru-marisai Piran in

the Payasvini, Tondar-adi-podiy-aivar, Tiru-pan-arvar and Tiru-

mahgaiy-arvar in the Kaveri, and Periy-arvar and Kula-^ekhara

Pemmal in the Mahanada countries. In the Bhagavata-mdhatmya'Vfe

find a parable in which Bhakti is described as a distressedwomanwho
was bornin the Dravida country, had attained herwomanhood in the

Carnatik and Maharastra, and had travelled in great misery through

Guzerat and North India with her two sons Jndna and Vairagya to

Brindaban, and that owing to the hard conditions through which

she had to pass her two sons had died. This shows that at least

according to the traditions of the Bhdgavata-purdim Southern India

was regarded as a great stronghold of the Bhakti cult.

The Arvars are the most ancient Vaisnava saints of the south,

of whom Saroyogin or Poygaiy-arrar, Putayogin or Bhutatt’-arvar,

Mahadyogin or PSy-arvar, and Bhaktisara or Tiru-marisai Piran

are the earliest; Namm’-arvar or Sathakopa, Madhura-kaviy-arvar,

Kula-s5khara Pemmal, Visnucittan (or Periy-arvar) and Goda
(Andal) came after them and Bhaktanghrirenu (Tondar-adi-podiy-

arvar), Yogivaha (Tim-pan-arvar) and Parakala (Tim-mahgaiy-

^ This implies that the Bhdgavata-purdna in its present form was probably
written after the Arvars had flourished. The verse here referred to has been
quoted by Vehkatanatha in his Rahasya-traya-sdra, The Prapannd-mrta (Ch. 77)
however refers to three other Vaisnava saints who preceded the Arvars. They
were (i) Kasarayogin, born in Kanci, (ii) Bhutayogindra, born in Mallipura,

(iii) Bhranta-yogindra called also Mahat and Maharya who was the incarnation

of Vi§vaksena. It was these sages who advised the five sarnskdras of Vaisnavism
(tdpafi paundras tathd ndma mantro ydgas ca paficamah). They preached the
emotional Vaisnavism in which Bhakti is realized as maddening intoxication

associated with tears, etc. They described their feelings of ecstasy in three works,
comprising three hundred verses written in Tamil. They were also known by the

names of MSdhava, Dasarya and Saroyogin.
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arvar) were the last to come. The traditional date ascribed to the

earliest Kprar is 4^03 B.c., and the date of the latest Arvar is

2706 though modern researches on the subject bring down

their dates to a period not earlier than the seventh or the eighth

century a.d. Traditional information about the Arvars can be had

from the different Guru-parampard^^ works. According to the

Guru-parampard, Bhutatt-, Poygaiy- and Pey-arvars were incarna-

tions of Visnu’s Gaddy Sankha and Nandaka, and so also Kadan-

mallai and Mayilai, while Tiru-marisai Piran was regarded as the

incarnation of the cakra (wheel) of Visnu. Namm’-arvar was in-

carnation of Visvaksena and Kula-sekhara Peru-mal of the Kaus-

tubha of Visnu. So Periy-arvar, Tondar-adi-podiy-arvar and Tiru-

mangaiy-arvar were respectively incarnations of Ganiday Vanarndld

and &dYnga of Visnu. The last Arvar was Tiru-pan-arvar. Andal,

the adopted daughter of Periy-arvar, and Madhura-kaviy-arvar, the

disciple of Namm’-arvar, were also regarded as Arvars. They came
from all parts of the Madras Presidency. Of these seven were

Brahmins, one was a Ksattriyay two were sudras and one was of the

low Panar caste. The Guru-parampards give incidents of the lives

of the Arvars and also fanciful dates B.c. when they are said to have

flourished. Apart from the Guru-parampards there are also mono-
graphs on individual Arvars, of which the following are the most
important: (i) Divya-suri-^carita by Garuda-vahana Pandita, who
was a contemporary of Ramanuja; (2) Guru-^parampard’-prahhdvajn

of Pinb’-aragiya Peru-mal Jlyar, based on the Divya-suri-carita

and written in mani-pravdla style, i.e. a mixture of Sanskrit and
Tamil; (3) Periya-tiru-miidiy-adaivu of Anbillai Kandadai-yappan,
written in Tamil; (4) Upadesa--ratna-mdlai of Manavala Ma-muni,
written in Tamil, contains the list of Arvars; (5) Yatmdra'-pravana-
prahhdvam of Pillai Lokacaryar. The other source of information
regarding the Arvars is the well-known collection of the works of
Arvars known as NdUayira-divya-prabandham, Among these are
the commentaries on the Divya-prabandhatn and the Tiru-vdy’-tnori
of Namm’-arvar. In addition to these we have the epigraphical
evidence in inscriptions scattered over the Madras Presidency^

^ Early History'^qf Vaisnavism in South India, by S. K. Aiyangar, pp. 4-13

;

also Sir R. G. Bhandarkar’s Vai^i^avism, Saivism and Minor Religious Sects]
pp. 68, 69.

* *

Sir Subrahmanya Ayyar Lectures, by the late T. A. Gopi-natha Rau, 19:33,
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Manavala Ma-muni, in his Yatlndra-pravana-prabhdvam^ says

that the earliest of the Arvars, Pey-arvar, Bhutatt’-arvar, Poygaiy-
a]^ar, and Tiru-marisai Piran, flourished at the time of the Pallavas,

who came to Kanci about the fourth century a.d. Again, Professor

Dubreuil says that Mamallai, the native town of Bhutatt’-anrar, did
not exist before Narasimhavarman I, who founded the city by
the middle of the seventh century. Further, Tiru-mangaiy-aj^ar
praised the Vaisnava temple ofKanci built by Paramesvarvarman 11 .

It seems, therefore, that the Aiv^ars flourished in the eighth century
A.D., which was the period of a great Vaisnava movement in the Cola
and the Pandya countries, and also of the Advaitic movement of

Sankara^.

According to the traditional accounts, Namm’-arvar was the

son of Kari, holding a high post under the Pandyas, and himself

bore the names of Karimaran, Parafikusa and Sathakopa, that

his disciple was Madhura-kaviy-arvar, and that he was bom at

Tirukkurgur. Two stone inscriptions have been found in Madura
of which one is dated at Kali 3871, in the reign of King Parantaka,

whose uttarU'-mantrin was the son of Mara, who was also known as

Madhura-kaviy-arvar. The other is dated in the reign of Maran-
jadaiyan. The Kali year 3871 corresponds to a.d. 770. This was
about the year when Parantaka Pandya ascended the throne. His
father Parankusa died about the year a.d. 770. Marafikari con-

tinued as uttara-mantrin. Namm’-an^ar’s name Karimaran shows
that Kari the uttara-mantrin was his father. This is quite in accor-

dance with the accounts found in Guru-parampard, These and
many other evidences collected by Gopi-natha Rau show that

Namm’-aivar and Madhura-kaviy-arv^ar flourished at the end of the

eighth century a.d. or in the first half of the ninth century. Kula-

sekhara Peru-mal also flourished probably about the first half of the

ninth century. Periy-aivar and his adopted daughter Andal were

probably contemporaries of Srlvallabhadeva, who flourished about

the middle of the ninth century A.D. Tondar-adi-podiy-ar^ar was a

contemporary of Tim-mangaiy-aiwar and Tiru-pan-arvar. Tiru-

mangaiy-arvar referred to the wardrum of Pallavamalla, who reigned

between a.d. 717 and a.d. 779, and these Arvars could not have

flourished before that time. But Tiru-mangaiy-ai^ar, in his praise

^ Sir Subrahmanya Ayyar Lectures, by the late T. A. Gopi-natha Rau, 1923,

p. 17.

D III 5
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of Visnu at KancI, refers to Vairamegha Pallava, who probably

flourished in the ninth century. It may therefore be supposed that

Tiru-mahgaiy lived about that time. According to Mr S. K.

Aiyangar the last of the Arv^ars flourished in the earlier half of the

eighth century a.d.^ Sir R. G. Bhandarkar holds that Kula-

sekhara Peru-mal flourished about the middle of the twelfth

century. He was a king of Travancore and in his Mukundu'-tnuld

he quotes a verse from the Bhdgavata'-purdna (xi. 2. 36). On the

basis of the inscriptional evidence that Permadi of the Senda

dynasty, who flourished between 1138-1150, conquered Kula-

sekharanka, and identifying Kula-sekhara Peru-mal with Kula-

^ekharanka, Bhandarkar comes to the conclusion that Kula-sekhara

Peru-mal lived in the middle of the twelfth century a.d., though, as

we have already seen, Mr Rau attempts to place him in the first

half of the ninth century. He, however, does not take any notice

of the views of Sir R. G. Bhandarkar, who further thinks that the

earliest Aivars flourished about the fifth or the sixth century a.d.

and that the order of the priority of the Arvars as found in the Guru-

parampard lists is not reliable. One of the main points of criticism

used by Aiyangar against Bhandarkar is the latter’s identification

of Kula-sekhara Peru-mal with Kula-sekharanka. The works of the

Aivars were written in Tamil, and those that survive were collected

in their present form in Ramanuja’s time or in the time of Natha-

muni; this collection, containing 4000 hymns, is called Ndl-dyira-

divya-prabandham. But at least one part of it was composed by
Kuruttalvan or Kuruttama, who was a prominent disciple of

Ramanuja, and in a passage thereof a reference is made to Ramanuja
also^. The order of the Aivars given in this work is somewhat
different from that given in the Guru-parampard referred to above,

and it does not contain the name of Namm’-arvar, who is treated

separately. Again, Pillan, the disciple and apostolic successor

of Ramanuja, who commented on the Tiru-vdy-mori of Namm’-
anrar, gives in a verse all the names of the Arvars, omitting only

^ Indian Antiquary^ Vol. xxxv, pp. 228, etc.
® This part is called Rdmanuja-nurrundadi. The order of the Arvars given here

is as follows : Poygaiy-arvar, BhUtatt’-arvar, Psy-arvar, Tiru-pdn-arvar, _Tiru-
majisai Piran, Tondar-adi-podiy-arv§.r, Kula-sekhara, Periy-arvar, Andal,
Tiru-^niahgaiy-a^ar. Venkaljanatha, however, in his Prahandha-sdram records
the Arvars in the following order: Poygaiy-arvar, Bhutatt’-arvar, Pey-arvar,
Tiru-niari§ai Piran, Namm’-arvar, Madhura-kaviy-arvar, Kula-sekhara, Periy-
arvar, Andal, Tondar-adi-podiy-arvar, Tiru-pan-arvar, Tiru-mahgaiy-arvar.



xvii] The Chronology of the Arvdrs 67

Andal^. Thus it appears that Kula-sekhara was accepted as an
Anrar in Ramanuja’s time. In Vehkatanatha’s (fourteenth-century)

list, contained in one of his Tamil Prabandhams^ all the Aivars

excepting Andal and Madhura-kaviy-arvar are mentioned. The
Prabandham contains also a succession list of teachers according

to the Vadakalai^sect, beginning with Ramanuja^.

Kula-sekhara, in his Mukunda-mdld^ says that he was the ruler

of Kolli (Uraiyur, the Cola capital), Kudal (Madura) and Kohgu.
Being a native of Travancore (Vanjikulam), he became the ruler of

the Pandya and Cola capitals, Madura and Uraiyur. After a.d. 900,

when the Cola king Parantaka became supreme and the Cola capital

was at Tanjore instead of at UraiyUr, the ascendency of the Travan-

core country (Kerala) over the Cola and the Pandya kingdoms would
have been impossible. It could only have happened either before the

rise of the great Pallava dynasty with Narasimhavarman I (a.d. 600)

or after the fall of that dynasty with Nandivarman (a.d. 800). If

Tiru-mahgaiy-arvar, the contemporary of Vairamegha, be accepted

as the last Anrar, then Kula-sekhara must be placed in the sixth

century A.D. But Gopi-natha Rau interprets a passage of Kula-

sekhara as alluding to the defeat and death of a Pallava king at his

hands. He identifies this king with the Pallava king Dantivarman,

about A.D. 825, and is of the opinion that he flourished in the first

half of the ninth century a.d. In any case Bhandarkar’s identifica-

tion of Kula-sekhara with Kula-sekharanka (a.d. i i 50) is very im-

probable, as an inscription dated a.d. 1088 makes a provision for

the recital of Kula-sekhara’s TettarumtiraV ^ Aiyangar further

states that in several editions of the Mukunda-mala the quotation

from the Bhdgavata-purdna referred to by Bhandarkar cannot be

traced. We may thus definitely reject the view of Bhandarkar that

Kula-sekhara flourished in the middle of the twelfth century a.d.

There is a great controversy among the South Indian historians

and epigraphists not only about the chronological order of the

1 BhUtam Saras ca Mahad-anvaya-Bhattandtha-
§rl-Bhaktisdra’‘Kulasekhara-‘Yogivdhdn
Bhaktd'nghrirenu-Parakdla-Yatindramiirdn
§rl-‘7nat-Pardn}msa'-mimim pranato^smi nityam.

Verse quoted from Aiyangar’s Early History of Vaimavism,

2 Ramanuja’s preceptor was Periya Nambi, then come Alavandar, Manakkal
Nambi, Uyyakkondar, Nathamuni, Sathakopa, Visvaksena (Senai Nathan),

Mahalaksmi and Visnu. Aiyangar, Early History of Vaisnavism, p. ai.

® Ibid p. 33-

5-2
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different Arvars, but also regarding the dates of the first and the

last, and of those who came between them. Thus, while Aiyangar

wished to place the first four Arvars about the second century a.d.,

Gopi-natha Rau regards them as having flourished in the middle

of the seventh century a.d.^ Again, Namm'-arvar is placed by

Aiyangar in the middle of the sixth century, while Gopi-natha

Rau would place him during the first half of the ninth century.

While Aiyangar would close the history of the Arvars by the middle

of the seventh century, Gopi-natha Rau would place Kula-sekhara

in A.D. 825, Periy-aiwar in about the same date or a few years later,

and Tondar-adi-podiy-arwar, Tiru-mangaiy-arvar and Tiru-pan-

aiwar (contemporaries) about A.D. 830. From comparing the various

matters of controversy, the details of which cannot well be de-

scribed here, I feel it wise to follow Gopi-natha Rau, and am in-

clined to think that the order of the Arvars, except so far as the

first group of four is concerned, is not a chronological one, as many
of them were close contemporaries, and their history is within a

period of only 200 years, from the middle of the seventh century

to the middle of the ninth century.

The word Arvar means one who has a deep intuitive knowledge

of God and one who is immersed in the contemplation of Him. The
works of the Aiwars are full of intense and devoted love for Visnu.

This love is the foundation of the later systematic doctrine of

prapatti. The difference between the Arvars and the Aragiyas, of

whom we shall speak later on, is that, while the former had realized

Brahman and had personal enjoyment of His grace, the latter were
learned propounders who elaborated the philosophy contained in

the works of the Arvars. Poygaiy, Bhutatt’ and Pey composed the

three sections of one hundred stanzas each of Tiru-vantadi"^, Tiru-

marisai Piran spent much of his life in Triplicane, Conjeevaram
and Kumbakonam. His hymns are the Nan-mukham Tiru-vantadi^

containing ninety-six stanzas, and Tiru-chanda-vruttam, Namm’-
arvar was born of a Stidra family at Kurukur, now Alvartirunagari

in the Tinnevelly district. He was the most voluminous writer

^ These are Pgy-arvar, Bhutatt’-arvar, Poygaiy-arvar and Tiru-mari?ai Piran,
the first three being known as Mudal-arvars among the Srivaisnavas.

^ As a specimen of Tiru-vantddi one may quote the following passage:
“With love as lamp-bowl, desire as oil, mind melting with bliss as wick, with
melting soul I have kindled the bright light of wisdom in the learned Tamil which
I havejwrought for Narayana.”—Bhutam, quotation from Hooper’s Hymns
of the Alvars

f

p. 12 , n.
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among the Arvars and a great mass of his poetry is preserved in the
NaUayira-divya-prahandham. His works are the Tiru-vruttam^
containing one hundred stanzas, Tiru-vdsiriyam^ containing seven
stanzas, the Periya tiru~-vantddi of eighty-seven stanzas, and the
Tiru~vdy~mori, containing 1102 stanzas. Namm’-arvar’s whole life

was given to meditation. His disciple Madhura-kavi considers
him an incarnation of Visnu. Kula-sekhara was a great devotee of
Rama. His chiefwork is the Peru~-mdUtiru-inori, Periy-arv^ar, known
as Visnucitta, was born at Sribittiputtur. His chief works are Tiru-
palV~dndu and Tiru~morL Andal, adopted daughter of Periy-arvar,

was passionately devoted to Krsna and considered herself as one of
the Gopis, seeking for union with Krsna. She was married to the
God Rafiganatha of Srirahgam. Her chief works are Tiru-pdvai
and Nacchiydr. Tirumori Tondar-adi-podiy-arvar was born at

Mandangudi. He was once under the seduction of a courtesan
called Devadevi, but was saved by the grace of Ranganatha. His
chief works are Tiru-mdlai^ and the Tiru-palliy-eruchi. Tiru-pan-
arvar was brought up by a low-caste childless panar. His chief

work was Amalan’-ddibirdn in ten stanzas. Tiru-mahgaiy was born
in the thief-caste. His chief works are Periya-tirU'^mori^ Tiru-

kurun-ddndakam, Tiru-nedun-ddi^akam^ Tiru'-verugutt-irukkaiy

Siriya-tiru-madal and Periya’-tiru-madaL Tiru-mahgaiy was driven
to brigandage, and gained his divine wisdom through the grace of
Ranganatha. The NdUayira-divya-prabandhamy which contains the

works of the Anrars, is regarded in the Tamil country as the most
sacred book and is placed side by side with the Vedas. It is carried

in procession into the temple, when verses from it are recited and
they are recited also on special occasions of marriage, death, etc.

Verses from it are also sung and recited in the hall in front of the

temple, and it is used in the rituals along with Vedic mantras.

The Philosophy of the Arvars.

As the hymns of the Anrars have only a literary and devotional

form, it is difficult to utilize them for philosophical purposes. As an
illustration of the general subject-matter of their works, I shall try

to give a brief summary of the main contents of Namm’-arvar’s
(Sathakopa) work, following Abhiramavaracarya’s Dramidopanisat-

tdtparya^. The feeling of devotion to God felt by Sathakopa
^ MS. from Government Oriental Manuscript Library, Madras.
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could not be contained within him, and, thus overflowing, was ex-

pressed in verses which soothed all sufferers; this shows that his

affection for suffering humanity was even greater than that of their

own parents. Sathakopa’s main ideal was to subdue our so-called

manhood by reference to God {purusottama), the greatest of all

beings, and to regardallbeingsasbutwomen dependent on Him; and

so itwas that Sathakopa conceived himself as awoman longing for her

lover and entirely dependent on him. In the first of his four works

he prayed for the cessation of rebirth; in the second he described

his experiences of God’s great and noble qualities
;
in the third he

expressed his longings to enjoy God; and in the fourth he described

how all his experiences of God’s communion with him fell far short

of his great longings. In the first ten stanzas of his first centum he

is infused with a spirit of service (ddsya) to God and describes his

experiences of God’s essential qualities. In the next ten stanzas he

describes the mercy of God and recommends every one to give up
attachment to all other things, which are of a trifling and temporary

nature. Then he prays to God for his incarnation on earth with

Laksmi, His consort, and pays adoration to Him. He continues

with a description of his mental agonies in not attaining com-
munion with God, confessing his own guilt to Him. He then em-
braces God and realizes that all his failings are his own fault. He
explains that the spirit of service (ddsya) does not depend for its

manifestation and realization on any elaborate rituals involving

articles of worship, but on one’s own zeal. What is necessary is true

devotion (bhakti). Such a devotion, he says, must proceed through
an intense enjoyment of the nature of the noble qualities of God, so
that the devotee may feel that there is nothing in anything else that
is greater than them. With a yielding heart he says that God accepts
the service of those who, instead of employing all the various means
of subduing a crooked enemy, adopt only the means of friendliness

to them^. God is pleased with those who are disposed to realize the
sincerity of their own spirit, and it is through this that they can
realize God in themselves. God’s favour does not depend on any-
thing but His own grace, manifesting itself in an all-embracing
devotion. He says, in the second sataka^ that the devotee, having,

^ kautilyavatsu karana-tritaye'pi jantu^v
dtmiyam eva karana^tritayaika--riipyam
sandarsya tdnapi harih sva-vailkarotity
dcasta sandra-karuno munir astamena.

Dramidopanisat’-tdtparya. MS.
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on the one hand, felt the great and noble qualities of God, and yet

being attached to other things, is pierced through with pangs of

sorrow in not realizing God in communion, and feels a bond of

sympathy with all humanity sharing the same grief. Through the

stories ofGod relatedinthe Puranas, e.g. intlneBhagavata^ Sathakopa

feels the association of Godwhichremoves his sorrowand so increases

his contact with God. He then describes how the great saints of the

past had within their heart of hearts enjoyed an immersion in the

ocean of God’s bliss, which is the depository of all blissful emotion;

and he goes on to express his longings for the enjoyment of that

bliss. Through his longings for Him there arose in Sathakopa great

grief of separation, devoid of any interest in furthering unworthy

ends ; he communicated to Him his great sorrow at his incapacity

to realize Him, and in so doing he lost consciousness through in-

tensity of grief. As a result God Krsna appeared before him,

and he describes accordingly the joy of the vision of God. But he

fears to lose God, who is too mighty for him, and takes refuge in

his great attachment to Him. Next he says that they only realize

God who have a sense of possession in Him. He describes God’s

noble qualities, and shows that the realization of the proximity of

God is much more desirable than the attainment of emancipation.

He says that the true definition of moksa is to attain the position

of God’s servant^.

In the beginning of the third centum he describes the beauty of

God. Then he bemoans the fact that, on account of the limitations

of his senses and his mind, he is unable to enjoy the fullness of His

beauty. Next he describes the infinitude of God’s glory and his

own spirit of service to Him. Then he envisages the whole world

and the words that denote the things of the world as being the body

of God^. Then he expresses the pleasure and bliss he feels in the

service of God, and says that even those who cannot come into

contact with God in His own essence can find solace in directing

their minds to His image and to the stories of Krsna related in the

1 moksadaram sphutam aveksya munir muhunde
moksam pradatum sadrksa-phalam pravrtte

dtme-stam asya pada-kinkarataika-rUpam
moksd-khya-vastu navame nirandyi tena,

Dramidopamsat-tdtparya, MS.
2 sarvam jagat samavalohya vihhoi sariram

tad-vdcinas ca sakaldn api sahda-rdstn

tarn hhuta-bhautika’-mukhdn kathayan paddrthan

ddsyam cakdra vacasaiva munis caturthe. Ibid,
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Puranas. He then absorbs himself in the grief of his separation
from God and hopes that by arresting all the inner senses he may
see God with his own eyes. He also regrets the condition of other
menwho arewasting their time in devotion to gods other than Krsna.
He goes on to describe the vision of God and his great joy therein.

In the fourth centum he describes the transitoriness of all things
considered as enjoyable, and the absolute superiority of the bliss of
pleasing God. He goes on to explain how, through cessation of all

inclination to other things and the increase of longing for God in a
timeless and spaceless manner, and through the pangs of separation
in not realizing Him constantly, he considers himself as a woman,
and through the pangs of love loses his consciousness i. Then he
describes how Hari is pleased with his amour and satisfies his
longings by making Him enjoyable through the actions of mind,
words and body by His blissful embraces^. Next he shows how,
when he attempted to realize Krsna by his spiritual zeal, Krsna
vanished from his sight and he was then once more filled with the
grief of separation. Again he receives a vision of God and feels with
joy His overwhelming superiority. He further describes how his
vision of God was like a dream, and how, when the dream ceased,
he lost consciousness. To fill up the emptiness of these occasional
separations, he sorrowfully chanted the name of God, and earnestly
prayed to Him. He wept for Him and felt that without Him every-
thing was nothing. Yet at intervals he could not help feeling deep
sympathy for erring humanity which had turned its mind away
from God. According to him the real bondage consists in the pre-
ference man gives to things other than God. When one can feel God
as all-in-all, every bond is loosened.

In the fifth centum he feels that God’s grace alone can save man.
He again describes himself as the wife of God, constantly longing
for His embrace. In his grief and lamentation and his anxiety to
raeet God, he was overcome by a swoon which, like the night,
dimmed all his senses. At the end of this state he saw the orna-

^ tatft puru^a-rtham itara-rtha-rucer mvrttyS
sandra-sprhalj. samaya-deia-vidaragani ca
ipsuh sued tad-an-avdpti’-bhuvd dvitiye
str^-hhdvandm samadhigamya munir mumoha,

Dramidopanisat-tatparya. MS.
pntayi param harir amusya tadd svahhavdd
etan-mano-vacana-^deha-krta-kriydhhih
srak’-candana-pramukha-sarva-^vidha^svahhogyah
samslistavdn idam uvdea munis trtlye. Ibid.
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ments of God, but could not see Him directly, and was thus filled

both with grief and happiness. As a relief from the pangs of separa-

tion he found enjoyment in identifying himself in his mind with

God and in imitating His ways, thinking that the world was created

by him^. In a number of verses (seventy or eighty) he describes

how he was attached to the image of the God Krsna at Kumbha-
konam and how he suffered through God’s apathy towards him in

not satisfying him. His lover, with embraces and other tokens of

love, and how he became angry with His indifference to his amorous

approaches and was ultimately appeased by God, who satisfied him
with loving embraces and the like. Thus God, who was divine lord

of the universe, felt sympathy and love for him and appeased his

sorrows in the fashion of a human lover He describes his great

bliss in receiving the embrace of God. Through this rapturous

divine love and divine embrace he lost all mundane interest in life.

In the ninth centum the sage, finding he could not look at the

ordinary things of life, nor easily gain satisfaction in the divine

presence of God in the whole world, fixed his mind on His trans-

cendental form (aprakrtU'-vapuh) and became full of wailing and

lamentation as a means of direct access to it. A great part of this

centum is devoted to laments due to his feeling of separation from

God. He describes how through constant lamentation and brood-

ing he received the vision of God, but was unhappy because he

could not touch Him; and how later on God took human form in

response to his prayers and made him forget his sufferings®. In

many other verses he again describes the emotions of his distress

at his separation and temporary union with God; how he sent

messages to God through birds; how he felt miserable because He
delayed to meet him; how he expected to meet Him at appointed

times, and how his future actions in Heaven should be repeated in

^ sokam ca tarn pari’^jihlrsur ivdkhildndm
sargd^di’-hartuY anukdra-rasena saureh

tasya pravrttir akhild racitd maye^ ti

tad-bhdva-bhdvita-mand munir aha sasthe.

Dramidopanisat-tdtparya* MS.
2 kopam mama pranaya-jam prasamayya krsna

sva-dhlnatdm dtanute* ti sa-vismayah sah

svyidm vvruddha^jagad-akrtitdm ca tena

sandarsitdm annbabhuva munis trtlye. Ibid.

^ sangam nivarttya mama samsrti-mandale mdm
samsthdpayan katham asd' ty anucoditena

dscaryya~loka~tanutdm api darsayitvd

vismdritah hila sucam harincC stame* sau. Ibid*
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earth and how his behaviour to God was like that of the Gopis, full

of ardent love and eagerness. In the concluding verses, however,

he says that the real vision of God can come only to a deeply

devoted mind and not to external eyes.

Hooper gives some interesting translations from the Thru-

vruttam of Namm’-aivar, a few of which may be quoted here to

illustrate the nature of his songs of love for God^:

Long may she love, this girl with luring locks,

Who loves the feet that heavenly ones adore,

The feet of Kannan, dark as rainy clouds

:

Her red eyes all abrim with tears of grief,

Like darting Kayal fish in a deep pooP.
Hot in this village now doth blow the breeze
Whose nature coolness is. Hath he, this once,

The rain-cloud hued, his sceptre turned aside

To steal the love-glow from my lady, lorn

For tulasi, with wide eyes raining tears

In separation from the lord the Arvar finds delight in looking
at darkness, which resembles Krsna’s colour;

Thou, fair as Kannan’s heaven, when he’s away
What ages long it is ! He here, a span

!

Whether friends stay for many days, or go,
We grieve. Yet, be this spreading darkness blest

In spite of many a cunning trick it has^.

What will befall my girl with bracelets fair.

With tearful eyes like gleaming Kayal big,

Who wanders with a secret pain at heart
For blooms of tulasi fresh from the Bird’s Lord
Who with that hill protected flocks in storm

The Aivar then laments and pleads with swans and herons to
take his message

:

The flying swans and herons I did beg,
Cringing: “Forget not, ye, who first arrive.
If ye behold my heart with Kannan there
Oh, speak of me and ask it ‘ Sir not yet
Hast thou returned to her? And is it right?”’

1 Hymns of the Afvars, by J. S. M. Hooper, pp. 61-88.
“ The maid who is represented as speaking here stands for Arvar’s disciple,

and the lady in love is the mistress, and Kannan is Krsna, the Lord.

^
This is also a speech from the maid, and tulasf stands for Krsna.
The time of separation is felt to be too long, and the time of union is felt

to be too short.
® Lamentation of the mother for the girl, the Arv5r.
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The Arvar then laments that the clouds will not take his mes-

sage, He speaks of the resemblance between the clouds and the

Lord:
Tell me, ye clouds, how have ye won the means
That we are thus like Tirumars blest form?
Bearing good water for protecting life,

Ye range through all the sky. Such penance, sure.

As makes your bodies ache, has won this grace

!

The friend speaks of the callousness of the lord

:

E’en in this age-long time of so-called night

When men must grope, he pities not that she

Stands in her deep immitigable grief. . .

.

The jungle traversed by the fawn-eyed girl

With fragile waist, whom sinful I brought forth

After long praise of Kannan’s lotus feet. . .

.

The Arvar sees a likeness of his lord in the blue water-lily, and

sees the lord’s form everywhere:

All places, shining like great lotus pools

On a blue mountain broad, to me are but

The beauties of his eye—^the lord of earth

Girt by the roaring sea, heaven’s lord, the lord

Of other good souls, black-hued lord—and mine!

The Arvar speaks of the greatness of the lord

:

Sages with wisdom won by virtuous toil

Assert “His colour, glorious beauty, name.

His form—are such and such.” But all their toil

Has measured not the greatness of my lord

:

Their wisdom’s light is but a wretched lamp.

The foster-mother pities the mistress unable to endure the

length of the night:

This child of sinful me, with well-formed teeth,

Round breasts and rosy mouth, keeps saying, “These

Fair nights eternal are as my desire

For tulasi I” . .

.

Again the foster-mother pities the girl as too young for such

ardent love:

Breasts not yet full, and short her tresses soft;

Skirt loose about the waist
;
with prattling tongue

And innocent eyes
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Again the lord replies to a friend’s criticism of his infatuation

for his mistress

:

Those lilies red, which are the life of me

—

The eyes of her who’s like the heaven of him. . .

.

The mistress is unable to endure the darkness and is yet further

vexed by the appearance of the moon

:

Oh, let the crescent moon which cleaves the dark
Encompassing of night, cleave me as well

!

Ah, does it issue forth in brightness now,
That happy bloom may come to desolate me
Who only long for flowers of tulasi ?

The mistress’s friend despairs at the sight of her languishing

;

. . .Ah ! as she sobs and lisps

The cloud-hued’s names, I know not if she’ll live

Or if her frame and spirit mild must pass

!

Again in Kula-sekhara’s TirumaUTiru-mori^ C. 5:

Though red fire comes itself and makes fierce heat,
The lotus red blooms not
Save for the fierce-rayed one

Who in the lofty heavens has his seat.

Vitruvakodu’s Lord, Thou wilt not remove
My woe, my heart melts not save at Thy boundless love. . .

.

With gathered waters all the streams ashine
Must spread abroad and run
And enter the deep sea

And cannot stand outside. So refuge mine.
Save in the shining bliss of entering Thee, is none,
Vitruvakodu’s Lord, thick cloud-hued, virtuous one!^

Again from the same book^:

No kinship with the world have I

Which takes for true the life that is not true.
“For thee alone my passion burns,” I cry,

“ Rangan, my Lord !

”

No kinship with this world have I

—

With throngs of maidens slim of waist

:

With joy and love I rise for one alone, and cry
“ Rangan, my Lord !

”

^ Hooper, op, cit. p. 48, ® Ibid, p, 44,
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Again in the Tiru-pdvai^ a well-known section of the NdUdyira^

divya-'prabandhamy the poetess Andal conceives herself as a GopI,

requesting her friends to go with her to wake the sleeping Krsna,

After the cows we to the jungle go

And eat there—cowherds knowing nought are we,

And yet how great the boon we have, that thou

Wast born among us ! Thou who lackest nought,

Govinda, kinship that we have with thee

Here in this place can never cease 1—If through

Our love we call thee baby names, in grace

Do not be wroth, for we—like children—^we

Know nought—O Lord,_wilt thou not grant to us

The drum we ask? Ah, Elorembavay

Again Periy-arvar conceives himself as Ya^oda and describes

the infant Krsna as lying in the dust and calling for the moon

!

(1) He rolls round in the dust, so that the jewel on his brow keeps

swinging, and his waist-bells tinkle ! Oh, look at my son G5vinda*s play,

big Moon, if thou hast eyes in thy face—and then, be gone

!

(2) My little one, precious to me as nectar, my blessing, is calling

thee, pointing, pointing, with his little hands! O big Moon, if thou

wishest to play with this little black one, hide not thyself in the clouds,

but come rejoicing P

Again, Tiru-mahgaiy says:

Or ever age creep on us, and we need

The staff’s support; ere we are double bent

With eyes fix’d on the ground in front, and feet

That totter, sitting down to rest, all spent

:

We would worship Vadari

Home of him who mightily

Suck’d his feigned mother’s breast

Till she died, ogress confest.

Again Andal says

:

Daughter of Nandagopal, who is like

A lusty elephant, who fleeth not.

With shoulders strong: Nappinnai, thou with hair

Diffusing fragrance, open thou the door I

Come see how everywhere the cocks are crowing.

And in the mdthavi bower the Kuyil sweet

Repeats its song.—Thou with a ball in hand,

Come, gaily open, with thy lotus hands

And tinkling bangles fair,^hat we may sing

Thy cousin’s name 1 Ah, Elorembavayl

Ibid, p. 37.^ Hooper, op. cit. p. 57.
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Thou who art strong to make them brave in fight,

Going before the three and thirty gods,

Awake from out thy sleep ! Thou who art just.

Thou who art mighty, thou, O faultless one,

Who burnest up thy foes, awake from sleep

!

O Lady Nappinnai, with tender breasts

Like unto little cups, with lips of red

And slender waist, Lakshmi, awake from sleep

!

Proffer thy bridegroom fans and mirrors now.
And let us bathe ! Ah, Elorembavay

In describing the essential feature of the devotion of an Arwar

like Namm’-arvar, called also Parankusa or Sathakopa, Govinda-

charyar, the author of The Divine Wisdom of the Drdvida Saints and

The Holy Lives of the Azhvdrs, says that according to Namm’-arvar,

when one is overcome by MaAff-exultation and self-surrendering

devotion to God he easily attains truth^. Namm’-arvar said that

God’s grace is the only means of securing our salvation, and no

effort is required on our part but to surrender ourselves to Him.
In the following words Namm’-arvar says that God is constantly

trying to woo us to love Him:

Blissful Lord, heard I; anon my eyes in floods did run,
Oh what is this? I asked. What marvel this? the Perfect one,

Through friendly days and nights, elects with me to e’er remain,
To union wooing me. His own to make; nor let me “lone.”

Namm’-arvar again writes that God’s freedom is fettered by
His mercy. Thus he says: “O mercy, thou hast deprived God of the

freedom of His just will. Safe under the winds of mercy, no more
can God Himself even of His will tear Himself away from me

;
for,

if He can do so, I shall still exclaim, I am Victor, for He must pur-
chase the freedom of His will by denying to Himself mercy,”
Illustrating the position, he refers to the case of a devout lady who
clasped the feet of the Lord in Varadaraja’s shrine at KancI and
said: “God I have now clasped thy feet firmly; try if thou canst,

spurn me and shake thyself off from me.”
Namm’-arvar used the term Tuvalil or Ninru kumirume^ a

Tamil expression of love, which has been interpreted as signifying
a continuous whirling emotion of love boring deeper and deeper,
but never scattering and passing away. This circling and boring of

^ Hooper, op, cit, p. 55.

f am, Bk. i, p. 571, as quoted in Govindacharyar’s Divine
Wisdom of the Drdvida Saints,



79xvii] The Philosophy of the Arvdrs

love in the heart is mute, silent and incapable of expression; like the

cow, whose teats filled with milk tingle, cannot withal express by
mouth her painful longing to reach her calf who is tethered away
from her. Thus, true love of God is perpetual and ever growing^.

The difference between the love of Namm’-arvar and of Tiru-

mangaiy-arvar is said to have been described by Yamuna, as re-

ported in the Bhagavad-vishayamy as of two different kinds. Tiru-

mahgaiy-arvar’s love expresses the experience of a constant com-
panionship with God in a state of delirious, rapturous reciprocation

of ravishing love. He was immersed in the fathomless depth of love,

and was in the greatest danger of becoming unconscious and falling

into a stupor like one under the influence of a narcotic. Namm’-
arvar, however, was in a state of urgent pursuit after God. He was
thus overcome with a sense of loneliness and unconscious of his

individual self. He was not utterly intoxicated. The energy flowing

from a mind full and strong with the ardent expectation of meeting

his bridegroom and beloved companion still sustained him and kept

him alive®. This state is described in Tiru-vdy-mori in the following

manner: night she knows not sleep,

In floods of tears her eyes do swim.
Lotus-like eyes ! She weeps and reels.

Ah I how without thee can I bear

;

She pants and feels all earth for Him.

This love of God is often described as having three stages:

recollection, trance and rallying. The first means the reminiscence

of all the past ravishment of soul vouchsafed by God. The second

means fainting and desolation at such reminiscences and a con-

sciousness of the present absence of such ravishing enjoyments. The
third is a sudden lucidity whilst in the state of trance, which being

of a delirious nature may often lead to death through the rapid

introduction of death-coma®.

The Arvars were not given to any philosophical speculation but

only to ecstatic experiences of the emotion of love for God; yet we
sometimes find passages in Namm’-arvar’s works wherein he re-

veals his experience of the nature of soul. Thus he says: “It is not

possible to give a description of that wonderful entity, the soul

1 Divine Wisdom of the Drdvida Saints^ pp. 127—128.
® See the Bhagavad-vishayam, Bk. vi, p. 2865 ;

also Divine Wisdom, pp. 130,

131.
® Bhagavad-vishayam, Bk. vii, p. 3194; also Divine Wisdom, p. 15 1.
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{atmd)—^the soul which is eternal, and is essentially characterized

by intelligence (Jndnd)—^the soul which the Lord has condescended

to exhibit to me as His mode, or I related to Him as the predicate is

to the subject, or attribute is to substance (or consonants to the

vowel A)—the soul, the nature of which is beyond the compre-

hension of even the enlightened—^the soul, which cannot be classed

under any category as this or that—the soul whose apperception

by the strenuous mental effort called yoga (psychic meditation) is

even then not comparable to such perception or direct proof as

arises from the senses conveying knowledge of the external world

—

the soul (as revealed to me by my Lord) transcending all other

categories of things, which could be grouped as ‘body’ or as ‘the

senses,’ or as ‘the vital spirit’ {prana), or as ‘the mind’ {manas), or

as ‘the will’ {buddhi), being destitute of the modifications and

corruptions to which all these are subject;—the soul, which is very

subtle and distinct from any of these;—neither coming under the

description ‘good,’ nor ‘bad.’ The soul is, briefly, an entity which

does not fall under the cognizance of sense-knowledge i.”

Soul is here described as a pure subtle essence unassociated

with impurities ofany kind and not knowable in the manner in which

all ordinary things are known. Such philosophical descriptions

or discussions concerning the nature of reality, or an investigation

into the logical or epistemological position of the religion preached

by them, are not within the scope and province of the Arvars. They
sang songs in an inspired manner and often believed that they

themselves had no hand in their composition, but that it was God
who spoke through them. These songs were often sung to the

accompaniment of cymbals, and the intoxicating melody of the

music was peculiar to the Arvars and entirely different from the

traditional music then current in South India. A study of the

works of the Arvars, which were collected together by the disciples

of Ramanuja at his special request, and from which Ramanuja him-

self drew much inspiration and food for his system of thought,

reveals an intimate knowledge of the Puranic legends of Krsna, as

found in the Vimu-purana and the Bhdgavata^. There is at least

one passage, already referred to, which may well be interpreted as

^ Divine Wisdom^ p. 169; also TirU'-vdy-moxi, viii. 5-8.
^ Sir R. G. Bhandarkar notes that the A.rvar Kula-sSkhara, in his work

Mukunda^mdld, quotes a passage from the Bhdgavata-purdrm (xi. 3. 36) {The
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alluding to Radha (Nappinnai), who is described as the consort of

Krsna. The Xivars refer to the legends of Krsna’s early life in

Brindavan and many of them play the role either of Yosoda, the

friends of Krsna, or of the Gopis. The spiritual love which finds

expression in their songs is sometimes an earnest appeal of direct

longing for union with Krsna, or an expression of the pangs of

separation, or a feeling of satisfaction, and enjoyment from union

with Krsna in a direct manner or sometimes through an emotional

identification with the legendary personages associated with Krsna’s

life. Even in the Bhdgavata-purdna (xi, xii) we hear of devotional

intoxication through intense emotion, but we do not hear of any

devotees identifying themselves with the legendary personages

associated with the life of Krsna and expressing their sentiment of

love as proceeding out of such imaginary identification. We hear of

the Gopi’s love for Krsna, but we do not hear of any person

identifying himself with GopI and expressing his sorrow of separa-

tion. In the Visnu-purdnUy Bhdgavata-purdna and the Harivamsay

the legendary love tales are only episodes in the life of Krsna. But
they do not make their devotees who identified themselves with the

legendary lovers of Krsna realize their devotion through such an

imaginary identification. All that is therein expressed is that the

legendary life of Krsna would intensify the devotion of those who
were already attached to Him. But the idea that the legend of

Krsna should have so much influence on the devotees as to infuse

them with the characteristic spirits of the legendary personages in

such a manner as to transform their lives after their pattern is

probably a new thing in the history of devotional development in

any religion. It is also probably absent in the cults of other de-

votional faiths of India. With the Arv’ars we notice for the first time

the coming into prominence of an idea which achieved its culmina-

tion in the lives and literature of the devotees of the Gaudiya school

of Bengal, and particularly in the life of Caitanya, which will be

dealt with in the fourth volume of the present work. The trans-

Vaisnavisniy Saivism andMinor Religiotis Systems

y

p. 70). This has been challenged

by S. K. Aiyangar, in his Early History of Vaisitayism in South IndiUy who says

that this passage is absent from all the three editions (a ICannada, a Grantha, and
a Devanagari Edition) which were accessible to him (p. a8). It is further sug-

gested there that the allusion in the passage is doubtful, because it generally

occurs at the end of most South Indian books by way of an apology for the faults

committed at the time of the recitation of holy verses or the performance of

religious observances.

Dill 6
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fusion of the spirits of the legendary personages in the life-history

of Krsna naturally involved the transfusion of their special emo-
tional attitudes towards Krena into the devotees, who were thus led

to imagine themselves as being one with those legendary person-

alities and to pass through the emotional history of those persons as

conceived through imagination. It is for this reason that we find

that, when this spirit was emphasized in the Gaudlya school and
the analysis of erotic emotions made by the rhetorical school of

thinkers from the tenth to the fourteenth century received recogni-

tion, the Gaudiya Vaisnavas accepted the emotional analysis of

the advancing stages of love and regarded them as indicating the

stages in the development of the sentiment of devotion. As is well

illustrated in Rupa Gosvamx’s Ujjvala-mla-mani, the transition

from ordinary devotion to deep amorous sentiment, as represented

in the legendary lives of Gopis and Radha, was secured by sympa-
thetic imitation akin to the sympathetic interest displayed in the

appreciation of dramatic actions. The thinkers of the rhetorical

school declare that a spectator of a dramatic action has his emotions
aroused in such a manner that in their excess the individual limita-

tions of time and space and the history of individual experiences

which constitute his ordinary personality vanish for the time being.

The disappearance of the ordinary individual personality and the

overflow of emotion in one direction identify the person in an
imaginary manner not only with the actors who display the emotion
of the stage, but also with the actual personalities of those dramatic
figures whose emotions are represented or imitated on the stage.

A devotee, may, by over-brooding, rouse himself through auto-
intoxication to such an emotional stage that upon the slightest sug-
gestion he may transport himself to the imaginary sphere of a Gopi
or Radha, and may continue to feel all the earnest affections that
the most excited and passionate lover may ever feel.

It seems fairly certain that the Arvars were the earliest devotees
who moved forward in the direction of such emotional transforma-
tion. Thxis King Kula-^ekhara, who was an Arvar and devotee of
R^a, used to listen rapturously to the Ramayana being recited to
him. As he listened he became so excited that, when he heard of
Rama’s venturing forth against Ravana, his demon opponent, he
used to give orders to mobilize his whole army to march forward
towards Lanka as an ally of Rama.
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The devotional songs of the Ansars show an intense familiarity

with the various parts of the legendary life of Krsna. The emotions

that stirred them were primarily of the types of parental affection (as

of a mother to her son), of friends and companions, servants to their

masters, sons to their father and creator, as also that of a female

lover to her beloved. In the case of some Ansars, as that of Namm’-
aivar and Tiru-mangaiy-arvar, the last-mentioned type assumes

an overwhelming importance. In the spiritual experiences of these

Arv'ars we find a passionate yearning after God, the Lord and
Lover

;
and in the expressions of their love we may trace most of the

pathological symptoms of amorous longings which have been so

intensely emphasized in the writings of the Vaisnavas of the

Gaudiya school. In the case of the latter, the human analogy in-

volving description of the bodily charms of the female lover is often

carried too far. In the case of the Arvars, however, the emphasis is

mostly on the transcendant beauty and charm of God, and on the

ardent longings of the devotee who plays the part of a female lover,

for Krsna, the God. The ardent longing is sometimes expressed in

terms of the pitiable pathological symptoms due to love-sickness,

sometimes by sending messengers, spending the whole night in

expectation of the Lord, and sometimes in the expressions of

ravishing joy felt by the seemingly actual embrace of the Lord. We
hear also of the reciprocation of love on the part of the Lord, who is

described as being infatuated with the beauty and charms of the

beloved, the Anrar. In the course of these expressions, the per-

sonages in the legendary account of Krsna’s life are freely intro-

duced, and references are made to the glorious episodes of His life,

as showing points that heighten the love of the lady-lover, the

Anrar. The rapturous passions are like a whirlpool that eddies

through the very eternity of the individual soul, and expresses itself

sometimes in the pangs of separation and sometimes in the exhilara-

tion of union. The Arv^ar, in his ecstatic delight, visualizes God
ever3rwhere, and in the very profundity of his attainment pines for

more. He also experiences states of supreme intoxication, when he

becomes semi-conscious, or unconscious with occasional breaks

into the consciousness of a yearning. But, though yearning after

God is often delineated on the analogy of sex-love, this analogy

is seldom carried to excess by studied attempts at following all the

pathological symptoms of erotic love. It therefore represents a very

6-2
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chaste form of the expressions of divine love in terms of human
love. The Arv^ars were probably the pioneers in showing how love

for God may be on terms of tender equality, softening down to the

rapturous emotion of conjugal love. The Saivism of South India

flourished more or less at the same time. The hymns of the Saivas

are full of deep and noble sentiments of devotion which can hardly be

excelled in any literature; but their main emphasis is on the majesty

and the greatness of God and the feeling of submission, self-

abnegation and self-surrender to God. The spirit of self-surrender

and a feeling of clinging to God as one’s all is equally dominant
among the Anrars; but among them it melts down into the sweet-

ness of passionate love. The Saiva hymns are indeed pregnant with
the divine fire of devotion, but more in the spirit of submissive

service. Thus, Manikka-vachakar, in his Tiru-vdcha kam^ speaking

of Siva, says^:

And am I not Thy slaved and did’st Thou not make me Thine own,
I pray?

All those Thy servants have approached Thy Foot
; this body full of sin

I may not quit, and see Thy face—^Thou Lord of (Jiva-world!—I fear,

And see not how to gain the sight!

hll false am I; false is my heart; 2LViA false my love; yet, if he weep,
May not Thy sinful servant Thee, Thou Soul’s Ambrosial sweetness,

gain?

Lord of all honied gladness pure, in grace unto Thy servant teach
The way that he may come to Thee 1

There was no love in me towards Thy Foot,
O Half of Her with beauteous fragrant locks 1

By magic power that stones to mellow fruit

converts. Thou mad’st me lover of Thy Feet.
Our Lord, Thy tender love no limit knows.
Whatever sways me now, whate’er my deed,
Thou can’st even yet Thy Foot again to me
display and save, O Spotless Heavenly One 1

The devotee also felt the sweetness of God’s love and the fact

that it is through Divine Grace that one can be attracted towards
Him and can love Him;

^ Pope’s translation of the Tiru-vdchu'-kam, p. 77.



8sxvii] Arvdrs’ controversy with Srl-vaimavas

Honey from any flower sip not, though small

as tiniest grain of millet seed

!

Whene’er we think of Him, whene’er we see,

whene’er of Him our lips converse,

Then sweetest rapture’s honey ever flows,

till all our frame in bliss dissolves

!

To Him alone, the mystic Dancer, go

;

and breathe His praise^ thou humming-bee!

Arvars and 6ri-vaisnavas on certain points of

controversy in religious dogmas.

The Aragiyas Nathamuni, Yamuna, Ramanuja and their ad-

herents largely followed the inspirational teachings of the Arvars,

yet there were some differences of opinion among them regarding

some of the cardinal points of religious faith. These have been

collected in separate treatises, of which two may be regarded as

most important. One of them is called Astadasa-rahasyartha-

vivarana^ by Ramanuja himself, and the other is called Astadasa-

bheda-nirnaya^, Venkatanatha and others also wrote important

treatises on the subject. Some of these points of difference may be

enumerated below.

The first point is regarding the grace of God {svdmi-krpd). It is

suggested by the Arvars that the grace of God is spontaneous and

does not depend on any effort or merit on the part of the devotee.

If God had to depend on anything else for the exercise of His

divine prerogative grace, it would be limited to that extent. Others,

however, say that God’s grace depends on the virtuous actions of

the devotees. If that were not so, all people would in time be

emancipated, and there would be no need of any effort on their part.

If it was supposed that God in His own spontaneity extended His

grace to some in preference to others. He would have to be regarded

as partial. It is therefore to be admitted that, though God is free in

extending His mercy, yet in practice He extends it only as a reward

to the virtuous or meritorious actions of the devotee. God, though

all-merciful and free to extend His mercy to all without effort on

their part, does not actually do so except on the occasion of the

meritorious actions of His devotees. The extension of God’s mercy

is thus both without cause (nirhetuka) and with cause (sahetuka)^.

^ Both these are MSS.
2 krpa-sva-rupato nir-hetukah, rdksana-samaye cetana-hrta-^suhrtena sa-hetuko

bhutvd rak^atu (Astadaia-bheda-nirnaya, MS. p. 2 .)
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Here the latter view is that of Ramanuja and his followers. It must,

however, be pointed out in this connection that the so-called dif-

ferences between the Anrars and the Ramanujists on the cardinal

points of religious faith are a discovery of later research, when the

writings of the Ansars had developed a huge commentary literature

and Ramanuja’s own writings had inspired many scholars to make
commentaries on his works or to write independent treatises

elucidating his doctrines. The later scholars who compared the

results of the Arvar and the Ramanuja literatures came to the con-

clusion that there are some differences of view between the two
regarding the cardinal faith of religion. This marks a sharp anti-

thesis between the Aivaric Tehgalai school and the Vadagalai

school, of which latter Venkata was the leader. These differences are

briefly narrated in the Astadasa-^hheda’-nirnaya, The cardinal faith

of religion according to Ramanuja has been narrated in the

Astadasa-rdhasyartha-vivarana, The main principle of religious

approach to God is self-surrender or prapatti. Prapatti is defined

as a state of prayerfulness of mind to God, associated with the deep
conviction that He alone is the saviour, and that there is no way of

attaining His grace except by such self-surrender^. The devotee is

extremely loyal to Narayana and prays to Him and no one else, and
all his prayers are actuated by deep affection and no other motive.
The virtue of prapatti involves within it universal charity, sym-
pathy and friendliness even to the most determined enemy Such
a devotee feels that the Lord (svami), being the very nature of his

own self, is to be depended on under all circumstances. This is

called the state of supreme resignation (nirbharatva) in all one’s
affairs®. The feeling of the devotee that none of the assigned
scriptural duties can be helpful to him in attaining the highest goal

^ an-anya-sadhye svdbhtste maha-visvasa’-purvakam
tad-eko' pdyatd ydcnd prapattih iarand-gatih,

Astddasa-rahasydrtha-vivaranay p. 3.

Ramanuja, in his Gadya-trayam, says that such a state of prayerfulness of
i^ind is also associated, with confessions of one*s sins and shortcomings and
derelictions, and with a feeling that the devotee is a helpless servant of God
extremely anxious to get himself saved by the grace of the Saviour. See the
Gadya-trayanZy Sarand-gati-gadyam, pp. 52-54.

This is technically known as PTapatti’^naisthikcLin iAstadasa^Tohcisydythci’-
vivaruTiay pp. 3-7). Cf. the parables of the pigeon and the monkey in the above
section.

® The interpretation is forced out of the conception of the word “svamin,”
which etymologically involves the word *‘svam"* meaning ‘‘one’s own.”
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is technically called updya-iiinyatd” i.e. the realization of the use-

lessness of all other means. The devotee always smiles at all the

calamities that may befall him. Considering himself to be a servant

of God, he cheerfully bears all the miseries that may be inflicted

on him by God’s own people. This is technically called “para-

tantrya” or supreme subordination. The devotee conceives his soul

as a spiritual essence which has no independence by itself and is in

every respect dependent on God and exists for God^. The Vaisnavas

are often called ekdntins, and have sometimes been wrongly con-

sidered as monotheists
;
but the quality of ekdntitva is the definite

characteristic of self-surrender and clinging to God in an unshaken

manner—^the fullest trustfulness in Him under all adverse circum-

stances. The devotee’s mind is always exhilarated with the divine

presence of the Lord who animates all his senses—^his inclinations,

emotions and experiences. The fullness with which he realizes God
in all his own activities and thoughts, and in ever3rthing else in the

universe, naturally transports him to a sphere of being in which all

mundane passions—antipathy, greed, jealousy, hatred—^become

impossible. With the divine presence of God he becomes infused

with the spirit of friendship and charity towards all beings on earth®.

The devotee has to take proper initiation from the preceptor, to

whom he must confess all that is in his mind, and by abnegating all

that is in him to his preceptor, he finds an easy way to conceive

himself as the servant of Visnu®. He must also have a philosophical

conception of the entirely dependent relation of the human soul

and all the universe to God^. Such a conception naturally involves

realization of the presence of God in all our sense activities, which

^ jndna-mayo hi dtmd ieso hi paramd^tmanah iti jUdna’-nandamayo jndnd--

nanda-gunakah san sva-rupam hhagavad-adhinam sa tad-artham eva tisthatf ti

jndtvd* vatisthate iti yad etat tad-a-prdhrtatvam,
Astddasa-rahasydrtha-vivara^m^ p. ii.

® This virtue is technically called nitya^rangitva,
® The five sarnskdras that a paramaikdntin must pass through are as follows

:

tdpah paundras tathd ndma mantro yagas ca pancamah
arm te panca samskdrdh paramaikdnti’-hetavah. Ibid, p. I5*

^ This is technically called sambandha-jndnitvam. The conception that every-

thing exists for God is technically called sesa-hhutatvam. Ibid. p. i8.

This naturally implies that the devotee must work and feel himself a servant

of God and of His chosen men. The service to humanity and to God then

naturally follow from the philosophical conception of the dependence of the

human souls, and of the universe, on God as a part of Him and to be controlled

by Him in every way. This is again technically called sesa-vrtti-paratva. Ibid,

pp. 19—20,
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presence in its fullness must easily lead to the complete control of

all our senses. Through the realization of God’s presence in them,

the devotees play the part of moral heroes, far above the influences

of the temptation of the senses^. The normal religious duties, as

prescribed in the Vedas and the smrtis, are only for the lower order of

the people; those who are given entirely to God with the right

spirit of devotion need not follow the ordinary code of duties which

is generally binding for all. Such a person is released by the spon-

taneous grace of God, and without performing any of the scriptural

duties enjoys the fruits of all®. He is always conscious of his own
faults, but takes no notice of the faults of others, to which he

behaves almost as a blind man; he is always infused with the

consciousness that all his actions are under the complete sway

of the Lord. He has no enjoyment for himself, for he always

feels that it is the Lord who would enjoy Himself through all his

senses®.

In the Astadasa-bheda-nirnaya it is said that according to the

Arvars, since emancipation means the discovery of a lost soul to

God or the unlimited servitude of God, emancipation is for the

interest of God and not of the devotee. The service of the servant

is for the servitude of God alone. It has therefore no personal

interest for the devotee^. According to the Aragiyas, however,

emancipation, though primarily for the interest of the Lord, is also

^ This is technically called the nitya^suratva.

^ jndna-nistho virakto vd mad-hhakto hy a-napehsakah
sa liitgdn diramdn tyaktvd cared a-vidhi'-gocarah

ity evam isana-traya-vinirmuktas son hhagavan-nir-'hetuka-katdksa eva
mokso-pdyah iti tisthati khalu so*dhikdrt sakala-dharmanam avasyo hhavati,
Astadasa^rahasydrtha-vivaraiixz, p. 23

This spirit of following God, leaving all other scriptural duties, is technically
called a-^vidhi-gocaratva. In another section of this work Ramanuja describes
moksa or salvation as the conviction that the nature of God transcends, in bliss,

power and knowledge, all other conceivable things of this or any other universe.
A desire to cling to God as a true means of salvation is technically called mumuk^
sutva. The doctrine of a-vidhi^gocaratva herein described seems to be in conflict
with Ramanuja’s view on the subject explained in the hhdsya as interpreted by
his many followers. This may indicate that his views underwent some change, and
these are probably his earlier views when hewas under the influence of the Arvars.

® This is technically called pard'-hasatva {Ibid. pp. 23—24). The attitude of
worshipping the image as the visible manifestation of God is technically called
updya^svarupa-jndna. The cessation of attachment to all mundane things and the
flowing superabundance of love towards God, and the feeling that God is the
supreme abode of life, is technically called atma-^rdmatva.

* phalam moksa-rUpam, tad hhagavata eva na svdrtham yathd pranasta-drsta-
dravya-ldbho dravyavata eva na dravyasya; tathd moksa^phalam ca svdmina eva
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at the same time for the interest of the devotee, because of the in-

tense delight he enjoys by being a servant of God. The illustration

of lost objects discovered by the master does not hold good, because
human beings are conscious entities who suffer immeasurable sor-

row which is removed by realizing themselves as servants of God.
Though the devotee abnegates all the fruits of his actions in a self-

surrender, yet he enjoys his position in the servitude of God and
also the bliss of the realization of Brahman. Thus, those who take

the path of knowledge (updsaka) attain Brahma knowledge and the

servitude of God, and those who take the path of self-surrender

(prapatti) also attain Brahma knowledge and the servitude of God.
In the state of salvation (mukti) there is no difference of realization

corresponding to the variation of paths which the seekers after God
may take^. Again, in the Arvar school of thought, besides the four

ways of scriptural duties, philosophic wisdom, devotion to God and
devotion to teachers, there was a fifth way, viz. that of intense self-

surrender to God, i.e. prapatti. But the Aingiyas thought that apart

from prapatti there was only one other way of approaching God,
namely devotion, bhakti-yoga. Ramanuja and his followers main-
tain that karma-yoga zxid jndna-yoga only help to purify the mind,

as a preparation for bhakti-yoga. The devotion to the preceptor is

regarded only as a form oi prapatti', so there are only two ways of

approach to God, viz. bhakti-yoga and prapatti^.

Further, iSrt occupies an important position in Sri-vaisnavism.

But as there are only three categories in the SrI-vaisnava system,

a question may naturally arise regarding the position of Sri in

the threefold categories of cit, acit and paramesvara. On this point

the view of the older school, as described in Ramya-jamatr muni’s

Tattva-dlpa, is that Sri is to be identified with human souls and is

therefore to be regarded as atomic in nature®. Others, however,

think that Sri is as all-pervasive as Visnu. Filial affection {vdtsalyd)

na muktasya; yad vd phalam hainkaryam tat pard-rtham eva na svd-rtham;
para^tantra~dasd~krtam kainkaryam sva’-tantra-svdmy^artham eva, Astadasa--

bheda-nirnaya, p. 2.
^ Ibid. p. 3,
® atak prapatti-vyatirikto bhakti-yoga eka eve^ ti. Ibid. p. 4.
® Ibid, In the next section it is urged that, according to some, Ndrdyana

and not Sri is the only agent who removes our sins, but others hold that sins may
be removed also by Sid in a remote manner, or, because Sri is identical with
Ndrdyana

;
as the fragrance is with the flower, she has also a hand in removing the

sins. Ibid, p. 5.

laksmyd updyatvarn bhagavata iva sdksdt ahhyupagantavyam. Ibid.
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for God is interpreted by the older schools as involving an attitude

in which the faults of the beloved devotee are points of endearment

to Him^. In the later view, however, filial affection is supposed to

involve an indifference or a positive blindness towards the faults of

the devotee. God’s mercy is interpreted by the older school as

meaning God’s affliction or suffering in noticing that of others.

Later schools, however, interpret it as an active sympathy on His

part, as manifested in His desire to remove the sufferings of others

on account of His inability to bear such miseries^.

Prapatti^ otherwise called nydsa, is defined by the older school

as a mere passivity on the part of the Lord in accepting those who
seek Him or as a mental state on the part of the seeker in which he

is conscious of himself only as a spirit; but such a consciousness is

unassociated with any other complex feeling, of egoism and the like,

which invests one with so-called individuality. It may also mean
the mental state in which the seeker conceives himself as a subsidiary

accessory to God as his ultimate end, to Whom he must cling

unburdened by any idea of scriptural duties^; or he may concen-

trate himself absolutely on the supreme interest and delight that he

feels in the idea that God is the sole end of his being. Such a person

naturally cannot be entitled without self-contradiction to any
scriptural duty. Just as a guilty wife may return to her husband,

and may passively lie in a state of surrender to him and resign her-

self, so the seeker may be conscious of his own true position with
reference to God leading to a passive state of surrender^. Others
think that it involves five elements: (i) that God is the only saviour;

^ yathd hdmukah kdminyd mdlinyam bhogyatayd svlkaroti tathd bhagavdn
dirita-dosam svlkaroti itare tu vdtsalyam ndma dosddarsitvam. Astadasa-^bheda-
nirnaya, p. 6.

It is further suggested that, if a devotee takes the path oiprapatti^ he has not
to suffer for his faults as much as others would have to suffer.

® The first alternative is defined as para-duhkha-duhkhitvam dayd. The
second alternative is svdrtha’-riirapeksa-para-duhkha-sahisnutd dayd; sa ca tan
nirdkaranecchd. In the first alternative dayd is a painful emotion ; in the second
it is a state of desire, stirred up by a feeling of repugnance, which is midway be-
tween feeling and volition. Ibid. p. 6.

® prapattir ndma a-nivdrana-mdtram a-cid-‘Vydvrtti’’mdtram vd a-vidheyam
sesatva-jndna-mdtram vd para-sesatai-ka-rati^riipa-parisuddha-ydthdtmya-jndna-
mdtram vd. Ibid. p. 6.

According to some, any of these conditions would define prapatti atoprati-
§edhddy-anyatamai' va iti kecit kathayanti.^^ Ibid.

^ atyanta-para-tantrasya virodhatvena anusihdnd-nupapatteh^ pratyuta
anustatur dnarthakyamuktam Srlvacana-bhu^ana, dram anya-parayd bhdryayd
kadacid bhartr-sakdsam dgatayd mam anglkuru iti vdkyavat cetana-hrta-prapattir
m. Ibid. p. 6.
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(ii) that He is the only end to be attained; (iii) that He alone is the

supreme object of our desires; (iv) that we absolutely surrender and
resign ourselves to Him^; and (v) supreme prayerfulness—all

associated with absolute trustfulness in Him.
There are some who define the prapanna^ or seeker of God, as

one who has read the Arvar literature of prabandhas {adhlta-

prabandhahprapannah). Others, however, think that the mere study

of th.G^prabandhas cannot invest a man with the qualities oiprapatti.

They think that he alone is entitled to the path ofprapatti who can-

not afford to adopt the dilatory courses of karma-yoga^ jndna-yoga

and bhakti-yoga^ and therefore does not think much of these

courses. Again, the older school thinks that the person who adopts

the path of prapatti should give up all scriptural duties and duties

assigned to the different stages of life {asrama)
;
for it is well evi-

denced in the Gltd text that one should give up all one’s religious

duties and surrender oneself to God. Others, again, think that the

scriptural duties are to be performed even by those who have taken

the path of prapatti. Further, the older school thinks that the path

of knowledge is naturally against the path of prapatti ;
for prapatti

implies the negation of all knowledge, excepting one’s self-sur-

rendering association with God. The paths of duties and of know-

ledge assume an egoism which contradicts prapatti. Others, how-

ever, think that even active self-surrender to God implies an ele-

ment of egoism, and it is therefore wrong to suppose that the paths

of duties and of knowledge are reconcilable with prapatti on ac-

count of its association with an element of egoism. The so-called

egoism is but a reference to our own nature as self, and not to

ahankdray an evolute^. Again, some think that even a man who has

^ In the second alternative it is defined as follows

:

an-anya-sadhye svd-hhtste mahd-visvdsa-purvakam
tad~eko'-payata ydcnd prapattis saraij.d-gatih.

These are the five angas of prapatti, otherwise called niksepa, tydga, nydsa or

iarand-gati {Astddasa-bheda-nirnaya, pp. 6, 7). The difference between the first

and second alternative is that, according to the former, prapatti is a state of mind
limited to the consciousness of its true nature in relation to God ;

on the part of

God also it indicates merely a passive toleration of the seekers flocking unto Him
(a-nivdrana-^rndtram). In the second alternative, however, prapatti is defined as

positive self-surrendering activity on the part of the seekers and unconditional

protection to them all on the part of God. It is, therefore, that on the first

alternative the consciousness of one’s own true nature is defined in three ways,

any one of which would be regarded on that alternative as a sufficient definition

ofprapatti. The first one is merely in the cognitive state, while the second involves

an additional element of voluntary effort.

2 Thi/I rtn. R* Q.



92 The Arvdrs [ch,

adopted the path of prapatti may perform the current scriptural

duties only with a view to not lending any support to a reference

to their cases as pretexts for neglect of normal duties by the un-

enlightened and the ignorant, i.e. those that have adopted the path

of prapatti should also perform their duties for the purpose of

loka-sarngraha. Others, however, think that the scriptural duties,

being the commandments of God, should be performed for the

satisfaction of God (bhagavat-prUy-artham), even by those who
have taken the path of prapatti. Otherwise they would have to

suifer punishment for that.

The accessories oiprapatti are counted as follows: (i) A positive

mental attitude to keep oneself always in consonance with the

Lord’s will {anukulyasya samkalpah)
;

(ii) a negative mental attitude

{prdtikulyasya varjanam), as opposing anything that may be con-

ceived as against His will; (iii) a supreme trustfulness that the Lord
will protect the devotee [raksisyatiti msvdsah)

;
(iv) prayer to Him

as a protector {gopirtva-varanarri)', (v) complete self-surrender

{atma-niksepahy, (vi) a sense of complete poverty and helplessness

{kdrpanyam). The older school thinks that the man who adopts the

path ofprapatti has no desires to fulfil, and thus he may adopt any

of these accessories which may be possible for him according to the

conditions and inclinations of his mind. Others, however, think

that even those who follow the path of prapatti are not absolutely

free from any desire, since they wish to feel themselves the eternal

servants of God. Though they do not crave for the fulfilment of any
other kind of need, it is obligatory upon them to perform all the six

accessories of prapatti described above.

The older school thinks that God is the only cause of emancipa-
tion and that the adoption of the path oiprapatti is not so; the later

school, however, thinks that prapatti is also recognized as the cause

of salvation in a secondary manner, since it is only throughprapatti
that God extends His grace to His devotees^. Again, the older

schools think that there is no necessity for expiation {prdyasdtta)

for those who adopt the path oiprapatti-, for with them God’s grace

is sufficient to remove all sins. The later schools, however, think

that, if the follower of the path of prapatti is physically fit to per-

form the courses of expiation, then it is obligatory on him. Accord-
ing to the older school a man possessing the eight kinds of devo-

^ Astadasa-bheda^nirnaya, p. lo.
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tion {bhakti), even if he be a mleccha, is preferred to a Brahman and

may be revered as such. According to the later schools, however,

a devotee of a lower caste may be shown proper respect, but he

cannot be revered as a Brahman. Again, on the subject of the

possibility of pervasion of the atomic individual souls by God, the

older schools are of opinion that God by His infinite power may

enter into the atomic individuals; the later schools, however, think

that such a pervasion must be of an external nature, i.e. from out-

side. It is not possible for God to penetrate into individual souls^

As regards Kaimlya the older schools say that it means only self-

apperception. He who attains this state attains the highest stage of

eternity or immortality. The later school, however, thinks that he

who has merely this self-apperception cannot attain immortality

through that means only; for this self-apperception may not neces-

sarily mean a true revelation of his nature with reference to God.

He can realize that only as he passes through higher spheres and

ultimately reaches Vaikuntha—the abode of God, where he is

accepted as the servant of the Lord. It is such a state that can be

regarded as eternal^.

1 Astadasa-bheda-nirmya, p. 12. The view is supported by a reference to

Varac^carya’s Adhikarana-cintamani.

^ The eighteen points of dispute as herein explained have been collected in

the AHadasa-bheda-niri^aya, according to the ancients in a verse quoted from

them as follows:

bhedah svdmi-krpd-phala-nya-gatisu hl-vydpty-updyatvayos

tad-vdtsalya-dayd-nirukti-vacascrnydse ca tat kartari

dhama-tydga-virodhayos sva-vihite nydsd-nga-hetutoayoh

prdyascitta-vidhau tadiya-bhajane’ nuvyapH-kcdvdyayoh. Ibid. p. i.



CHAPTER XVIII

AN HISTORICAL AND LITERARY SURVEY OF
THE VISISTA-DVAITA SCHOOL OF THOUGHT

The Aragiyas from Nathamuni to Ramanuja.

A. Govindacharyar has written a book, The Holy Lives of the

Azhvdrs, based upon a number of old works The writings of

the Arvars may be sub-divided generally into three rahasyas (or

mystical accounts) called Tiru-niantra-churukku, Dvaya-churukku,

Carama-sloka-churukku. These three rahasyas have also been

dealt with in later times by very prominent persons, such as

Vehkatanatha, Raghavacarya and others. Some account of these,

in the manner of these later writers, will be briefly given in the

proper place, since the scope of this work does not permit us to go

into the details of the lives of the Arvars. The hagiologists make

a distinction between the Arvars and the Aragiyas in this, that,

while the former were only inspired men, the latter had their in-

spirations modified by learning and scholarship. The list of

Aragiyas begins with Nathamuni. There is some difficulty in fixing

his age. The Guru-parampard, the Divya-suri-carita and the Pra-

panndmrta, are of opinion that he was in direct contact with

Namm’-arvar, otherwise called Sathakopa, or Karimaran, or rather

with his disciple Madhura-kaviy-ajrvar. Thus, the Prapanndmrta

says that Nathamuni was bom in the village called Viranarayana,

near the Cola country. His father’s name was Isvara Bhatta, and

his son was I^varamuni^. He went on a long pilgrimage, in the

course of which he visited the northern countries, including

Mathura, Vrndavana and Haridvara, and also Bengal and Puri.

After returning to his own place he found that some of the

^ (i) Divya-suri-carita (an earlier work than the Prapanndmrta^ which often

alludes to it) by Garuda-vahana Pandita, contemporary and disciple of Rama-
nuja; (2) Prapanndmrta, by Ananta-suri, disciple of Saila-rahgesa guru; (3)
Prabandha-sdra, by Vehkatanatha; (4) Upadesa-ratna-malai by Ramyajamatr-
maha-muni, otherwise called Varavara-muni or Periya-jiyar or Manavala Ma-
muni; (5) Guru-parampara-prabhavam by Pinb’-aragiya Peru-mal Jiyar; and
(6) Pazhanadai-vilakkan.

® It is said that he belonged to the lineage of Sathakopa or Satha-mar§ana.
His other name was Sri-rahga-nStha. (See introduction to Catuh-slokly Ananda
Press, Madras, p. 3.)
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Srivaisnavas, who came from the Western countries to the temple

of Rajagopala, recited there ten verses by Karimara. Nathamuni,

who heard those hymns, realized that they were parts of a much
bigger work and decided to collect them. He went to Kumbhakona,
and under the inspiration of God proceeded to the city of Kuraka,

on the banks of Tamraparm, and there met Madhura-kaviy-arvar,

the disciple of Namm’-arvar, and asked him if the hymns ofNamm’-
aivar were available. Madhura-kaviy-arvar told him that after

composing a big book of hymns in Tamil and instructing Madhura-
kaviy-arvar the same, Namm’-aivar had attained salvation. The
work could not, therefore, obtain currency among the people.

The people of the locality had the misconception that the study of

the work would be detrimental to the Vedic religion. So they threw

it into the river Tamraparni. Only one page of the book, containing

ten verses, was picked up by a man who appreciated the verses and

recited them. Thus only these ten verses have been saved. Natha-

muni recited twelve thousand times a verse composed by Madhura-
kaviy-arvar in adoration of Namm^-arvar, and, as a result of that,

Namm’-arvar revealed the purport of the whole work to him. But

when Nathamuni wanted to know all the verses in detail he was

advised to approach an artisan of the place who was inspired by
Namm’-arvar to reveal all the verses to him. So Nathamuni re-

ceived the entire work of Namm’-anrar from the artisan. He then

gave it to his pupil Pundarikaksa, and Pundarikaksa gave it to his

disciple Rama Mi^ra, and Rama Misra gave it to Yamuna, and

Yamuna gave it to Gosthipurna, and Gosthipurna gave it to his

daughter Devaki Sri. Nathamuni brought the hymns together, and,

through his two nephews, Melaiyagattarvar and Kilaiyagattarvar,

set them to music in the Vedic manner; from that time forward

these hymns were sung in the temples and were regarded as the

Tamil Veda^. The oldest GurU’-parampard and Divya-suri-^carita^

however, say that Nathamuni obtained the works of Namm’-arvar

directly from him. The later Srivaisnavas found that the above

statements did not very well smt the traditional antiquity of the

Ansars, and held that Madhura-kaviy-arvar was not the direct

disciple of Namm’-aivar and that Nathamuni attained the high

age of three hundred years. But, if, as we found before, Namm^-
arvar’s date be fixed in the ninth century, no such supposition

^ Prapannamrta, Chs. io6 and 107.
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becomes necessary. Gopinatha Ran refers also to a Sanskrit in-

scription in the middle of the tenth century, in which it is stated

that the author of the verses was a disciple of Srinatha. If this

Srmatha is the same as Nathamuni, then the computation of

Nathamuni’s date as falling in the tenth century is quite correct.

He had eleven disciples, of whom Pundarikaksa, Karukanatha and

Srikrsna Laksmlnatha were the most prominent. He wrote three

works, Nydya-tattva^ Purusa-ninnaya and Yoga-rahasya^. Natha-

muni is also described as a great yogin who practised the yoga

of eight accessories {astdnga’'yoga)^. Yh.t Prapanndmrta says that

he died by entering into yoga in the city of Agahga (probably

Gahgaikondasodapuram). Gopl-natha, however, thinks that he

could not have died in that city, for it was not founded by Rajen-

dracola, otherwise called Gahgaikondasola, before 1024, which

must be later than the date of Nathamuni. Nathamuni lived

probably in the reign of Par^taka Cola I, and died before or in the

reign of Parantaka Cola II, i.e. he lived eighty or ninety years in the

middle of the tenth century. He had made an extensive tour in

Northern India as far as Mathura and Badari-natha and also to

Dvaraka and Puri. Srikrsna Laksminatha, disciple of Nathamuni,

wrote an extensive work on the doctrine of prapatti. He was born

at a place called Krsnamahgala. He was well-versed in the Vedas,

and was a specialist in Vedanta and also a great devotee, who con-

stantly employed himself in chanting the name of Visnu {ndma-

sankirtana-ratah). He used often to go about naked and live on
food that was thrown to him. The hagiologists say that he entered

into the image of the temple and became one with God. Punda-

^ The Nydya-tattva is referred to by Vehkatanatha in his Nyaya-parisuddhi
(p. 13) as a work in which Gautama’s Nydya-sutras were criticized and refuted:

hhagavan-ndtha’-munibhir nydya^tattva^samdhvayd
avadhiryd^ k§apddddtn nyahandhi nyaya-paddhatih

Nydya-parisuddhif p. 13.
2 The practice of astdnga-yoga was not a new thing with Nathamuni. In

giving an account of Tiru-marisai Piran, also called Bhaktisara, the Prapanna-
mrta says that he first became attached to the god Siva and wrote many Tamil
works on Saiva doctrines; but later on the saint Maharya initiated him into
Vai§navism and taught him a^tanga-^yoga, through which he realized the great
truths of Vaisnavism. He then wrote many works in Tamil on Vaisnavism.
Bhakti-sara also wrote a scholarly work, refuting the views of other opponents,
which is known as Tattvdrtha-sdra. Bhakti-sara also used to practise astdnga-
yoga and was learned in all the branches of Indian philosophy. Bhakti-sara had
a disciple named Kanikr§na, who wrote many extremely poetical verses or hymns
in adoration of Visnu. ICula-sskhara Peru-mal is also said to have practised yoga.
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rikaksa Uyyakondar is supposed to have very much influenced the
character of Kurukanatha, who in the end entered into yoga and
died. Rama Misra was bom in the city of Saugandhakulya, in a

Brahmin family, and was a pupil of Pundaiikaksa. The name of

Pundarlkaksa’s wife was Andal. Pundarlkaksa asked Rama Misra
(Manakkal-lambej) to teach Yamuna all that he was taught.

Yamuna, however, was notbom during the life of Pundarik^sa, and
Pundarlkaksa only prophesied his birth in accordance with the old

prophecy of Nathamuni. Rama Misra had four disciples, excluding

Yamuna, of whom Laksmi was the most prominent^. He used to

stay in Srirahgam and expound the doctrines of the Vedanta.

Yamunacarya, otherwise called Alavandar, son of Isvaramuni

and grandson of Nathamuni, was bom probably in a.d. 918 and is

said to have died in a.d. 1038. He learned the Vedas from Rama
Mi^ra, and was reputed to be a great debater Becoming a king, he
was duly married and had two sons named Vararahga and Sottha-

purna. He lived happily for a long time, enjoying his riches, and
took no notice ofRama Mi^ra. But Rama Misra with some difficulty

obtained access to him and availed himself of the opportunity to

teach him the Bhagavad-gitd, which aroused the spirit of detach-

ment in him, and he followed Rama Mi^ra to Srirangam and, re-

nouncing everything, became a great devotee®. One of the last

^ (i) Taivattuk-k-arasu-Nambi; (3) Gomathattut-tiruviimagar-appan; (3)
Simp-pullur-udaya-Pillai

; (4) Vangi-puratt-acchi. (See The Life of Ramanuja,
by Govindacharyar, p. 14.)

® The Prapanndmrta relates a story of Yamuna’s debating power at the age
of twelve. The king of the place had a priest of the name of Akkaialvan, who was
a great debater. Yamuna challenged him and defeated him in an open debate
held in the court of the king. He was given half the kingdom as a reward. He
seems to have been very arrogant in his earlier days, if the wording of his challenge
foimd in Prapanndmrta can be believed. Thewords of challenge run as follows

:

d saildd adri-kanyd-caraif>a^kisalaya^nydsa-dhanyopakanthdd
d rak§o-ntta-sitd-mukha kamala-$amulldsa-hetos ca setoh

a ca prdcya-praticya-ksiti-dhara-yuga tadarkacandravatamsdn
mlmdmsd’-sdstra-yugma-‘srama’-vimala-‘mand mrgyatdni mddrio^nyah

Ch, III.

® A story is told in the Prapanndmrta that, when Yamuna became a king and
inaccessible to him, Rama Misra was concerned how he could carry out the com-
mands of his teachers and initiate Yamuna to the path of devotion. He got in

touch with Yamuna’s cook, and for six months presented some green vegetables
{alarka-sdka) which Yamuna very much liked. When, after the six months, the
king asked how the rare vegetables found theirway into the kitchen, Rama Misra
stayed away for four days praying to Rahganatha, the deity, to tell him how he
could approach Yamuna. In the meanwhile the king missed the green vegetables
and asked his cook to present Rama Misra when next he should come to the
kitchen. Rama Misra was thus presented to Yamuna.
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instructions of Rama Misra was to direct him to go to Kurukanatha

(Kurugai-kkaval-appan) and learn from him the astanga-yoga^

which had been left with him {Kurukd) by Nathamuni for Yamuna.
Yamuna had many disciples, of whom twenty-one are regarded

as prominent. Of these disciples, Mahapurna belonged to the

Bharadvaja gotra^ and had a son named Pundarlkaksa and a daughter

named Attutayi. Another disciple, called Srisailapurna, was known
also by the name Tatacarya^. Another of his disciples, Gosthipurna,

was born in the Pandya country, where also, in the city of Srima-

dhura, was born another of Yamuna’s disciples, Maladhara. In the

city of Maraner in the Pandya country was born another disciple,

Maraner Nambi, a sudra by caste; a further disciple, Kancipurna,

who was also of the sudra caste, was born in the city of Punamalli.

Yamuna used to invest all his disciples with the five Vaisnava

sarnskdrasy and he also converted the Cola king and queen to the

same faith and made over the kingdom he had hitherto enjoyed to

the service of the deity Ranganatha of Srirahgam. Srisailapurna,

or Bhuri Srisailapurna, or Mahapurna had two sons, two sisters and

two daughters. The elder sister, Kantimatl, was married to Kesava
Yajvan, also called Asuri Kesava, Ramanuja’s father, and the second

sister, Dyutimatl, was married to Kanalaksa Bhatta, and a son was
born to them called Govinda, Kuresa, who was long in association

with Ramanuja, was born of Ananta Bhatta and MahadevI, and this

Kuresa was the father of Anantacarya, writer of th.^ Prapanndmrta'^,

Da^arathi was born ofAnanta Diksita, ofVadhula^o^r^, and Laksmi,
Dasarathi had a son called Kandadanatha, who was also called

Ramanujadasa. They are all associates of Ramanuja, who had
seventy-four prominent disciples.

Yamuna was very fond of Namm’-arvar’s works, the doctrines

of which were often explained to the people. Yamuna wrote six

works: (i) Stotra-ratnaniy in adoration to the deity Varada; (ii)

Catuh-slokt; (iii) Agama-prdmdnya; (iv) Siddhi-traya\ (v) Gitdrtha-

sarngraha; (vi) Mahd-purusa-nirnaya^. Of these the Siddhi-traya is

the most important, and the section on Yamuna in this volume has
been based almost entirely on it. The Agama-prdmdnya is a work in

which he tries to establish the high antiquity and undisputed
^ Prapanndmrta^ Ch. 113, p. 440.
® Ibid. Ch, 150, p. 450. Anantacarya, called also Ananta Suri, was the pupil of

Sailarahge^a-guru. He reveres also Ramyajamatr-maha-muni.
® See Vehkal;anatha’s introduction to the Gitdrtha-samgraha-raksd.
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authority of the Pancaratra literature, which is supposed to be the

canon of the Srivaisnavas. The Stotra-'ratnam^ Catuh-slokl and
Gttdrtha-samgraha were all commented upon by various persons,

but the most important ofthe commentaries is that ofVehkatanatha^,

The Stotra-ratnam consists of sixty-five verses in whichYamuna de-

scribes the beauty of the Lord Krsna, as set forth in the Puranas, and
confesses to Him the deep affliction of all his sins and guilt, frailties

and vices, and asks for forgiveness of them. He also describes the

greatness of the Lord as transcendent and surpassing the greatness

of all other deities, as the supreme controller and upholder of the

universe. He narrates his own complete surrender to Him and en-

tire dependence on His mercy. If the mercy and grace of the Lord
be so great, there is none so deserving of mercy in his wretchedness

as a sinner. If the sinner is not saved, the mercy of the Lord be-

comes meaningless. The Lord requires the sinner in order to

realize Himself as the all-merciful. Yamuna further describes how
his mind, forsaking everything else, is deeply attracted to the Lord;

and the sense of his supreme helplessness and absolute abnegation^.

The devotee cannot bear any delay in his communion with God,
and is extremely impatient to meet Him; it is galling to him that

God should heap happiness after happiness on him and thus keep

him away. The fundamental burden of the hymns is an expression

of the doctrine of prapatti\ this has been very clearly brought out

in the commentary of Venkatanatha. It is said that it was after

reading these hymns that Ramanuja became so deeply attracted to

Yamuna. The Catuh-slokl consists of only four verses in praise of

or Laksmi^.

In the GUdrtha'-samgraha Yamuna says that the means to the

^ The commentary on the Catuh-sloki by Venkatanatha is called Rahasya^
raksdf and the commentary on the Stotra-ratnam goes also by the same name.
The commentary on the Gitdrtha-samgraha, by Venkatanatha, is called Gtiartha-

sanigraha^raksd,
2 Two specimen verses may be quoted from the Stotra-ratnam :

na dharma-ni^tho*smi na ccC tma-vedl na hhahtimdrns tvac-carand-ravinde

a-hincano nd^nya-gatis iaranya tvat-pdda-mularn saranarn prapadye,
i§l, 22 .

na ninditarn karma tad asti lohe

sahasraso yan na mayd vyadhdyi
so'ham vipdkd-vasare mukunda
kranddmi sampraty a-gatis tavdgre, SI. 23.

® Venkatanatha, in his commentary on the Catuh-Uokiy discusses the position

of Laksmi according to the Vaisnava tradition. Lak§mi is regarded as a being

7-2
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attainment of the ultimate goal of life is devotion, which is pro-

duced as a result of the performance of scriptural duties and the

emergence of self-knowledge^. According to Yamuna, yoga in the

Gita means bhakti-yoga. So the ultimate object of the Gita is the

propounding of the supreme importance of bhakti (devotion) as the

ultimate object, which requires as a precedent condition the per-

formance of the scriptural duties and the dawning of the true

spiritual nature of the self as entirely dependent on God.

It is related in the Prapanndmrta that Yamuna was anxious to

meet Ramanuja, but died immediately before Ramanuja came to

meet him. So Ramanuja could only render the last homage to his

dead body.

Ramanuja^.

It has already been said that Mahapurna (Nambi), disciple

of Yamuna, had two sisters, Kantimatl and Dyutimatl, of whom
the former was married to Kesava Yajvan or Asuri Ke^ava of

Bhutapuri and the latter to Kamalaksa Bhatta. Ramanuja (Ilaya

Perumal), son of Kesava Yajvan, was born in a.d. 1017. He re-

ceived his training, together with his mother’s sister’s son Govinda
Bhatta, from Yadavapraka^a, a teacher of Vedanta of great reputa-

tion. The details of Yadavaprak^a’s views are not known, but it is

very probable that he was a monist®. Before going to study with

different from Narayana, but always associated with Him. He thus tries to refute
all the views that suppose Laksmi to be a part of Narayana. Laksmi should also

not be identified with mdyd. She is also conceived as existing in intimate associa-

tion with Narayana and, like a mother, exerting helpful influence to bring the
devotees into the sphere of the grace of the Lord. Thus Laksmi is conceived to
have a separate personality of her own, though that personality is merged, as it

were, in the personality of Narayana and all His efforts, and all her efforts are in
consonance with the efforts of Narayana {paraspard-nukulatayd sarvatra sdina-
rosyam). On the controversial point whether Laksmi is to be considered e^jiva

and therefore atomic in nature, the problem how she can then be all-pervasive,
and the view that she is a part of Narayana, Venkatanatha says that Laksmi is

neither Jiva nor Narayana, but a separate person having her being entirely de-
pendent on God. Her relation to Narayana can be understood on the analogy of
the relation of the rays to the sun or the fragrance to the flower.

^ sva-dharma-jndna-vairdgya-sddhya-hhakty-eka-gocarah
ndrdyanah param brahma gltd-sdstre samuditah

Gitdrtha-^sarngrahay verse i.

^ Most of the details of Ramanuja’s life are collected from the account given
in the Prapanndmrta by Anantacarya, a junior contemporary of Ramanuja.

® Yadava held that Brahman, though by its nature possessing infinite quali-
ties, yet transforms itself into all types of living beings and also into all kinds of
inanimate things. Its true nature is imderstood when it is realized that it is one
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Yadavaprakasa, Ramanuja was married at the age of sixteen, by his

father, who died shortly afterwards. His teacher Yadavaprakasa

lived in Kanci. So Ramanuja left Bhutapuri his native place with

his family and went to Kanci. In the early days of his association

with Yadavaprakasa, it is said that Yadavaprakasa became annoyed

with him, because he had cured the daughter of a certain chief of

the placefrom possession by a spirit, which his teacherYadavaprakasa

had failed to do. Shortly after this there was a difference of opinion

between Yadava and Ramanuja on the interpretation of certain

Upanisad texts, which Yadava interpreted in the monistic manner,

but Ramanuja on the principle of modified dualism. Yadava be-

came very much annoyed with Ramanuja and arranged a plot,

according to which Ramanuja was to be thrown into the Ganges
while on a pilgrimage to Allahabad. Govinda divulged the plot

to Ramanuja, who was thus able to wander away from the com-
pany and retire to Kanci, after suflFering much trouble on the way.

While at Kanci he became associated with a devout person of the

iudra caste, called Kancipurna. Later Ramanuja was reconciled

to his teacher and studied with him. When Yamuna once came to

Kanci he saw Ramanuja at a distance among the students of

Yadava marching in procession, but had no further contact with

him, and from that time forward was greatly anxious to have

Ramanuja as one of his pupils. Ramanuja again fell out with his

teacher on the meaning of the text kapydsam pundarikam {Chan-

dogya^ p. 167). As a result of this quarrel, Ramanuja was driven

out by Yadava. Thenceforth he became attached to the worship of

Narayana on Hastisaila in Kanci, where he first heard the chanting

of the Stotra-ratnam of Yamuna by Mahapurna, his maternal uncle

and pupil of Yamuna. From Mahkptirna Ramanuja learnt much of

Yamuna and started for Srirangam with him. But before he could

reach Srirangam Yamuna died. It is said that after his death three

fingers of Yamuna were found to be twisted and Ramanuja thought

that this signified three unfulfilled desires: (i) to convert the people

to thjtprapatti doctrine of Vaisnavism, making them well versed in

in spite of its transfoirmation into diverse forms of animate and inanimate entities

—anye punar aikyavahodha-ydthdtmyam varnayantah svdhhdvika-niratisaya-

parimitoddra-^guna^sagaram brahmaiva sura’-nara-tiryak'-sthdvara-ndraki-svargy-

dpavargi--caitanyaika--svahhdvam sva-hhdvato vilaksanam avilaksanam ca viyad-

ddi-ndnd'-vidhd-mala-rupa-parindmd-spadam ceti pratyavatisthante. Ramanuja,
Vedartha'-samgraha, p. 15, printed at the Medical Hall Press, 1894.
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the works of the Arwars
; (2) to write a commentary to the Brahma-

sUtra according to the Srivaisnava school; (3) to write many works
on Srivaisnavism. Ramanuja, therefore, agreed to execute all these

three wishes^. He returned to KancI and became attached to

Kancipurna, the disciple of Yamuna, as his teacher. Later he
set out for Srirahgam and on the way was met by Mahapurna,
who was going to Kanci to bring him to Srirahgam. He was then
initiated by Mahapurna (the dearyd), according to the fivefold

Vaisnava rites (pcmca-samskdra). Ramanuja, being annoyed with
his wife’s discourteous treatment with Mahapurna’s wife, and also

with people who came to beg alms, sent her by a ruse to her
father’s house, and renounced domestic life when he was about 30
or 32 years of age. After establishing himself as a sannydsin, his

teaching in the Sastras began with Dasarathi, son of his sister®,

and Kuranatha, son of Anantabhatta. Yadavapraka^a also became
a disciple of Ramanuja®. Eventually Ramanuja left for Srirangam
and dedicated himself to the worship of Rahge^a. He learnt certain
esoteric doctrines and mantras from Gosthipurna who bar! been
initiated into them by his teacher. Later on Ramanuja defeated
in discussion a Sankarite named Yajnamurti, who later became
his disciple and wrote two works in Tamil called Jndna-sdra and
Prconeya-sdra^

.

He nowhad a number ofwell reputed disciples such
as Bhaktagrama-purna, Marudha-grama-purna, Anantarya, Vara-
dacarya and Yajnesa. Ramanuja first wrote his Gadya-traya. He
then proceeded to the Sarada-maAa with Kuresa, otherwise called
Srivatsanka Mi^ra or Kuruttalvan, procured the manuscript of the
Bodhdyana-mtti, and started towards Srlrangam. The keepers of
the temple, however, finding the book missing, ran after him and

_
1 Prapam^rta, ix, p. 26. The interpretation of this passage by Govinda-

erroneous; for there is no reference toSath^opa here. Kuresa, or ^rlvatsahka M«ra, had two sons; one of them wasbaptaed by Ramanuja as Para^ara Bhattarya and the other as Ramadesika.R^^uja s maternal cousm, Govinda, had a younger brother, called Bala
baptized as Parankuia-purriarya

» 2r- c
Da^arathi’s father is Anantadiksita’.

His baptomal name was Govindadasa. After his conversion he wrote a

from G^nl^“ Govindadasa must be distinguished
K Ramanuja, who had been converted to ^aivism

to grivaisnavism by IS r^Tatemd^Sris^apurpa, pupil of Yamuna. Govinda had married, but became so attachedto R^anuja that he renounced the world, gri^ailapum; wrote a^^enteiw on^^e Sahasra-gtit. Ramanuja had another disciple in Pu9darlkak§a, MahapOrna’s
* His baptismal names were Devarat and Devamannatha.
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took it away. Fortunately, however, Kuresa had read the book
during the several nights on the way, had remembered its purport

and so was able to repeat it. Ramanuja thus dictated his com-

mentary of Sri-bhdsya^ which was written down by Kuresa^. He
also wrote Vedanta-dipa^ Vedanta-sara and Veddrtha-samgraha.

The ^rt-bhdsya was written probably after Ramanuja had made ex-

tensive tours to Tirukkovalur, Tirupati, Tirupputkuli, Kumbha-
konam, Alagarkoil, Tiruppullani, Aivar-Tirunagari, Tirukkurun-

gudi, Tiruvanparisaram, Tiruvattar, Tiruvanandapuram, Tiru-

vallikeni, Tirunirmalai, Madhurantakam and Tiruvaigundipuram^.

Later on he made extensive tours in Northern India to Ajmir,

Mathura, Brindavan, Ayodhya and Badari, defeating many heretics.

He also went to Benares and Pun and at the latter place established

a matha. He forcibly tried to introduce the Pahcaratra rites into

the temple of Jagannatha, but failed. According to the Rdmd’~

nujarya-divya-charitaiy the Srl-bhdsya was completed in 1077 saka

or A.D. 1155, though two-thirds of the work were finished before

the Cola persecution began. But this date must be a mistake; for

Ramanuja died in 1059 saka or a.d. 1137^. The eyes of Mahapurna

(Periyalnambi) and Kuresa were put out by the Cola king Kolutt-

unga I, probably in the year 1078-1079, and this must be the date

when Ramanuja was forced to take refuge in the Hoysala country.

It was in a.d. 1117, on the death of Koluttunga I, that Ramanuja

again returned to Srirangam, where he met Kuresa and finished the

^rl-bhdsya^. In a Madhva work called Chaldri-smrti it is said that

in 1049 saka, that is a.d. 1137, it was already an established work^.

It is therefore very probable that the ^rt-bhdsya was completed be-

tween A.D. 1 1 17 and 1127. Gopi-natha Rau thinks that it was com-

pleted in A.D. 1125.

Ramanuja fled in the garb of an ordinary householder from

^ Ramanuja had asked Kuresa to check him if he were not correctly repre-

senting the Bodhayana-vrtti, and in one place at least there was a difference of

opinion and Ramanuja was in the wrong.
^ See Gopi-natha Rau’s Lectures, p. 34, footnote.
® See Ibid.
^ Rdmdnujdrya-divya-charitai (a Tamil work), p. 243 >

quoted in Gopi-

natha Rau’s Lectures.

® kalau pravrtta-hauddhd^-di-matam rdmdnujam tathd

sake hy eko-na-pancasad-adhikd-bde sahasrake

nirdkartum mukhya-vdyuh san-mata-sthdpandya ca

ekd~dasa^iate sake •oimsaty’-asta-yuge gate

avatlrnam madhoa-gurum sadd vande mahd-gunam.
Chaldri-smrti, quoted in Gopi-natha Rau’s Lectures, p. 35*
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Srirangatn to Tondanur, to escape from the persecution of Kolutt-

uhga I or Rajendracola, otherwise called Krmikantha, a Saiva king.

He was successful in converting the Jain king Bittideva of the

Hoysala country, who was renamed Visnuvardhanadeva after the

VaistMva fashion. Mr Rau says that this conversion took place

some time before a.d. iogg\ With the help of this king he con-

structed the temple Tirunarayanapperumal at Melukot (Yada-

vadri), where Ramanuja lived for about twelve years According

to the Ramdnujdrya-divya-charitai Ramanuja lived for eleven years

after his return to Srirahgam (some time after the death of Kolutt-

uhga I in iii8) and died in a.d. 1137. He thus enjoyed an extra-

ordinary long life of one hundred and twenty years, which was

spread over the reigns of three Cola kings, Koluttunga I (a.d. 1070—

1118), Vikrama Cola (a.d. 1118—1135), and Koluttunga II (a.d.

1123-1146)®. He had built many temples and mathas in his life-

time, and by converting the temple superintendent of Srirahgam

got possession of the whole temple.

Ramanuja’s successor was Parasara Bhattarya, son of Kuresa,

who wrote a commentary on the Sahasra-giti. Ramanuja had suc-

ceeded in securing a number of devoted scholars as his disciples,

and they carried on his philosophy and forms of worship through

the centuries. His religion was catholic, and, though he followed

the rituals regarding initiation and worship, he admitted Jains and
Buddhists, Stidras and even untouchables into his fold. He himself

was the pupil of a Sudra andused to spend a longtime after his bath in

the hut of an untouchable friend of his. It is said that he ruled over

74 episcopal thrones, and counted among his followers 700 ascetics,

12,000 monks and 300 nuns (Ketti ammais). Many kings and rich

men were among his disciples. Kuresa, Daiarathi, Na^dur Arvan
and the Bhattara were dedicated to scholarly discourses. Yajnamurti
performedthe function of the priest; one disciplewas in charge of the
kitchen; VatapurnaorAndhrapurnaand Gomatham Sitiyarvan were
in charge of various kinds ofpersonal service

; Dhanurdasa was trea-

Mr Rice, however, says in the Mysore Gazetteer

^

voL i, that the conversion
took place in 1039 saka or a.d. 1117. But Rau points out that in the Epigraphia
Carnatica we have inscriptions of Bittideva as early as saka 1023 (No. 34 Arsiker),
which call him Vi^nu-’uardhana.

^ The general tradition is that Ramanuja kept away from Srirahgam for a
total period of twelve years only; but Rau holds that this period must be about
twenty years, of which twelve years were spent in Yadavadri.

* Sn Rdmdmijacdrya, by S. K. Aiyangar, M.A. Natesan and Co., Madras.
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surer ;
Ammahgi of boiled milk ; Ukkal Srvan served meals ; Ukkal-

ammal fanned, and so on’^. Ramanuja converted many Saivas to

Vaisnavism, and in the conflict between the Saivas and theVaisnavas

in his time; though he suffered much at the hands of the Cola king

Krmikantha who was a Saiva, yet Krmikantha’s successor becj^e

a Vaisnava and his disciple, and this to a great extent helped the

cause of the spread of Srivaisnavism.

The sources from which the details of Ramanuja’s life can be

collected are as follows: (i) IHvya-suri-charitai, written in Tamil by

Garudavaha, a contemporary of Ramanuja; (2) Guru-parampara-

prahhdvam, written in manipravala in the early part of the four-

teenth century by Pinb’-aragiya Peru-mal Jiyar; (3) Pillai Lokam-

jlyar’s Ramanujarya-divya-charitai, written in Tamil; (4) Anbillai

Kandadaiyappan’s brief handbook of Arvars and Aragiyas called

Periya-tiru-mudiy-adaiva, "written in Tamil; (5) Prappannamrta,

by Anantacarya, a descendant of Andhrapurna, and pupil of Saila-

rahge^a-guru
; (6) the commentaries on the Tiru-vdy-mori which

contain many personal reminiscences of the Aragiyas; (7) other

epigraphical records.

The Precursors of the Visistadvaita Philosophy and
the contemporaries and pupils of Ramanuja.

The bhedahheda interpretation of the Brahma-sutras is in all

probability earlier than the monistic interpretation introduced by

Sankara, The Bhagavad-gita, which is regarded as the essence of

the Upanisads, the older Purdnas, and the Pancardtra, dealt with

in this volume, are more or less on the lines of hheddhheda. In

fact the origin of this theory may be traced to the Purusa-sukta.

Apart from this, Dramidacarya, as Yamuna says in his Siddki-

traya, explained the Brahma-sutra, and that it was further

commented upon by Srivatsahka Miira. Bodhayana, referred to

by Ramanuja as Vrtti-kdto, and by Sankara as Upavarsa, wrote on

the Brahma-sutras a very elaborate and extensive ‘ortti, which

formed the basis of Ramanuja’s bhdsya^. Anandagiri also refers

^ The Life of Ramanuja, by Govindacharyar, p. si8.

2 Venkatanatha in his Tattva-tlkd says “ Vrtti-kdrasya BodhayanasyaVva

hi Upavarsa iti syan nama.^" In his Sesvara-mlmdmsd, however, he refutes the

view of Upavarsa, for in the Vaijayanfl lexicon Krtakoti and Halabhuti are said

to be names of Upavarsa.
See also the second volume of the present work, p. 43 n.
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to Drdvida’-bhdsya as being a commentary on the Chandogy

Upanisad^ written in a simple style (rju’^vivarana) previous to

Sankara’s attempt. In the Sarnhsepa^-sdriraka (iii. 217-37) a

writer is referred to as Atreya and Vakya-kdra^ and the com-

mentator Ramatirtha identifies him with Brahmanandin, Rama-

nuja, in his Veddrthasamgraha^ quotes a passage from the Vdkya-
kdra and also its commentary by Dramidacarya^. While the

Vdkya-kdra and Dramidacarya, referred to by Ramanuja, held that

Brahman was qualified, the Dramidacarya who wrote a commentary

on Brahmanandin’s work was a monist and is probably the same

person as the Dravidacarya referred to by Anandagiri in his com-

mentary on Sankara’s bhdsyopodghdta on the Chdndogya Upanisad.

But the point is not so easily settled. Sarvajnatma muni, in his

Sarnksepa-sdrtraka^ refers to the Vdkya-kdra as a monist. It is

apparent, however, from his remarks that this Vdkya-kdra devoted

the greater part of his commentary to upholding the parindma

view (akin to that of Bhaskara), and introduced the well known
example of the sea and its waves with reference to the relation of

Brahman to the world, and that it was only in the commentary on
the sixth prapdthaka of the Chdndogya that he expounded a purely

monistic view to the effect that the world was neither existent nor
non-existent. Curiously enough, the passage referred to Sar-

vajnatma muni as proving decidedly the monistic conclusion of

Atreya Vdkya-kdra^ and his commentator the Dramidacarya is re-

ferred to by Ramanuja in his Veddrtha-samgraha^ as being favour-

able to his own view. Ramanuja, however, does not cite him as

Brahmanandin, but as Vdkya-kdra, The commentator of the

Vdkya-kdra is referred to by Ramanuja also as Dramidacarya. But
though Sarvajnatma muni also cites him as Vdkya-kdra, his com-
mentator, Ramatirtha, refers to him as Brahmanandin and the
Vdkya-kdra^

s

commentator as Dravidacarya, and interprets the
term Vdkya-kdra^^ merely as “author.” Sarvajnatma muni, how-

^ Veddrtha-samgraha, p, 138, The Vdkya-kdra^

s

passage is yuktarri tad-
guyopasanddy and Dramidacarya’s commentary on it is yady-api sac-citto na
nirbhugna-dawatamguf^-ganam manasdnudhdvet tathdpy antar-gundm eva deva-
tdm hhajata iti tatrdpi sa-gunaVva devata prdpyata itV" The main idea of these
passages is^that, even if God be adored as a pure qualityless being, when the final
release comes it is by way of the realization of God as qualified.

MM.S. KuppusyamI Sastri, 1VI.A., identifies Dramidacarya with Tiru-
rn^isai Piran, who lived probably in the eighth century a.d. But the reasons
^duced by him in support of his views are unconvincing. See Proceedings and
Transactions of the Third Oriental Conference, Madras, 1924, pp. 468—473.
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ever, never refers to Brahmanandin by name. Since the passage

quoted in the Samksepa-sdnraka by Sarvajnatma muni agrees with

that quoted by Ramanuja in his Vedartha-samgraha, it is certain

that the Vdkya-kdra referred to by Sarvajnatma muni and Rama-
nuja, and the Dramidacarya referred to by Sarvajnatma, Ramanuja

and Anandagiri are one and the same person. It seems, therefore,

that the Vdkya-kdra^s style of writing, as well as that of his com-

mentator Dramidacarya, was such that, while the monists thought

that it supported their view, the Srivaisnavas also thought that it

favoured them. From Sarvajnatma muni’s statement we under-

stand that the Vdkya-kdra was also called Atreya, and that he de-

voted a large part of his work in propounding the bheddbheda view.

Upavarsa is also referred to by Sankara as a reputed exponent of the

Mimarnsa philosophy and the Brahma-sutra\ and as having been

the author of one tantra on Mimarnsa and another on the Brahma-

sutra^. Our conclusion, therefore, is that we have one Vdkya-kdra

who wrote a commentary on the Chdndogya Upanisad, and that he

had a commentator who wrote in a clear and simple style and who
was known as Dramidacarya, though he wrote in Sanskrit and not in

Tamil. If we believe in Ramatirtha’s identification, we may also

believe that his name was Brahmanandin. But, whoever he may be,

he was a very revered person in the old circle, as the epithet
*

‘ bhaga-

vdn ” has been applied to him by Sarvajnatma muni. Regarding

Upavarsa we may say that he also was a very revered person, since

Sankara applies the epithet “ bhagavat ” to him, and quotes him as an

ancient authority in his support. He seems to have flourished some-

time before Sahara Svamin, the great Mimarnsa commentator^.

Anandagiri and Venkatanatha, in the fourteenth century, identify

Upavarsa with the Vrtti-hdra^ and Venkatanatha further identifies

^ ata eoa ca hhagavato* pavar§ena prathame tantre dtmd-stitvd-hhidhdna-

prasaktau sdnrake vyaksydma ity uddhdrah hrtali. Sankara’s bhd§ya on Brahma-
sutra, III. 3 - 53 *

Govindananda, in his Ratna-prabhd, identifies Upavarsa with the Vriti-kdra.

Anandagiri also agrees with this identification. In the Brahma-sutra-hhdsya, i.

I. 19 and I. 2. 23, Sankara refutes views which are referred to as being those of

the Vrtti-kdra. What can be gathered of the Vrtti-kdra^s views from the last two
passages, which have been regarded by the commentator Govindananda as re-

ferring to the Vrtti-kdra, is that the world is a transformation of God. But we can

never be certain that these views refuted by Sankara were really held by the

Vrtti-kdray as we have no other authority on the point except Govindananda, a

man of the thirteenth or fourteenth century.
2 Savara, in his bhdsya on the Mlmdmsd-sutra, i. i. 5» refers to Upavarsa with

the epithet ** bhagavdn’* on the subject of sphota.
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him in a conjectural manner with Bodhayana. Even if Upavarsa

was the Vrtti-^kdra^ it is doubtful whether he was Bodhayana. On
this point we have only the conjectural statement of Venkatanatha

referred to above. Sankara, in his commentary on the Brahma-

sutruy I. 3. 28, refers again to Upavarsa in support of his refutation

of the sphota theory^. But this point is also indecisive, since neither

Sankara nor the Srivaisnavas admit the sphota theory. There seems,

however, to be little evidence. We are therefore not in a position to

say anything about Upavarsa, the Vrtti-kdra and Bodhayana If the

testimony of the Prapanndmrta is to be trusted, Bodhayana's Vrtti

on the Brahma-sutra must have been a very elaborate work, and
Dramidacarya’s work on the Brahma-sutra must have been a very

brief one. This was the reason why Ramanuja attempted to write

a commentary which should be neither too brief nor too elaborate.

Now we have in MS. a small work called Brahma-sutrdrha-

sarngraha by Sathakopa, and we do not know whether this is the

Dramida commentary referred to in the Prapanndmrta, Yamuna,
in his Siddhi-traya^ refers to a bhdsya-kdra and qualifies him as

parimita-gambhtra-hhdsind^^^ which signifies that it was a brief

treatise pregnant with deep sense. He further says that this bhdsya
was elaborated by Srivatsanka-Misra. The views of these two
writers were probably consonant with the views of the Srivaisnava
school. ButYamuna mentions the name of Tanka, Bhartr-prapafica,

Bhartrmitra, Bhartrhari, Brahmadatta, Sankara and Bhaskara. An
account of Bhartrprapanca’s interpretation of the Brahma-sutra has
been given in the second volume of the present work. An account
of Bhaskara’s view has been given in the present volume. Nothing is

definitely known about the interpretations of Tanka, Bhartrmitra,
Bhartrhari and Brahmadatta, except that they were against the
views of the Srivaisnavas.

Ramanuja, in his bhdsya on the Brahma-sutra^ says that Bod-
hayana wrote a very elaborate work on the Brahma-sutra and that

^ varna eva tu sahdah iti hhagavdn upavar§ah. Sankara’s commentary on the
Brahma-sutra, i. 3. 28.

Deussen’s remark that the entire discussion of sphota is derived from
Upavar§a is quite unfoimded. According to Kathd-sarit-sdgara Upavarsa was
the teacher of Pai^ni.

2 Savara, also, in his commentary on the sth sutra of the Mlmdmsd-sutra, i.
1.5, refers to a Vrtti-kdra, a Mimamsa writer prior to Savara. The fact that in the
nasya on me s^e sutra Savara refers to bhagavan Upavarsa by name makes itvery probable that the Vrtti-kdra and Upavar§a were not the same person.
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this was summarized very briefly by the older teachers. He says,

further, that in making his bhasya he has closely followed the in-

terpretation of the Sutra, as made by Bodhayana^. Ramanuja also

owes a great debt of gratitude to Yamuna’s SiddM-traya, though he

does not distinctly mention it in his bhasya. It is said that Yamuna
had a large number of disciples. Of these, however, Mahapurna,

Gosthipurna, M^adhara, Kanclptirna, Srisailapurna, also called

Tatacarya (Ramanuja’s maternal uncle), and Srirahganatha-

gayaka were the most important. Srisailapurna’s son Govinda, the

cousin and fellow-student of Ramanuja with Yadavapraka^a, be-

came later in life a disciple of Ramanuja®. Of the seventy-four

prominent disciples of Ramanuja, Pranatartihara of Atreya gotra,

Kuresa or Srivatsahka Mi^ra, Da^arathi, Andhrapurna or Vata-

purna, Varadavisnu, Yati^ekhara-bharata, Yadava-praka^a or

Govinda and Yajnamurti are the most important®. Of these

Da^arathi of Vadhula gotra and Varadavisnu or Varadavisnu Mi^ra

were the sister’s sons of Ramanuja. Varadavisnu was better known
as Vatsya Varadaguru. Kuresa or Srivatsahka Mi^ra had a son

by Andal, called Parasara Bhattarya, who defeated the Vedantin

Madhavadasa and afterwards became the successor of Ramanuja*.

Parasara Bhattarya had a son called Madhya Pratoli Bhattarya or

Madhya-vithi Bhattarya. Kuresa had another son named Pad-

manetra; Padmanetra’s son was called Kurukesvara®. Kuruke^-

vara’s son was Pundarlkaksa, and his son was Srinivasa. Srinivasa

had a son Nrsimharya. They belonged to the Srisaila lineage, pro-

bably from the name of Bhuri Sri Sailapuma, Kure^a’s father.

Nrsiinharya had a son called Ramanuja. Ramanuja had two sons,

^ Sudarsana Surl, in his commentaryon the hhasya called the Sruta-prdksHka,

explains the word pQrvdcarya” in Ramanuja’s bhasya as Dramida-bhasya-

karSdayalt. On the phrase bodhdyana-matS’nmareipz sUtra-hsarSi^ vyShhyayante,

he says “ na tu svo-tprek?itamata-ntarei^ sutra-kforaiji sutra-pad&nSrp, prdkjrti-

pratyaya-vibhdga-nuguiiaiji vadSmah na tu svot-prekfitS-rthe^ sUtraiji yatha-

kathan dt dyotayitavydni.”
® It is interesting to note that Yamuna’s son Vararahga later on gave in-

struction to Ramanuja and had his younger brother Sottanambi initiated as a

disciple of Ramanuja. Vararahga had no son. He had set the Sahasra-^ti to

music. Prapanndmrta, 33. 45.
® Raja Gopalacariyar also mentions the name of Tirukurugaipiran Pillai ^ a

prominent disciple of Ran^nuja. He wrote a commentary on Namm a^var s

Tiru-vdymoti.
* Kuresa had another son named Sri Rama Pillai or Vyasa Bhattar.

® It is rather common in South India to give one’s son the name of his

grandfather.
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Nrsirnharya and Rangacarya, who lived probably in the fifteenth

century. Ramanuja’s disciple, Yajnamurti, was an exceedingly

learned man.When Ramanuja accepted him as a disciple, he changed

his name to Devarat or Devamannatha or Devaraja and had a

separate matha established in Srirahgam for him. Yajnamurti had

written two very learned works in Tamil, called Jndna-sdra and

Prameya-sdra. Ramanuja had four of his disciples, Bhaktagrama-

purna, Marudha-grama-purna, Anantarya and Yajne^a, initiatedinto

Vaisnavism by Yajnamurti^. Another pupil of Ramanuja, Tiruku-

rugai-piran Pillai, wrote a commentary of Namm’arvar’s Tiru-

vdy-mon. Pranatartihara Pillan, another pupU of Ramanuja, of

Atreya gotra, had a son Ramanuja, a disciple of Nadadur Ammal of

the lineage of Vatsya Varada^. This Ramanuja, alias Padmanabha,

had a son called Sri Ramanuja Pillan, a disciple of Kidambi Rama-
nuja Pillan. This Padmanabha had a son called Ramanuja Pillan and

a daughter Totaramba, who was married to Anantasuri, the father

of Vehkatanatha. Ramanuja’s other disciple and nephew, Da^-

arathi, of Vadhula gotra, had a son called Ramanuja, who had a son

called Todappa or Varanadri^a or Lokarya or Lokacarya. After

Para^ara Bhattarya the Vedanti Madhavadasa, called also Nanjiar,

became his successor. Madhavadasa’s successor was Nambilla or

Namburi Varadarya or Lokacarya. He had two wives Andal and
Siiranganayaki and a son called Ramanuja®. Nambilla’s other name
was Kalijit or Kalivairl. Now Varanadrida became a disciple of

Nambilla or the senior Lokacarya. Varanadrisa was known as

Pillai Lokacarya. Namburi Varada had a pupil called Madhava.
Varada had a son calledPadmanabhawhohad a disciple called Rama-
nujadasa. Ramanujadasa had a son called Devaraja, who had a son
called Srisailanatha, and Srisailanatha had a pupil called Saumya
Jamatr muni or Ramyajamatr muni, also called Varavara muni or

Yatindrapravana or Manavalamahamuni or Periya-jiyar. It is said

that he was the grandson of Kattur-aragiya-vanavalapillai. All these

people were influenced by the Sahasra-gUi-vydldiyd of Kuresa.
Namburi Varadarya, otherwise called Kalijit, had two other
pupils called Udak-pratoli-krsna, and Krsna-samahbhaya, also

called Krsnapada. Krsnapada’s son Lokacarya was a pupil of
^ See Prapanndmrta, Ch. ^6.
® See Govindacharyar’s Life of Ramanuja.
He wrote two works called Sdra-Ttha-samgraha and Rahasya-traya.

Prapanndmrta^ ii9/3-
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Kalijit, and Krsnapada himself. Krsnapada’s second son was
Abhir&na-Varadhi^a.

Ramanuja’s brother-in-law Devaraja, of Vatsya gotra, had a son
called Varadavisnu Mi^ra or Vatsya Varada, who was a pupil of

Visnucitta, a pupil of Kure4a. This Vatsya Varada was a great

writeron Vedantic subjects. Kure^a had a son called Sri Rama Pillai,

or Vedavyasa Bhatta, who had a son called Vadivijaya, who wrote

Ksamd-sodaM-stava. Vadivijaya had a son called Sudarsana Bhatta,

who was a pupil of Vatsya Varada, a contemporary of Varadavisnu.

Sudarsana Bhatta was the famous author of the Smta-prakdsikd.

The celebrated Annayacarya also was a pupil of Pillai Lokacarya, the

pupil of Kalijit. Srisaila Srinivasa, or Srisailanatha, was the son

of Annayacarya. Ramyajamatr muni had a number of disciples, such

as Ramanuja, Paravastu Prativadibhayahkara Annayacarya, Vana-

mamalai-jiyar, Periya-jiyar, Koyilkandadaiannan, etc.^ Of Veh-
katanatha’s pupils two are of most importance: his son Nainara-

carya, otherwise called Kumara-Vedanta-de^ika, Varadanatha or

Varadaguru, who wrote many Vedantic works, and Brahmatantra-

jiyar. Parakaladasa and Srirahgacarya were probably pupils of

Elrsnapada, or Krsnasuri, the pupil of Kalijit or Namburi Vara-

darya. Abhirama Varadhisa was a pupil of Ramanuja, son of

Saumya Jamatr muni. The pontifical position of Srivaisnavism was

always occupied in succession by eminent men in different impor-

tant mathas or temples, and there arose many great preachers and

teachers of Vedanta, some of whom wrote important works while

others satisfied themselves with oral teachings. The works of some

of these have come down to us, but others have been lost. It seems,

however, that the ViUsta-dvaita philosophy was not a source of

perennial inspiration for the development of ever newer shades of

thought, and that the logical and dialectical thinkers of this school

were decidedly inferior to the prominent thinkers of the Sankara

and the Madhva school. There is hardly any one in the whole

history of the development of the school of Ramanuja whose logical

acuteness can be compared with that of Srlharsa or Citsukha, or

with that of Jayatirtha or VyasaQrtha. Vehkatanatha, Meghanadari

or Ramanujacarya, called also Vadihamsa, were some of the most

prominent writers of this school; but even with them philosophic

^ The Tamil names of some of the disciples have been collected from the

Ltife of Ramanujacarya by Govindacharyar.
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criticism does not always reach the highest level. It was customary

for the thinkers of the Sankara and the Madhva schools in the

fourteenth, fifteenth and sixteenth centuries to accept the concepts

of the new School of Logic of Mithila and Bengal and introduce

keen dialectical analysis and criticism. But for some reason or other

this method was not adopted to any large extent by the thinkers of

the Srivaisnava school. Yet this was the principal way in which

philosophical concepts developed in later times.

In dealing with the names of teachers of the Ramanuja school,

one Guru-parafnpard mentions the name of Paravadibhayahkara,

who was a pupil of Ramyajamatr muni and belonged to the Vatsya

gotra, Prativadibhayahkara was the teacher of Sathakopa Yati. The

treatise speaks also of another Ramyajamatr muni, son of Anantarya,

grandson of Prativadibhayahkara and pupil of Srivenkatesa. It also

mentions Vedantaguru, of the Vatsya gotra^ a pupil of Ramyaj-

amatr muni and Varadarya; Sundaradesika, of the Vatsya^o^ra, son

of Prativadibhayahkara; Aparyatmamrtacarya, son of Srivehkata-

guru and grandson of Prativadibhayahkara. This Vehkatacarya had

a son called Prativadibhayahkara. Ramyajamatr muni had a son

called Srlkrsna-desika. Purusottamarya, of the Vatsya gotra, was

the son of Srivehkatacarya, Srikrsna-desika had a son called

Ramyajamatr muni, who had a son called Krsna Suri. Anantaguru

had a son called Vehkata-desika. Srinivasaguru was pupil of

Vehkatarya and Vatsya Srinivasa, who had a son called Anantarya.

It is unnecessary to continue with the list, as it is not very useful

from the point of view of the development of the Srivaisnava school

of philosophy or literature. The fact that the names of earlier

teachers are reverently passed on to many of those who succeeded

them makes it difficult to differentiate them one from the other.

But the history of the school is unimportant after the sixteenth or

the early part of the seventeenth century, as it lost much of its force

as an intellectual movement. In the days of the Arvars the Srivais-

nava movement was primarily a religious movement of mystic and
intoxicating love of God and self-surrender to Him. In the days of

Ramanuja it became intellectualized for some time, but it slowly

relapsed into the religious position. As with Sankara, and not

as with Madhva, the emphasis of the school has always been on the

interpretations of Vedic texts, and the intellectual appeal has always

been subordinated to the appeal to the Upanisadic texts and their



xviii] Ramanuja 113

interpretations. The chief opponents of the Ramanuja school were
the Sahkarites, and we may read many works in which copious re-

ferences are made by writers of the Sankara school who attempted

to refute the principal points of the bhdsya of Ramanuja, both from

the point of view of logical argument and from that of interpreta-

tions of the Upanisadic texts. But unfortunately, except in the case

of a few later works of little value, no work of scholarly refutation

of the views of Ramanuja by a Sahkarite is available. The followers

of Ramanuja also offered slight refutation of some of the doctrines

of Bhaskara, Jadava-praka^a, and Madhva and the Saivas. But their

efforts were directed mainly against Sankara.

It has already been noted that Ramanuja wrote a bhdsya on the

Brahma-sutra^ Veddrtha-saTngrahay Vedanta-sdra and Veddnta-dipa^

a commentary on the ^rimad-bhagavad-gitdy Gadya-‘traya^ and

Bhagavad-drddhana-krama^. According to traditional accounts,

Ramanuja was born in a.d. 1017 and died in 1 137. The approximate

dates of the chief events of his life have been worked out as follows

:

study with Yadavaprakasa, 1033; first entry into Srirangam to see

Yamuna, 1043; taking holy orders, 1049; flight to Mysore for fear

of the Cola king’s persecution, 1096; conversion of Bitti-deva, the

Jain king of Mysore, the Hoysala country, 1098; installing the

temple God at Melukot, 1100; stay in Melukot, up to ii 16; return

to Srirangam, 1 1 18 ;
death, 1137^. His nephew and disciple Dasarathi

and his disciple Kuresa were about fifteen or sixteen years junior

to him^. Ramanuja’s bhdsya, called also Srt-bhdsya, was com-

mented on by Sudarsana Suri. His work is called iSruta prakdsikd,

and is regarded as the most important commentaryon the Sri~bhdsya.

^ vi§nv^arcd-hrtam avanotsuhojndnam sfigitd-vivarana-hhdsya-dlpa-sdrdn

tad gadya-trayam akrta prapanna-nityd-nusthdna'-hramam apt yogi-rdt

pravandhan . Divya-suri-Caritai.

Reference to the Veddrtha-samgraha of Ramanuja is also found in the same
work. iiy uktvd nigama^iikhd^rtha-samgrahd-lzhyam

hhinnas tdm krtim urarlkriyd-rtJiam asya,

® Govindacharyar’s Life of Ramanuja. Yamuna, according to the above view,

would thus have died in 1042, corresponding with the first visit of Ramanuja to

Srirangam; but Gopi-natha Rau thinks that this event took place in 1038. The
date of the Cola persecution is also regarded by Gopi-nathaRau as having occurred

in 1078—79, which would correspond to Ramanuja’s flight to Mysore; and his

return to Srirangam must have taken place after 1117, the death of the Cola king

Koluttunga. Thus there is some divergence between Govindacarya and Gopi-
natha Rau regarding the date of Ramanuja’s first visit to Srirangam and the date

of his flight to Mysore. Gopi-natha Rau’s views seem to be more authentic.

® Apart from the Sahasra-gitl-bhdsyay Kuresa wrote a work called Kuresa-

vijaya.

D III 8
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Ramanuja Literature.

As already noted, the principal commentary on Ramanuja’s

bhasya, was the Sruta-prahdsikd by Sudar^ana Suri. Even before

this Sruta-prakaMkd was written, another commentary, called Sri-

hhasya-vmrti, was written by Rama-misra-de^ika, a disciple of

Ramanuja, under his own direction. This work was written in six

chapters and was not a commentary in the ordinary sense, but a

study of the principal contents of Ramanuja’s bhasya. This Rama
Mi^rawas a different man from Rama Mi^ra, the teacher ofYamuna.
The ^ruta-prahasikd had a further study, entitled Bhdva-prakdiikd,

by Viraraghavadasa. Criticisms of this work were replied to in a

work called Bhdsya-prakaiikd-dusamddhdra by Sathakopacarya, a

writer of the sixteenth century. The Sruta-prakdsikd had another
commentary, called Ttilikd, by Vadhula Srinivasa, a writer who
probably belonged to the fifteenth century. The contents of the
Sruta-prakdHkdwere summarized in a work called Sruta-prakdsikd-
sdra-samgraha. The bhd^a of Ramanuja was further commented on
in the Tattva-sdra, by Vatsya Varada, a nephew of Ramanuja. The
name of the commentator’s father was Devaraja, and his mother
was Ramala, a sister of Ramanuja. He was a pupil of Srivisnucitta,
a disciple of Kure^a. This Tatt’oa-sdra provoked a further criticism,
called Ratna-sdrinl, by Vira-raghava-dasa, son of Vadhula Nara-
simha-guru and pupil of Vadhula Varadaguru, son of Vadhula
Venkatacarya. He also himself wrote a commentary on the Srl-
bhdsya, called Tdtparya-dlpikd. Vira-raghava-dasa lived probably in
the later half of the fourteenth or the beginning of the fifteenth
century. Ramanuja’s views were also collected together in a
scholarly manner in a work called Naya-mvkha-mdlikd, by Apyaya-
dlksita, who was bom in the naiddle of the sixteenth century,
^nmnuja’s bhasya is also dealt with by the famous Vehkatanatha,
in his work Tattva-fikd. The Srt-bhdsya had another commentary
called Naya-prakdsikd, by Meghanadari, a contemporary of Veh-
katanatha of the fourteenth century^. A further commentary is

later
xj j

Atrcyanama ana ms mother's name was Adhvara-nayika. He had three brothers, Hastyadrinatha or Varanadrisa, VaradarSt andMiira TWs Vara^driia should not be confused with Da4ara^WandsTn
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called Mita-prakdsikd^ by Parakala Yati, probably of the fifteenth

century. Parakala Yati had a disciple called Rahga Ramanuja, who
wrote a study of the Sri-bhdsyay called Mula-hhdva-prakdsikd. One
Srinivasacarya also criticized the ^rl-hhdsya in Brahma-vidyd-
kaumudt. It is difficult to guess which Srinivasa was the author of

the work, there being so many Srinivasas among the teachers of the

Ramanuja school. Campake^a, disciple of Vehkatanatha, also

dealt with the Sri-bhdsya. Suddhasattva Laksmanacarya also wrote
on the Srt-'bhdsyay a work entitled Guru-bhdva--prakdMkd which was
based upon the Guru-tattva-prakdsikd of Campakesa. This work was
in reality a commentary on the iSruta-prakdsikd. The authorwas the

son of Suddhasattva Yogindra. He descends from the line of Rama-
nuja’s mother’s sister, in which there were born eighteen teachers of

Vedanta; he was the pupil of Saumya Jamatr muni and flourished

probably in the latter half of the sixteenth century. This Guru-
bhdva-prakdsikd was commented on in the Guru-bhdva-prakdsikd-

vydkhyd, Sudarsana Suri also seems to have written a commentary
on the ^rt-bhdsyUy called ^ruti-dipikd. Srinivasa, the son of Tata-

yarya and Laksmi-devi, of Sri^aila lineage and pupil of Annayarya
and Kondinna Srinivasa-diksita, wrote another digest on the

bhdsya^ called Tattva-martanda, He probably lived in the latter

half of the fifteenth or the beginning of the sixteenth century. The
name of his grandfather was Anna-guru. He wrote Natva-darpana,

Bheda-darpanUy Siddhdnta-cintdmani^ Sara-darpana^ and Virodha-

nirodha^. He is also known as Srisaila Srinivasa, and he wrote

other books, e.g. Jijildsd-darpana, Naya-dyu-mani-dipikd, and
Naya-dyu-inani-samgraha, The Naya-dyu-mani of Naya-dyu-mani-
dlpika is not to be confused with the Naya-dyu-mani of Megha-
nadari; for it is a summary in verse of Ramanuja’s bhdsya with a

commentary in prose. The Naya-dyu-rnani-samgraha is a work in

^ In his Virodha-nirodha he makes reference to a Mukti^darpana (MS. p. 82),
Jndna-ratna-darpana (MS. p. 87), and in his Bheda-darpana (MS. p. 96) he
refers to his Guna^darpana. In his Virodha-nirodha he makes further reference
to his other works, Advaita-vana-kuthdra and Bheda-mani (MS. p. 37), to his
Bheda-darpai^ (MS. p. 68), and to his Sara-darpana (MS. p. 66) and Tattva-
martanda (MS. p. 87). His Sara-darpami gives the principal contents of Rama-
nuja’s philosophy. In his Virodha-nirodha (MS. p. 37) he refers to a Virodha-
hhanjana^ by his elder brother Annayarya and to his own Siddhanta-cintamani
(MS. p. 12). In referring to his elder brother he says that his Virodha-nirodha
is largely a rearrangement of the arguments adduced by him in his Virodha-
hhahjanay some ofwhich had been elaborated and others condensed and rearranged
in his Virodha-rdrodha* The Virodha-nirodha is thus admitted by the author to

have been based materially on Virodha-hhatgana by Annayarya, his elder brother.

8-2
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prose on the bhdsya of Ramanuja, and the first four sutras intended

to refute the criticisms made by his opponents. The Naya-dyu-

mani-samgraha is a much smaller work than the Naya-dyu-mam,

which is often referred to by the author for details. It makes

constant reference to objections against Ramanuja without

mentioning the name of the critic. In the Naya-dyu-mani the

author has made detailed discussions which are summarized by him
in this work^. Thus Srinivasa wrote three works Naya-dyu-mani,

Naya-dyu-mani-sarngrahay and Naya-dyu-mani-dlpikd, In his

Siddhanta-cintamani Srinivasa tries mainly to uphold the theory

that Brahman is the only cause of all creation, animate and in-

animate, In this work he tries to refute at every point the theory of

Brahma-causality, as held by Sankara.

Again, De^ikacarya wrote a commentary on the l§rt-bhdsyay

called Prayoga-ratna-mdld. Narayanamuni wrote his Bhdva-
pradipikdy and Purusottama his Subodhini also as commentaries on
the Srl-bhdsya, These writers probably lived some time about the

seventeenthcentury. Vira-raghava-dasaalso criticized the Sri-bhdsya

in the Tdtparya^dtpikd. His name has already been mentioned in

connection with his study, Ratna-sdriniy on Vatsya Varada’s
Tattva-sdra. Srinivasa Tatacarya wrote his Laghu-prakdsikdy Srl-

vatsahka Srinivasa his Sri’-bhdsya-sdrdrtha-samgrahay and Sathakopa
hia Brahma-sutrdrtha-samgraha as commentaries on the ^rt-bhdsya.

These writers seem to have flourished late in the sixteenth century.

Srivatsanka Srinivasa’s work was further summarized by Ranga-
carya in his Srlvatsa-siddhdnta-sdra. Appaya-diksita, of the middle
of the seventeenth century, wrote a commentary on the Brahma-
sutrasy called Naya-mukha-mdlikdy closely following the ideas of
Ramanuja^. Ranga Ramanuja also wrote a commentary, called

^ hhasycL’-rnavam avatlrno vistlrnam yad avadam Naya-dyumanau
samksipya tat paroktir xnk§ipya karomi tosanam vidtLSdm.

Naya-dyu-mani-samgraha, MS.
The general method of treatment followed in the book is to indulge in long

discussions in refutation of the views of opponents and to formulate, as con-
clusion, the positive contentions of the Visista-dvaita theory on the special points
of interest. Thus at the end of a long discussion on the Brahma-sutra, i. i. a, he
s^s raddhantas tu na janmd^dlndm visesanatve visesya-bheda’-prasangah^ avirud~
dhaxnsesa7j,dndm dsraya-hhedakatvdt na caivam visesanatva^'uacchedena na vydvar-
takatva-hhangoh tad-an-asraya-fivadi-vyavartahatvenaiva tad-asiddheh, (Nava-
dyu-mani, MS. p. ia6.)

* Laksmandrya-hrdayd^nusarinl likhyate Naya-mdlikd,
Naya-mukha-mdlikd, printed in Kumbakonam, 1915, p. 3.
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Sdrlraka-sdstrdrtha-dlpikdy on the Brahma-sutray following the in-

terpretations of Ramanuja. His Mula-bhdva-prakdsikdy a com-
mentary on the Srt-bhdsyUy has already been referred to in this

section. He wrote also a commentary on the Nydya-siddhdnjana of

Venkatanatha, called Nydya-siddhdnjana-vydkhyd. He was a pupil

of Parakala Yati and probably lived in the sixteenth century. He
wrote also three other works, called Visaya-vdkya-dtpikdy Chanda-
gyopanisad-bhasyay and Ramanuja-siddhanta-sdra. Ramanujadasa,

called also Mahacarya, lived probably early in the fifteenth century,

and was a pupil of Vadhula Srinivasa. This Vadhula Srinivasa,

author of the Adhikarana-sdrdrtha-dlpikdy must be an earlier person

than Srinivasadasa, author of the Yatmdra-mata-dlpikdy who was
a pupil of Mahacarya. Mahacarya wrote a work called Pdrdsarya-

vijayUy which is a thesis on the general position of the Ramanuja
Vedanta. He wrote also another work on the Srt-bhdsya called

Brahma-sutra-bhdsyopanydsa, Mahacarya’s other works are Brahma-

vidya-vijayUy Veddnta-vijayUy Rahasya-traya-mimdrnsdy Rdmdnuja-

carita-culukuy Astddasa-rahasydrtha-nirnayay and Canda-mdrutay

a commentary on the Sata-dusani of Venkatanatha. He should be

distinguished from Ramanujacarya, called also Vadihamsambuvaha,
uncle of Venkatanatha.

There is a work called Sri-bhdsya-vdrttikay which, unlike most

of those above, has already been printed; but the author does not

mention his name in the book, which is composed in verse. Sena-

natha, or Bhagavat Senapati Misra, who is an author of later date,

wrote ^drtraka-nydya-kaldpa. Vijayindra Bhiksu was the author of

Sdriraka-mimdmsd-vrttiy and Raghunatharya of Sdrlraka-sdstra-

samgati-sdra, Sundararaja-desika, an author of the sixteenth

century, wrote a simple commentary on the Sri-bhdsya called

Brahma-sutra-bhdsya-vydkhyd. Venkatacarya, probably an author

of the sixteenth century, wrote Brahma-sutra-bhdsya-purva-paksa-

samgraha-kdrikd in verse. This Venkatacarya was also known as

“Prativadibhakesari.^^ He also covsxpostd Acdrya-pahcdsat. Cam-
pakesa, who has already been referred to, wrote a commentary on

the !§ri-bhdsyay called Sri-bhdsya-vydkhyd, Venkatanatharya wrote

a work called iSrt-bhdsya-sdra. Srivatsanka Srinivasacarya was the

author of Sri-bhdsya-sdrdrtha-samgraha. Srirangacarya composed

^ri-bhasya-siddhdnta-sdra and Siinivasacarya wrote a work called

Sri-bhdsyopanydsa. There are two other commentaries, called
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Brahma-sMra-hhmya-mmgraha-vivarana andBrahma-sutra-bhasya-

rambha-prayoyana-samarthana', but the names of the authors are

missing in the manuscripts. Venkatanatha, of the thirteenth

century, wrote Adhikarana-sardvalt, and Mahgacarya Srinivasa,

Adhilmrana-sdrartha-dipika. Varadarya or Varadanatha, son of

Venkatanatha, wrote a commentary on the Adhikarana-sdrdvall

called AdMkdra-cintdmani. There is another work on similar sub-

jects called Adhikarana-yukti-vildsa\ but, though the author offers

an adoration to Srinivasa, he does not mention his name and it is

difficult to discoverwho this Srinivasa was. Jagannatha Yati wrote a

commentary on the Brahma-sutra on the lines of Ramanuja’s bhdsya,

and it was called Brahma-sutra-dipikd. It will thus be seen that

Ramanuja’s bhdsya inspired many scholars and thinkers and a great

literature sprangup on its basis. But it must be noted with regret that

this huge critical literature on Ramanuja’s bhdsya, is not in general

of much philosophical importance. Ramanuja’s Veddrtha-samgraha
was commented on by Sudar^ana Siiri of the fourteenth century,

in Tdtparya-dipikd. He was the son of Vagvijaya, or Visvajaya,

and pupil of Vatsya Varada. In addition to his study of Ramanuja’s
bhdsya already referred to, he wrote a Sandhyd-vandana-bhdsya.
Ramanuja’s Vedanta-dlpa (a brief commentary on the Brahma-sutra)
was dealt with by Ahobila Rahganatha Yati, of the sixteenth cen-
tury. Ramanuja’s Gadya-traya was criticized by Venkatanatha, and
Sudar^anacarya also wrote a commentary; Krsnapada, a later

author, also wrote another commentary. Ramanuja’s commentary
on the Gitd also was commented on by Venkatanatha. The Veddnta-
sdra was a brief commentary on the Brahma-sutra by Ramanuja
himself, based on his Srt-bhdsya.

Ramanujacarya, called also Vadihamsambuvahacarya of A.treya
gotra, son of Padmanabha and maternal uncle of Venkatanatha,
lived in the thirteenth or fourteenth century; he wrote an im-
portant work, called Naya-hulisa or Nydya-hulisa, which hag been
noticed before. He composed also Divya-suri-prabhdva-dtpihd,
Sarva-dariana-Hromani, and Moksa-siddhi, to which he himself re-
fers in his Nydya-kuBa\ It might seem that the Nydya-kulisa was
one of the earliest logical or ontological treatises ofthe Visistd-dvaita
school; but we find that there were other treatises of thia type

I

^ I have not been able to procure a MS. of the
can guess, the book is probably lost.

Moksa^siddhiy and, so far as
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written during this period and even earlier than Rlmanuja. Thus

Nathamuni wrote a Nydya-tattva, in which he refuted the logical

views of Gautama and founded a new system of Logic. Visnucitta,

a junior contemporary of Ramanuja, wrote two works, Prameya-

samgraha and Samgati-mdld. Varadavisnu Misra, who flourished

probably in the latter half of the twelfth century, or the beginning

of the thirteenth century, wrote a Mdna-ydthdtmya-nirnaya.

Varada Narayana Bhattaraka, who flourished before Vehkatanatha,

also wrote a Prajnd-paritrdn^^. Parasara Bhat^raka, who also

probably lived in the thirteenth century, wrote a Tattva-ratndkara^.

These works have been referred to by Vehkatanatha in his Nydya-

parimddhi; but the manuscripts were not available to the present

writer. Vatsya Varada’s works have been mentioned in a separate

section.

Vehkatanatha, called also Vedanta-de^ika, Vedantacarya, and

Kavitarkikasimha, was one of the most towering figures of the

school of ViHstddvaita. He was bom at Tupple in Kanjivaram in

A.D. 1268. His father was Ananta Suri, his grandfather’s name was

Pundatlkaksa, and he belonged to the Vi^vamitrai-ofm; his mother

was Totaramba, sister of Atreya Ram^uja, otherwise called Vadi-

kalaharnsambuvahacarya. He studied with his uncle Atreya

Ramanuja, and it is said that he accompanied him to Vatsya

Varadacarya’s place, when he was five years old. The story goes

that even at such an early age he showed so much precocity that it

was predicted by Vatsya Varada that in time he would be a great

pillar of strength for the ViHstd-dvaita-vdda school and that he would

repudiate all false systems of philosophy®. It appears that he also

studied with Varadarya himself^. It is said that he used to live

by uncha-vrtti, receiving alms in the streets, and spent all his life in

^ He is said to have written another work, called Nydya-sudarscinay men-

tioned in the introduction to the Tattva-muktd-kaldpa (Mysore, i933)*

2 He also wrote another work, called Bhagavad-guita-darpaim,

3 utpreksyate budka-janair upapatti-bhumnya

ghantd hareh samajanista jadatmantti

pratisthdpita-veddntah pratik^pta-bahiT’-incitah

bhuyds traividyci-mdnycLs tvann bhuri-kctlydna-bhdjcinciTnm

It is said that he was blessed by VaradJcarya in the aforesaid verse, in whi^

he describes Vehkatanatha as an incarnation of the bell of God. VaipjavtU

RefoYTnevs of India, by T . Rajagopalachariar.

^ srutvd rdmdnujdrydt sad~asad~api tatas tattva-muhtd kaldpatji

vyatdnld venkateso varada-guru^krpd-lambhito-dddma-bhuma.
Tattva-muktd-kaldpa, si. z.
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writing philosophical and religious works. In the samkalpa-

suryodaya he says that at the time when he was writing that work

he had finished the Sri-^bhdsya for the thirtieth time. While he lived

in Kanci and Srirahgam, he had to work in the midst of various

rival sects, and Pillai Lokacarya, who was very much senior to him

in age and was the supporter of the Tehgalai school, against which

Vehkatanatha fought, wrote a verse praising him. Scholars are in

general agreement that Vehkatanatha died in 1369, though there is

also a view that he died in 1371. He enjoyed a long life and spent

much of his time in pilgrimage to various northern countries such as

Vijayanagara, Mathura, Brindaban, Ayodhya, and Puri. The story

of Vidyaranya’s friendship with Vehkatanatha may be true or false;

but we know that Vidyaranya was acquainted with the Tattva’-

muktd-‘kaldpa^ and he quotes from it in his account of the VUistd--

dvaita view in Sarva-darsana-samgraha, When Vehkatanatha was

middle-aged, Sudarsana Suri, writer of the Sruta-prakdsikdy was
already an old man, and it is said that he called Vehkatanatha to

Srirahgam and handed over to him his commentary on the

bhdsya^ so that it might get a greater publicity. Vehkatanatha him-
self also wrote a commentary on the Sn-bhd$ya, called the Tattva-

tikd. Though an extremely kind man of exemplary and saintly

character, he had many enemies who tried to harass and insult him
in countless ways. A great difference in interpretation of the nature

ofprapattiy or self-surrender to God, was manifested at this time in

the writings of different Srivaisnava scholars. Two distinct sectswere
formed, based mainly on the different interpretation of the nature of
prapattiy though there were minor differences of a ritualistic nature,

such as the marks on the forehead, etc. Of these two sects, the

leader of the Vadakalai was Vehkatanatha, and that of the Tehgalai
was Pillai Lokacarya. Later on Saumya Jamatr muni became the
accepted leader of the Tehgalai school. Though the leaders them-
selves were actuated by a spirit of sympathy with one another, yet
their followers made much of these little differences in their views
and constantly quarrelled with one another, and it is a well known
fact that these sectarian quarrels exist even now.

It was during Vehkatanatha^s life that Malik Kafur, a general of
^Ala-ud-dm, invaded the Deccan in 1310. He easily conquered the
countries of Warangal and Dvarasamudra and pushed to the
extreme south, spreading devastation and plundering everywhere.
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In 1326 the Mahomedans invaded Srlrangam and pillaged the

city and the temple. About 1351 the Hindu Kingdom in Vijay-

anagar was established by King Bukka I. When the Mahomedans

pillaged the temple of Srirahgam, the temple-keepers had fled away

to Madura with the God Ranganatha, who was established in

Tirupati and was worshipped there. Bukka’s son Kampana began

to make conquest in the south and eventually Gopana, a general of

Kampana, succeeded in restoring Ranganatha to Srirahgam. This

affair has been immortalized by a verse composed by Vehkatanatha,

which is still written on the walls of the temple of Srirahgam, though

certain authorities think that the verse was not by him, but is only

attributed to him. This story is found in a Tamil work, called

Kavilologu, and is also recorded in the Vadakalai Guru-parampara

of the fifteenth century. During the general massacre at Srirahgam,

Vehkatanatha hid himself among the dead bodies and fled ulti-

mately to Mysore. After having spent some years there he went to

Coimbatore, and there he wrote his Abhlti-stava, in which he makes

references to the invasion of the Mahomedans and the tragic con-

dition at Srlrahgam. When he heard that by Gopana’s endeavours

Ranganatha was restored to Srirahgam he went there and wrote a

verse applauding his efforts^.

Vehkatanatha was a prolific writer on various subjects and also

a gifted poet. In the field of poetry his most important works are

the Yadavabhyudaya, Hcnnsa-samdeda, Subhasita-nivi, and Satn-

kalpu-suryodaya, an allegorical drama in ten acts. The Yudavd-

bhyudaya was a work on the life of Krsna, which was commented

upon by no less a person than Appaya-diksita. The SubJidstta-nvvi,

a didactic poem, was commented upon by Srinivasa Suri of the

^ SnlyS’nJla-irnga-dyuti-racita-jagad-ranjaTtad aHjand’drei

cencySm arSdhya kaft cit samayam atha nihatyod’dhanugkans tuliifkdn

lakpra-bkutnyav'tibhabhyam saha nija-nagare sthapayan rangar^thain

samyag-varyam saparySm punar akrta yaio-darpanarn goppaxiS-ryah.

The verse appears in Epigraphica Indica, vol. vi, p. 330.

This fact has also been recorded in DoddyacSrya’s Vedanta-desika-vcabhava-

prakasika and Yatlndra-pravana in the following verse

:

jitva tuluskdn bhuvi goppanendro
^

raAga-dfaparn stkapitavan sva-deh

ity’evam akanjya guru]} kcnUndro

dhr^favad yas tarn aharn prapadye.

According to the commentary, the aforesaid Vaibhava-prakadika, Veh-

katanatha wras bom in 12.69 and died in 1369. Goppanarya s remstallation of

Srirahganatha took place in i37 t'
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Srisaila lineage, son of Venkatanatha. He lived in all probability in

the fifteenth century. Venkatanatha’s other poem was Hamsa-
sandeia. In his Samkalpa-siiryodaya he dramatically describes, after

the pattern of the Prahodha-candro-daya^ the troubles and difficulties

of the human soul in attaining its final perfection. He wrote about

thirty-two adoration hymns such as tktHaya-gnva-stotra, 2116.Deva-

ndyaka-pancdsdt and Paduka-sahasra-nama. He also wrote many
devotional and ritualistic pieces, such as the Yajnopavita-pratisthd^

Arddhana-krama, Hari-dina-tilaka^ Vaisvadeva’-kdrikd, Srl-panca-

Tdtm-^raksdy Sac-caritra-raksd and Niksepa-raksd, He also col-

lected from various sources the verses regarding the doctrine of

prapatti^ and wrote the Nydsa-^vimsati and a further work based on
it, called the Nydsa-tilaka, which was commented upon by his son

Kumara-Vedanta-desika in a work called Nydsa-tilaka-^vydkhyd.

Due notice of his Pancardtra-raksd has been taken in the section

on Pancardtr

a

of the present volume. He wrote also a work called

Silpdrtha-sdra^ two works on medicine called Rasa-bhaumdmrta and
Vrksa-bhaumdmrta, a Puranika geography called Bhu-gola-nirnaya^

and a philosophical work called Tattva-muktd’-kaldpa in verse with
his own commentary on it called Sarvdrtha-siddhi^ which have been
noticed in some detail in the special section on Venkatanatha. This
work has two commentaries, czHtdAnanda-ddyini orAnanda-vallari
(in some manuscripts) or Nrstmha-rdjtya and Bhdva-prakdsa^ of
which the latter is of an annotative character. The commentary
called Ananda-dayim was written by Vatsya Nrsimhadeva, son of
Narasimha-suri, and Totaramba and Devaraja Suri, Nrsimhadeva’s
maternal grandfather was Kausika-Sribhasya-Srinivasa, who was
also his teacher." He had another teacher, named Appayacarya,
This Devaraja Suri was probably the author of the Vimha-tattva-
prakdsikd and Caramopdya-^tdtparya, Nrsimhadeva’s other works
were Para-tattva’-dipikd^ Bheda’^dhikkara^nyakkara^ Mani-sdra-
dhikkara^ Siddhdnta^nirnaya^ a commentary on Venkatanatha’

s

Niksepa-^raksd^ called Nrsirnha-rdjlya^ and a commentary on the
Sata-dihani. This Nrsimhadeva lived probably in the sixteenth
century. The commentary called Bhdva'-prakdsa was written by
Navyarangesa. He describes himself as a disciple of Kalijit; but
this must have been a different Kalijit from the well-known
Lokacarya; for the Bhdva-prakdHkd conomentary, as it refers to the
topics of the Ananda-dayint, is a later one. It must have been
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written late in the sixteenth or at the beginning of the seventeenth

century.

Vehkatanatha also wrote the Nyaya^-parisuddhi, a compre-
hensive logical work of the Visistd-dvaita school. It was criticized

by Srinivasadasa, son of Devarajacarya, who was a disciple of

Vehkatanatha. He may have been an uncle and teacher of Nrsimha-
deva, author of the Ananda-^ddyint. His commentary was called

Nydya'-sdra. The Nydya-parisuddhi had two other commentaries,

Ntkdsa, by Sathakopa Yati, a disciple of Ahovila and Nydya--pari-

suddhi-vydkhyd^ written by Krsnatatacarya.

Vehkatanatha wrote a work supplementary to the Nydya-pari-

suddhi^ called Nydya-siddha-njana^ the contents of which have been
noted in the separate sections on Vehkatanatha. He also wrote

another work called Para-mata-bhanga^ and a polemical work called

Sata’^dusanu The name Sata-dusani signifies that it contains a

hundred refutations; but actually, in the printed text available to

me, I can trace only forty. The best-known commentary, by Rama-
nujadasa, pupil of Vadhula Srinivasa, is called Canda-maruta. All

important discussions contained in the tSata-dusam, which are

directed mainly against the Sahkara school, have been duly

noticed in a different section. It had another commentary, by
Nrsimharaja, which is also called Canda-mdrutUy and another, by
Srinivasacarya, called Sahasra-ddranl,

Vehkatanatha, in addition to, his Tattva-tikd commentary on

the Srl-bhasya^ wrote a summary of the general topics of the Sri-

bhdsya discussion, called Adhikarana-sdrdvali, which was com-

mented upon by his son Kumara Vedantacarya or Varadanatha, in

a work called Adhikarana-sdrdvali-vydkhyd or Adhikarana-

cintdmani. He also wrote two small pamphlets, called Cakdra-

samarthana and Adhikarana-darpana\ a commentary on the

Isopanisat\ one on Yamuna’s Gltdrtha-samgraha^ called Gitdrtha-

saTngraha-raksdy and a commentary on Ramanuja’s Gltd-bhdsya^

called Tdtparya-candrikd, He also criticized Ramanuja’s Gadya-

traya, in a work called Tatparya-dipika^ and wrote commentaries

on Yamuna’s Catuh-sloki and Stotra-ratndkara, which are called

Rahasya-raksd. In addition he composed thirty-two works in the

mani-pravdla style, some of which have been translated into

Sanskrit. These works are Sampraddya-parihiddhi^ Tattva-padavi^

Rahasya-padaviy Tattva-navamtam, Rahasya-navanitam, Tattva-
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mdtrkd^ Rahasya'-mdtrkd^ Tattva-sandesay Rahasya-sandesay Raha--

sya-sandesa-vivaranay Tattva-ratndvaliyTattva-ratndvali-samgrahay
Rahasya-ratndvaltyRahasya‘‘ratndvali-‘hrdayayTattva-traya-culuka ,

Rahasya^traya'-culukay Sara-dtpay Rahasya-traya-sdray Sdra-sdrUy

Abhaya-praddna’-sdrUy Tattva-sikhd-maniy Rahasya-Hkhd-mani
,

Anjali-vaibhavay Pradhand-satakUy TJpakdra-sarngrahay Sdra-

samgrahuy Virodha-pariharay Muni'-vdhana-bhogay Madhura-'kavi-

hrdayay Parama-pdda-sopanay Para-mata-bhangay Hastigiri-^mdhdt-

myay Dravidopanisat-sdray DravidopanisaUtdtparydvali and Nigama--

parimala. The last three are works summarizing the instructions

of the Arvars. He was the author of twenty-four poems in the

Tamil language^.

Vehkatanatha also wrote a small pamphlet called Vadi-traya-

khandanay in which he tried to refute the views of Sankara, Yadava-

praka^a, and Bhaskara. Most of the arguments are directed against

Sankara, whereas the views of Yadavaprakasa and Bhaskara were
but slightly touched. He also wrote two works on Mimamsa, called

Mtmdmsd'-pddukd and Sesvara-^mlmdmsd, In the last work Ven-
katanatha tries to interpret the Mimdmsd-sutra of Jaimini in a

manner different from that of Sahara. His main intention was to

interpret the Mtmdmsd-sutra in such a manner that it might not be
in conflict with the Brahma-sutray but might be regarded as a com-
plementary accessory to the teachings of the Brahma-sutra, Thus,
in interpreting the first sutra of Jaimini, he says that the injunction
of reading the Vedas is satisfied with the mere study of the Vedas.
The injunction does not include an enquiry into the meaning of the
texts and a study of the Mimamsa, which comes out of the natural
desire for knowing the meanings of the texts and their applications.

The study of the Mimarnsa may therefore be undertaken even after

the final bath of the brahma-cdrin. Thus, a man may, after finishing
his obligatory studies as a brahma-cdrin in the house of his teacher,
still continue to live there for the study of Mimamsa, but the latter

is no part of his obligatory duty. Again, in defining the nature of
dharmUy Venkatanatha says that dharma is that which contributes to
our good and is also in accordance with the injunctions^. Though

list of these Tamil works, which were not accessible to the present
writer, has been collected from the introduction to the Mysore edition of the
Tattva-muktd-kaldpa.

Codand-lahsanatva-visesitafn evdrthe sddhanatvam dharma-laksanam, Isvara-
mimdTnsdy p. i8.

* * *
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the word dharma may be otherwise used by some persons, yet its

accepted meaning, as defined above, remains unaltered. The
instructions of the Smrtis, Purdnas, Pancardtras, Brahma-

sutras, etc., are to be regarded as dharma, as being based upon the

Vedas, which are their source. The validity of the nature of dharma

cannot be determined by a reference to any other pramdna than the

scriptural texts. In all matters of doubt and dispute the Mimdrnsd-

siitra should be interpreted in such a manner that it does not come

in conflict with the views of Badarayana, who was the teacher of

Jaimini.

Venkatanatha’s son was also a great writer on Vedanta. He was

called Kumara Vedantacarya, Varadarya or Varadanatha or Varada

Desikacarya or Varadaraja Suri or Varadanayaka Suri or Varada-

guru. He wrote a Tattva-traya-culuka-samgraha, a work in Sanskrit

prose, in which he summarizes the contents of the Tamil

Tattva-traya-culuka of Vehkatanatha, describing the fundamental

Srivaisnava doctrines regarding soul, matter and God^. His

other works are Vyavakdraika-satyatva-khandana, Prapatti-kdrikd,

Rahasya-traya-culuka, Caranta-guru-nirmya, Phala-bheda-khan-

dana, Arddhana-samgraha, Adhikaram-cintamam, Nydsa-tilaka-

vydhhyd, Rahasya-traya-sdrdrtha-samgraha. The last three works

are commentaries on Venkatanatha’s AdMkarana-sdravali, Nydsa-

tilaka, and Rahasya-traya-sdra. Varadarya lived till the end of the

fourteenth or the beginning of the fifteenth century.

Meghanadari lived probably in the twelfth and the early thir-

teenth centuries. He was closely associated with his elder brother

Rama Misra, a pupil of Ramanuja. He wrote a Naya-prakdsikd, a

commentary on the Srl-bhdsya, Bhava-prabodha, Mumukm-pdya-

samgraha, and Naya-dyu-mani. The last work is one of the most

recondite works on the Visistd-dvaita school of thought, and its main

contents have been noted in a separate section. He was the son

of Atreyanatha and Adhvara-nayika. He had three brothers,

Hastyadrinatha, Varadarat, and Rama Miira.

Ramanujadasa or Mahacarya wrote a Brahma-sutra-bhdsyopa-

nydsa, a conunentary on the Sri-bhdsya. He wrote also a Pdrdsarya,

in which he tried to show that the concimentaries of Sankara,

IMadhva and others were not in consonance with the Sutras of

1 It is also called cid-acid-eh}ara-tattva^mrapana, or Tattva-traya.
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Badarayana. Some account of this will be found in the fourth

volume of the present work. He also wrote a Rdmdnuja-carita-

culuka, Rahasya-traya-mtmdmsd-bhdsya, and Canda-mdrutay a

learned commentary on the Sata-dusani of Venkatanatha. Sudar-

sanaguru wrote a commentary on his VedufitU'^vijciycLy called

Mangala-dlpikd. He wrote a big treatise called Veddnta-vijayay

which was divided into several more or less independent, though

inter-related parts. The first part is Gurupasatti-vijayay in which

the methods of approaching the teacher are discussed. The manu-

script is fairly voluminous, containing 373 pages, and the modes of

discussion are on the basis of Upanisadic texts. The second partis

called Brahma-vidyd-vijaya (a MS. containing 321 pages), in which

he tries to prove, on the basis of Upanisadic texts, that Brahman

means Narayana and no other deity. The third part, called Sad--

vidya-vijayUy contains seven chapters and is philosophical and

polemical in spirit. I have in a later section given an account of

its principal contents. The last part is called Vijayolldsa (a MS. of

158 pages), in which he seeks to prove that the Upanisads refer to

Narayana alone. I have not been able to trace the fourth part.

Sudarsanaguru wrote a commentary on this Veddnta-vijaya.

This Sudardana is different from Sudarsanacarya. He wrote also

an Advaita-vidyd-vijayay a work in three chapters, based prin-

cipally on Upanisadic texts. The three chapters are Prapanca-

mithydtva-bhangay Jtvesvaratkya-bhangay and Akhanddrthatva-

bhanga. He also composed another work, called XJpanisad-mangala-

dlpikdy which was not accessible to the present writer. He describes

himself sometimes as a pupil of Vadhula Srinivasa and sometimes

as a pupil of his son Prajfianidhi. He lived probably in the fifteenth

century. He was the disciple of Vadhula Srinivasa, who wrote the

Tulikd commentary on the Sruta-prakdsikd,

Ranga Ramanuja Muni lived probably in the fifteenth century.

He was the disciple of Vatsya Anantarya, Tatayarya, and Parakala

Yati or Kumbha-kona Tatayarya. He wrote a commentary on the

Sribhdsyay called Mula-bhdva-prakdsikdy and one on the Nydya-
siddhanjanUy called Nydya’-siddhdnjana-vydkhyd. He also wrote a

Dramidopanisad-bhdsyay Visaya-vdkya-dtpikdy Rdmanuja-siddhdnta-
sdruy a commentary on the Chandogyo-panisady called Chandogyo-
panisad-prakdsikdy and one on the Brhad-dranyako-panisat-prakd--

Hkd, He wrote an independent commentary on the Brahma-sutray
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called Sdriraka-Sdstrartha-dlpikd. Aufrecht reports, in his Cota-
logus Catalogorum, that he wrote also the following works (which,

however, are not accessible to the present writer) : Upanisad-vakya-

vivaranUy Upanisat-prakdsikd, Upanisad-bhdsya, Dravidopanisat-

sdra-ratndvali-vydkhyd, Kathavally-upanisat-prakdsikd^ Kaviita-

kopanisat-prakdHkd^ Taittiriyopanisat-prakdsikd^ Prasnopanisat^

prakdsikd^ Mdndukyopanisat--prakdiikd^ Mundakopanisat--prakd§ikd^

Svetdsvataropanisat-prdkdsikdy&ruta-hhdva'-prakdnkd^GurU'-hhdva--

prakdsikd^.

Rahga Ramanuja’s teacher, Parakala Yati, otherwise called

Kumbha-kona Tatayarya, wrote the following works: Dravida-

sruti’-tattvdrtha-prakdsikd^ Tiruppaldndu^vydkhyana^ Ttruppalavai-^

vydkhydnUy Kanninnun-‘£rattdmbu-vydkhydna^ Adhikdra-samgraha^

vydkhyd. He wrote also a Vijayindra-pardjaya in refutation of the

Para-tattva-prakdHkd of Vijayindra.

Srinivasadasa, of the lineage of Madhava, son of Devarajacarya

and a pupil of Vehkatanatha, wrote a Nydya-sdra^ a commentary
on the Nydya-parisuddhi^ and also a commentary called Sata-’

dusani-vydkhyd-sahasra’^kirant. It is possible that the Srinivasadasa

who wrote the Visista-dvaita-siddhdnta^ Kaivaly-sata-dusanlj

Durupadesa’-dhikkdra^ Nydsa-rndyd-vijaya^ Mukti-sabda-vicdra^

Siddhy-updya-sudarsana^ Sdra-niskarsa-tlppam and Vddddri-kulisa
is the same as the author of the Nydya-sdra, He lived late in the

fourteenth and in the fifteenth century. This Srinivasa must be

distinguished from Srisaila Srinivasa, whose works have been

treated in a separate section. Srisaila Srinivasa also lived probably

in the fifteenth century.

We have another Srinivasa, who wrote an Adhikarana-sdrartha-

dipikd. On some interpretations of the colophon he may probably be

styled as Vadhula Srinivasa, in which case he would be the teacher

of Mahacarya^.

There is another Srinivasa, who was the pupil of Mahacarya, alias

Ramanujadasa, and son of Govindarya. He wrote a commentary on

the Sruta-prakasikd and also the Yatindra-mata-dipikd, or Yati-

pati-mata-dlpikd. The author says that in writing this elementary

treatise on the fundamental principle and doctrines of Srivais-

^ See Aufrecht’s Catalogus Catalogorum^ pp. 488-9.
^ On the other interpretation the adjective Vadhula-kula-tilaka applies to his

teacher Samara-pungavdcdrya, This Srinivasa was known also as Mahgacarya
Srinivasa.
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navism he collected his materials from a large number of ancient

treatises.^

The book Yatlndra-mata-dipikd contains ten chapters. The first

chapter enumerates the different categories, gives the definition of

perception and shows how other sources of knowledge, such as

memory, recognition, and non-perception, can all be included

within this definition. It then gives a refutation of the various

theories and establishes the theory of sat-khydtL It denies the claim

of verbal cognition to be regarded as a case of perception, refutes

the definition of indeterminate cognition, and does not admit the

possibility of any inference regarding God.

In the second chapter the writer defines inference,” classifies

it and enumerates the rules regarding the validity of it and also gives

a list of fallacies that may arise out of the violation of these rules.

He includes analogy (upamiti) and proof by implication {arthdpatti)

in the definition of inference and names the different modes of

controversy.

In the third chapter we get the definition of ^‘verbal testimony.”

The authority of the scriptures is established, and an attempt has

been made to show that all words convey the sense of Narayana the

Lord.

The fourth chapter is longer than all the others. The author here

refutes the categories of the Nydya school of thought such as the

universals, the relation of inherence, the causality of the atoms, and

gives his own view about the genesis of the different categories, the

mind-stuff, the body, the senses, the five primordial elements of

earth, air, heat, water, sky, and so on.

The fifth chapter gives an account of time and establishes its all-

pervasive and eternal nature. The sixth chapter enumerates the

eternal, transcendental attributes of pure sattva^ which belongs both

to tsvara and jtva.

The seventh chapter is more philosophical. It contains a de-
^ evam Drdvida-hhd^ya—Nydya’-tattva—Siddhi^traya—Sri-bhdsya—Dtpa-

sdra—Veddriha^-sarngraha—Bhasya-vivarana—Sarnglta-mdld—Sad-artha-sarn-
ksepa, Sruta-prakdsika—Tattva-ratndkara—Prajnd-paritrdna—Prameya-sarngra-
ha—Nydya-kulisa—Nydya-sudarsana—Mana-yathdlrnya-nirnaya—Nydya-sdra—
Tattva-dlpana— Tattva-nirnaya— Sarvartha-siddhi—Nydya-parimddhi—Nyd~
ya-siddhanjana— Paramata-bhanga— Tattva-traya-culuka— Tattva-traya~niru^
pana— Tattva-traya-pracanda-mdruta—Veddnta-vijaya—Pardiaryya-vijayd'di-
purvd'cdrya-prabandhd-rmsdrena jndtavydrihdn samgrhya hdlabodhdrtharn Yatlri’-

dra-mata-dlpikd-khya-’Sdnraka-paribhdsdydm te pratipaditah. YaUndra-’mata-
dtpikd, p. loi.



129xviii] Ramanuja Literature

tailed discussion as to how knowledge may be both an attribute and
a substance, so that it may be a quality of the self and also con-
stitute its essence. Attempts are here made to show that all mental
states, including that of feeling, can be reduced to that of know-
ledge. Devotion and the attitude of self-surrender are discussed

and the three courses, knowledge, action, and devotion, are

elaborated. The writer also brings out the futility of the means of

salvation prescribed by other systems of thought.

In the eighth chapter the author enumerates the attributes com-
mon to hoth.jtva and tsvara^ and deals at great length with the true

nature of the individual self, refuting the theory of the Buddhists

on this point, fie gives also a description of the devotees and their

twofold classification, and enumerates the attributes of the

emancipated jwas.

The ninth chapter is devoted to the definition of God, and
establishes Him as the instrumental, material and the accessory

cause of the world. It refutes the theory of mdyd of the monists

{advaitim) and gives an account of the fivefold aspects of God such

as vibhavas^ avatdras, etc. The tenth chapter enumerates and de-

fines ten categories other than substance, such as the sattva^ rajas^

tamas, sabda^ sparsa^ and the relation of contact, etc.

There was another Srinivasadasa, of the Andan lineage, who
was author of a Natva-tattva'-paritrdna. He tried to prove that the

word Narayana is not an ordinary compound word, but a special

word which stands by itself indicative of the name of the highest

God. There was yet another Srinivasa, called Srinivasa Raghava-

dasa and Canda-maruta, who wrote a Rdmdnuja-nddhdnta-

samgraha.

This Srinivasa again must be distinguished from another

Srinivasa of the lineage of Sathamarsana, who wrote at least one

work known to the present writer, Ananda-tdratamya-kha^ana.

In this small treatise he tries to refute, by a reference to scrip-

tural passages, the view that there are differences in the state of

salvation.

A few other Srinivasas and their works are also known to the

present writer, and it is possible that they flourished in the fifteenth

or the sixteenth century. These are Srivatsanka Misra, who wrote

a small work called §rl-bhdsya-sdrdrtha~samgraha\ Srinivasa

Tatarya, who wrote Laghu-bhdva-prakdsikd'^ Srisaila Yogendra,

9D 111
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who wrote a work called Tydga-sabddrtha-tippanl ; Sri4aila Ragha-

varya, grandson of Vehkatanatha, who wrote a Vedanta-kamtubha
;

Sri^ailadasa, son of Rahgadasa, who wrote Siddhanta-samgraha-,

Sundararajade^ika, author of Brahma-sutra-hhasya-vydkhyd (an

elementary commentary). These minor writers flourished probably

in the sixteenth, seventeeth and eighteenth centuries.

Siinivasa-dlksita, son of Sti^aila Srinivasa Tatayarya, grandson

of Annayarya, and a pupil of Acarya-diksita, wrote a work called

Virodha-varuthini-pramdthini. This must be distinguished from the

VirodJm-varuthinl-pramdthiniof Rahgacarya dealt with in a different

section. Srinivasa-sudhi also wrote Brcikma-jndna-nirdsa, which
records the controversy which the author had with Tryambaka
Pandita, a follower of Sankara. It generally follows a line of argu-

ment adapted in the Sata-dusani in refuting the monistic Vedanta
of Sankara. It is difiEcxilt to say whether the works Naya-mani-
kalikd, Laksmandrya-siddhdnta-samgraha, and Hari-guna-manimdld
should be attributed to this author or to the Srinivasa who wrote
the Virodha-nirodka.

Sudar^ana Suri, who lived in the thirteenth and fourteenth
centuries, of the lineage of Harita, son of Vagvijaya and pupil of
Vatsya Varada, has been already mentioned. He wrote a treatise on
the commentary of Ramanuja from whose works all succeeding
writers drew their inspiration. The title of his commentary is

SrutU'^rakdUkd, which incorporates, often word for word, what he
heard from his teacher Vatsya Varada 1

. He also wrote a Sandhyd-
vandana-bhdsya, Veddnta-samgraha-tdtparya-dipikd, a commentary
on the Veddrtha-samgraha of Ramanuja, and another work, called
Sruta-pradipikd. He was often called Vedavyasa Bhatt^a. This
Sudar^ana must be distinguished from Sudarsanaguru who wrote
a commentary on the Veddnta-vijaya of Mahacarya. Sathakopa
muni, who was a pupil of Sathari Suri and often known as SaAa-
kopa Yati, lived probably towards the end of the sixteenth century.
He wrote the following works : Brcdifna-laksa.na-vdkydrtha~
satngraha,Brahma-sabddrtha-vicdra, VdhydTtha-sarngraha, Brahma-
sutrdrtha-samgraha, Brcdvma-laksavM-vdkydrtha, Divya-prabandha
and Bhdva-prakdstkd-dusawddhdra. The last work is an attempt at

^ gurubhyo’ rthalj. irutalj. sabdais taUprayuktaU ca yqjitalj.
saukaryaya bubhStsunSm sarjihalayya prakSiyate.

Introductory verses to the Sruta-prakOUkS.
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1

refutation of the criticism of the Bhdva-prakdUkd^ a commentary

on Sruta-prakdsikd^ by Varada Visnu Suri.

Ahobila Ranganatha Yati, who flourished at the beginning of

the fifteenth century, wrote a Nydsa-vivrti^ in which he deals with

the topics of nydsa as expounded in Vehkatanatha’s Nydsa-tilaka.

Adivaraha Vedantacarya wrote a Nydya-ratndvalu Krsnatatacarya,

who flourished in the fifteenth century and belonged to the Srisaila

lineage, wrote a commentary on the Nydya-parisuddhi^ called

Nydya-parisuddhi-vydkhydandsome small treatises calledDurdrtha-

durikarana^ Brahma-sabddrtha-vicdra and Natva-candrikd, Krsna-

pada-lokaguru, probably of the same century, wrote a Rahasya-

traya-mlmdmsd-bhdsya^ Divya-prahandha-vydkhyd^ Catuh-slokz-

vydkhydy and a number of Tamil works. Campakesa, ofthe fifteenth

century, wrote a Guru-tattva-prakdsikdy and a Veddnta-kantako--

ddhdra. In the last work he tried to refute the criticisms of the

Srl-bhasya^. He was a pupil of Vehkatanatha. Another Tatacarya,

who was grandfather of Venkatadhvari, the author of the Visva-

gunddarsa^ wrote a Tdtdcdrya-dina-caryd. He was the maternal

uncle of Appaya-diksita. Again, De^ikacarya, who wrote the

Prayoga-ratna-mdld as a commentary on the Srl^bhdsyUy also wrote

a book on the commentary on Vehkatanatha’s Panyikd on the

Taittirlyopanisaty which was called the Asti-brahmeti-sruty-artha’-

vicdraJ"^ Doddayacarya, who lived probably in the fifteenth century,

wrote a Parikara^-vijaya^ often referred to in Mahacarya’s works,

and a life of Vehkatanatha, called Veddnta-deUka-vaibhava-

prakdsikd, Narayana muni wrote a Bhdva-^pradlpikdy Gitdrtha-

samgraha^ Gltd-sdra-raksd^ Gttd-sarngraha-vibhdga^ Rahasya-traya-

jtvdtu. He was the son of Siisaila Tatayarya, grandson of Anantarya

and pupil of Ramanujacarya, probably Mahacarya. He lived per-

haps late in the fifteenth century. Nrsirnharaja, who wrote a com-

mentary on the Sata-dusanty called Sdta-dusam-vydkhydy was

probably the same person who wrote an Ananda-ddyinl on the

Tattva-muktd-kaldpa. Nrsimhasuri, a much later writer, wrote a

Sartra-^bhdvddhikarana-vicdra and Tat-kratu-nydya-vicdra, Para-

^ SuddhasattvalaksanS.rya wrote a work called GurU’~hhdva~prakdsika as a

commentary on the ^ruta-prahdiikdy which he based upon the Guru-tattva-

prakdHkdof Campakesa. He was the disciple of Suddhasattvacarya, son of Saumya
Jamatr muni. In his commentary he constantly refers to the Tulikd commentary
of Vadhula Srinivasa. He lived probably in the sixteenth century, and may have

been a contemporary of Mahacarya.

9-2
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vastu Vedantacarya, son of Adivarahacarya, composed a Vedanta-

kaustuhha, Purusottama wrote a commentary on the Srl-bhdsya

called Subodhim, and Bhagavat Senapati Misra wrote a ^driraka-

nydya-kald.

Pela Puradesika wrote a work called Tattva-bhdskara. It is

divided into two parts, in the first of which he tries to ascertain the

meaning of mdyd and elucidates the nature of God on the basis of

Dravidian and Sanskrit texts. The second part is of a ritualistic

nature. Rahgaraja, who lived probably in the sixteenth century,

was the author of Advaita-vahiskdra, Rahganathacarya wrote an

Astddasa-bheda-mcdra, Purusdrtha-ratndkara^ Vivdddrtha-sam-

graha^ Kdryddhikarana-veda and Kdryddhikarana-tattva, The con-

tents of the last two works have been dealt with in a different

section. He lived perhaps in the sixteenth century, and was a pupil

of Saumya Jamatr muni. A Ramanuja called Vedanta Ramanuja

wrote a Dwya-suri-prabhdva-dtpika and a Sarva-darsana-siromani,

Ramanujadasabhiksu wrote Sauri-rdja-carandravinda-sarand-gati-

sdra^ and Rama Subrahmanyasa^tri Visnu-tattva-rahasya, These
two writers flourished probably in the seventeenth or late in the

sixteenth century.

Atreya Varada wrote a Rahasya-traya-sdra-vydkhydy a com-
mentary on Vehkatanatha’s Rahasya-traya-sdra. Varadadasa wrote

Nydsa-vidyd-bhusana and Vadi Kesarl Misra the following:

Adhydtma-cintd, Tattva-dipa-samgraha-kdrikdy Tattva-dlpa and
Rahasya-traya-kdrikd, These small works are of little value. Only
the Tattva-dipa contains some philosophical materials inspired by
the Sruta-prakdsikd of Sudarsana. Vira-raghava-dasa, son of

Vadhula Narasimha and pupil of Vadhula Varadaguru, produced
a commentary on the Srl-bhdsya^ called Tdtparya-dtpikd^ and one
on Vatsya Varada’s Tattva-sdra^ called Ratna-sdrim, Venkata
SudhI wrote a voluminous work in four chapters, called Siddhdnta-
ratndvali, in which he tried to prove that Narayana and not Siva is

the supreme Lord and the cause of the world, and dealt with many
sectarian doctrines which are of no philosophical value. He was
the pupil of Vehkatanatha and son of Tatacarya of Sathamarsana
lineage. Some notice of the work will be taken in the section on
Pancardtra. Ve^atadasa, called also Vucci Vehkatacarya, the
third son of Annayarya, of Sathamarsana lineage, composed a work
called Veddntakdrikdvali. Vehkatadhvari wrote a work called Yati-
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prcaivandana-khandana, Ayyanna wrote Vydsa-tdtparya-nirmya

and Annavayyangacarya, Trmsa-praino-ttara, Kesara-hkusam and
§rl-tattva-darpana. Gopalatata wrote ^atakoti-dihana-parihdra,

Govindacarya Pramdna-sdra and Jagannatha Yati Brahma-sutra-

dipikd. Devanatha wrote TaWtJa-mrnffyajDharmakure^aiJaffzaraMya-

nava-ratna-malikdy Nilameghatatacarya Nyasa-vidyartha-vicdra,

Rangacarya &rwatsa-siddhdnta-sara, Raghunathacarya Bala-

sarasvati and Sadgati-sdra. Raghavacarya wrote Rahasya-traya-

sdra-samgraha, Ramanatha Yogi Sadd-cdra-bodJia, Ramanuja
Gdyatrl-iata-dusani and Tirumalacarya of Bharadvaja lineage

Tjattvopapatti-bhanga.

Annayarya, brother of Srl^aila Srinivaia, wrote Saptati-ratna-

mdlikd, Vyavahdrikatva-tdiandana-sdra, Mithydtva-khandana, Ac-

drya-vimsati, Ananda-tdratamya-tdiandana. Appaya-diksita of the

sixteenth century commented on the Brahma-sutra in accordance

with the views of Ramanuja, in a work called Naya-mukha-rndlikd.

Anantarya of the nineteenth century wrote a number of works of

which the following have been published : Nattva-tattva-

vibhusaim, Satdkoti-khandana, Nydya-bhdskara, Acdra-locana (a

refutation of widow-remarriage), ^dstrdrambha-scmiaHhana, Sam-
dsa-vdda, Visayatd-vdda, Brahma-iakti-vdda, Sdstrcdkya-vdda,

Moksa-kdranatd-vdda, NirvUesa-pramdiw-vyuddsa, Samvin-ndn-

dtva-samarthana, Jndna-ydthdrthya-vdda, Brahtna-laksam-vdda,

Il^aty-cuihikaram-vicdra, Pratijnd-vdda, Akdsddfukaram-vicdra,

Sribhdsya-bhdvdnkura, Laghu-sdmdnddhikaranya-vdda, Guru-sdm-

dnddhikaranya-vdda, Sdrira-vdda, Siddhdnta-siddhdnjana, Vidhi-

sndhdkara, Stidarsana-sura-dnma, Bheda-vdda, Tat-kraiu-nydya-

vicdra, Driyatvd-nwndna-nirdsa. These treatises are mostly short

papers, though a few are more elaborate. The Nydya-bhdskara is a

refiitation of the Gatidhi-brahmdnandi commentary on the Advaita-

siddM, in refutation of the Nydydmrta-tdrangini. It consists of

twelve topics, and the refutations are mostly of a scholastic nature

following the style of the new school of logic in Bengal which found

fault with the definitions of their opponents. Some of the most im-

portant works of this writer have been referred to in the relevant

places of this work.
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The Influence of the Arvars on the

followers of Ramanuja.

We have already referred to the Divya-prabandhas, written by

the Arvars in Tamil, which exerted a profound influence on all

teachers of the Stivaisnava school Kure^a (Tirukkurukaippiran

Pillai) wrote a commentary of 6000 verses on a selection of Namm’-
arvar’s one thousand verses called the Sahasra-giti. Para^ara

Bhattarya wrote a commentary of 9000 verses. Under the direc-

tions of Kalijit (Lokacarya) Abhaya-prada-raja wrote a commentary

of 24,000 verses. Krsnapada, pupil of Kalijit, wrote another com-

mentary of 3600 verses. Saumya J^atr muni wrote 12,000 verses

interpreting the views of Namm’-arvar. The commentaries of

Abhaya-prada-raja on the Divya-prabandhas helped the later

teachers to understand the esoteric doctrine of the later works. The
commentaries on the Divya-prabandhas written by Saumyajamatr

muni, the younger brother of Pillai Lokacarya, had already become
rare in the time of Abhirama Varacarya, the translator of the

TJpadesa-ratna-mald and the grandson of Saumya Jamatr muni.

It is thus seen that Para^ara Bhattarya, the successor of Rama-
nuja in the pontifical chair, and his successor Ved^ti Madhava,
called also Nanjiyar, and his successor Namburi Varadaraja, called

also Kalijit or Lokacarya I, and his successor Pillai Lokacarya, all

wrote works dealing not so much with the interpretation of !l^ma-

nuja’s philosophy, as with the interpretation of devotion as dealt

with in the Sahasra-giti and the Divya-prabandhas. Their writings

are mostly in Tamil, only a few have been translated into Sanskrit,

^ These Divya-prabandhas are four thousand in number. Thus Poygaiy-arvar
wrote Mudal-tiru-vantadi of loo stanzas; Bhutatt’-arvar, Irandam-tiru-vantddi of
100 stanzas; Pgy-arvar, Munram-tiru-vantadi of loo stanzas

; Tiru-marisai Piran,
Ndn-mukam Tiru-vantadi and Tiru-chanda-vruttam of 96 and 120 stanzas
respectively; Madhura-kaviy-arvar wrote Kanninuri-Hruttdmhu of ii stanzas;
Namm*-arvar wrote Tiru-vruttam of 100 stanzas, Tiru-vdHrlyam, Periya-
tiru-vantadi of 87 stanzas and Tiru-vdy-mori of 1102 verses; Kula-^gkhara Peru-
mal wrote Perumdl-tirumoli of 105 sta^as, Periy-drvdr-tiruppaldndu and Periy-
drvdr-tirumori of 12 and 461 stanzas, Andal, Tiruppdvai and Ndcchiydr-tirumoU
of 30 and 143 stanzas; Tondar-adi-podiy-arvar, Tiru-palliy-eruchi and Tiru-
mdlai of 10 and 45 stanzas respectively; Tiru-pan-arvarj* Amalanddi-pirdn of
10 stanzas; Tiru-marigaiy-a.rvar wrote Periya-tirumoU of 1084 verses, TzVw-
k^runddndakam of 20 stanzas, Tirunedundandaharn of 30 stanzas, Tiruvel^kur-
tirukkai of i stanza, Siriya-tirumadal of 77 stanzas and Periya-tirumadal of 148
stanzas, thus making a total of 4000 verses in all. They are referred to in the
Upadesd-ratna-mdld of Saumya Jamatr muni (junior) and in its introduction by
M. T. Narasimhiengar.
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and in the present work notice is taken only of the Sanskrit works of

these writers (mostly in the manuscript form) which have been

available to the present writer. Both Pillai Lokacarya and Saumya
Jamatr muni, called also Vadikesari, were sons of Krsnapada, but

this Saumya Jamatr muni must be distinguished from a later

Saumyajamatr muni, called also Yatindrapravanacarya, who was a

much more distinguished man. Para^ara Bhattarya was probably

bom before a.d. 1078 and he died in a.d. 1165. He was suc-

ceeded by VedanG Madhava or Nanjiyar, who was succeeded by
Namburi Varadaraja or Lokacarya I. He was succeeded by Pillai

Lokacarya, a contemporary of Vehkatanatha, and Smta-praka4ika-

carya or Sudar^ana Suri. It was in his time that the Mahomedans
attacked Srirahgam, as has already been mentioned in connection

with our account of Vehkatanatha. The Mahomedans were ex-

pelled from Snrahgam by Goppanarya, and the image of Rahga-

natha was re-installed in a.d. 1293. It was at this time that the

famous Saumya Jamatr muni (junior) was born. The senior Saiimya

Jamatr muni, younger brother of Pillai Lokacarya, called also

Vadikesari, wrote some commentaries on the Divya-prabandhas, a

work called Dlpa-prdkaia, and Piyaruli-ceyalare-rahasya. He is

referred to by the junior Saumya Jamatr muni, called also Vara-

vara muni, in his Upadeia-ratna-mdld, Tattva-traya-bhdsya and

§rlvacana-bhusana-'oydkhya,. We cannot be sure whether the

Adhyatma-cintamani, in which Vadhula Snnivasa is adored as his

teacher, was written by Saumya Jamatr muni. Mahacarya also de-

scribed himself as a pupil of Vadhula Snnivasa, and, if the senior

Saumya Jamatr and Mahacarya were pupils of the same teacher,

Mahacarya must have lived in the fourteenth century. If, however,

the junior Saumya Jamatr wrote the Adhydtma-cintamaniy Maha-

cauya will have to be placed at a later date.

The present writer has been able to trace only three books in

Sanskrit by PiUai Lokacarya: Tattva-traya, Tattva-iekhara, and

Srivacana-bhusa^^. The Tattva-trayais a very useful compendium

of the Snvaisnava school of thought, in which the nature of the in-

animate (acit), the souls, God and their mutual relations are dealt

^ Some of his other works are Mumukm-ppadi, Prameya-sekhara^ Nava-
ratna-mala, Tani~pranava, Prapanna-paritrdmi, Yddrcchika-ppadi, Dvayam,
Artha-pancaka, Sdra-samgraha, Paranda-padi, Samsdra-sdmrdjyam, SHyah-pati-

ppadi, Caramam, Arcir-ddi, Nava-vidha-samhandha, Vide footnote in Tattva-

hkhara, p. 70.
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with. There is an excellent commentary by Varavara muni. The
Tattva-sekhara is a work in four chapters. The first chapter quotes

scriptural evidences in support of the view that Narayana is the

highest God and the ultimate cause; in the second chapter he de-

scribes the nature of self by reference to scriptural testimony. The
same description of the nature of self is continued in the third

chapter. In the fourth chapter he deals with the ultimate goal of

all souls, self-surrender to God. He says that the ultimate summum
honum {purusdrtha) consists in the servitude (kainkarya) to God
roused by love of Him (j>riti-kdrita), due to the knowledge of one’s

own nature and the nature of God in all His divine beauty, majesty,

power and supreme excellence. Not all servitude is undesirable.

We know in our ordinary experience that servitude through love is

always pleasurable. In the ordinary idea of emancipation, a man
emphasizes his own self and his own end. This is therefore inferior

to the summum honum in which he forgets his owm self and regards
the servitude of God as his ultimate end. Lokacarya then refutes

the various other conceptions of the ultimate goal in other schools
of philosophy. He also refutes the conception of the summum
honum as the realization of one’s own nature with a sense of supreme
subordination {para-tantratvena sva-nuhhava-mdtram na puru-
sdrthali). This is also technically called kaivalya in the Srivaisnava
system. Our ultimate endris not cessation of pain, but enjoyment of
bUss. Positive bliss is our final aim. It is held that in the emanci-
pation as described above the individual realizes himself in close
association vpith God and enjoys supreme bliss thereby; but he can
never be equal to Him. Bondage (Jbandhd) is true and the removal of
bondage is also true. Prapatti, or self-surrender to God, is regarded
as a means to cessation of bondage. This prapatti may be direct
{a-vyavahita) and indirect {vyavahita). In the first case the self-

surrender is complete and absolute and done once for alH. The in-
^ Prapatti is defined as follows

:

i>i^^^^^“^3n^tivc^ta7m~nivrtti-bh/3gavad~dnuhulya’-sarva‘‘saktitvd‘niisandhdna-^
prabhrti-sahitah yacnd-garbho vij7Tnbha--rUpa-‘jndna->visesah; tatra jneydkdra
tsvarasya nirapel^a~-sddhanatvainjndndkaro vyavasdyd-tmakatvam : etac ca sdstrd-
rthatvdt sakrt kartavyam. Tattva-sekhara, p. 64.

Ju^ as the Sahkarites hold that, once the knowledge regarding the unity of
the individual with Brahman dawns through the realization of the meaning of
such texts, remains nothing to be done. So here also the complete self-
s^render to God is Ae dawning of the nature of one’s relation to God, and, when^s IS oi^e accomplished there is nothing else to be done. The rest remains withGod m His adoption of the devotee as His own.
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direct prapatti is the continual meditation on God through love of

Him, along with the performance of the obligatory duties and the

non-commission of prohibited actions. This is decidedly the lower

stage; the more deserving ones naturally follow the first method.
The main contents of Pillai Lokacarya’s Srt-vacana-bhiisana

follow in a separate section in connection with the account of the

commentary on it and sub-commentary by Saumya Jamatr muni
(junior) and Raghuttama. The Srlvacana-bhusana consists of 484
small sentences longer than the .Swfra-phrases, but oftenshorterthan

ordinary philosophical sentences. Lokacarya followed this style in

his other works also, such as his Tattva-traya and Tattva-iehhara.

Ramya-jamatr muni or Saumya Jamatr muni, called also

Manavalama muni or Periya-jiyar, was the son of Tik^akkidandan-

tirunavirudaiyapiran-Tatar-annar, a disciple of PiUai Lokacarya

and grandson of Kollikavaladasar, who was also a disciple of Pillai

Lokacarya. He was bom in the Tinnevelly district in a.d. 1370 and
lived for seventy-three years, that is till a.d. 1443. He first obtained

training from Srisaileda, called also Tim-marai Aivar, in Tiru-

vay-mori. One of the first works of his early youth was a poem called

Yati-rdja-vimiati, in honour of Ramanuja, which is incorporated

and published in Varavara muni’s Dina-caryd. On account of his

deep devotion for Ramanuja he was also known as YaGndra-
pravana, and wrote a commentary on a short life of Ramanuja
called Prapanna-sdvitn or Ramanuja-nurandddi of Tiruvarangatt-

amudandr. After completing his studies under Sri^aile^a he re-

mained at Siirahgam and studied the commentaries on the Divya-

prabandhas, the Srtvacana-bhusaiui and other Drdvida Vedanta

works. In his study of the Divya-prabandhas and the Gitd-bhdsya

he was helped by his father Tatar-annar. He also studied with

Kidambi-Tirumalai-Nayinar, called also Krsnade^ika, the »$rf-

bhdsya and Sruta-prakdiihd. He also studied the Acdrya-hrdaya

with A^ayacarya, called also Devarajagum, of Yadavadri. He re-

nounced the world, became a sannydsin, and attached himself to the

Pallava-matha at Siirahgam, where he built a vydkhydna-mandapa,

in which he used to deliver his religious lectures. He was very pro-

ficient in the Dramda Veddnta, produced many works in the mani-

pravdla style (mixture of Sanskrit and Tamil), and had hundreds of

followers. He had a son, called Ramanujarya, and a grandson,

called Visnucitta. Of his pupils eight were very famous : Bhatta-
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natha, Srinivasa-yati, Devarajaguru, Vadhula Varada Narayana-

guni, Prativadibhayankara, Ramanujaguru, Sutakhya, and SrT-

vanacala Yogindra. These eight disciples were great teachers of

Vedanta^. He taught the Bhdsya to Rahgaraja. There were many
ruling chiefs in South India who were his disciples. Among his

works the following are noteworthy, Yati-rdja--vimsat% Gitd-’

tatparya-dlpa^ a Sanskrit commentary on the Glta^ &rl-hhdsyd--

rathuy Taittirlyo-panisad-bhasya^ Para’-tattva-nirnaya, He wrote

also commentaries on the RahasyU’-traya^ Tattva-^traya and
vacana-bhusana of Pillai Lokacarya and the Acarya-hrdaya of the

senior Saumya Jamatr muni, called also Vadikesarl, brother of

Pillai Lokacarya; commentaries on Priydlvar-^tirU’-mori^ Jndna-sdra
and Prameyasdra of Devaraja, and the Sapta-gdthd of Viram^olai-

ppillai; glosses on the authorities quoted in the Tattva-traya^

Srwacana-bhusana^ and commentaries on the Divya-prabandha
called the Idu\ many Tamil verses, such as Tiruvdymori-^nurundddi^

Artti-prabandha^ TiYWCdrddhana-krama^ and many Sanskrit

verses. He occupied a position like that of Ramanuja, and his

images are worshipped in most Vaisnava temples in South India.

Many works were written about him, e.g. Varavara'^muni-dina--
caryd^ Varavara-^muni-sataka^ Varavara--inuni~kdvya, Varavara^
muni-campu^ Yatindra-pravana-prabhdva^ Yatlndra-pravana-bhadra-
campu, etc. His Upadesa-ratna-mald is recited by Srivaisnavas after

the recital of the Divya-prabandha. In his Upadesa-ratna-mdld he
gives an account of the early Aivars and the Aragiyas. It was trans-
lated into Sanskrit verse by his grandson Abhirama-varacarya,
whose Astddasa-hheda-nirnaya has already been noted in the present
work. He also wrote another book called Naksatra-mdlikd in praise
of Sathakopa^.

Though Mr Narasimhiengar says that a commentary on the
^rivacana-bhusana was written by Saumya Jamatr muni (junior) in
the manipravdla style, yet the manuscript of the commentary, with a
sub-commentary on it by Raghuttama, which was available to the
present writer, was a stupendous volume of about 750 pages, all

written in Sanskrit. The main contents of this work will appear in
a separate section.

^ See Prapanndmrtay Ch. las.

^
writer is indebted for some of his information regarding the

works of Savjmya Jamatr mxmi to M. T. Narasimhiengar’s Introduction to the
English translation of the Upadesa-ratna-mdld.



CHAPTER XIX

THE PHILOSOPHY OF YAMUNAcARYA

Though in later days Bodhayanais regarded as the founder of the

Vaisnava systems, yet, as his commentary on the Brahma-sutras is

not now available, we may look upon Yamuna as being the earliest

of the latter-day Vaisnava philosophers. We hear that many other

people, such as Tanka, Dramida and Bharuchi, wrote in accordance

with the teachings contained in the commentary of Bodhayana, en-

deavouring to refute the views of other systems of thought.

Dramida wrote a Bhd^a which was elaborated by Srivatsahka

Mi^ra and is frequently referred to by Yamuna. The sage Vakula-

bharana, called Sathakopacarya, also wrote an elaborate treatise in

the Tamil language on the bhakti creed, but this also is hardly

available now. Thus the history of modem Vaisnavism should, for

all practical purposes, begin with Yamunacarya, who flourished

during the latter part of the tenth and the earlier part of the

eleventh century. Yamunacarya was said to be the preceptor of

Mahapurna from whom the great Ramanuja had his initiation.

So far as I am aware, Yamuna wrote four books, namely, Siddhi-

traya, Agama-prdmanya, Burusa-rdnmya, and Kdhnfrdgama. Of

these only the first two have been printed.

Yamuna’s doctrine of Soul contrasted with

those of others.

We have seen that from the C^akas to the Vedantists there had

been many schools of philosophy and each of them had its own

theory of soul. We made but a scanty reference to Carv^sm in the

first volume, and we have generally omitted the discussions against

Carvakism in which other systems usually indulged. The most im-

portant of the doctrines held by the Carvakas is that there is no self

other than the body; some of them, however, regarded the senses

as the self, and others as Manas. They held that there were only

four elements and that out of them life and consciousness sprang

forth. Our notion of self also referred to the body, and there was

no separate soul, apart from the body. The Carvaka literature
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has, however, vanished from India, and we can know only from

references in other works that their original writings were also in

the form of Sutras'^.

Yamuna’s philosophy was directly opposed to the doctrine of

the Carvakas. It is best therefore that we should deal here with

Yamuna’s theory of soul in connection with the pretensions of the

Carvakas. Yamuna takes his stand on the notion of self-conscious-

ness. He says that our preception “ I know” distinctly points to the

self as the subject, as distinguished from the perception of the body
as “this is my body,” which is closely akin to other objective per-

ceptions such as “this is a jug,” “this is a piece of cloth.” When I

restrain my senses from external objects and concentrate myself on
myself, I have still the notion of my self as “I,” which arises in me
without the least association of my hands or feet or any other parts

of the body. The body as a whole cannot be said to be indicated by
my perception, when none of the parts of the body shine forth in it.

Even when I say “I am fat,” “I am lean,” the notion of “I” does
not refer to the external fat or lean body, but to some mysterious
entity within me with which the body is wrongly associated. We
should not forget that we also say “this is my body” as we should
say “this is my house,” where the body is spoken of as being dif-

ferent from the self as any external object. But it may be objected
that we also say “my self” {mamdtrna)-, but this is only a linguistic

usage which expresses that difiE^erence, whereas the entity perceived
is just the same and identical. The confusion which is felt in the
fact that the notion of “ I” refers to the body is due to this, that the
self has no perceivable shape or form as have ordinary external ob-
jects (such as jug, cloth, etc.), by virtue of which they are dis-

tinguished from one another. Those who are not sufficiently dis-
criminating cannot rest content with the formless self, and conse-
quently confuse the soul with the body, more particularly because
they find that corresponding to any and every desire of the soul
there is a corresponding change of the body. They think that, since,
corresponding to any mental change, such as new feeling, thought,
or desire, there is a corresponding physical or physiological change
of the body, there is no other soxil different from the body. But, if

of Brhaspati is aiha tattvmti vyaMiySsySmah-, the second is
^thivy-ap-^o-vSyur Hi tattvaru and the third is tdihycd caiianyam Hnvadi-
bhyo mada-saktivat.
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we try to find out by a deeper self-introspection what we mean by
“I,” we find that it is an entity, as the subject, as the “ I,” as distinct

from the objects which are not self and which are indicated as this

or that. Had the notion “I know” referred to the body, the bodily

parts would surely have been manifested in the notion, as external

objects shine forth in all external perception as this or that. But it

is not so ; on the contrary, by introspection I find that the self is an

entity which is independent in itself, and all other things of the

world are for the sake of my self; I am the enjoyer, whereas every-

thing else is the object of my enjoyment; I am not for the sake of

any body; I am an end in myself and never a means for anything

else (a-pararthd). All combinations and collocations are for the

sake of another, whom they serve; the self is neither the result of

any collocation nor does it exist for the sake of serving another.

Moreover, consciousness cannot be regarded as being a product

of the body. Consciousness cannot be thought to be like an in-

toxicating property, the product of the four elements ; for the com-

bination of the four elements cannot produce any and every sort of

power. There is a limit to the effects that a certain cause can pro-

duce
;
in the production of the intoxicating property it is the atoms

which happen to possess that property; intoxication is not to be

compared with consciousness; nor has it any similarity to any

physical effect; nor can it be thought that there are atoms in which

the property of consciousness is generated. Had consciousness been

the result of any chemical change, such as we find in the produc-

tion of the red colour by the combination of lime with catechu,

there would have been particles of consciousness {caitanya) pro-

duced, and our consciousness would then have been the sum total

of those particles of consciousness, as in the case of any material

chemical product; the red colour produced by the combination of

lime with catechu belongs to an object every particle of which is

red; so, if consciousness had been a chemical product of the

material of this body, there would have been generated some

particles of consciousness, and thus there would have been per-

ceptions of many selves in accordance with each particle of con-

sciousness, and there would be no identity of consciousness and

experience. Thus it must be admitted that consciousness belongs

to an entity, the soul, which is different from the body.

Nor can consciousness belong to the senses; for, if it belonged
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to each of the senses, then that which was perceived by one sense

(e.g. the eye) could not be perceived byanother sense (e.g. the touch),

and there would not rise the consciousness “I touch that which I

had seen before.” If all the senses together produced conscious-

ness, then we could not perceive anything with one sense (e.g. the

eye), nor could we have any consciousness, or the memory of the

object of any particular sense after that sense was lost
;
when a man

was blinded, he would lose all consciousness, or would never re-

member the objects which he had seen before with his eyes.

Nor can the manas be regarded as dtman\ for it is only an organ

accepted as accounting for the fact that knowledge is produced in

succession and not in simultaneity. If it is said that the manas

may be regarded as being a separate organ by which it can know
in succession, then practically the self, or dtman, is admitted

;
the

only difference being this, that the Carvakas call manas what we
(Yamuna and his followers) call atman.

The Vijnanavadin Buddhists held that knowledge, while self-

manifesting, also manifested the objects and so knowledge should

be regarded as the self {dtman). Against these Buddhists Yamuna
held that, if any permanent seat of knowledge was not adnoitted,

then the phenomenon of personal identity and recognition could

not be explained by the transitory states of self-manifesting know-
ledge

;
if each knowledge came and passed, how could one identify

one’s present experiences with the past, if there were only flowing

states of knowledge and no persons.? Since there was no perma-
nence, it could not be held that any knowledge persisted as an
abiding factor on the basis of which the phenomenon of self-

identity or recognition could be explained. Each knowledge being
absent while others came, there was no chance of even an illusion

of sameness on grounds of similarity.

The doctrine of the Sankara school, that there is one qualityless

permanent pure consciousness, is regarded by Yamuna as being
against all experience. Thus, consciousness is always felt as be-
longing to a person and as generated, sustained for a time, and then
lost. At the time of deep sleep we all cease to possess knowledge,
and this is demonstrated by our impression on waking that we have
slept for so long, without consciousness. If the antahkaranu, which
the Advaitins regard as the substratum of the notion of “I,” had
been submerged during the sleep, then there could not have been
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on waking the notion that ‘‘I slept so long/’ Nobody has ever ex-
perienced any pure knowledge. Knowledge as such must belong
to somebody. The Sahkarites say that the rise of knowledge means
the identity of the knowledge with the objects at the time. But this

is not so
;
for the truth of the knowledge of an object is always with

reference to its limitations of time and space and not to the in-

trinsic quality of the thing or the knowledge. The assertion also that

knowledge is permanent is without any foundation; for whenever
any knowledge arises it always does so in time and under the limita-

tions of time. Nobody has ever experienced any knowledge divested
of all forms. Knowledge must come to us either as perception or

as inference, etc.; but there cannot be any knowledge which is

absolutely devoid of any forms or modifications and absolutely

qualityless. The Sahkarites regard the self as pure consciousness or

anubhutiy but it is apparent that the self is the agent of anubhutiy or

the knower, and not knowledge or pure consciousness. Again, as in

Buddhism, so in Sahkarism, the question of recognition remains
unsolved; for recognition or personal continuity of experience
means that the knower existed in the past and is existing even now
—as when we say, ‘‘I have experienced this”—^but, if the self is

pure consciousness only, then there cannot be any perceiver per-

sisting in the past as well as in the present, and the notion ‘‘ I have
experienced this” is not explained, but only discarded as being
illusory. The consciousness of things, however, is never generated
in us as ‘‘I am consciousness,” but as ‘‘I have the consciousness of

this”; if all forms were impure impositions on pure consciousness,

then the changes would have taken place in the consciousness, and
instead of the form “I have consciousness” the proper form of

knowledge ought to have been “I am consciousness.” The San-
karites also hold that the notion of the knower is an illusory im-
position on the pure consciousness. If that be so, the consciousness

itself may be regarded as an illusory imposition; if it is said that the

pure consciousness is not an imposition, since it lasts till the end

—

the stage of emancipation—^then, since the result of right know-
ledge {tattvafnand) is this, that the self ceases to be a knower, false

knowledge should be welcomed rather than such a right knowledge.
The notion “ I know” proves the self to be a knower and apart from
a knower so manifested no pure consciousness can be experienced.

The notion ‘‘I” at once distinguishes the knower from the body,
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the senses, the manas, or even the knowledge. Such a self is also

called a sdkd (perceiver), as all objects are directly perceived by it.

The Sdmkhya view is that it is the ahankdra or buddhi which may
be regarded as the knower

;
for these are but products oiprakrti, and

thus non-intelligent in themselves. The light of pure consciousness

cannot be regarded as falling on them and thereby making them
knowers by the reflection of its light; for reflection can only

happen with reference to visible objects. Sometimes it is held by the

Sahkarites that true consciousness is permanent and unchangeable,

that the ego {ahoAkdra) derives its manifestation from that and yet

reveals that in association with itself, just as a mirror or the surface

of water reflects the sun; and, when these limitations of ahankdra,

etc., are merged during deep sleep, the self shines forth in its own
natural light and bliss. This also is unintelligible

; for if the ahah-

kdra, etc., had all been manifested by the pure consciousness, how
can they again in their turn manifest the consciousness itself?

Actually it cannot be imagined what is the nature of that mani-
festation which pure consciousness is made to have by the ahah-
kdra, since all ordinary analogies fail. Ordinarily things are said to

be manifested when obstructions which veil them are removed, or

when a lamp destroys darkness, or when a mirror reflects an object;

but none of these analogies is of any use in understanding how
consciousness could be manifested by ahankdra. If, again, con-
sciousness requires something else to manifest it, then it ceases to

be self-manifesting and becomes the same as other objects. It is

said that the process of knowledge runs on by successive removals
of ajndna from the consciousness. Ajndna (na-jndna—not know-
ledge) may be understood as absence of knowledge or as the mo-
ment when some knowledge is going to rise, but such an ajndna
cannot obstruct consciousness; the Sankarites hold, therefore, that
there is an indefinable positive ajndna which forms the stuff of the
world. But all this is sheer nonsense. That which manifests any-
thing cannot make that thing appear as a part of itself, or as its own
manifestation. The ego, or ahankdra, cannot also manifest another
consciousness (which is different from it) in such a way that that
consciousness shall appear as its own manifestation. So it has to be
admitted that the self is not pure consciousness, but the self-

conscious ego which appears in all our experience. The state of
deep sleep {susupti) is often put forward as an example of pure
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consciousness being found unassociated with other limitations of

ego, etc. But this is not possible, as we have already seen. More-
over, when the later experience of the waking moment testifies that

“I did not know anything,” it can well be urged that there was no
pure consciousness during deep sleep; but that the ego existed is

proved by the fact that at the waking moment the perception which

identifies the ego {ahafikdrd) as the self, also testifies that the ego as

the self had persisted during deep sleep. The self which shines

forth in us as the ego therefore remains the same during deep sleep

;

but it has no knowledge at that time. After rising from deep sleep

we feel “I did not know anything, I did not know even myself.”

The Sankarites assert the experience that during deep sleep there

is no knowledge even of the ego. This, however, is hardly true
;
for

the perception “I did not know even myself” means that during

deep sleep all the personal associations (e.g. as belonging to a par-

ticular family, as occupying a particular position, etc.) were absent,

and not that the ego itself was absent. When the self is conscious of

itself, there is the notion of the “I,” as in “I am conscious of my-
self.” During deep sleep also, when no other objects are mani-

fested, there is the self which is conscious of itself as the ego or the

“1.” If during emancipation there was no consciousness as the

self, the ego, the “I,” then it is the same almost as the absolute

nihilism of the Buddhists. The sense of “I,” the ego, is not a mere

quality extraneously imposed on the self, but the very nature of the

self. Even knowledge shines forth as a quality of this ego or “ I,”

as when we say “ I know it.” It is the “I ” who possesses the know-

ledge. Knowledge thus appears to be a quality of the “1.” But no

experience of ours ever demonstrates that “I” is a quality of pure

knowledge. We say “ I have this knowledge ” and not that the know-

ledge has the “1.” If there is no “I,” no one who experiences, no

subject who is existent during emancipation, who would strive to

attain emancipation? If even the “I” is annihilated after emanci-

pation, who would care to take all the trouble, or suffer the religious

restraints, etc., for such an undesirable state? If even “I” should

cease to exist, why should I care for such a nihilistic state ? What
am I to do with pure consciousness, when “I ” ceases to exist? To
say that “I” is such an object as “you” or “he” or “this” or

“that,” and that this “I” is illuminated by pure consciousness, is

preposterously against all experience. The “I” manifests of itself

D III 10
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without the help of any other manifesting agency, now as well as

during emancipation; for the manifestation of the self has always

the sole form of “I”; and, if during emancipation the self mani-
fests, it must do so as “I.” From the sacred texts also we find that

the emancipated sages, Vamadeva and Manu, thought of their own
selves as the “I.” Even God is not devoid of this notion of His
personality as “I,” as is attested by the Upanisad sayings, in which
He declares: “I have created this world.” The notion of “I” is

false when it is identified with the body and other extraneous as-

sociations of birth, social rank, etc., and when it gives rise to pride

and boastfulness. It is this kind of ahankdra which has been re-

garded as false in the scriptures. The notion “I,” when it refers to

the self, is, indeed, the most accurate notion that we can have.

All our perceptions of pleasure and pain also are manifested as

qualities of the “I,” the self. The “I” manifests itself to itself and
hence must be regarded as being of non-material stufiF {ajadd). The
argument, that since the notion of “I” is taken along with know-
ledge {sahopalambhd), knowledge alone exists, and that “ I ” is not dif-

ferent from it, may well be repudiated by turning the table and with
the same argument declaring that “I” alone exists and that there is

no knowledge. All persons experience that knowledge is felt to be
as distinct from the “I,” the knower, as the known object. To say
that self is self-manifesting by nature is not the same thing as to say
that the self is knowledge by nature; for the self is independent of
knowledge; knowledge is produced as a result of the perceptual
process involving sense-contact, etc.

; the self is the knower, the
“I,” which knows things and thereby possesses knowledge.

The “I,” the knower, the self, manifests itself directly by self-

consciousness; and hence those who have attempted to demonstrate
the self by inference have failed to do so. Thus, the Naiyayikas
think that the self is proved as that in which qualities such as
knowledge, desire, pleasure, pain, etc., inhere. But, even though by
such an inference we may know that there is something in which
Ae qualities inhere, it cannot be inferred therefrom that this thing
is the self in us. Since nothing else is found in which knowledge,

etc., might inhere, it may as well be argued that knowledge,
etc., are not qualities at all, or that there is no law that qualities must
necessarily inhere in a thing. They are regarded as gunas (qualities)
onlybytheirtechnical definition

; and the Naiyayikas can accept these
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2&gunas, and on that ground infer thattheremustbesome other entity,

self (which is not testified by any other proof), as the basis in which
the aforesaid gunas may inhere. It is hardly justifiable to accept a

new substance, soul (which cannot be obtained by any other proof),

simply on the ground that there must be some basis in which gunas
must inhere

;
it is the maxim of the opponents that gunas must exist

in some substance and that there are knowledge, willing, etc., which
they are pleased to call gunas ; one cannot take further advantage in

holding thereby that, since there is no other substance in which
these so-called gunas (knowledge, willing, etc.) might inhere, the

existence of some other substance as the self must be inferred.

The Samkhyists also make the same mistake, when they hold

that all the movements of this non-intelligent prakrti must be for

the sake of the purusa^ for whom prakrti is working. The objec-

tion to such a view is this, that even though such entities for which
the prakrti is working may be inferred, yet that cannot prove that

those entities are not themselves also combinations of many things

and objects requiring further superintendents for themselves; or

that the purusas should be the same pure intelligence as they are

required to be. Moreover, that alone can be the end of a certain

combination of events or things, which can be in some way bene-

fited, moved or affected by those combinations. But the purusaSy

as the passive pure intelligence, cannot in any way be affected by
the prakrti. How then can they be regarded as the end for which
the prakrti works ? The mere illusion, the mere semblance on the

part of the purusa of being affected or benefited cannot be regarded

as a reality, so that by it the purposes of the movements of the

prakrti might be realized. Moreover, these so-called affections, or

illusions of affection, themselves belong to prakrti and not to the

purusas
\
for the purusas, as pure intelligences, are without the

slightest touch of modifications of the gunas. All mental modifica-

tions are, according to the Sdmkhya, but modifications of the huddhi,

which, being unintelligent, cannot be subject to illusion, error, 01

mistake. Moreover, no explanation can be found in the supposition

that the reflection of he purusas falls upon the buddhi\ for, as the

purusa is not a visible object, it cannot be reflected in the huddhi.

If it is said that there is no real reflection, but the huddhi becomes
like the pure intelligence, the purusa, then that also is not possible

;

for, if the huddhi is to become as qualityless as the purusas, then all

10-2
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mental states have to be abrogated. If it is said that the buddhi does

not become like pure intelligence, but as if it was as intelligent as

th& purusa, then that also is not possible; iov purusa is according to

the Sdmkhya pure intelligence, not intelligent. There is no in-

telligent knower in the Sdmkhya, and that is its trouble. If it is said

that what is meant by the belief that purusa is the end of all guna-

movements is simply this, that, though it is absolutely incapable of

any change or transformation, yet by its very presence it sets the

gunas in motion and is thus the end for which all ih&guna modifica-

tions take place, just as if the purusa were a king for whom the

whole dominion works and fights. But since the purusa, unaffected

by them, is only the seer of them all, this also is not possible ; for the

analogy does not hold, since the king is really benefited by the

movements of the people of his dominions but the purusa, which
merely implies seeing, cannot be regarded as a seer.

The nature of the self, as we have described it, is also attested

by the verdict of the Upanisads. This self is directly revealed in its

own notion as “I,” and pleasure, pain, attachment, antipathy are

but its states, which are also revealed along with the revelation of

its own self as the “1.” This self is not, however, perceived by any
of the senses or even by the organ manas, as Kumarila supposed.
For the question arises as to when, if the self is believed to be per-

ceived by the manas, that takes place? It cannot take place pre-

cisely at the moment when the knowledge of an object arises; for

then the notions of the self and the objects, as they occur at the
same moment, could not so appear that one (the self) was the
cognizer or determiner, and the others (the objects) were the cog-
nized or the determined. If the knowledge of the objects and the self

arose at two different moments as separate acts, it would be difficult

to conceive how they could be related as cognizer and cognized. So
it caimot be held that the self, though it always manifests itself to us
in self-consciousness, could yet be perceived by any of the senses or
the manas. Again, Kumarila held that knowledge was a new product,
and that when, as a result of certain sense activities, knowledge or
theyMwa movement was generated in us, there was also produced
an illumination (Jndtatd or prakatyd) in objects in association with
the self, and that from such an illumination \ihe.jndna-knyd or know-
ledge movement could be inferred, and the self, as being the pos-
sessor of this knowledge, could be perceived by the manas. But such
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a theory that the self is conscious not by itself, but by an extraneous
introduction of knowledge, is hardly acceptable; for no one im-
agines that there exists in him such a difference when he perceives

a thing which he had not before that perception. Moreover, since

the act of knowledge did not directly reveal the self, there might
also be doubts as to whether the self knew things or not, and the

self would not shine forth directly in all conscious experience, as

it is found to do.

Again, some hold that the self is known from the objective con-
sciousness and not directly by itself. It is easy to see that this can
hardly be accepted as true; for how can objective consciousness,

which refers to the objects, in any way produce the consciousness

of the self? According to this view it is difficult to prove even the

existence of knowledge; for this, since it is not self-manifested,

requires something else to manifest it; if it is thought that it is self-

manifesting, then we should expect it to be manifested to all per-

sons and at all times. It may be said that, though knowledge is

self-manifesting, yet it can be manifested only in connection with

the person in whom it inheres, and not in connection with all per-

sons. If that be so, it really comes to this, that knowledge can be-

come manifested only through its connection with a someone who
knows. If, in answer to this, it is said that knowledge does not re-

quire its connection with a person for its own existence, but only

for its specific illumination as occurring with reference to a certain

subject and object, then that cannot be proved. We could have

accepted it if we had known any case in which pure consciousness

or knowledge had been found apart from its specific references of

subject and object. If it is still asserted that consciousness cannot

be separated from its self-manifesting capacities, then it may also

be pointed out that consciousness is never found separated from
the person, the subject, or the knower who possesses it. Instead of

conceding the self-manifesting power to the infinite number of

states of consciousness, is it not better to say that the self-mani-

festation of consciousness proceeds from the self-conscious agent,

the subject and determiner of all conscious experiences? Even if

the states of consciousness had been admitted as self-manifesting,

that would not explain how the self could be self-manifesting on
that accoimt. If, however, the self, the knower of all experiences,

be admitted as self-manifesting, then the manifestation of the con-



150 The Philosophy of Ydmunacdrya [ch.

scious experiences becomes easily explained
;
for the self is the per-

ceiver of all experiences. All things require for their manifestation

another category which does not belong to their class ; but since also

there is nothing on which the self can depend for its consciousness,

it has to be admitted that the self is a self-manifesting intelligent

entity. Thus the jug does not require for its manifestation another

jug, but a lights which belongs to an altogether different class. The
light also does not require for its manifestation another light, or the

jug which it manifests, but the senses; the senses again depend on

consciousness for the manifestation of their powers. Consciousness,

in its turn, depends upon the self; without inhering in the self it

cannot get itself manifested. The self, however, has nothing else to

depend upon; its self-manifestation, therefore, does not depend on
anything else.

The states of consciousness have thus to be regarded as being

states of the self, which by its connection with different objects

manifests them as this or that consciousness. Knowledge of this or

that object is thus but different states of consciousness, which itself

again is a characteristic of the self.

If consciousness had not been an inseparable quality or es-

sential characteristic of the self, then there might have been a time
when the self could have been experienced as being devoid of con-
sciousness; a thing which is so related with another thing that it

never exists without it must necessarily be an essential and in-

separable characteristic thereof. It cannot be said that this general-

ization does not hold, since we are conscious of our self in connec-
tion with the body, which is not an essential characteristic of the
self; for the consciousness of the self as “I,” or as “I know,” is

not necessarily connected with a reference to, or association with,
the body. Again, it cannot be said that, if consciousness were an
essential and inseparable characteristic of the self, then the states

of unconsciousness in deep sleep and swoon could not be explained

;

for there is nothing to prove that there is no consciousness of the
knowing self during those so-called stages of unconsciousness. We
feel on waking that we had no consciousness at the time because
we cease to have any memory of it. The reason therefore why states
of unconsciousness are felt in the waking stage to be so is this, that
we have no memory of those states. IMemory is only possible when
certain objects are apprehended and the impression of these ob-
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jects of consciousness is left in the mind, so that through them the

object of memory may be remembered. During deep sleep no ob-

jects are perceived, and no impressions are left, and, as a result, we
cease to have any memory of those states. The self then remains

with its characteristic self-consciousness, but without the con-

sciousness of anything else. The self-conscious self does not leave

any impression on the organs of the psychosis, the manas, etc., as

they all then cease to act. It is easy to understand that no impres-

sion can be made upon the self
;
for, if it could and if impressions

had been continually heaped on the self, then such a self could

never manage to get rid of them and could never attain emancipa-

tion. Moreover, it is the characteristic of the phenomenon of

memory that, when a perception has once been perceived, but is

not being perceived continually, it can be remembered now, when
those past impressions are revived by association of similar per-

ceptions. But the self-conscious self has always been the same and

hence there cannot be any memory of it. The fact that on waking

from deep sleep one feels that one has slept happily does not prove

that there was actually any consciousness of happiness during deep

sleep
;
it is only a happy organic feeling of the body resulting from

sound sleep which is interpreted or rather spoken of as being the

enjoyment of happiness during deep sleep. We say, “lam the same

as I was yesterday,” but it is not the self that is remembered, but

the particular time association that forms the content of memory.

Perception of objects is generated in us when consciousness

comes in contact with the physical objects in association with this

or that sense of perception. It is on that account that, though the

self is always possessed of its self-consciousness, yet it is only when
the consciousness of the self is in touch with an external object in

association with a sense-organ that we get that particular sense-

perception. This self is not all-pervading, but of an atomic size;

when it comes in association with any particular sense, we acquire

that particular sense-perception. This explains the fact that no two

perceptions can be acquired simultaneously: where there is an ap-

pearance of simultaneity, there is only a succession of acquirement

so rapid that changes cannot be noticed. Had the soul been all-

pervading, we should have had the knowledge of all things at once,

since the soul was in touch with all things. Thus it is proved that

the self has consciousness as its essential characteristic; knowledge
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or consciousness is never produced in it, but when the obstructions

are removed and the self comes into touch with the objects, the

consciousness of these objects shines forth.

God and the World.

As we have already noted, the Mimamsists do not admit the ex-

istence of Ihiara. Their antitheistic arguments, which we have not

considered, can be dealt with here in contrast to Yamuna’s doc-

trine of livara. They say that an omniscient Isvara cannot be ad-

mitted, since such an assumption cannot be proved, and there are,

indeed, many objections to the hypothesis. For how can such a

perception of omniscience be acquired? Surely it cannot be ac-

quired by the ordinary means of perception; for ordinary per-

ception cannot give one the knowledge of all things present and
past, before and far beyond the limits of one’s senses. Also the per-

ception of Isvara generally ascribed to the Yogins cannot be ad-

mitted; for it is impossible that the Yogin should perceive past

things and things beyond the limits of his senses, by means of his

sense-organs. If mind (antahharana) be such that it can perceive
all sense-objects without the aid of the senses, then what is the use
at all of the senses ? Of course it is true that by great concentration
one can perceive things more clearly and distinctly

; but no amount
of concentration or any other process can enable a man to hear by
the eye or to perceive things without the help of the senses. Omni-
science is therefore not possible, and we have not by our senses
seen any such omniscient person as Isvara. His existence cannot be
proved by inference; for, since He is beyond all perceptible things,
there cannot be any reason (hetv) which we could perceive as being
associated with Him and by reason of which we could make Him the
subject of inference. It is urged by the Naiyayikas that this world,
formed by collocation of parts, must be an eflFect in itself, and it is

argued that, like all other effects, this also must have taken place
under the superintendence of an intelligent person who had a
direct experience of world materials. But this is not necessary; for
it may very well be conceived that the atoms, etc., have all been
collocated in their present form by the destinies of men (adrsta)—
according to the ^rtna, of all the men in the world. The kaimas of
merit and demerit exist in us all, and they are moulding the world-
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process, though these cannot be perceived by us. The world may
thus be regarded as a product of the kamtas of men and not of

Isvara, whom no one has ever perceived. Moreover, why should

Isvara, who has no desire to satisfy, create this world ? This world,

with all the mountains, rivers and oceans, etc., cannot be regarded

as an effect produced by any one.

Yamuna follows the method of the Nydya and tries to prove

that the world is an effect, and, as such, must have been produced

by an intelligent person who had a direct knowledge of the

materials. He also has a direct knowledge of the dharma (merit)

and adharma (demerit) of men, in accordance with which He cre-

ates the whole world and establishes an order by which every man
may have only such experiences as he deserves. He, by His mere
desire, sets all the world in motion. He has no body, but still He
carries on the functioning of His desire by His manas. He has to be

admitted as a person of infinite knowledge and power; for other-

wise how could He create this world.and establish its order?

The Sankarites had held that, when the Upanisads say that no-

thing exists but one Brahman, it means that Brahman alone exists

and the world is false ; but that is not the sense. It means simply

that there is no other Isvara but Isvara, and that there is none else

like Him. When the Upanisads declare that Brahman is all that we
see and that He is the sole material of the world, it does not mean
that everything else does not exist and that the qualityless Brahman
is the only reality. If I say there is one sun, it does not mean that

He has no rays; if I say there are the seven oceans, it does not mean
that the oceans have no ripples, etc. The only meaning that such

passages can have is that the world has come out of Him, like sparks

from fire, and that in Him the world finds its ultimate rest and

support; from Him all things of the world—the fire, the wind, the

earth—^have drawn their powers and capacities, and without His

power they would have been impotent to do anything. If, on the

contrary, it is held that the whole world is false, then the whole

experience has to be sacrificed, and, as the knowledge of Brahman
also forms a part of this experience, that also has to be sacrificed as

false. All the Vedanta dialectic employed to prove that the per-

ception of difference is false is of very little use to us; for our ex-

perience shows that we perceive differences as well as relations.

We perceive the blue colour, the lotus, and also that the lotus has
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the blue colour; so the world and the individuals may also be con-

ceived in accordance with the teaching of the Upanisads as being

inseparably related to Him. This meaning is, indeed, more legiti-

mate than the conception which would abolish all the world mani-

festation, and the personality of all individual persons, and would

remain content only to indicate the identity of their pure in-

telligence with the pure intelligence of Brahman. There is not any

pure, all-absorbing, qualityless intelligence, as the Sahkarites assert

;

for to each of us different and separate ideas are being directly

manifested, e.g. our feelings of individual pleasures and pains. If

there were only one intelligence, then everything should have shone

forth simultaneously for all times. Again, this intelligence is said to

be both Being (sat), intelligence {cit), and bliss {anandd). If this

tripartite form be accepted, it will naturally destroy the monistic

doctrine which the Sahkarites try to protect so zealously. If, how-
ever, they assert that these are not separate forms or qualities, but

all three represent one identical truth, the Brahman, then that also

is not possible; for how can bliss be the same as intelligence?

Pleasure and intelligence are experienced by all of us to be entirely

different. Thus, in whichever way we try to scrutinize the Sahkarite

doctrines, we find that they are against all experiences and hardly

stand the strain of a logical criticism. It has, therefore, to be ad-

mitted that our notions about the external world are correct and
give us a true representation of the external world. The manifold
world of infinite variety is therefore not merely an illusory ap-
pearance, but true, as attested by our sense-experience.

Thus the ultimate conclusion of Yamuna’s philosophy demon-
strates that there are, on the one side, the self-conscious souls, and,
on the other, the omniscient and all powerful I^vara and the mani-
fold external world. These three categories are real. He hints in
some places that the world may be regarded as being like sparks
coming out of Isvara; but he does not elaborate this thought, and
it is contradicted by other passages, in which Ilvara is spoken of as
the fashioner of the world system, in accordance with the Nyaya
doctrine. From the manner in which he supports the Nyaya
position with regard to the relation of Isvara and the world, both in
the SiddM-traya and in the Agania-prarndnya, it is almost certain
that his own attitude did not differ much from the Nyaya attitude,
which left the duality of the world and Isvata absolutely unre-
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solved. It appears, therefore, that (so far as we can judge from his

Siddhi-traya) Yamuna’s main contribution consists in establishing

the self-consciousness of the soul. The reality of the external world

and the existence of Isvara had been accepted in previous systems

also. Yamuna thus gives us hardly any new ideas about Isvara and

His relation to the souls and the world. He does not make inquiry

into the nature of the reality of the world, and rests content with

proving that the world-appearance is not false, as the Sahkarites

supposed. He says in one place that he does not believe in the ex-

istence of the partless atoms of the Naiyayikas. The smallest particle

of matter is the trasarenuy the specks of dust that are found to move
in the air when the sun’s rays come in through a chink or hole. But

he does not say anything more than this about the ultimate nature

of the reality of the manifold world or how it has come to be what

it is. He is also silent about the methods which a person should

adopt for procuring his salvation, and the nature and character-

istics of that state.

Yamuna, in his Agama-prdmdnya^ tried to establish that the

Panca-rdtra-samhitdh.i3id. the same validity as the Vedas, since it was

uttered by Isvara himself. Visnu, or Vasudeva, has been praised in

the Purusa-sukta and in other places of the Vedas as the supreme

Lord. The Pdsupata-tantra of the Saivas is never supported by the

Vedas, and thus the validity of the Pdsupata-tantra cannot be com-

pared with that of the Pancardtra-safnhitd.

God according to Ramanuja, Venkatanatha
and Lokacarya.

Bhaskara had said that, though Isvara is possessed of all good

qualities and is in Himself beyond all impurities, yet by His Sakti

(power) He transformed Himself into this world, and, as all con-

ditions and limitations, all matter and phenomena are but His

power, it is He who by His power appears as an ordinary soul and

at last obtains emancipation as well. Ramanuja holds that on this

view there is no essential form of Brahman which transcends the

limits of all bonds, the power {Sakti) which manifests itself as all

phenomena. Brahman, being always associated with the power

which exists as the world-phenomena, becomes necessarily subject

to all the defects of the phenomenal world. Moreover, when a

Sakti^ or power of Brahman, is admitted, how can Brahman be said
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to suffer anytransformation ? Even ifthe &akti(power) be regarded as

its transformation, even then it cannot be accepted that it {Brahman)

should combine with its Sakti to undergo a worldly transformation.

Another Vedantist (probably Yadavapraka^a, the Preceptor of

Ramanuja in his early days) held that Brahman, in its own essence,

transformed itself into the world; this theory also is open to the

objection that the Brahman, being transformed into the world, be-

comes subject to all the impurities and defects of the world. Even

if it is held that in one part it is transcendent and possesses in-

numerable good qualities and in another suffers from the impurities

associated with its transformation into the world, then also that

which is so impure in one part cannot have its impurity so counter-

balanced by the purity of its other half that it can be called Isvara,

Ramanuja, therefore, holds that all the changes and transforma-

tions take place in the body of the Isvara and not in His essence.

So Isvara^ in His pure essence, is ever free from all impurities, and

the possessor of all the best qualities, untouched by the phe-

nomenal disturbances with which His body alone is associated. The
matter which forms the stuff of the external world is not what the

Sdmkhya calls the guna substances, but simply the prakrti or the

primeval causal entity, possessing diverse qualities which may be

classified under three different types—^the sattva^ the rajas and the

tamas. This prakrti^ however, in its fine essence, forms the body of

Isvara and is moved into all its transformations by Isvara Himself.

When He withholds from all its transformations and annuls

all its movement, we have the state of pralaya, in which Isvara

exists in the kdrana or causal state, holding within Him prakrti

in its subtle state as His body. Prakrti is a body as well as a mode
(prakdra) of Isvara, and, when it is in a manifested condition, we
have the state of creation. Prakrti undergoes its transformations

into tan-mdtra, ahaitkdra, etc.; but these are yet the subtle sub-
stance forming parts of Isvara'

s

body. The transformations through
vibich prakrti passes in the origination of tan-mdtra, ahankdra, etc.,

are not the results of the collocation ofthe^wwa reals, as we saw in the
case of the Sdmkhya, but may be regarded as the passing oiprakrti
through different stages, each stage being marked out by the special

character of the prakrti while passing through that stage. The word
guna here has then its ordinary meaning of quality; and it is sup-
posed that the prakrti, as it is moved by livara, continues to ac-
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quire new qualities. The present state of the world also represents

prakrti in a particular state wherein it has acquired the qualities

which we note in the phenomenal world of ours.

We have seen before that the existence of Isvara was inferred

by Yamuna on Nyaya lines. But Ramanuja thinks that there is as

much to be said in favour of the existence as against it. Thus he
says that, even supposing that the hills, etc., are effects, it cannot be
said that they were all created by one person; for even all jugs are

not made by the same person; Isvara may also be denied, after the

Sdmkhya mode, and it may be imagined that in accordance with

the Karina of men the world arose out of a combination of the

original gunas. There is thus as much to be said against the ex-

istence of Isvara as in favour of it. Ramanuja holds that Isvara

cannot be proved by inference, but is to be admitted on the

authority of the sacred texts The Nyaya and Yoga, moreover,

conceived Isvara to be only the nimitta-kdrana^ or instrumental

cause; but according to Ramanuja Isvara is all-pervading in all

space and in all time. This all-pervasiveness of God does not mean
that His reality is the only reality everywhere, or that He is identical

with the world-reality, and all else is false. It means, as Sudar-

sanacarya has said in his Sruta-^prakdHkd on the Rdmdnuja-bhdsya^

2nd sutra, that there is no measure with which He may be limited

by any spatial relation. Varada and Narayana, however, and
Vehkatanatha, agree in interpreting all-pervasiveness as the ab-

sence of any limit to His good qualities (iyad-gunaka itipariccheda-

rahitaKf, There is nothing else than Isvara'^ body, so by His body
also he may be conceived as pervading the whole world. Thus,

Isvara is not only nimitta-kdrana but also updddna-kdrana^ or

material cause as well. Venkata establishes in some detail that the

highest Isvara is called Narayana and His power, as presiding over

matter and souls, is called Laksmu Isvara has His manas^ and His

eternal senses do not require any body or organs for their mani-

festation. Venkata also mentions three modified forms of mani-

festation of Lord Vasudeva, namely Samkarsana, Pradyumna and

Aniruddha, This vyuha doctrine of the Paficardtra has been

briefly discussed in Varavara’s bhdsya on the Tattva-traya of

Lokacarya. These three, Samkarsana, Pradyumna, and Aniruddha,

^ See Ramanuja’s Bhdsyay 3rd sutra.
^ See Nyaya-siddhanjana of Venkatanatha.
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are said to be the three different forms of Vasudeva, by which He
controls the individual souls (jivd), the manas and the external

world. That form of activity by which xhejwas were separated from

ih&prakrti at the beginning of the creation is associated with a form

of Isvara called Samkarsana. When this separating activity passes

and dominates over men as their manas and ultimately brings them
to the path of virtue and good, it is said to be associated with a form

of Isvara called Pradyumna. Aniruddha is that form of Isvara

by which the external world is generated and kept in order, and in

which our experiences and attempts to attain right knowledge are

fulfilled. These forms are not different hvarOy but are imagined

according to the diversity of His function. Isvara’

&

full existence is

ever3rwhere; He and His forms are identical. These forms are but

manifestations of the power of Vasudeva and are therefore called

Vibhava. Such manifestations of His power are also to be found in

great religious heroes such as Vyasa, Aijuna, etc. Lokacarya, in

describing Him further, says that in His real essence livara is not

only omniscient, but this ommiscience is also associated with com-
plete and eternal joy. His knowledge and powers do not suffer any
variation or comparison, as they are always the very highest and
the most inconceivable by any one else. He moves us all to action

and fulfils our desires according to our karmas. He gives knowledge
to those who are ignorant, power to those who are weak, pardon to

those who are guilty, mercy to the sufferers, paternal affection and
overlooking of guilt to those who are guilty, goodness to those who
are wicked, sincerity to the crooked, and goodness of heart to those
who are wicked at heart. He cannot bear to remain separated from
those who do not want to be separated from Him, and puts Himself
within easy reach of those who want to see Him. When he sees

people afflicted. He has mercy on them and helps them. Thus all

His qualities are for the sake of others and not for Himself. His
affection for us is of a maternal nature, and out of this affection He
neglects our defects and tries to help us towards the ideal of good.
He has created this world in Himself, not in order to satisfy any
wants but in a playful manner, as it were through mere spontaneity
(Ilia). As in creation, so in keeping the created world in order, and in
dissolution. His pla3fful spontaneity upholds everything and brings
about everything. Dissolution is as much of His play as creation.
All this is created in Himself and out of Himself.
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Visista-dvaita doctrine of Soul according to
Ramanuja and Venkatanatha.

The existence of souls as separate self-conscious entities, in

contradistinction to the doctrines of other systems, had been

established by Yamuna, as we have shown in some detail in our

section on his doctrine of soul. The soul is atomic in its size, as we
have already found stated by Yamuna. Barada, Visnu Misra and

Venkatanatha held that in the ordinary phenomenal state its know-

ledge expands and contracts. At the time of emancipation it has

its highest expansion in which it pervades the whole world. The
cause of its contraction and expansion is its karma, which is also

called avidyd. Ramanuja, in his Vedanta-dipa, indulged in the

simile of the ray of a lamp in explaining the rise of knowledge in

different parts of the body, despite the atomic soul being located

in only one part. The soul exists in one part of the body and spreads

out its knowledge over all other parts of the body, like the rays of

a lamp. Ramanuja says that Isvara allows the individual self-

conscious souls to perform whichever action they have a desire to

attempt. Movement is possible only through the approval by

livara of the desires of individual souls. The self-conscious souls

desire things according to their own free will, and in this they are

not hampered by Ih^ara; Isvara always allows the individual souls

to act, i.e. to move their limbs according to their desires. This is a

sort of occasionalism, which holds that, in every action which I am
performing, I am dependent on Isvara' s, will. I can move my limbs

because He wishes it. Apart from this general law that Isvara is a

supporter of all actions, there are some exceptions of particular

favour and disfavour. To those who are particularly attached to

Him He is more favourably disposed, and by His grace generates

in them such desires that they adopt actions by which they may
easily win Him. Into those who are particularly opposed to Him
He imports such desires that they are led farther away from Him^.

Isvara exists in us all as the inner controller. This inner controller

is represented by our individual soul. This individual soul is free

in all its desires, knowledge, and attempts®. This freedom of will,

knowledge, etc., is given to us all by livara, and He also arranges

that the movements in the material world may take place in ac-

^ See Varavara’s commentary on the Tattva-traya.
® See Ramanuja’s Bhasya, ii. 3. 40, 41.
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cordance with our desires. Thus He not only gives us freedom of

will, but also helps the realization of that will in the external world,

and ultimately grants good and evil fruits according to our good and

evil deeds Thus Isvara^s control over us does not rob us of our

freedom of will. Even His favour and disfavour consist in the ful-

filment of a devotee’s eager desire to be associated with Him, and

His disfavour consists in fulfilling the desire of a confirmed sinner,

leading him away into worldly pleasures farther from Him. The
self is often called jndna^ or consciousness, because of the fact

that it is as self-revealing as consciousness^. It reveals all objects,

when it comes in touch with them through its senses. The souls are,

however, all held in Isvara, Ramanuja had spoken of the souls only

as being the body of Isvara; but Lokacarya and Varavara further

hold that, as the external material objects exist for the sake of the

souls, so the souls exist for the Isvara; as Man is the end for which

the external objects of enjoyment exist, so Isvara is the end (hsa)

for which Man exists as the object of His control and support

(im).

The self, though pure in itself, becomes associated with ignor-

ance and worldly desires through coming into touch with matter

(acit), Avidya^ or ignorance, here means want of knowledge, mis-

application of characteristics, false knowledge, etc. This ignorance,

or avidydy which is the cause of many worldly desires and impure
instincts, is generated by the association of the souls with matter;

when this association is cut away, the self becomes divested of the

avidya and emancipated^.

Ramanuja says in his Vedartha-samgraha that Isvara grants

emancipation from worldly bonds to a person, when he, after ac-

quiring true knowledge from the sdstras according to the instruc-

tion of good teachers, engages himself every day in self-control,

penance, purity; practises forgivingness, sincerity, charity, non-
injury; performs all the obligatory and ceremonial duties; refrains

from prohibited actions, and afterwards surrenders himself com-
pletely to the Lord; praises Him, continually thinks of Him, adores
Him, counts His names, hears of His greatness and goodness, speaks
of it, worships Him, and has all the darkness of his soul removed

^ See Ramanuja’s Bha^ya, xi. 3. 40, 41.
^ See Ramanuja’s Bhasya^ ii. iii. zg, 30.
® See Varavara’s commentary on the Tattva-traya, Cit-prakarana,
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by His grace. The ordinary obligatory and ceremonial duties have

to be performed; all the highest ethical virtues have to be practised

and a true knowledge attained from the sdstras. It is only when a

man has thus qualified himself that he can ultimately attain

emancipation from all worldly bonds by supreme self-surrender

and bhakti to the Lord. Bhaktiy or devotion, with Ramanuja means
continual thinking ofHim. Without it pure knowledge cannot giveus

emancipation. The special feature of bhakti is this, that by it a man
loses all interest in everything else than that which is done for the

sake of the dearest. Finally bhakti is not with Ramanuja feeling,

but a special kind of knowledge (jhdna-visesa) which seeks to ignore

everything that is not done for the sake of Isvara^ the dearest to

us alH.

Venkatanatha says that the performance of karmas makes a man
fit to inquire into true knowledge, and the acquirement of true

knowledge makes a man fit to attain devotion, or bhakti. When a

man is fit to inquire after true knowledge, he may give up the

karmas. Bhakti is, according to Venkatanatha, the feeling of joy

(jpriti) in the adorable, and not mere knowledge. Emancipation as

sdyujya (sameness of quality) with Isvara is the result of such

bhakti. In this state of sdyujyay the human soul participates in the

qualities of omniscience, bliss, etc., of Isvara. The human soul

cannot, of course, wholly participate with Isvara^ and such of His

qualities as the power of creating and controlling the world, or of

granting emancipation to human souls, remain ever with Isvara

alone. Human souls can participate only in His knowledge and

bliss and can be as omniscient and as blissful as He. In this state of

emancipation Man remains in an eternal and infinite blissful servi-

tude to Isvara. This servitude to Isvara is not painful in the least,

like other services. When a man forgoes all his personal vanity and

merges all his independence in His service, and considers himself

as His servant whose only work is to serve Him, this is indeed the

state of bright joy. Venkatanatha, however, further differentiates

this Vaisnava emancipation, as the thinking of the Isvara as the

most supreme, and thereby deriving infinite joy, from the other

type of kaivalya, in which Man thinks of himself the Brahman and
attains kaivalya. There also the association with avidya and the

world is indeed destroyed, and the man is reduced to oneness; but
^ See Vedartha-samgraha^ p. 146.
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this is hardly a desirable state, since there is not here the infinite joy

which the Vcdsnava emancipation can bring. Ramanuja has written

of mukti as a state which a man can acquire when he is divested of

all avidya, and has the natural intuition of the Supreme Soul and his

relations with Him. He had distinguished this state from that

mukti in which a man is divested of all karmas and realizes himself

in himself, as obstructing the qualities of Isvara from him. This

kcdvalya, or realization of one’s own self as the highest, is thus

distinctly a lower emancipation. It is not out of place to say that

Vehkatanatha had pushed bhakti and the human goal of mukti

distinctly further on to the side of feeling, by defining bhakti as a

feeling of joy and mukti as servitude- to Isvara.

Acit or Primeval Matter: the Prakrti
and its modifications.

Proceeding to describe the nature of matter, Vehkatanatha tries

to disprove the Nyaya-Vaisesika theory of atoms. The smallest

particle of matter is that which is visible in the sun’s rays coming in

through a chink or hole. The imagination of still finer particles,

which may be called dyads or atoms, is not attested by experience;

for these cannot be perceived. They cannot be compared to the
small invisible pollen of flowers which makes the air carrying it

fragrant; for these small particles possess the quality of smell,

whereas atoms are subtle particles which do not possess any per-
ceivable characteristic. Even inference cannot establish these
atoms; for, if we suppose that particles when divided could be
further divided until we could arrive at the limit of division,

beyond which no division was possible, and that these subtlest

particles could be called atoms, this would be impossible, for the
atoms of Nyaya and Vai^esika are not only the smallest particles but
they are considered to have a special kind ofmeasure {parimandalya')
as their characteristic, and this we have no data for inferring. If
only the smallness is the criterion, we may better stop at the
trasa~renu (the dust particles in the air). There are also other objec-
tions against the atomic theory, such as have been propounded by
Sahkaracarya, that the partless atoms cannot come into touch with
other atoms or form together into one whole, or that the pdriman-
dalya measure of Ha&paramanu should not generate a different kind
of measure in the dyad {dvy-anukd), or that the dyad ought not to
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generate quite another kind of measure in the trasa-renu. The world

cannot thus be accepted as due to the conglomeration of atoms or

trasa-reims, Prakrti containing the three qualities of sattva, rajas and

tamas has thus to be admitted as the primal matter. The state of it

just preceding ahankara and just following its state as prakrti (the

state in which, all its three qualities being the same, there is no

manifestation of any particular quality) is called mahat. The next

state, which follows mahat and precedes the senses, is called

ahankara. The mahat and ahankara are not subjective states of

huddhi or ego, as some Samkhyists would think, but are two suc-

cessive cosmic stages of the prakrti^ the primeval cosmic matter.

The ahankara is of three kinds, sdttvika^ rdjasa and tdmasa. The
senses are not products of elements, as the Vaisesika supposed, but

represent the functional cognitional powers in association with the

eye, nose, skin, etc. It is manas whose states are variously called

imagination, determination, etc. Lokacarya describes prakrti as

being of three kinds, namely (i) that which contains the purest

sattva characters and forms the material of the abode of Isvara\

(2) that which contains the threefold characters of sattva^ rajas and

tamas and forms the ordinary world for us. This is the field of

Isvara's play. It is called prakrti because it produces all trans-

formations, avidyd because it is opposed to all true knowledge, and

mdyd because it is the cause of all diverse creations. As we have

mentioned before, the gunas ofprakrti are its qualities, and not the

Sdrnkhya reals. Creation is produced by the rise of opposite quali-

ties in the prakrti. The tan-mdtras are those states of matter in

which the specific elemental qualities are not manifested. The order

of the genesis of the tan-mdtras is described by some as follows:

first the bhutddiy from it sabda-tan-^matra^ and from that the dkdsa
;

again, from dkdsa comes sparsa-tan-mdtra (vibration-potential),

followed by vdyu\ from vdyu comes the rupa’-tan-^matra (light-

potential) and from that tejas (light and heat); from tejas comes

(taste-potential), andthencewater ;
from water comes

gandha-tan-^rndtra (smell-potential), and from that earth. Other

theories of the genesis of the bhutas are also described, but we omit

them here, as they are not of much value. Varavara says that time

is regarded as the prakrti without its sattva quality, but Venkata-

natha speaks of time as existing in the nature of Isvara as a special

form of His manifestation. Space {dik) is not an entity different

1 1-3





CHAPTER XX

PHILOSOPHY OF THE RAMANUJA
SCHOOL OF THOUGHT

Sankara and Ramanuja on the nature of Reality

as qualified or unqualified.

Sankara says that Brahman, as pure intelligence {cin-mdtram)

entirely divested of any kind of forms, is the ultimate reality

(paramdrtha), and that all differences of the knower, the known,

and the diverse forms of cognition are all imposed on it and are

false. Falsehood with him is an appearance which ceases to exist

as soon as the reality is known, and this is caused by the defect

(dosa), which hides the true nature of reality and manifests various

forms. The defect which produces the false world appearance is

ignorance or nescience {avidya or mdyd), which can neither be said

to be existent nor non-existent {sad-asad-anirvacanlya.), and this

ceases {nivrtta) when the Brahman is known. It is, indeed, true

that in our ordinary experience we perceive difference and multi-

plicity; but this must be considered as faulty, because the faultless

scriptures speak of the one truth as Brahman, and, though there are

the other parts of the Vedas which impose on us the performance

of the Vedic duties and therefore imply the existence of plurality,

yet those texts which refer to the nature of Brahman as one must

be considered to have greater validity; for they refer to the

ultimate, whereas the Vedic injunctions are valid only with re-

ference to the world of appearance or only so long as the ultimate

reality is not known. Again, the scriptures describe the Brahman

as the reality, the pure consciousness, the infinite (satyam jnanam

anantam brahma)
;
these are not qualities which belong to Brahman,

but they are all identical in meaning, referring to the same difference-

less identical entity, absolutely qualityless—^the Brahman.

Ramanuja, in refuting the above position, takes up first the view

of Sankara that the Brahman as the ultimate reality is absolutely

unqualified {nirvisesd). He says that those who assert that reality

can be unqualified have really no means of proving it; for all proofs

are based on the assumption of some qualified character. This un-

qualifiedness could not be directly experienced, as they believe;
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for there can be no experience without the assumption of some

qualified character, since an experience, being my own unique ex-

perience, is necessarily qualified. Even if you tried to prove that

one’s own experience, which is really qualified in nature, is un-

qualified, you would have to pick up some special trait in it, in

virtue of which you would maintain it was unqualified
;
and by that

very fact your attempt is defeated, for that special trait would make

it qualified. Intelligence is itself self-revealing, and by it the

knower knows all objects. It may also be shown that even during

sleep, or swoon, the experience is not characterless. Even when the

Brahman is said to be real, pure consciousness, and infinite, it means

that these are the characters of Brahman and it is meaningless to say

that they do not indicate some character. The scriptures cannot

testify to the existence of any characterless reality; for they are a

collection of words arranged in order and relation, and each word

is a whole, comprising a stem and a suffix, and the scriptures there-

fore are by nature unable to yield any meaning which signifies any-

thing that is characterless. As regards perception, it is well esta-

blished that all determinate perception {sa-vikalpa-pratyaksa) mani-

fests an entity with its characters
; but even indeterminate percep-

tion {nirvikalpa-pratyaksa) manifests some character for its in-

determinateness means only the exclusion of some particular

character; and there can be no perception which is absolutely

negative regarding the manifestation of characters. All experiences

are embodied in a proposition
—

‘‘This is so”—and thus involve

the manifestation of some characters. When a thing is perceived for

the first time, some specific characters are discerned
; but, when it

is perceived again, the characters discerned before are revived in

the mind, and by comparison the specific characters are properly

assimilated. This is what we call determinate perception, involving

the manifestation of common characters or class characters as dis-

tinguished from the perception of the first moment which is called

indeterminate perception. But it does not mean that indeterminate

perception is not the perception of some specific characters. In-

ference is based on perception and as such must necessarily reveal

a thing with certain characteristics; and so not one of the three

sources of our knowledge, perception, scriptures and inference, can
reveal to us any entity devoid of characteristics.

It is urged by Sankara and his followers that perception refers
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to pure being and pure being alone (san-matra-grdhl) ;
but this can

never be true, since perception refers to class-characters and thus

necessarily involves the notion of difference
;
even at that one par-

ticular moment of perception it grasps all the essential character-

istic differences of a thing which distinguish it from all other ob-

jects. If perception had reference only to pure being, then why
should it manifest to us that “here is a jug,” “here is a piece of

cloth”; and, if the characteristic differences of a thing are not

grasped by perception, why are we not contented with a buffalo

when we need a horse ? As pure being they are all the same, and it

is being only which, it is urged, is revealed by perception. Memory
would not then distinguish one from the other, and the cognition

of one thing would suffice for the cognition of ever5rthing else. If

any distinctive differences between one cognition and another is

admitted, then that itself would baffle the contention of the cha-

racterlessness of perception. Moreover, the senses can grasp only

their characteristic special feature, e.g. the eye, colour, the ear,

sound, and so on, and not differencelessness. Again, Brahman is

said to be of the nature of pure being, and, if the same pure being

could be experienced by all the senses, then that would mean that

Brahman itself is experienced by the senses. If this were so, the

Brahman would be as changeable and destructible as any other

objects experienced by the senses, and this no one would be willing

to admit. So it has to be granted that perception reveals difference

and not pure characterlessness.

Again, it has been argued that, since the experience of a jug,

etc., varies differently with different space and time, i.e. we per-

ceive here a jug, there a piece of cloth, and then again at another

moment here a toy and there a horse, and we have not the one

continuous experience of one entity in all space and time, these ob-

jects are false. But why should it be so? There is no contradiction

in the fact that two objects remain at the same place at two different

points of time, or that two objects remain at two different places at

one and the same point of time. Thus there is nothing to prove that

the objects we perceive are all false, and the objects are by nature

pure being only.

Again, it has been urged that experience or intuition (e.g. as in-

volved in perception) is self-revealing {svayatn-prakdsa); but this

is true only with reference to a perceiver at the particular time of



1 68 Philosophy of the Ramanuja School of Thought [ch .

his perception. No intuition is absolutely self-revealing. The
experience of another man does not reveal anything to me, nor

does a past experience of mine reveal anything to me now; for

with reference to a past experience of mine I only say ‘T knew

it so before,’’ not ‘T know it now.” It is also not true that no

experience can be further experienced; for I can remember my
own past experience or can be aware of it, as I can be aware of the

awareness of other persons
;
and, if the fact that one awareness can

be the object of another would make it cease from being an ex-

perience or intuition {samvid or anubhuti)^ then there would be no

anubhuti or experience at all. If a man could not be aware of the

experiences of others, he could use no speech to express himself or

understand the speech of other people, and all speech and lan-

guage would be useless. That jug, etc., are not regarded as intuition

or experience is simply because their nature is altogether different

therefrom and not because they can be objects of cognition or ex-

perience; for that would be no criterion at all.

It is again urged that this intuition or experience {anubhuti or

samvid) is never produced, since we do not know any stage when it

was not in existence {prag-abhavady^-abhavad utpattir nirasyate).

It is also urged that any experience or awareness cannot reveal any

state in which it did not exist; for how can a thing reveal its own
absence, since it cannot exist at the time of its absence ? Ramanuja,

in reply to such a contention on Sankara’s side, debates why it

should be considered necessary that an experience should reveal

only that which existed at the same time with it; for, had it been so,

there would be no communication of the past and the future. It is

only sense-knowledge which reveals the objects which are existing

at the time when the senses are operating and the sense-knowledge

is existing
;
but this is not true with regard to all knowledge. Memory,

inference, scriptures, and intuitive mystic cognition

of sages can always communicate events which happened in the

past or will happen in the future. Arguing in the same way, one
could say that even in the case of the experience of ordinary objects

such as jug, etc., it can be said that the perception which reveals

their presence at any particular time does not reveal their existence

at all times. That they are not so revealed means that the revelation

of knowledge {samvid or anubhuti) is limited by time. If revelation

of knowledge were not itself limited in time, then the objects re-
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vealed by it would also not be limited in time, which would be the

same tTitng as to say that these objects, such as jug, etc., are all

eternal in nature; but they are not. This sort of argument may also

be applied to the revelation of knowledge in inference; and it may
well be argued that, since the objects must be of the same type as the

knowledge which reveals them, then, if the knowledge is not limited

in time and is eternal, the objects also wiU be eternal. For there can

be no knowledge without an object. It cannot be said that at the

time of sleep, drunkenness, or swoon, the pure experience is ex-

perienced as such without there being an object. If the pure ex-

perience were at that time experienced as such, one would re-

member this on waking; for except in the case of experiences at the

time of universal destruction (jyralaya), and in the periodwhen one’s

body is not in existence, all that is experienced is remembered. No
one, however, remembers having experienced an experience at the

time of sleep or swoon, so that no such pure revelation of know-

ledge exists at that time. What Ramanuja maintains here, as will be

shown later on, is that during sleep or swoon we have a direct ex-

perience of the self and not the pure formless experience of the

revelation of pure consciousness. Thus there cannot be any state

in which knowledge is pure revelation without an object. Hence it

cannot be argued that, because knowledge does not reveal the state

in which it did not exist, it must always be in existence and never

be produced; for as each cognition is inseparably associated with its

object, and as all objects are in time, knowledge must also be in

tijne.

Again, the argument that, since knowledge is unproduced, it

cannot suffer any further modification or change, is false. Granting

for the sake of argument that knowledge is unproduced, why should

it on that account be necessarily changeless? The negation pre-

ceding a particular production (praga-bhdva) is beginningless, but

it is destroyed. So is the avidyd of the Sahkarites, which is sup-

posed to be beginningless and yet to be suffering all kinds ofchanges

and modifications, as evidenced by its false creations of the world-

appearance. Even the self, which is beginningless and destruction-

less, is supposed to be associated with a body and the senses, from

which it is different. This apprehension of a difference of the self

from avidyd means a specific character or a modification, and if this

difference is not acknowledged, the self would have to be considered
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identical with avidyd. Again, it is meaningless to say that pure

intelligence, consciousness, experience or intuition {anuhhuti or

samvid), is pure self-revelation; for, were it so, why should it be

called even self-revelation, or eternal, or one ? These are different

characters, and they imply a qualified character of the entity to

which they belong. It is meaningless to say that pure consciousness

is characterless ; for at least it has negative characters, since it is dis-

tinguished from all kinds of material, non-spiritual or dependent

objects which are considered to be different from this pure con-

sciousness. Again, ifthis pure consciousness is admitted to be proved

as existing, that must itself be a character. But to whom is it

proved? It must be to the self who knows, and in that case its

specific character is felt by the selfwho is aware of it. If it is argued

that the very nature of the self-revelation of consciousness is the

self, then that would be impossible; for knowledge implies a knower
who is different from the knowledge which reveals certain objects.

The knower must be permanent in all his acts of knowledge, and
that alone can explain the fact of memory and recognition. The
consciousness of pleasure, pain and of this or that object comes and
goes, whereas the knower remains the same in all his experiences.

How then can the experience be identified with the person who
experiences? “I know it,” “just now I have forgotten it”—it is in

this way that we all experience that our knowledge comes and goes

and that the phases are different from ourselves. How can know-
ledge or consciousness be the same as the knower or the self?

It is held that the self and ego or the entity referred to by “I”
are different. The entity referred to by “I” contains two parts, a

self-revealing independent part as pure consciousness, and an ob-
jective, dependent non-self-revealed part as “myself,” and it is the
former part alone that is the self, whereas the latter part, though it

is associated with the former, is entirely different from it and is

only expressed, felt, or manifested by virtue of its association with
the former. But this can hardly be admitted. It is the entity re-

ferred to by “I” which is the subjective and individual self and it

is this which differentiates my experience from those of others.
Even in liberation I am interested in emancipating this my indi-
vidual self, for which I try and work and not in a so-called subject-
object-less consciousness. If “I” is lost, then who is interested in
a mere consciousness, whether that is liberated or not? If there is
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no relation with this ego, the self, the ‘‘
I,’' no knowledge is possible.

We all say “I know,’’ “I am the knower”; and, if this individual

and subjective element were unsubstantial and false, what sig-

nificance would any experience have ? It is this ego, the I,” which

is self-luminous and does not stand in need of being revealed by

anything else. It is like the light, which reveals itself and in so doing

reveals others as well. It is one whole and its intelligent nature is

its self-revealing character. So the self-luminous self is the knower

and not a mere revelation. Revelation, cognition or knowledge

means that something is revealed to someone, and so it would be

meaningless to say that the self and the knowledge are identical.

Again, it has been maintained that self is pure consciousness; for

this pure consciousness alone is what is non-material (ajada) and

therefore the spirit. But what does this non-materiality mean ? It

means with the Sankarites an entity whose nature is such that its

very existence is its revelation, so that it does not depend on any-

thing else for its revelation. Therefore, pleasures, pain, etc., are

also self-revealing. There cannot be a toothache which is present

and yet is not known; but it is held that pleasures and pains cannot

be revealed, unless there is a knower who knows them. Well the

same would be true for knowledge even. Can consciousness reveal

itself to itself? Certainly not; consciousness is revealed always to

a knower, the ego or the self. As we say I am happy,” so we say

“I know.” If non-materiality {ajadatvd) is defined as revealing-to-

itself in the above sense, such non-materiality does not belong to

consciousness even. It is the ego, the ‘‘I,” that is always self-

revealed to itself by its very existence, and it must therefore be the

self, and not the pure consciousness, which stands as much in need

of self-revelation as do the pains and pleasures. Again, it is said

that, though pure consciousness (anubhuti) is in itself without any

object, yet by mistake it appears as the knower, just as the conch-

shell appears by illusion as silver. But Ramanuja contends that

this cannot be so
;
for, had there been such an illusion, people would

have felt “I am consciousness” as “this is silver.” No one makes

such a mistake
;
for we never feel that the knowledge is the knower

;

but, as a matter of fact, we always distinguish the two and feel our-

selves different from the knowledge—as “I know” {aham anu-

bhavdmi).

It is argued that the self as changeless by nature cannot be the
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agent of the act of cognition and be a knower, and therefore it is

only the changeful modifications of prahrti, the category of

ahankdra, to which can be ascribed the capacity of being a knower.

This ahankdra is the inner organ (antahkarand) or mind, and this

alone can be called a knower; for the agency of an act of cognition

is an objective and dependent characteristic, and, as such, cannot

belong to the self. If the agency and the possibility of being

characterized by the notion of ego could be ascribed to the self,

such a self would have only a dependent existence and be non-

spiritual, like the body, since it would be non-self-revealing.

Ramanuja, in answer to such an objection, says that, if the word
ahankdra is used in the sense of antahkarana^ or the mind, as an

inner organ, then it has all the non-spiritual characteristics of the

body and it can never be considered as the knower. The capacity

of being a knower (jndtrtva) is not a changeful characteristic

{vikriydtmakd)^ since it simply means the possession of the quality of

consciousness {jndna-gundh-aya)^ and knowledge, being the natural

quality of the eternal self, is also eternal. Though the self is itself of

the nature of consciousness {jndna-svarupa)^ yet, just as one entity

of light exists both as the light and as the rays emanating from it, so

can it be regarded both as consciousness and as the possessor of con-

sciousness {mani-prabhrtlndm prabhdsrayatvam iva jnandsrayatvam
api aviruddham). Consciousness, though unlimited of itself {svayam
aparicchinnam evajndnam)^ can contract as well as expand {sankoca’-

vikdsdrham). In an embodied self it is in a contracted state {sah<-

kucita-svarupam) through the influence of actions {karmand)^ and
is possessed of varying degrees of expansion. To the individual it is

spoken of as having more or less knowledge^, according as it is

determined by the sense-organs. Thus one can speak of the rise of

knowledge or its cessation. When there is the rise of knowledge, one
can certainly designate it as the knower. So it is admitted that this

capacity as knower is not natural to the self, but due to karma, and
therefore, though the self is knower in itself, it is changeless in its

aspect as consciousness. But it can never be admitted that the non-
spiritual ahankdra could be the knower by virtue of its being in
contact with consciousness (cif)

; for consciousness as such can never
be regarded as a knower. The ahankdra also is not the knower, and
therefore the notion of the knower could not be explained on such a

^ Sri^hhasya, p. 45.
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view. It is meaningless to say that the light of consciousness falls

on the non-spiritual ahankdra through contiguity; for how can the

invisible consciousness transmit its light to the non-spiritual

ahoAkdra}

Even in sleep one feels the self as “ I ” ; for on waking one feels

“I have slept happily.” This also shows that during sleep it is the

*T” that both knew and felt happy. It has to be admitted that there

is a continuity between the “I” before its sleep, the “I” during its

sleep, and the “I” after its sleep; for after waking the “I” re-

members all that it had experienced before its sleep. The fact that

one also feels “I did not know anything all this time” does not

mean that the “I” had no knowledge at all; it means only that the

“I” had no knowledge of objects and things which it knows on

waking. There can be no doubt that the “I” knew during the sleep,

since even a Sahkarite would say that during dreamless sleep the

self iatmari) has the direct intuitive perception {sakfi) of ignorance

{ajndna), and no one can have any direct intuitive perception with-

out also being a knower. Thus, when after sleep a man says “ I did

not know even myself, I slept so well,” what he means is that he did

not know himself with all the particulars of his name, caste,

parentage, etc., as he knows when he is awake. It does not mean
that he had absolutely no knowledge at all. Even on liberation the

entity denoted by “I” {aham-arthd) remains; for it is the self that

is denoted. If there is no one to feel or to know in the state of

liberation, who is it that is liberated, and who is to strive for such a

liberation? To be revealed to itself is self-consciousness and im-

plies necessarily the knower as the “I” that knows, and therefore

the notion of “I” denotes the self in its own nature as that which

knows and feels. But the entity denoted by the notion of “I”
{aham-arthd} should be distinguished from the non-spiritual cate-

gory of mind or the antdhkaraim, which is but a modification of

prakrti or the false feeling of conceit, which is always regarded as

bad and is the cause of the implication of insult towards superior

persons and this is clearly due to ignorance (avidyd).

The next point of discussion raised by Ramanuja in this con-

nection, to prove his point that there is no reality which can be re-

garded as characterless and unqualified in any absolute sense, is in

the attempt that he makes to refute Sankara’s contention that the

scriptures give us sufficient ground for acknowledging such a
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reality, and their authority is to be considered as the highest and as

absolutely irrefutable. Sankara had urged that the testimony of the

scriptures was superior to that of perception. But the scriptures are

based on the assumption of plurality, without which no language is

possible. These are for that reason false. For the superiority that is

ascribed to the scriptures was due to their teaching of the doctrine

that all plurality and difference are false, and that the reality is

absolutely differenceless
;
but yet since the meaning and the expres-

sions of the scriptures are themselves based on the assumption of

difference, how can the teaching of the scriptures be anything but
false ? Again, since they are as faulty as perception on account of

their assumption of plurality, why should they be regarded as

having an authority superior to perception? When the scriptures

are based on error, what is communicated by them must likewise be
erroneous, though it may not be directly contradicted by experience.

If a man who is absolutely out of touch with all men has an eye-

disease which makes him see things at a great distance double,

then his vision of two moons in the sky, though it may not be con-
tradicted by his or any one else’s experience, is yet false. So, when
there is defect, the knowledge produced by it must be false, whether
it is contradicted or not. Hence, avidya being false, the Brahman
communicated by it through its manifested forms, the scriptures,

must also be false. And one may well argue, that, since Brahman
is the object of knowledge produced by means tainted by avidya, it

is false, just as the world is false {JBrahma mithyd avidyddy-utpanna-
jndna-visayatvdt prapancavai). In anticipation of such objections
Sankara urges that even false dreams can portend real good or bad
happenings, or an illusory sight of a snake may cause real death.
Ramanuja’s answer to this is that what is meant by saying that
dreams are false is that there is some knowledge, corresponding to
which there are no objects; so there is knowledge in illusion and
real fear due to such knowledge, but the corresponding external
object does not exist. So in these cases also the communication of
truth, or a real thing, or a real fact, is not by falsehood, but real
knowledge; for no one doubts that he had knowledge in his dream
or in his illusion. So far as the fact that there was knowledge in
dream is concerned, dreams are true, so that it is useless to say that
in dreams falsehood portends real fact.

Thus, from whatever point of view it may be argued, it is im-
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possible to prove that the reality is characterless and difFerenceless,

whether such a reality be pure being, or a unity of being, intel-

ligence and bliss, or pure intuitional experience, and such a con-

tention will so much cripple the strength of the scriptures that no-

thing ran be proved on their authority and their right to supersede

the authority of perception, can hardly be established. But the

scriptures also do not speak of any characterless and unqualified

reality. For the texts referring to Brahman as pure being [Ch., vi.

2. 1), or as transcendent i. i. 5), or where the Brahman is

apparently identified with truth and knowledge (Tait., ii. i. i), can

actually be proved to refer to Brahman not as qualityless, but as

possessing diverse excellent qualities of omniscience, omnipotence,

all-pervasiveness, etemality and the like. The denial of qualities is

but a denial of undesirable qualities (heya-gundn pratiddhya).

When Brahman is referred to in the scriptmres as one, that only

means, that there is no second cause of the world to rival him; but

that does not mean that His unity is so absolute that He has no

qualities at all. Even where Brahman is referred to as being of the

essence of knowledge, that does not mean that such an essence of

knowledge is qualityless and characterless ;
for even the knower is of

the essence of knowledge, and, being of the essence of knowledge,

may as well be considered as the possessor of knowledge, just as a

lamp, which is of the nature of light, may well be regarded as pos-

sessing rays of light

Refutation of ^afikara’s avidya.

It is urged by Sankara that the self-luminous differenceless one

reality appears as the manifold world through the influence of de-

fect (dosa). This defect, called avidya, hides its own nature and pro-

duces various appearances and can neither be described as being

nor as non-being: for it cannot be being, since then the illusion and

the realization of its being an error would be inexplicable, and it

cannot be non-being since then the world-appearance, as well as

its realization as being wrong, would be inexplicable.

^ jndna-svarupa^yaiva tasya jndnd-‘h‘ayatvam mani-dyumani^pradipa-divad

ity uktam eva, Srl^hhdsyay p. 6i.

The above is based on the discussions in the Sn-hhdsya known as mahd-
purva-paksa and Ttiaha-siddhanta. Sri-bhdsyat p. lo et seq.
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Ramanuja, in refuting avidydy says that this avidya is impossible

since it must lean on some other thing for its support {airayd)^ and
it is clear that individual souls cannot be its support, since they

themselves are regarded as being the products of avidya. The
Brahman also cannot be its support; for it is self-luminous con-

sciousness and is hence opposed to avidya^ which is regarded as

being liable to be recognized as illusory as soon as the true know-
ledge dawns. It cannot be argued that it is only the knowledge that

Brahman is of the nature of pure knowledge, and not pure know-
ledge forming the essence of Brahman, that destroys avidyd\ for

there is no difference between these two, between knowledge as the

essence of Brahman and knowledge as removing avidyd. The nature

of Brahman that is revealed by the knowledge that Brahman is of

the nature of pure knowledge is already present in His pure self-

luminous nature, which must necessarily on that account destroy

amdyd^. Moreover, in accordance with Sahkara^s view, Brahman,
being of the nature of pure intuition, cannot further be the object

of any other knowledge, and hence the nature of Brahman should

not be further the object of any other concept. So, if knowledge is

to be opposed to ignorance or avidya^ it must be in its own essence

as it is, in itself, and so Brahman, as pure knowledge, ought to be
opposed to avidya. Moreover, to say that Brahman, which is of the

nature of pure self-illumination, is hidden by avidyd is to say that

the very nature of Brahman is destroyed (svarupa-ndsa)
;
for, since

pure self-illumination is never produced, its concealment can only

mean that it is destroyed, since it has no other nature than pure

self-illumination. Again, if the contentless pure self-luminous in-

tuition is said to assume diverse forms on account of the defect of

avidyd, which is supported by it, then the question may be asked,

whether this defect is real or unreal. If it is real, then the monism
fails, and, if it is unreal, then the question arises, how is this unreal

defect brought about? If it is brought about by some other defect,

then, that also being unreal, the same question will again arise, and
hence there will be a vicious infinite {anavasthd). If it is held that

even without any real basis one unreal defect may be the cause of

another unreal defect and so on in a beginningless series, then we
^ Sudarsana Suri says here that, if there is such a difference between Brahman

as essence and Brahman as destroying avidyd, that would mean that one form of
Brahman is different from its other foimi, or, in other words, that it is qualified.
Sruta-prakdsikd, Pandit edition, Benares, vol. ix, p. 658.
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virtually have nihilism (Madhyamika-paksa or Sunya-vadaY. If, to

escape these criticisms, it is held that the defect is the very essence

of intuition {anubhuti) or Brahman, then, Brahman being eternal,

the defect also will be eternal, and emancipation, or the cessation

of the world-appearance, will never take place. Again, this avidya

is said to be indefinable, being different from both the existent

and the non-existent (sad-asad-vilaksand). But how can this be?

A thing must be either existing or not existing; how can there be
anything which is neither existing nor not-existing ?

Referring to the arguments of the Sahkarites in favour of the

existence of ajndna (nescience) as a positive entity and as directly

perceived in such perceptions as ‘‘I am ignorant,’’ “I do not know
myself or any others,” Ramanuja says that such perceptions refer

only to the non-existence of the knowledge of an object prior to its

apprehension {prdga-bhdvci), Ramanuja argues that the ignorance

perceived cannot refer to its specific and determinate object; for,

if it did, then the object would be known and there would be no
ignorance at all; and if the ajndna does not refer to any specific

object, how can the ajndna or ignorance, standing by itself, be per-

ceived or realized? If it is urged that ajndna refers to indistinct

{a-visada-svarupa) knowledge, then also it may be said that this

^ Sudarsana Suri here points out that the Sahkarites try to evade the vicious
infinite in three ways: firstly, those who think that ignorance (avidya) is as-

sociatedwithjlva(jtvd-jndna-vddi)explsLiri itby affirming it so as to involve an infinite

series like the seed-and-the-shoot (vijdnkura)^ but not a vicious infinite ; since on
their view jlva is produced by avidyd and avidyd is again produced by jtva

(avidydydm jlvah jlvdda vidyd). Those again who think that avidyd belongs to

Brahman (Brahmd-jndna'-vddi) hold that avidyd is by nature beginningless and the
irrationality or unreasonableness of its nature is nothing surprising. As regards

the beginninglessness of avidyd in an infinite series (j>ravdhd-ndditvd) ofjlva and
avidyd and avidyd and jlva as propounded in the first view of the jlvd-jnana^

vddinsy the refutation of it by those who hold that the ajndna belongs to Brahman
is enough. For they have pointed out that such a view goes against the uni-

versally accepted doctrine of the eternity of souls, since it held that the souls came
out through avidyd and avidyd through souls. The other view, that the illusory

series is by itself beginningless, is no better ; for, if one illusion were the basis of

another illusion in a beginningless series, this would be practically identical with
the nihilistic philosophy. Moreover, even if the illusion is admitted to be begin-

ningless in nature, then also that must await some other root primary cause
(mula-dosdpeksd) from which this successive series of illusions springs, and from
that another, and so there will arise the vicious infinite. If no such root cause

is awaited, the world-appearance may itself be regarded as avidyd, and there will

be no need to suppose the existence of any root cause as avidyd. Again, if avidyd

is held to be irrational in nature, why should it not affect the emancipated souls

and also Brahman ? If it is answered that it does not do so because the emanci-
pated souls and Brahman are pure, then that means that this avidyd is rational

and wise and not irrational. Sruta-prakdsikd, in Pandit, vol. ix, pp. 636—665.
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may be regarded as the absence of the rise of distinct knowledge.

Thus, even if a positive ignorance is admitted, it must somehow

be related to something else to which it refers. In whatever way

one may attempt to explain ajnana (ignorance), either as want of

knowledge, or as other than knowledge, or as opposed to know-

ledge, it can be made possible only by a knowledge of the very fact

of which it will be the opposite. Even darkness has to be conceived

as being opposed to light; and hence one must have knowledge of

light in order to understand darkness, as being opposed to it. But

the ajnana (ignorance) of the Sahkarites cannot stand by itself, and

so must show its content by a reference to the object or entity of

which there is ignorance. Therefore, in the aforesaid experiences,

“lam ignorant,
” “ I do not know myself or any one else,” it should

be admitted that what is felt is this want of rise of knowledge and

not any positive ignorance, as the latter is equally found to be re-

lative to the object and the subject and has no advantage over the

former. Moreover, the Brahman, which is ever free and ever the

same pure self-luminous intelligence, cannot at any time feel this

ignorance or avidya. It cannot hide Brahman; for Brahman is pure

intelligence, and that alone. If it is hidden, that amounts to the

destruction of Brahman. Again, if Brahman can perceive ajnana,

it can as well perceive the world appearance
;
if by hiding Brahman

the ajnana makes itself perceived by Brahman, then such ajnana

cannot be removed by true knowledge, since it has the power of

concealing knowledge and of making itself felt by it. Further, it

cannot be said that avidya hides the Brahman only partially; for

Brahman has no part. So the above experience of “ I did not know
anything,” as remembered in the awakened state and referring to

experiences of deep sleep, is not the memory of ajnana or ignorance

directly experienced in deep sleep {sumpti), but an inference during

the awakened state of not having any knowledge during deep sleep

on account of there being no memory i. Inference also is unavailing

for proving the existence of any ajndna\ for not only would such

premises of inference involve a faulty reason, but no proper ex-

ample could be found which could satisfy the claim of reason by a

reference to any known case where a similar thing happens. More-

^ ato na kincid avedisam iti jndnam na smaranam hintu asmaravxi-lingaham
jnand-hhdva-visayam anumiti-rupam. Sruta-prakdiikd, p. 178. (Nirnayasagar ed.

(916).)
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over, it is quite easy to formulate other series of inferences to dis-

prove the possibility of such ajndna as is accepted by the Sah-
karites^,

Ramanuja’s theory of Illusion—^All knowledge is Real.

Ramanuja says that all illusion may briefly be described as per-

ception in which a thing appears to be different from what it is

{anyasya anyathdvabhdsah). It is unreasonable to imagine that the

illusory content of perception must be due to no cause, or is some-
thing wholly unperceived or wholly unknown {atyantd-paridrstd-

kdranaka-vastu-kalpand-yogdt). If such a wholly chimerical thing

is imagined to be the content of illusory perception, then it must be
inexpressible or indescribable {anirvacanlyd)

\
but no illusory object

appears as indescribable; it appears as real. If it appeared as an

inexpressible entity, there would be neither illusion nor its correc-

tion. So it has to be admitted that in all illusions (e.g. in conch-

shell-silver illusion) one thing (e.g. the conch-shell) appears in

another form (e.g. silver). In all theories of illusion, whatever may
be the extent of their error, they have ultimately to admit that in all

illusions one thing appears in the form of another. Speaking against

the Sankarites, it may be asked, he urges, how is their inexpressible

{anirvacaniya) silver produced ? The illusory perception cannot be

the cause; for the perception follows only the production of the

indescribable silver and cannot precede it to be its cause. It cannot

be due to the defects in our sense-organs ;
for such defects are sub-

jective and therefore cannot affect the nature of objective reality or

object. Moreover, if it is inexpressible and indescribable, why
should it appear under certain circumstances in the specific form

of a particular kind of appearance, silver ? If it is urged that this is

due to the fact of there being a similarity between silver and conch-

shell, it may again be asked whether this similarity is real or unreal.

It cannot be real, since the content is illusory; it cannot be unreal

since it has reference to real objects (e.g. the real silver in a shop).

So such a theory of illusion is open to many criticisms.

Ramanuja seems to have himself favoured the anyathd-khydti

theory of illusion, and says that there will be no explanations of

contradiction of knowledge involved in illusory knowledge, or of

consequent failure of behaviour as suggested by such knowledge,

^ Sruta-prakdsikd, pp. 178—180.

13-2
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unless error is ultimately explained as the wrongful appearance of

one thing as another. He also says that all the other theories of

illusion (except possibly the yathdrtha-khydti view, as suggested

in the Sruta-prakdHkd commentary

—

yathdrtha-khydti-vyatirikta-

paksesu anyathd~‘khydti-paksah prabalah) would ultimately have to

accept the analysis of error as the wrongful appearance of one thing

as another (khydty--antardndm tu suduram api gatvd anyathdva-

hhdsah dsrayamyah—Rdmdnujabhdsya), Ramanuja further points

out that even the akhydti theory of illusion (i.e. illusion considered

as being due to the non-apprehension of the difference between the

presentation of the “this’’ of the conch-shell and the memory of

silver) is a form of anyathd-khydti\ for ultimately here also one has

to accept the false identification of two characters or two ideas.

Venkatanatha, commenting on this point in his Nyaya-parisuddhi^

says that the appearance of one thing as another is the indispensable

condition of all errors, but the non-apprehension of difference must

always be granted as an indispensable condition which must exist

in all cases of false identification and has therefore the advantage of

a superior simplicity {Idghava); yet the anyathd-khydti theory gives

the proper and true representation of the nature of illusion, and no

theory of illusion can do away with the need of admitting it as a

correct representation of the phenomenon of illusion. So Vefikata-

natha says that Ramanuja, while he agrees with the anyathd-khydti

view as a theory of illusion, yet appreciates the superior simplicity

of the akhydti view as giving us the indispensable condition of all

forms of illusion.

But, though Ramanuja himself prefers the anyathd-khydti view

of illusion, he could not very well pass over the yathdrtha-hhydti

view, as advocated by the senior adherents and founders of the

school of thought which he interpreted, viz. Bodhayana, Natha-

muni and Varada Visnu Misra. Ramanuja is thus faced with two
different theories, one that he himself advocated and the other that

was advocated by his seniors. Fortunately for him, while his own
theory of anyathd-khydti was psychological in character, the other

theory of yathdrtha-hhydti was of an ontological character, so that

it was possible for one to hold the one view psychologically and the

other view ontologically. Ramanuja, therefore, offers thtyathdrtha-

khydti view as an alternative. Venkatanatha says that Xhi^yathdrtha-

khydti view can only be put forward as a theory based on scriptural
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evidence, but cannot be supported as a philosophical theory which
can be experienced and therefore as a scientific theory of illusion.

We have to make up our minds between the two plausible alter-

native theories of anyathd-khyati and dkhydti.

Ramanuja, to distinguish the yathartha-hhydti theory of his

seniors, whom he refers to by the term “Vedic school” (peda-

viddm matam), develops this view in a number of verses and says

that he understands on the strength of the scriptural texts that the

material world was created by the intermingling of the three ele-

ments, fire, water and earth, so that in each object there are all the

three elements. When a particular element predominates in any

material object, it is found to possess more qualities of that element

and is designated by its character, though it still holds the qualities

of other elements in it. Thus it noay in some sense be said that all

things are in all things. A conch-shell possesses also the qualities

of tejas, or silver, and it is on that account that it may be said to

resemble silver in some sense. What happens in the case of illusion

is that through defects of organs, etc., the qualities or characters in

a conch-shell representing other elements are not noticed and hence

the perception can only grasp the qualities or characters of silver

existing in the conch-shell, and the conch-sheU is perceived as

silver. So the knowledge of silver in a conch-shell is neither false,

nor unreal, but is real, and refers to a real object, the silver element

existing in the conch-shelT. In this Anew of illusion all knowledge

is regarded as referring to a real object {yathdrtha-khydti)^ The
difference between this view and that of Prabhakara is this, that,

while PrabMkara was content AAdth the negative condition of non-

apprehension of the difference between the present perception of

a glittering conch-shell and the memory of silver in the shop as the

cause of the illusion, and urges that knowledge is real either as per-

ception or as the memory, and that illusion has been the result

of non-apprehension of the distinction of the two, Ramanuja is

more radical, since he points out that the perception of silver in a

^ See Sruta-prakSsikS, pp. 183-6.
® According to Sudar^ana Suri this view is the traditional view (sampra

dayika) accepted by Bodhayana, Nathamuni, Rama Miira and others, which

Ramanuja, as a faithful follower of that school, had himself followed. Thus,

Ramanuja says

:

yathd-rthaifi sarva-vijnanam iti veda-vidarn matam
sruti-smyiihhyadi sarvasya saruS-tmatoa-praatital^.

Bhasya and Sruta-prakaHka, p. 183.
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conch-shell is due to the real perception of the element of

silver in a conch-shell and the non-apprehension owing to defects

{dosa) of the other elements present in it which would have shown
its difference from silver. So what is called the illusory perception

of silver in the conch-shell has a real objective basis to which
it refers.

Dreams are explained by Ramanuja as being creations of God,
intended to produce corresponding perceptions in the minds of

the dreamers. The case of the appearance of a conch-shell as yellow

to a person with jaundiced eyes is explained by him as due to the

fact that yellow colour emanates from the bile of his eyes, and is

carried to the conch-shell through the rays of the eyes which turn

the white shell yellow. The appearance of the conch-shell as yellow

is therefore a real transformation of the conch-shell, noticed by
the eye of a jaundiced person, though this transformation can be

noticed only by him and not by other persons, the yellow being

very near his eyes^.

The akhydti and the yathdrtha-khydti views agree in holding

that the imposed idea has a real basis as its object. But, while the

former holds that this real basis is a past presentation, the latter

holds that it is given as a presentation along with the object, i.e.

the silver element, being mixed up with the conch-shell element, is

also presented to the senses, but owing to some defects of circum-

stances, organs of sight, etc., the conch-shell, which ought to be
the main part, is not perceived. Thus, it is only the silver part that

forms the presentation, and hence the error. So non-perception of

the conch-shell part is common to both the views
;
but, while the

akhydti view holds that the silver part is only a reproduced image
of past experience, the yathdrtha-khydti view grounds itself on the

trivrt-karana texts of the Upanisads and holds that the silver part

is perceived at the time. But Sudarsana Suri refers to the views of

other teachers (kecid dcdrydh^ and says that the trivrt-karana view
may well explain the misapprehension of one element {hhutd) for

another; but in the cases of misapprehension due to similarity

trivrt-karana is not of much use, for trivrt-karana 2ind pancl-karana

^
Other types of errors or illusions are similarly explained by Ramanuja as

having a real objective existence, the error being due to the non-apprehension of
other elements which are objectively existent and associated with the entity
which is the object of illusory perception, but which owing to defects are not
perceived. See ibid. pp. 187, 188.
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can explain the intermixture of bhutas, but not of the bhautikas, or

the later modifications of the five elements into the varied sub-

stances such as conch-sheU and silver, which are mutually mis-

apprehended for each other on account of their similarity It has,

therefore, to be maintained that in these Mwia-modifications also

the tnvrt-karana principle applies to a certain extent; for here also

the molecules or atoms of things or substances are made up of large

parts of some SMia-modification and smaller parts of one or more
of other Mwia-modifications. The conch-shell molecules are thus

made up of large parts of conch-shell material and smaller parts of

the silver material, and this explains the similarity of the one ele-

ment to the other. The similarity is due to the real presence of one
element in the other, and is called the pratinidlu-nydya, or the

maxim of determining similarity by real representation. So in all

cases of misapprehension of one thing as another through similarity

there is no misapprehension in the strict sense, but a right appre-

hension of a counterpart in the other object constituting the basis

of the similarity, and the non-apprehension of the bigger and the

larger part which held the counterpart coeval with it. It is because

the conch-shell contains a major part of conch-sheU element (Jukty-

arnJd) and only a minor part of silver that it passes as conch-shell

and not as silver. Conch-shell cannot serve the purpose of silver,

despite the silver element in it, on account of the obstruction of the

major part of the conch-shell element; and it is also on account of

this that under normal circumstances the silver element in it is

hidden by the conch-shell element, and we say that we perceive

conch-shell and not silver. When it is said that this is conch-shell

and not silver (nedam rajatam), the “not silver” has no other

meaning than that of the conch-shell, the apprehension of which

dispelled the idea of silver. It is the conch-shell that is designated

in its negative aspect as “not silver” and in its positive aspect as

conch-shell.

Ramanujacarya, alias Vadihamsambuv^acjuya, the maternal

uncle of Venkatanatha, seems to support the Ramanuja method of

sat-khydti by showing that all the other three rival theories of

illusion, such as that of anyaihd-khydti, dkhydti, and the anirva-

canlya-khydti, cross each other and are therefore incompatible. But

he takes great pains to show that the sat-khydti theory may be sup-

ported on the basis of the logical implications involved in both the
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anyathd-khydti and the akhydti types of realism. He starts the dis-

cussion by taking for granted the akhydti type of realism and its

logical implications. He holds that it also would ultimately lead to

anyathd^khydtiy and that therefore (excepting the saUkhydti)^ of all

the khydtis^ anyathd-‘khydti is perhaps the best. He says in his

Nydya-^kulisa that, since the way of knowledge requires that the

sense-organs should reach their objects, even in illusory perception

there must be some objects which they reach; for they could not

convey any knowledge about an object with which they were not in

contact^. The defect {dosa) cannot account for the production of

new knowledge, for it only serves to obstruct anything from being

perceived or known. Defects only obstruct the course of the

natural sequence of cause and effect^, just as fire would destroy the

natural shooting powers of seeds Moreover, taking the old ex-

ample of the conch-shell-silver, it may be asked how, if there was

no silver at all objectively present, there could be any knowledge of

such an absolutely non-existing thing? Since our awareness can-

not refer to non-existing entities, all forms of awareness must

guarantee the existence of corresponding objects. What happens in

the case of the illusion of conch-shell-silver is that there is memory
of silver previously experienced and the ^^this,’^ which is ex-

perienced at the time of the illusion; and it is on account of the de-

fects {dosa) that it is not grasped that the silver is only a memory of

past experience, while it is only the ‘‘this’^ in front of us that is

experienced at the time {dosat pramunta'-tadavamarsalj)^.

Vadihamsambuvaha, weighing the various arguments of the

rival theories of anyathd^dthyati and akhydti^ deals with the argu-

ments of the anyathd-khydti view which holds that it is the conch-

shell that appears as silver. As against the objections raised by such

a view in opposition to the akhydti view, viz., if each thing is dif-

ferent from every other thing, how can an illusion be explained as

being due to the non-apprehension of the difference between the

silver remembered and the ^‘this’^ perceived directly in experience ?

Arguing in its favour, he says that the difference which is not

^ indriyandm prdpya’-kdritvena aprdptd-rtha-prakdsana nupapatteh. Nydya-
hulisa^ Madras Govt. Oriental MS. No. 4910.

2 dosdrtdm kdrya-vighata-nidtra-hetutvena kdryd’-ntaro^pajanakatvd-yogdt, na
hy agni’-sarnspr^tasya kalama^tHjasya ankuro-tpddane sdmarthyam asti. Ibid.

® idam iti puro-vastuni anuhhavah rajatam iti ca purvd-nubhuta-rajata-vi^ayd

smrtih. Ibid.
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apprehended here consists of that characteristic which exists in

things byvirtue ofwhich one thing is not confusedwith or misappre-

hended as another thing, and it is the non-apprehension of this

differentiating characteristic that causes the misapprehension of

the conch-shell as silver {sarnsarga-virodhi-vaidharmya'-visesa-rupa’'

hhedd-grahah pravrtti-hetuK)'^, But the real objections to holding

this akhydti view of illusion to be ultimately sufficient consists in

the fact that it cannot do away with the necessity of the synthetic

operation {samsarga-vydpdra) consisting of a thing being regarded

as such-and-such, as found in all discussions of disputants, in all

our behaviours and concepts of error and illusion. This forces us

to accept the anyathd-khydti view as an unavoidable and ultimate

explanation^. Vadihamsambuvaha urges that, since the silver is

felt to be in that which is only a piece of conch-shell, this must

imply the imposition of the one on the other (which is the essential

part of anyathd’-khydti). Just as in the real perception of a piece of

silver the object before us is experienced as silver, so in the conch-

shell-silver illusion, the object before us is experienced as silver,

^ Madras Govt. MS. No. 4910.
^ Like the seniors referred to by Ramanuja, Prabhakara also considers all

knowledge to be valid {yathdrtham sarvam eve'ha vijndnam iti, Prakarana-pancikd^

p. 32), though the former does so on ontological grounds and the latter on psycho-
logical and experiential grounds. Salikanatha, representing Prabl^kara’s view,

says that, whatever is the content of awareness, that alone is known, and at the

time of the conch-shell-silver illusion, what is known is “this is silver,” but there

is no knowledge of conch-shell, since it is not the content of awareness at the

time. Thus it cannot be said that the illusory knowledge consists of knowing the

conch-shell as silver, but of the “ this” as silver; for, when there is the knowledge

of illusory silver, there is no knowledge of conch-shell. What happens in illusory

perception is that through defects the differentiating characteristics of the conch-

shell are not apprehended and the conch-shell is perceived only in its general

character as an object. Then there is memory of silver, and through a defect in

the mental process {mano-dosat) the silver is not remembered with its^ original

association oftime and place as that silverwhich was perceived there, but is simply

remembered as an image of silver (jiad-ity-arnsa-pardmarsa’-vivarjitaw). Though
there is no such definite experience that I remember silver, yet the idea of

silver has to be admitted to be due to memory ;
for it cannot be due either to per-

ception or to inference or to any other source of knowledge. Thus, through the

elimination of all other sources of knowledge, silver has to be admitted to be due

to memory (ananya-gatitah smrtir atrd^vagamyate). On account of the absence

of a feeling that I remember a past experience, the memory of silver cannot be

distinguished from a percept ;
for it is only these facts that distinguish a present

percept from a reproduced image ;
and so we fail to differentiate between t^s

memory and the actual perception of some object before us (the differentiating

characteristics of which are entirely lost to us through defects of sense-organs or

the like). On account of the non-apprehension of the distinction, these two dif-

ferent kinds of awareness themselves produce the illusion of a direct and im-

mediate perception of silver which is not there at the time, and even tempt us to
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and here also it is the conch-shell that appears as silver. When the

illusion is dispelled, we say that “this is not silver”; this cannot

mean the mere presence of the conch-shell, but it must mean the

denial of the imposition that was made previously. For, if nega-

tions could be treated as positive entities, then there would be no
difference between positives and negatives {badhyasya vidhi-

rupatve vidhi-nisedha-vyatydsam ca nisedhe badha iti tulyarthatvaty.

The akhydti view speaks of non-apprehension of absence of as-

sociation (e.g. of conch-shell-sUver, asamsargdgrahd) to be the

cause of illusion. It may well be asked. What is this absence of

association ? It cannot be the mere thing itself
; for, had it been so,

we should expect that the thing itself (say the conch-shell) is not

perceived and this alone constitutes error, which is impossible.

Moreover, the silver is felt to be in front of us as the object we per-

ceive and not as something which we remember. We know that,

when we perceive illusorily that “this is silver,” there is the per-

ception of a false association {badhaka-samsarga-grahaiuan)
;
but the

concept of non-apprehension of difference (bheddgraJia) never seems
to be practically realized in experience. If we inquire into the

nature of what constitutes falsity or contradiction (e.g. in conch-
shell—silver), we find that it is not the fact that a conch-shell when
burnt becomes ash while silver, when burnt, may be made into a

finger-ring that constitutes error, but the fact that what was believed

to be capable of being rendered into a finger-ring by being put into

fire cannot be so done {yadi tv-angultyakddi-hetutaydbhimatasya

vyavahdrasya bhasma-hetutvako hy atra visesdh). If this is what is

really meant by falsehood, it is nothing but the apprehension of the
cause of one kind of action as being another cause {anya-hetu-
vyavahdro ’nya-hetutaydvagatah). This will be anyathd-khydti-, for,

if even here it is urged to be non-apprehension of difference, then

stretch, our hands to pick it up, as if there were a real piece of silver before us*
(See Prakarana-pancikd, Ch. iv, Naya-vlthi.)

Sudarsana Suri, commenting on the akhydti view in his Sruta^prakdHkd in
connection with his commentai^ on the yathdrtha-khydti view of Ramanuja’s
seniors, says that the akhydti view has the advantage of superior simplicity or
the minimum assumption, viz, that in illusion only an indefinite object is seen,
and the distinction between this and the image roused in memory by it is not
apprehended. This has to be admitted in all theories of illusion, and in addition
other assumptions have to be made.

^ Nydya-kulUa of Vadiharp.sambuvaha Ramanujacarya, Govt. Oriental MS.
No. 4910.
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the experience in such cases of the belief of one thing as another is

not explained^. In all such cases the final appeal must be made to

experience, which attests all cases of illusion as being the appear-

ance of one thing as another^.

But though Vadihamsambuvahacarya thus tries to support the

anyathd-khydti view of illusion, yet he does not dismiss the akhydti

view of error curtly, but admits that it may also properly explain

facts of illusion, when looked at from another point of view. For,

if there was not the non-apprehension of difference between silver

and conch-shell, the conch-shell could not be mistaken as silver.

So, even in anyathd-khydti^ there is one element of akhydti in-

volved; for in order that one may behave towards a piece of conch-

shell in the same way as one would do to a piece of silver, it is

necessary that one should not be able to distinguish between what
one sees before one and what one remembers. But, though the

negative fact of akhydti^ i.e., non-apprehension of difference, may
be regarded in many cases as a necessary stage, yet the positive fact

of association {samsargd) or synthesis has to be admitted as an in-

dispensable process, connecting the different elements constituting

a concrete perception. The root-cause of all our behaviour and
action, being of the nature of synthetic association, it would be

wrong to suppose that non-apprehension of difference could by
itself be made a real cause of our actions (na ca mula-bhute samsarga-

jndne pravrtti-kdrane siddhe tad-upajwino nirantara-jndnasya

pravrttihetutvam iti yuktam vaktum)^. Although Vadihamsam-
buvaha spends all his discussions on the relative strength of

akhydti and anyathd-khydti as probable theories of illusion, yet he

refers to the view of illusion mentioned by Ramanuja that all things

are present in all things and that therefore no knowledge is illusory.

He considers this view as the real and ultimately correct view. But,

if this were so, all his discussions on the akhydti and anyathd-

khydti theories of illusion would be futile. Vadihamsambuvaha

does not, however, attempt to show how, if this theory be admitted,

the other theories of akhydti or anyathd-khydti could be sup-

^ yadi ca'trdpi hhedd-grahah sarattam syat tato^bhimdna-vise^a-krta-hddha^

vyavasthd na sidhyet. Govt. Oriental MS. No. 49 lo-

^ katham ayam loka~vyavahdro vrtta iti, na hi hancid upddhim andlamhya Icike

sahda-prayogo^vakalpyate, tasmadbddhya-bddhaka-bhdvd-nyathd^nupapattya any--

athd-khydti-siddhih. Ibid.
» Ibid.
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ported^- He further criticizes the anirvacanlya-khydti (illusion as

the indescribable creation of, say, the appearance of silver in the

conch-shell-silver illusion), a view of illusion as held by the Sah-

karites, in the stereotyped form with which we are already familiar.

Anantacarya, a writer of the nineteenth century, laid stress on

the view of illusion which held that all things were contained in all

things, and hence the perception of conch-shell as silver was neither

false knowledge nor non-apprehension of the difference between

what is perceived and what is remembered; for the perception

“this is silver’’ is a complex of two perceptions, “this” and

“silver.” Had not this been a case of actual perception, we should

not have felt as if we perceived the “this” before us as “silver.”

The function of dosa (defect) was only to hide the conch-shell part

(mixed up with the silver part) from perception. To say that all

perceptions have objective entities corresponding to them [yath-

drthc^ does not mean that things are as they are perceived, but it

means that it is not true that what is perceived has not an objective

basis corresponding to it^. That sort of ^^y^^-substance which forms

the material cause of silver certainly exists in the elemental tejas^

and, the earth-particles forming the material cause of conch-shells

being present in the elemental earth-substances, these substances

get mixed in the primitive stage of compounding by trivrt-karanay

and this explains the presence of the objective substratum of silver

in the illusory perception of silver®. It is evident, argues Anant-

acarya, that conch-shell cannot appear as silver; for, since conch-

shell is not silver, how can it appear as silver ? In order properly to

account for the perceptual experience “this is silver,” it is necessary

to assume that the two constituents, “this” and “silver,” of the

complex “this is silver” are both perceptually determined; for it

is only in this way that one can justify the perception “I perceive

this silver.”

^ yady api hhutdnam pancikarana-labdha-paraspara-vyaptyd ^ktikdyam api

sadrsyat rajatai-kadeso vidyata eva iti siddhantah tathdpi na vidyata iti krWd
cintyatevddy-udaharaita-prasiddhy-anurodhdya. Govt. Oriental MSS. No. 4910.

® tad-visayakci’-jndnci-sdmdnyam vise^dvrtti-dharmci-prcikdrakatvd-bhdvavcid

iti yathdrtham sarva-vijndnam. yndna-ydthdrthya^vdda, MSS. No. 4884.

® yddrsa-dharma-vacchinnat tejo*ntsdd rajatd-rambhah tadrsa-dharma-

vacchinndndm apy amsdndm mahd-hhutdtmake tejasi sattvena hikty-dramhhakatd-

vacched^ka^dharmd-vacchinndndm pdrthiva^bhdgdndm api mahd-prthvoydvri

sattvena tayoh mahd-bhuta’-trivrt-harana-dasdydm eva meland-sambhavdcchukty-

adau rajatd^sad-bhdvo-papatteh. Ibid,

This is an answer to the already noted objection raised by the Sruta-prakdHkd.
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Failure of theistic proofs.

The existence of God can be known by the testimony of the

scriptures {sdstra-pramdnaka), and by that alone. All other proofs

which seem to demonstrate the existence of God ultimately fail to

do so, since suitable counter-arguments may always be successfully

arrayed to destroy the efficacy of such arguments.

God cannot be perceived either by any of the sense-organs or

by the mind; for the former can make known only those objects

with which they have come in contact, and the latter (excepting in

the direct communication of feelings like pleasure, pain, etc.) can-

not make external objects known to us without depending on the

sense-organs. Further, God caimot be perceived by the special

perception of saints {yogi-pratydksd) ;
for these are of the nature of

memory, and do not convey any facts previously unknown through

the senses. The saints can perceive only what has been already

perceived, though these may not be present to the senses at the

time. Objects too small for the senses cannot be perceived; for

there cannot be any sense-contact with them. No reason can be
perceived by means of which a necessary inference could be drawn
regarding the existence of a supreme person who has a direct

acquaintance with all things and the power of making them all.

The ordinary argument that is offered is from effect to cause

—

since the world is “effect” (kdrya), it must have a cause, a maker,

who has direct acquaintance with all its materials and their utility

and enjoys them. The world is “effect” because, like all effects, it

is made up of parts (sdsayava) ; like a healthy human body, there-

fore, it is under the guidance and superintendence of one person

and one alone. But the point is that the two cases are not analogous.

The human body is neither produced nor maintained in existence

by its superintendent, the soul. The production of the body of a

person is due to the adrsta (unseen effects of deeds) not only of that

person, but also of beings who are benefited or in some way con-

nected with it. Its existence as connected parts is due to the union

of its parts, and does not depend for that on the living person who
superintends it. Its existence as living is wholly unique and cannot

be found in the case of the world as a whole. The superintendence

of one person need not be considered as the invariable cause of all

movements; for it is well known that many persons unite their
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efforts to move some heavy object which could not otherwise be

moved.
Moreover, if such a maker of the universe is to be admitted,

could not the making of the world be better ascribed to one or more

individual souls ? They have a direct acquaintance with the materials

of the world. It is not necessary that the maker should be ac-

quainted with the inner efficiencies or power of things; for it is

enough if the objects containing those powers are directly known.

We see also that in all examples of making, such as the making of a

jug, a cloth, or the like, the maker is an ordinary human being.

Since the inference of the existence of a cause of the world is in-

spired by these examples, it will be only fair to assume that the

maker of the universe belongs to the same class of beings as the

makers of the ordinary mundane effects, such as a jug or a cloth.

Thus, instead of assuming a supreme being to be the maker of the

universe, we might as well assume an individual soul to be the

maker of the universe. Hence it is difficult to prove the existence

of God by inference. Ordinarily inferences are applied for the

knowing of an object which may also be known in other ways, and

in all such cases the validity of any inference is tested by these. But

in the case of the application of inference for the knowing of God
this is not possible; for God cannot be known by any other direct

or indirect method. So the application of inference is not of any

use here, since there is nothing which can test the validity of the

inference or can determine that inference in a particular way and

in that way alone. Therefore, since all sorts of inferences can be

made from diverse propositions, it is not possible to determine that

any particular kind of inference would be more acceptable than any

other.

There are some who would still want to support the cosmo-
logical argument on the ground that no less than a supreme person,

entirely different from the individual persons, could be regarded

as the maker of this vast universe; for the individuals cannot have

the power of perceiving subtle things, or things which are ob-

structed from our view, or things which are far away. Thus it is

necessary to hold that the maker of the universe must be a being of

unlimited powers. From the effect we infer its cause; and again

from the nature of the effect we infer the nature of the cause. So, if

the cause of the universe is to be inferred, then only such a cause



xx] Failure of Theistic Proofs 191

can be inferred as really has the unlimited powers required for pro-

ducing such an effect. It is irrelevant to infer such a cause as cannot

produce it. Also the unessential conditions of ordinary causes need

not be imported by suggesting that, just as in the case of ordinary

human beings there must be a body and also instruments by which

they can operate and produce the effect, so also in the case of the

supreme cause it might be expected that He should have a body

and should have instruments by which He could operate. This

cannot be; for we know that many effects are wrought by sheer

force of will and desire (sankalpa) and neither will nor desire needs

a body for its existence, since these are generated not by body, but

by mind (manas). The existence of manas also is independent of the

existence of body; for the mind continues to exist even when it is

dissociated from body. Since limited beings, who are under the

sway of virtue and vice, are unable to produce this manifold uni-

verse of such wonderful and diverse construction, it has to be ad-

mitted that there exists a supreme person who has done it. More-

over, since the material cause is seen in all known examples to be

entirely different from the cause as agent or doer, there cannot be

a Brahman which is both the material cause (upadana-kdrana)

and the cause as agent (nindtta-karand) of this universe.

To this, however, it may be replied that it is admitted that the

world is effect and that it is vast, but it is not known that all parts

of this vast world originated at one time and from one person. Not

alljugs are made at one time and by one person. How can any room

be made for an unknown supreme person and the possibility be

ruled out that different individual souls, by virtue of special merit

and special powers, should at different times create the different

parts of the world, which now appear as one unified whole created

by one person at one time? It is quite possible that the different

parts of the world were created at different times and will similarly

be destroyed at different times. To imagine the existence of one

such supreme person who could create all this manifold may well

be regarded as almost chimerical. From the fact that the world is

effect all that can be argued is that it must have been produced by

an intelligent being, but there is nothing to infer that it is neces-

sarily the creation of one intelligent being. This infinite universe

could not have sprung into being at any one moment, and there is

no proof that it did so. And, if it came into being gradually, it may
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well be supposed that there were many intelligent beings who
brought it into being gradually. Moreover, God, being absolutely

complete in Himself, could not be conceived as having any need

to effect such a creation, and He has neither body nor hands with

which He could create. It is true that mind does not die with the

body, but it is not found in any active state when it is not associated

with the body. If it is admitted that God has a body, then He can-

not be eternal. If His body could be eternal, though having parts,

then on the same grounds the world too might be regarded as

eternal. If the world is admitted to have come into being by His

mere wish, that would be so strange as to be entirely dissimilar to

all known cases of cause and effect. So, if one has to argue the ex-

istence of God as cause of the world on the basis of the analogy of

known causes and effects as experienced by us, and if such a God is

endowed with all the attributes with which He is generally as-

sociated, and with strange ways of creating this world. He must be

such a cause as could never be inferred on the basis of the similarity

of known causes and their modes of creating the effect. Thus, God
can never be proved by inference. His existence has to be admitted

on the testimony of scriptural texts and of that alone.

Bhaskara and Ramanuja.

Every careful reader of Bhaskara and Ramanuja must have

noticed that Ramanuja was largely indebted for his philosophical

opinions and views to Bhaskara, and on most topics their doctrines

are more or less the same. It is possible that Ramanuja was in-

debted for his views to Bodhayana or other Vaisnava writers, but,

however that may be, his indebtedness to Bhaskara also was very

great, as a comparative study of the two systems would show.

However, the two systems are not identical, and there is an im-

portant point on which they disagree. Bhaskara believed that there

is Brahman as pure being and intelligence, absolutely formless, and
the causal principle, and Brahman as the manifested effect, the

world. According to Bhaskara there is no contradiction or dif-

ficulty in such a conception, since all things have such a dual form
as the one and the many or as unity and difference. “Unity in

difference” is the nature of all things. Ramanuja, however, holds

that difference and unity cannot both be affirmed of the same thing.

Thus, when we affirm “this is like this,” it is not true that the same
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entity is both the subject and the predicate. For example, when
“this’’ in the above proposition stands for a cow, the predicate

“like this” stands for its particular and unique description of

bodily appearance. The latter is only the attribute of the former and
determines its nature and character. There is no meaning in assert-

ing the identity of the subject and the predicate or in asserting that

it is the same entity that in one form as unity is “subject” and in

another form as difference is the predicate. Bhaskara argues that

the conditions and the conditioned {avastha-taadvcLSthas ca) are not

wholly different; nor are the substance and its attributes, the cloth

and the whiteness, entirely different. There are no qualities without

substance and no substance without qualities. All difference is also

unity as well. The powers or attributes of a thing are not different

from it; the fire is the same as its power of burning and illumin-

ating. So everything is both unity and difference, and neither of

them may be said to be wholly reducible to the other. But Rama-
nuja maintains that all propositions are such that the predicate is

an attribute of the subject. The same attributive view is applicable

to all cases of genus and species, cause and effect, and universals

and individuals. The “difference” and the “unity” are not two

independent forms of things which are both real; but the “dif-

ference” modifies or qualifies the nature and character of the

“unity,” and this is certified by all our experience of complex or

compound existence^. According to Ramanuja the affirmation of

both unity and difference of the same entity is self-contradictory.

The truth of “difference” standing by itself is not attested by ex-

perience; for the difference of quality, quantity, etc., always modi-

fies the nature and character of the subject as “unity,” and it is this

alone that is experienced by us.

Bhaskara urges that, though there is the twofold Brahman as

the manifested many and as the unmanifested formless identity of

pure being and intelligence, it is only the latter that is the object of

our highest knowledge and worship. Ramanuja, however, denies

this formless and differenceless Brahman and believes in the

Qualified complex Brahman as the transcendent and immanent God
holding within Him as His body the individual souls and the world

of matter. Regarding the relation of Brahman and the individual

souls (Jiva) Bhaskara says that a jwa is nothing but Brahman

^ Vadi-traya-’hhandana.

D III 13
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narrowed by the limitations of the mind substance {antahkarano-‘

pddhy'-avacchinnd). When it is said that jwa is a part {amsd) of

Brahman, it is neither in the sense of part or of cause that the word

is used, but in the technical sense of being limited by the

limitation of mind. This limitation is not false or unreal, and it is on

account of it that the individual souls are atomic. According to

Ramanuja ‘difference’’ is felt as a result of ignorance and the

difference is therefore unreal. With Ramanuja the identity of

Brahman with the individual souls is the last word. The apparent

difference of imperfection, finiteness, etc., between the individual

souls and the perfection and infiniteness of Brahman is due to

ignorance (avidyd)y and is found to be false as soon as the souls

realize themselves to be forming the body of Brahman itself.

“Difference” as such has no reality according to Ramanuja, but

only modifies and determines the character of the identical subject

to which it refers. The subject and its character are identical.

Bhaskara considers identity and difference as two modes, both of

which are alike independently true, though they are correlated to

each other. In criticism of Bhaskara it is said that, if the limitations

of Brahman were also true, then they would wholly limit Brahman,

since it has no parts, and thus it would be polluted in its entirety.

This objection to Bhaskara’s view in some of its subtle aspects is

made with dialectical skill by Ramanuja^. But it does not appear that

it has much force against Bhaskara, if we admit his logical claim

that unity and plurality, cause and effect, are two modes of ex-

istence of the same reality and that both these forms are equally

real. It does not seem that the logical position of Bhaskara has been

sufficiently refuted.

Ramanuja also speaks of Brahman as being identical with in-

dividual souls or the material world and yet different therefrom,

but only in the sense in which a character or a part may be said to

be at once identical with and different from the substance possess-

ing the character or the whole to which the part is said to belong.

The individual souls and the inanimate creation cannot stand by
themselves independently, but only as parts of Brahman. So from
the fact that they are parts of Brahman their identity (abheda) with

Brahman becomes as primary as their difference (bheda), inasmuch

^ Ramanuja’s Bhd^ya, pp. 265, 266, with the Sruta-prakaHka^ Nirnayasagara
Press, Bombay 1916.
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as the substance may be considered to be different from its attri-

butes^. The main difference that remains on this point between

Bhaskara and Ramanuja is this, that Bhaskara does not think it

necessary to introduce the conception of body and parts, or sub-

stance and attributes. According to his doctrine Brahman is

immanent and transcendent at the same time, identity and dif-

ference can be affirmed of a thing at one and the same time; and

this can be illustrated from the cases of cause and effect, or sub-

stance and attributes, etc.

Ontological position of Ramanujans Philosophy.

The entire universe of wondrous construction, regulated

throughout by wonderful order and method, has sprung into being

from Brahman, is maintained by Him in existence, and will also

ultimately return to Him. Brahman is that to the greatness of

which there is no limitation. Though the creation, maintenance and

absorption of the world signify three different traits, yet they do

not refer to different substances, but to one substance in which

they inhere. His real nature is, however. His changeless being and

His eternal omniscience and His unlimitedness in time, space and

character. Referring to Sankara’s interpretation of this sutra (i. i.

2), Ramanuja says that those who believe in Brahman as character-

less [nirvisesd) cannot do justice to the interpretation of this attri-

bute of Brahman as affirmed in Brahma-sutra i. i. 2; for instead of

stating that the creation, maintenance and absorption of the world

are from Brahman, the passage ought rather to say that the illusion

of creation, maintenance, and absorption is from Brahman. But

even that would not establish a characterless Brahman; for the

illusion would be due to ajnana^ and Brahman would be the mani-

fester of all ajndna. This it can do by virtue of the fact that it is of

the nature of pure illumination, which is different from the concept

of materiality, and, if there is this difference, it is neither character-

less nor without any diflFerence^.

This raises an important question as regards the real meaning

^ jlvavaUprthak-siddhy-anarha'-visesanatvena acid-vastuno hrahma-miatvam

;

visista-vastv-eka-desatvena ahheda-vyavaharo mukhyah, visesana-visesyayoh

svarupa-svabhava-bhedena bheda-vyavaharo^pi mukhyah. Srl’-bhdsya, in. 2. 28.

2 jagaj-janmddt-'bhramo yatas tad brahme^ ti svot-preksd-pakse"pi na nirvUesa--

vastu-siddhihy etc. Ibid. i. i. a.

13-2
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of Sankara’s interpretation of the above sutra. Did he really mean,

as he is apparently stated by Ramanuja to have said, that that

from which there is the illusion of creation, etc., of the world is

Brahman? Or did he really mean Brahman and Brahman by itself

alone is the cause of a real creation, etc., of the world? Sankara,

as is well known, was a commentator on the Brahma-sutras and the

Upanisads, and it can hardly be denied that there are many pas-

sages in these which would directly yield a theistic sense and the

sense of a real creation of a real world by a real God. Sankara had

to explain these passages, and he did not always use strictly abso-

lutist phrases
;
for, as he admitted three kinds of existence, he could

talk in all kinds of phraseology, but one needed to be warned of the

phraseology that Sankara had in view at the time, and this was not

always done. The result has been that there are at least some pas-

sages which appear by themselves to be realistically theistic, others

which are ambiguous and may be interpreted in both ways, and

others again which are professedly absolutist. But, if the testimony

of the great commentators and independent writers of the Sankara

school be taken, Sankara’s doctrine should be explained in the

purely monistic sense, and in that alone. Brahman is indeed the

unchangeable infinite and absolute ground of the emergence, main-

tenance and dissolution of all world-appearance and the ultimate

truth underlying it. But there are two elements in the appearance

of the world-phenomena—^the ultimate ground, the Brahman, the

only being and truth in them, and the element of change and

diversity, the mdyd—by the evolution or transformation of which

the appearance of “the many” is possible. But from passages like

those found in Sankara’s bhdsya on the Brahma-sutras 1 . 1. 2, it might

appear as if the world-phenomena are no mere appearance, but are

real, inasmuch as they are not merely grounded in the real, but are

emanations from the real : the Brahman. But, strictly speaking,

Brahman is not alone the upadana or the material cause of the

world, but with avidya is the material cause of the world, and such

a world is grounded in Brahman and is absorbed in Him. Vacaspati,

in his Bhdmatl on Sankara’s bhdsya on the same sutra {Brahma-

sutray I. I. 2), makes the same remark^. Praka^atman, in his Pahca-

pddikd-vwaranay says that the creative functions here spoken of do

^ avidya-sahita-hrahmo^pManam jagat brahmany evasU tatraiyva ca Uyate,

Bhdmatl^ i. i. 2.
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not essentially appertain to Brahman and an inquiry into the nature
of Brahman does not mean that he is to be known as being associated

with these qualities Bhaskara had asserted that Brahman had
transformed Himself into the world-order, and that this was a real

transformation

—

'parindma—a transformation of His energies into

the manifold imiverse. But Praka^atman, in rejecting the view of

parindma, says that, even though the world-appearance be of the

stuff ofmdyd, since this mdyd is associated with Brahman, the world-
appearance as such is never found to be contradicted or negated or

to be non-existing—it is only found that it is not ultimately real 2.

Mdyd is supported in Brahman; and the world-appearance, being
transformations of mdyd, is real only as such transformations. It is

grounded also in Brahman, but its ultimate reality is only so far as

this groimd or Brahman is concerned. So far as the world-appear-

ances are concerned, they are only relatively real as mdyd trans-

formations. The conception of the joint causality of Brahman and
mdyd may be made in three ways; that mdyd and Brahman are like

two threads twisted together into one thread
; or that Brahman, with

mdyd as its power or iakti, is the cause of the world; or that Brah-

man, being the support of mdyd, is indirectly the cause of the world^.

On the latter two views mdyd being dependent on Brahman, the

work of mdyd—^the world—is also dependent on Brahman; and on
these two views, by an interpretation like this, pure Brahman
{stiddha-brahma) is the cause of the world. Sarvajnatma muni, who
also thinks that pure Brahman is the material cause, conceives the

function of mdyd not as being joint material cause with Brahman,

but as the instrument or the means through which the causality of

pure Brahman appears as the manifold and diversity of the uni-

verse. But even on this view the stuff of the diversity is the mdyd,

though such a manifestation of mdyd would have been impossible

if the ground-cause, the Brahman, had been absent*. In discerning

the nature of the causality of Brahman, Prakasatman says that the

monistic doctrine of Vedanta is upheld by the fact that apart from

^ na hi nand’^vidha-kdrya-kriyavesatmakatvaTn tat-prasava-sakty-dtmakatvam

vd jijhdsya-visuddha-brahmdntargatam hhavitum arhatL Panca^pddikd-vivaranaf

p. 205.
^ srstes ca svopadhau abhdva-vydvrttaPodt sarve ca sopadhika-dharmah sva~

srayopadhau abddhyataya satyd bhavanti srstir api svarupena na badhyate kintu

paramd-rthd-satyatvd’-Tnsena, Ibid, p. 206. ® Ibid, p. 212.
^ Sank§epa-sdrtraka, i. 332, 334, and the commentary Anvaydrtka^prakdsikd

by Ramatirtha.
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the cause there is nothing in the effect which can be expressed or

described {upaddna-vyatirekena kdryasya anirupanad advitiyataf.

Thus, in all these various ways in which Sankara’s philosophy has

been interpreted, it has been universally held by almost all the

followers of Sankara that, though Brahman was at bottom the

ground-cause yet the stuff of the world was not of real Brahman

material, but of mdyd\ and, though all the diversity of the world has

a relative existence, it has no reality in the true sense of the term in

which Brahman is real^. Sankara himself says that the omniscience

of Brahman consists in its eternal power of universal illumination

or manifestation {yasya hi sarva-msaydvabhdsana-ksamam jndnam

nityam asti). Though there is no action or agency involved in this

universal consciousness, it is spoken of as being a knowing agent,

just as the sun is spoken of as burning and illuminating, though the

sun itself is nothing but an identity of heat and light {pratataumya-

prakdsepi savitari dahati prakdsayatUi svdtantrya^-vyapadesa-

darsandt . . .evam asaty api jndna-^karmam Brahmanas tad aiksata

iti kartrtva'-vyapadesa-darsandt). Before the creation of the world

what becomes the object of this universal consciousness is the in-

definable name and form which cannot be ascertained as “this” or

“that”®. The omniscience of Brahman is therefore this universal

manifestation, by which all the creations of mdyd become the know-

able contents of thought. But this manifestation is not an act of

knowledge, but a permanent steady light of consciousness by which

the unreal appearance ofmdyd flash into being and are made known.

Ramanuja’s view is altogether different. He discards the view

of Sankara, that the cause alone is true and that all effects are false.

^ Panca-padikd-vivarana^ p. 231.
^ Prakasatman refers to several ways in which the relation of Brahman and

mdyd has been conceived, e.g. Brahman has mdyd as His power, and the indi-

vidual souls are all associated with avidyd\ Brahman as reflected in mdyd and
avidydis'diQ cause of theworld {mdyd-vidyd-pratihimbitam hrahmajagat-kdranam)

;

pure Brahman is immortal, and individual souls are associated with avidyd\
individual souls have their own illusions of the world, and these through simi-

larity appear to be one permanent world
;
Brahman \mdergoes an apparent trans-

formation through His own avidyd. But in none of these views is the world
regarded as a real emanation from Brahman. Panca-padikd-vivarana^ p. 232.

Regarding the question as to how Brahman could be the cause of beginning-
less Vedas, Prakasatman explains it by supposing that Brahman was the under-
lying reality by which all the Vedas imposed on it were manifested. Ibid. pp. 203,
231.

® kim punas taUkarma? yat prdg^utpatter Isvara-jndnasya visayo bhavatiti.

tattvdnyatvdbhydm anirvacardye ndma-rupe avydkrte vydcikirsite iti hrumah.
Sankara-bhasya, i. i. 5.
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One of the reasons adduced for the falsity of the world of effects is

that the effects do not last. This does not prove their falsehood, but

only their destructible or non-eternal nature {anityatvd). When a

thing apparently existing in a particular time and space is found to

be non-existing at that time or in that space, then it is said to be

false; but, if it is found to be non-existing at a different place and at

a different time, it cannot be called false, it is only destructible or

non-eternal. It is wrong to suppose that a cause cannot suffer trans-

formation; for the associations of time, space, etc., are new ele-

ments which bring in new factors which would naturally cause such

transformation. The effect-thing is neither non-existent nor an

illusion; for it is perceived as existing in a definite time and place

after its production from the cause until it is destroyed. There is

nothing to show that such a perception of ours is wrong. All the

scriptural texts that speak of the world’s being identical with Brah-

man are true in the sense that Brahman alone is the cause of the

world and that the effect is not ultimately different from the cause.

When it is said that a jug is nothing but clay, what is meant is that

it is the clay that, in a specific and particular form or shape, is called

a jug and performs the work of carrying water or the like; but,

though it does so, it is not a different substance from clay. The jug

is thus a state of clay itself, and, when this particular state is changed,

we say that the effect-jug has been destroyed, though the cause, the

clay, remains the same. Production (utpatti) means the destruction

of a previous state and the formation of a new state. The substance

remains constant through all its states, and it is for this reason that

the causal doctrine, that the effect exists even before the operation

of causal instruments, can be said to be true. Of course, states or

forms which were non-existent come into being; but, as the states

have no existence independently from the substance in which they

appear, their new appearance does not affect the causal doctrine

that the effects are already in existence in the cause. So the one

Brahman has transformed Himself into the world, and the many

souls, being particular states of Him, are at once one with Him and

yet have a real existence as His parts or states.

The whole or the Absolute here is Brahman, and it is He who

has for His body the individual souls and the material world. When

Brahman exists with its body, the individual souls and the material

world in a subtler and finer form, it is called the cause or Brah-
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man in the causal state {karanuvasiha). When it exists with its body,

the world and souls in the ordinary manifested form, it is called

Brahman in the effect state Qidryavasthaf-. Those who think that

the effect is false cannot say that the effect is identical with the

cause; for with them the world which is false cannot be identical

with Brahman which is real^. Ramanuja emphatically denies the

suggestion that there is something like pure being (san-mdtra), more
ultimately real than God the controller with His body as the

material world and individual souls in a subtler or finer state as

cause, as he also denies that God could be regarded as pure being

(san~mdtra)\ for God is always possessed of His infinite good

qualities of omniscience, omnipotence, etc. Ramanuja thus sticks

to his doctrine of the twofold division of matter and the individual

souls as forming parts of God, the constant inner controller {antar-

ydmiri) of them both. He is no doubt a sat-karya-vadin, but his

sat-kdrya-vdda is more on the Samkhya line than on that of the

Vedanta as interpreted by Sankara. The effect is only a changed

state of the cause, and so the manifested world of matter and souls

forming the body of God is regarded as effect only because previous

to such a manifestation of these as effect they existed in a subtler

and finer form. But the differentiation of the parts of God as matter

and soul always existed, and there is no part of Him which is truer

or more ultimate than this. Here Ramanuja completely parts com-
pany with Bhaskara. For according to BMskara, though God as

effect existed as the manifested world of matter and souls, there was
also God as cause. Who was absolutely unmanifested and undif-

ferentiated as pure being {san-mdtrd). God, therefore, always

existed in this His tripartite form as matter, soul and their con-

troller, and the primitive or causal state and the state of dissolution

meant only the existence of matter and souls in a subtler or finer state

than their present manifest form. .But Ramanuja maintains that, as

there is difference between the soul and the body of a person, and as

the defects or deficiencies of the bodydo not affect the soul, so there is

.
a marked difference between God, the Absolute controller, and His

body, the individual souls and the world of matter, and the defects

^ Sr%-bh5sya, pp. 444, 454, Bombay ed., 1914.
® Tlus objection of RSn^uja, however, is not valid ; for according to it the

underlying reality in the effect is identical with the cause. But there is thus truth
in die criticism, that the doctrine of the “identity of cause and effect” has to be
given a special and twisted meaning for Sankara’s view.
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of the latter cannot therefore affect the nature of Brahman. Thus,
though Brahman has a body, He is partless {niravay avd) and
absolutely devoid of any karma\ for in all His determining efforts

He has no purpose to serve. He is, therefore, wholly unaffected by
all faults and remains pure and perfect in Himself, possessing end-

less beneficent qualities.

In his Vedariha-samgraha and Vedanta-'dipay Ramanuja tried

to show how, avoiding Sankara’s absolute monism, he had also to

keep clear of the systems of Bhaskara and of his own former teacher

Yadavaprakasa. He could not side with Bhaskara, because Bhas-

kara held that the Brahman was associated with various conditions

or limitations by which it suffered bondage and with the removal

of which it was liberated. He could also not agree with Yadava-

praka^a, who held that Brahman was on the one hand pure and on

the other hand had actually transformed itself into the manifold

world. Both these views would be irreconcilable with the Upani-

sadic texts.

Venkatanatha’s treatment of pramdna.

As the nihilistic Buddhists (sunya-vadt or madhyamikd) are

supposed to deny the valid existence of any fact or proposition, so

the Sahkarites also may be supposed to suspend their judgment on
all such questions. In the preliminary portions of his Khandana-

khanda-khadya^ in answer to the question whether all discussions

{kathd) must presuppose the previous admission of validity and

invalidity as really referring to facts and propositions, Sriharsa says

that no such admission is indispensable; for a discussion can be

conducted by the mutual agreement of the contending persons to

respect certain principles of reality or unreality as decided by the

referee (madhyasthd) of the debate, without entering into the ques-

tion of their ultimate validity. Even if validity or invalidity of

certain principles, facts, or propositions, were admitted, then also

the mutual agreement of the contending persons to these or other

principles, as ruled by the referee, would be an indispensable pre-

liminary to all discussions^. As against these views Vehkatanatha,

^ na ca pramdnddindm sattd^pi itiham eva tdhhydm anglkartum udtd; tadrsa-

vyavahdra-niyama-mdtrenaiva kathd-pravrtty-upapatteh. pramdnddi-sattdm ah^

hyupetyd'pi tathd-vyavahdra'-niyama-vyatireke kathd-pravrttim vind tattva-

nirnayasya jayasya vd dbhilasitasya kathakayor aparyavasdndt, etc. Khandana-
khanda-dzhadyay p. 35.
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the best-reputed philosopher of the Ramanuja school, seeks to de-

termine the necessity of the admission of validity {pramanyd) or

invalidity {a-prdmdnya) as naturally belonging to certain propor-

tions or facts, as a preliminary to our quest of truth or objective and

knowable facts. If the distinction of valid and invalid propositions

is not admitted, then neither can any thesis be established, nor can

practical affairs run on. But, though in this way the distinction

between valid and invalid propositions has to be admitted on the

basis of its general acceptance by people at large, yet their real

nature has still to be examined. Those who deny such a distinction

can have four alternative views, viz. that all propositions are valid,

that all propositions are invalid, that all propositions mutually

contradict one another, or that all propositions are doubtful. If all

propositions are valid, then the negation of such a proposition is

also valid, which is self-contradictory; if they are all invalid, then

even such a proposition is invalid and hence no invalidity can be

asserted. As to the third alternative, it may be pointed out that in-

valid propositions can never contradict the valid ones. If one valid

proposition restricts the sphere of another valid proposition, this

does not mean contradiction. A valid proposition has not to depend

on other propositions for making its validity realized; for a valid

proposition guarantees its own validity. Lastly, if you doubt every-

thing, at least you do not doubt that you doubt; so then you are not

consistent in saying that you doubt ever3rthing; for at least in one

point you are certain, viz. that you doubt everything^. Thus it has

to be admitted that there are two classes of propositions, valid and

invalid. But, though the general distinction between valid and

invalid propositions be admitted, yet proper inquiry, investigation,

or examination, is justified in attempting to determine whether any

particular proposition is valid or invalid. That only is called a

pramdna which leads to valid knowledge.^ In the case of perception,

for example, those which would lead to valid knowledge would be

defectless eyes, mind-contact as attention, proper proximity of the

object, etc., and these would jointly constitute pramaraa. But in the

^ This remark naturally reminds one of Descartes—sarvam sandigdham iti te

nipunasydsti niscaydh^ samsayas ca na sandigdhah sandigdhddvaita’^vadinah.
Nyaya-parisuddki. p. 34. Chowkhamba s.s.

® A distinction is here made between karana-prdmdnya and dsraya-pramdnya
(pramdsrayasya Isvarap^a prdmdnyam anglkrtarn), Nydya-sdra commentary on
Nyaya-parisuddhi by ^Inivasa, p. 35.
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case of testimony it is the faultlessness of the speaker that consti-

tutes the validity of the knowledge. The scriptures are valid because

they have been uttered by God, Who has the right knowledge of

things. The validity of the Vedas is not guaranteed by absence of

defect in our instruments of knowledge. Whatever that may be,

the ultimate determination of pramdna is through pramd, or right

knowledge. That by which one can have right knowledge is pra--

mdna, Vedas are valid, because they are uttered by God, Who has

right knowledge. So it is the rightness of knowledge that ultimately

determines the validity of pramdna^.

Vatsya Srinivasa, a successor of Vehkatanatha of the Ramanuja

school, defines pramdna as the most efficient instrument amongst a

collocation of causes forming the immediate, invariable and un-

conditional antecedents of any right knowledge (pramd). Thus, in

the case of perception, for example, the visual organ is a pramdna

which leads to right visual knowledge, through its intermediary

active operation {avdntara-vydpdra)—^the sense-contact of the eye

with its objects^. Jayanta, the celebrated Nyaya writer, had, how-

ever, expressed a different view on the point in his Nydya-manjarl.

He held that no member in a collocation of causes producing the

effect could be considered to be more efficient or important than

the other members. The efficiency {atisaya) of the causal instru-

ments means their power of producing the effect, and that power

belongs to all the members jointly in the collocation of causes; so

it is the entire collocation of causes producing right knowledge that

is to be admitted as its instrument or pramdna^. Even subject and

object cannot be regarded as more important; for they manifest

themselves only through the collocating causes producing the de-

sired relation between the subject and the object^. With Nyaya this

^ karana-prdmdnyasya diraya-prdmdnyasya ca jridna'-prdmdnyd-dhvr^'-jndna-

tvdt tad ubhaya-prdmdnya-dddhy-artham api jndna-prdmdnyam eva vicaramyam,

Nydya-sdra, p. 35.
^ pramd-karanam pramdimm ity uhtam dcdryaih siddhanta-sare pramO’-

tpddaha-sdinagYl^Tnadhye yad atisayena pTafnd-gunahairi tat tasydh kdranam^

atisayas ca vydpdyah^yad dhiyad janayitvaivayadjanayet tat tatra tasyavatitaya”

vydpdvah* sdksdtkdYi~-pYaTndyd indYiyaTYi kdYanam indYiyd'^Ytha-sainyogo vantaYa-

•oyapdrah, Ramanuja, Siddhdnta-sarngYaha. Govt. Oriental MS. No. 4988.
^

^ sa ca sdmagYy-antaY~gatasya na kasyacid ekasya hdYahasya kathayituin

pdYyate, sdYnagvyds tu soHisayah suvacah sannihitd cet sdmagYl sampannam eva

phalam iti, Nydya-^manjaYt^ p. 13.

^ sdkalya-pYasdda-lahdha'-pYafniti-samhandha-nihandhanah pYatndtY^pYamey-

ayor mukhya-svaYupa-ldhhah. Ibid. p. 14.
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collocation of causes consists of ideational and non-ideational

(bodhabodha-svabhava) factors^.

If the view of the Veddnta-paribhdsd is to be accepted, then the

Sahkarite view also is very much like the Ramanuja view on this

point; for both Dharmarajadhvarindra and Ramakrsna agree in de-

fining pramdna as the instrument of right knowledge. In the case

of visual perception or the like the visual or the other sense organs

are regarded as pramdna
;
and the sense-contact is regarded as the

operation of this instrument.

The difference between the Nyaya view and the Ramanuja view

consists in this, that, while the Nyaya gives equal importance to all

members of the collocation, the Ramanuja view distinguishes that

only as the instrumental cause which is directly associated with the

active operation {vydpdra). Even the Sankarites agree with such a

productive view of knowledge
;
for, though they believe conscious-

ness to be eternal and unproduced, yet they also believe the states

of consciousness iyrtti-jndna) to be capable of being produced.

Both the Ramanuja and the Sankara beliefs accept the productive

view of knowledge in common with the Nyaya view, because with

both of them there is the objective world standing outside the sub-

ject, and perceptual knowledge is produced by the sense-organs

when they are in operative contact with the external objects.

A distinction, however, is made in the Ramanuja school between

kdrana (cause) and karana (important instrument), and that cause

which is directly and intimately associated with certain operations

leading to the production of the effect is called a karana^. It is for

this reason that, though the Ramanuja view may agree regarding

the sdmagriy or collocation as causes, in some sense it regards only

the sense-organ as the chief instrument; the others are accessories

or otherwise helpful to production.

There are Buddhists also who believe that it is the joint colloca-

tion of mental and extra-mental factors of the preceding moment
which produce knowledge and external events of the later moment;
but they consider the mental factors to be directly producing know-
ledge, whereas the extra-mental or external objects are mere ac-

cessories or exciting agents. Knowledge on this view is determined

^ hodha-’hodha-svahhava samagrl pramdnam, Nydya-manjarl^ p, X5.
® tat’-kdrandndm madhye yad atisayena kdryotpddakarn tat karanam* Rdrnd-

nuja-siddhanta-sanigraha. Govt. Oriental MS. No. 4988.
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a priori from within, though the influence of the external objects is

not denied. With reference to the operation of causality in the ex-

ternal world, they believe that, though the mental elements of the

present moment influence them as accessories, immediate causal

operation is to be sought among the external objects themselves.

The mental and extra-mental elements of the preceding moment
jointly determine every phenomenon of the later moment in the

world, whether mental or physical; but in the determination of the

occurrence of knowledge, the mental factors predominate, and the

external factors are accessories. In the determination of external

phenomena mental elements are accessories and the external causes

are immediate instruments. Thus, in the production of knowledge,

though the specific external objects may be regarded as accessory

causes, their direct and immediate determinants are mental

elements^.

The idealistic Buddhists, the vijndna-’Vddins^ who do not dis-

tinguish between ideas and their objects, consider that it is the

formless ideas that assume different forms as ‘‘blue,” “red,” etc.;

for they do not believe in any external objects other than these

ideas, and so it is these ideas in diverse forms and not the sense-

organs or other collocations which are called pramdnas. No dis-

tinction is here made between pramdna and pramdna-phala or the

result of the process ofpramdna^. They, however, fail to explain the

difference that exists between the awareness and its object.

The Mlmdmsaka school of Kumarila thinks that, following the

soul-sense-mind-object contact, there is a process or an act (jndna--

vydpdra) which, though not directly perceived, has to be accepted

as an operation which immediately leads to the manifestation of

objects of knowledge {artha-drstatd or visaya-prakdsatd). It is this

unperceived, but logically inferred, act of knowledge or jndna-

^ jndna-janmani Jndnam upaddna-karoitam arthaly. sahakdri-kdraimm ariha-

janmani ca artha upaddna-karanam jndnam sahakdri-kdrariam, Nydya-manjart^

P- IS.
The objection against this view as raised by Jayanta is this, that, if both

mental and physical entities and events are determined by the joint operation of

mental-physical entities of the preceding moments, we ask what determines the

fact that one is mental and the other physical, that one is perceiver and the other

perceived.
* nirdkdrasya bodha-rupasya nlla-^pltddy-aneka-msaya^sddhdranatvdd jana-

katvasya ca caksur-ddav api hhdvend^tiprasangdt tad~dkdratva~krtam eva jndna^

harma-niyamam avagacchantah sdkdra~vijndnani pramdnam , . ^arthas tu sdkdra^

jndna~‘Vddino na samasty eva. Ibid. p. i6.
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vydpara that is called pramdna^. Jayanta, of course, would not

tolerate such an unperceived operation or act of knowledge; for,

according to Nyaya, the only kind of action that is accepted is the

molecular motion or vibration {parispanda or caland) produced by a

collocation of causes (kdraka-cakra)^.

The Jains, however, repudiate the idea of the combined

causality of the collocation, or of any particular individual cause

such as any sense-organ, or any kind of sense-contact with re-

ference to sense-knowledge, or of any other kind of knowledge.

Thus Prabhacandra contends in his Prameya-kamala-mdrtanda

that none of the so-called individual causes or collocations of causes

can lead to the production of knowledge. For knowledge is wholly

independent and self-determined in leading us to our desired ob-

jects or keeping us away from undesirable objects, and in no sense

can we attribute it to the causal operation of the sense-organs or

collocations of sense-organs and other entities. Thus knowledge

(jndna) should itself be regarded as pramdna, leading us to our

desired objects®.

The whole point in these divergent views regarding pramdnas

consists in the determination of the nature of the relation of the

sense-organs, the objects and other accessory circumstances to the

rise of knowledge. As we have seen, knowledge is in the Ramanuja

view regarded as the product of the operation of diverse causal

entities, among which in the case of sense-perception the sense-

organs play the most important, direct and immediate part. Both

the Jains and the idealistic Buddhists (though they have important

and most radical differences among themselves) agree in holding

the view of self-determination of knowledge independent of the

sense-organs or the operation of objective entities which become
the objects of knowledge and are revealed by it.

^ ndnyathd hy artha-sadhhavo drstah sann upapadyate
jndnam cennetyatah pascdt pramdnam upajdyate.

Sloka-vdrttika^ Sunya-vada^ 178.

Jayanta also says phaldnumeyo jndna-^vydpdro jndnddi-sahda-vdcyah pramdnam,
Nydya-manjarly p. ij.

^ tasmdt kdraku’-cakrena calatd janyate phalam^
na punas calandd anyo vydpara upalahhyate. Ibid. p. 20.

® tato*nya-nirapeksatayd svdrtha-paricchinnarn sddhakatamatvdt jndnam eva
pramdnam. Prameya-kamala-mdrtanda^ P-5*
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Vefikatanatha’s treatment of Doubt.

Vefikatanatha defines doubt as the appearance of two or more
alternatives (which are in themselves incompatible) owing to the

non-perception of their specific contradictory qualities and the per-

ception of some general characteristics common to them both; e.g,

when a tall thing only is seen, which may be either a man or a

stump, both of which it could not be, they being entirely different

from one another. So the two alternatives are not to be entirely

different, and from what is seen of the object it cannot be known
that it must be the one and not the other, and this causes the doubt.

Venkatanatha tries to justify this analysis of doubt by referring to

other earlier authorities who regarded doubt as an oscillating ap-

prehension in which the mind goes from one alternative to another

{dola-vegavad atra sphurana^kramah\ since it would be contra-

dictory that the same object should be two different things at the

same time. The author of the Atma-siddhi has therefore described

it as the loose contact of the mind with two or more things in quick

succession (jbahuhhir-yugapad a’-drdha-samyogah). Doubt may arise

either from the apprehension of common characteristics—such as

from tallness, whether the object perceived be a tree-stump or a

man—or from not having been able to decide between the relative

strength of the various opposite and different possibilities suggested

by what is perceived or otherwise known {a~grhyamdna~bala-

tdratamya’^viruddhd-neka-jndpako-pasthapanam iha-^vipratipattili).

So, whenever there are two or more possibilities, none of which can

be ruled out without further verification, there is doubt

^ The Nyaya analysis of doubt, as found in Vdtsydyands bUdsya^ i. ii. 23, is as

follows: When the common characteristics of two possible things are noticed,

but not the specific quality which would decide for the one or the other, the

anguish of the mind in determining or deciding in favour of the one or the other

is called doubt. Doubt may also arise from conflicting opinions (vipratipatteh),

e.g., some say that there is a soul, while others hold that there is no soul. Doubt
may also arise from the perception of determining qualities (production through

division, vihhdgajatvd) which a thing (e.g. sound) has in common with other

things (e.g. substance, attributes, and actions). Doubt may arise from perception

of things which may be illusorily perceived even when non-existent (e.g. water in

mirage), out of a desire for certainty and also from a non-perception of thmgs

(which may yet be there, though non-evident), out of a desire to discover some

traits by which one could be certain whether the thing was there or not. The
special contribution of Venkatanatha consists in giving a general analysis of doubt

as a state of the mind instead of the specification of the five specific forms of

doubt. Venkatanatha points out that doubt need not be of five kinds only but
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Thus, doubt arises between a true and a false perception as

when I perceive a face in the mirror, but do not know whether it is

a real face or not until it is decided by an attempt to feel it by

touch. So, between valid and invalid inference, when I judge from

smoke that the hill is on fire, and yet through not perceiving any

light doubt that it is on fire; between opposition of scriptural texts,

^jtva has been said to be different from Brahman and to be one

with it,’’ whether then they^‘^:;^^ is different from Brahman or one

with it; between conflicting authorities (e.g. the Vaisesika philo-

sophers and the Upanisadic doctrines) such as ‘‘are the senses

material or are they the products of the ego ? ” Between perception

and inference (e.g. in the case of the illusory perception of yellow

conch-shell, the perceiving of it as yellow and the inferring that it

could not be yellow because it is a conch-shell and hence the doubt,

whether the conch-shell is white or yellow, and so forth).

In referring to the view of Varadanarayana in his Prajnd-

paritranUy Venkatanatha says that the threefold division of doubt

that he made, due to perception of common characteristics, appre-

hension of different alternatives, and the opposition of scholars and

authorities, is in imitation of the Nyaya ways of looking at doubt

for the last two forms were essentially the same. Venkatanatha

further refutes the Nyaya view of doubt in which Vatsyayana, in

explaining Nydya-sutra, i. ii. 23, says that there can be doubt even

from special distinguishing qualities. Thus, earth has smell as a

distinctive characteristic which is not possessed either by eternal

substances, such as self, or by non-eternal substances, such as

water, etc.
;
and there can naturally be a doubt whether earth, being

different from eternal substances, is non-eternal, or whether, being

different from non-etemal substances, it is eternal. Venkatanatha

points out that here doubt does not take place owing to the fact that

earth possesses this distinguishing quality. It is simply because the

possession of smell is quite irrelevant to the determination of

eternity or non-eternity, as it is shared by both eternal and non-

can be of many kinds which, however, all agree in this, that in all states of doubt
there is an oscillation of the mind from one alternative to another, due to the in-

determination of the relative strength of the different possible alternatives on
account of the perception of merely certain common characteristics without their
specific determining and decisive features.

^ sddhdraij,a-krter dr§tyd^nekd~kdra-grahdt tathd
vipascitdm vivaddc ca tridha samiaya isyate,

Prajnd-paritrdi^f quoted in Nyaya-parisuddhiy p. 62.
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eternal substances. Doubt would continue until a distinguishing

characteristic, such as is possessed by eternal or non-eternal sub-

stances alone, is found in earth {vyatireki-niriipana-vilanibdt)^ on

the strength of which it could be determined whether it is eternal

or not. Venkatanatha, in various illustrations, shows that doubt

consists essentially of an oscillation of the mind, due to indecision

between two possible alternatives. He would admit even such in-

quiries as ‘‘What may be the name of this tree?” as doubt, and not

mere indecision or want of knowledge {an’-adhyavasdya). Such in-

quiries can rightly be admitted as doubts; for they involve doubt

regarding two or more alternative names, which are vaguely waver-

ing in the mind and which are followed by a desire to settle or de-

cide in favour of one or the other. So here also there is a want of

settlement between two alternatives, due to a failure to find the

determining factor (avacchedakd-darsanat an-avacchinna--koti-

visesah). Such a state of oscillation might naturally end in a mental

reckoningin favour oforagainst the possible or probable alternatives,

which is called uha (but which must be distinguished from uha as

tarka in connection with inference), which leads to the resolution of

doubt into probability^. However, Anantarya, a later writer of the

Ramanuja school, further described doubt as being a state of mind in

which one perceived only that something lay before him, but did

not notice any of its specific features, qualities or characters

{puro-vrtti’-mdtram a-grhlta-visesanam anubhuyate). Only the two

alternatives (e.g. “a tree stump or a man”

—

sthdnu-purmau) are

remembered. According to the Sarvartha-siddhi^ the imperfect

observation of something before us rouses its corresponding sub-

conscious impression {samskdra\ which, in its turn, rouses the sub-

conscious impressions leading to the simultaneous revival in one

sweep of memory of the two possible alternatives of which neither

could be decided upon^. The point disputed in this connection is

between a minority party of interpreters, who think that the per-

ception of something in front of us rouses an impression which in

its turn rouses two different subconscious impressions leading to

^ uhas tu prayah purusend^nena hhavitavyam ity-adi-rupa eka-koti-saha-carita’-

hkuyo-dharma-dariandd anudhhutd-nya-kotikah sa eva.

Nydya-parisuddki, p. 68. Chowkhamba.
® puro-vrtty^anuhhava-janita-samskdrena koti-dvayo-pasthiti-hetu-samskard-^

bhydm ca yugapad-eka’-smaranain sarnsaya-sthale svlkriyata iti sarva-rtha^siddhaii

uktam, Anantarya’s Jhdna~ydthdrthya-vdda. Govt. Oriental MS. No. 4884.

t4D III
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one memory joining up the two alternative entities (e.g. tree-stump

and man), and a majority party, who think that the perception of

something in front of us leads directly to the memory of two

different alternatives, which is interpreted as doubt. The former

view, by linking up the two memories in one act of knowledge,

supposes the oscillating movement to be one act of judgment and
so holds the opinion that in doubt also there is the false substitution

of one judgment for another, which is in accordance with the

anyatha-khydti (illegitimate substitution of judgments) theory of

illusion. The latter view, which holds that there are two separate

memories of the two possible alternatives, interprets Ramanuja as

an upholder of realism of knowledge {^jndna-yatharthya-vadd), or

the view that whatever is known or perceived has an objective and
a real basis.

Error and Doubt according to Vehkatanatha.

Error is defined by Vehkatanatha as occurring when one or

more incompatible characters are predicted of an entity without

any notion of their incompatibility or contradictions. It is gener-

ally due to a wrong psychological tendency in association with other

vicious perceptual data, as in the case of the perception of the

conch-shell as yellow, the perception of one big moon as small and

two, the relativistic (anekantd) assertion of contradictory predicates

with reference to one thing or the predication of both reality and

unreality in regard to world-appearance by the Sahkarites^. Doubt,

on the other hand, occurs when a perceived characteristic is not

incompatible in predication with regard to two or more entities

which are felt to be exclusive and opposed to one another, and

which therefore cannot both at the same time be affirmed. This

state is therefore described by some as an oscillatory movement of

the mind from one pole to another. Decision results from a uni-

polar and firm direction of mind to one object; doubt resiilts from

a mxiltipolar oscillation, as has been set forth in the Atma-siddhi.

Absence of firmness of the direction of the mind is due to the natural

constitution of mind, which has necessarily to reject a particular

alternative before it can settle down in its opposite. Bhattarakaguru

repeats the same idea in his Tattva-ratndkara, when he defines

^ See Nyaya^parisuddhif pp. 54-”5.
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1

doubt as the association of two contrary or contradictory qualities

with any particular entity. Doubt, according to Vehkatanatha, is

of two kinds: from samana-dharma and from vipratipatti^ i.e. when
different indications point to two or more conclusions and the re-

lative strength of these indications cannot be conclusively decided.

The condition of doubt in the first case is the uncertainty caused

by the fact that two contrary possibilities, the relative strength of

which cannot be determined on account of certain similar traits

{samdna-dharma’-vipratipattibhydm)y claim affirmation. Thus, when
we see something tall before us, two possibilities may arise—^the

tall object may be a man or a post, since both these are tall. When
the relative strength of the different sources of knowledge, e.g.

perception, illusion, inference, testimony, etc., leading to different

conclusions {a-grhyamdna-bala-tdratamya) cannot be determined,

both claim affirmation with regard to the same object or conclusion,

and doubt arises as to which is to be accepted. Thus, when one sees

in the mirror the image of one’s face, which is not corroborated by

touch, there arises the doubt as to the reality of the reflection.

Again, there may be a doubt arising from two possible inferences

regarding the existence of fire in the hill from smoke, and its possible

non-existence from the existence of light. Again, as there are texts

in the Upanisads some of which are monistic and others dualistic, a

doubt may arise as to which is the right view of the Upanisads, and

so forth. Doubt may also arise from two opposing contentions,

such as those of the atomists and the Upanisadists regarding the

question as to whether the senses have sprung from matter or from

the ego. It may also arise regarding the opposing assertions of two

ordinary individuals ;
between perception (e.g. illusory perception of

conch-shell as yellow) and inference which indicates that the conch-

shell cannot be yellow; between perception of the self as an em-

bodied being and the scriptural testimony concerning the self as

atomic.

Doubt may also arise between inferential knowledge of the

world as atomic and the scriptural knowledge of the world as having

Brahman as its substance. The Naiyayikas, however, think that

doubt can also arise regarding the two different contentions of

opposing parties^. Vehkatanatha points out that both the Nydya-

^ samana-neka-dharmo-papatter vipratipatter upalahdhy-anupalahdhy’-avy^

avasthdtas ca visesd’-pek^o vimarsah samsayah. Nydya-sutra, i. i. 23. The in-

14-2
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sutra and the Prajnd-paritrdna are wrong in giving the perception

of similar traits {samdna-dharma) and of special characteristics

{aneku'-dharmd) as two independent reasons for the origin of doubt^.

The explanation given with regard to the doubt arising from a

special characteristic such as odorousness is that, as this charac-

teristic is not possessed by non-eternal substances, one may be led

to tiiink of including earth under eternal substances; and, again, as

this characteristic is not to be found in any of the eternal sub-

stances, one may be led to include earth under non-eternal sub-

stances. But the doubt here is due not to the perception of a special

characteristic, but to the delay of the mind in determining the

ultimate differentia (yyatireki-nirupana-vilambdt) which may
justify one in including it under either of them. Odorousness as

such is not an indispensable condition of either eternality, or non-

eternality; so naturally an inquiry arises regarding such common
features in eternal or non-eternal substances as may be possessed

by the odorous earth and may lead to a classification. The doubt

here is due not to the fact that odorousnes.s is a special charac-

teristic of earth, but to the fact that earth possesses such charac-

teristics as are possessed by eternal things on the one hand and by

non-eternal things on the other. Even when it is urged that the

odorous character distinguishes earth from eternal and non-eternal

terpretation given by Uddyotakara is that in all cases of doubt there are three
factors, viz. knowledge of the (i) common or (z) special features, (3) opposite
assertions and contending persons associated with a non-determinate state of
mind due to the want of definite realization of any of the contrary possibilities,

and a hankering to know the differentia. Uddyotakara thinks that doubt can arise

not only from a conflict of knowledge, but also from a conflict of opinions of con-
tending persons, vipratipattih being interpreted by him as vddi-vipratipattih.

This view is also held by the Prajnd-paritrdna by Varadavisnu Misra, as is

evident from the following sloka :

sddharand-krter drstyd-nekd-kdra-grahdt tathdy

vipasdtdm vivdddc ca tridhd samsaya isyate,

Prajnd^paritrdnaf quoted in the Nyaya-parisuddhi, p. 61.

This view is criticized by Venkatanatha as a blind acceptance of the Nydya view.
^ As an example of doubt arising from perception of similar traits, Vatsyayana

gives the example of man and post, in which the common traits (viz. height, etc.)

are visible, but the differentia remains xmnoticed. The example given by him of
doubt arising from perception of special characteristics is that odorousness, the
special character of earth, is not characteristic of dravya (substance), karma
(action), and guna (quality), and this may rouse a legitimate doubt as to whether
earth is to be classed as substance, quality, or action. Similarly, from the special

characteristic of odorousness of earth a doubt may arise as to whether earth is

eternal or non-eternal, since no other eternal or non-eternal thing has this

characteristic.
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substances and that this is the cause of doubt, it may be pointed out

that doubt is due not to this distinguishing characteristic, but to the

fact that earth possesses qualities common to both eternal and non-
eternal substances. There are some who think that doubt through

vipratipatti (i.e. through uncertainty arising from reasoned asser-

tions of contending persons) may also be regarded as a case of doubt
from samana-dharma (i.e. perception of similar traits), because the

opposed assertions have this similarity amongst themselves that

they are all held as true by the respective contending persons.

Vehkatanatha, however, does not agree with this. He holds that

doubt here does not arise merely on the strength of the fact that the

opposed assertions are held as true by the contending persons, but

because of our remembering the diverse reasons in support of such

assertions when the relative strength of such reasons or possi-

bilities of validity cannot be definitely ascertained. Thus, viprati-

patti has to be accepted as an independent source of doubt. Doubt
arises generally between two possible alternatives; but there may
be cases in which two doubts merge together and appear as one

complex doubt. Thus, when it is known that one or other of two
persons is a thief, but not which of them, there may be a doubt

—

“this man or that man is a thief”. In such a case there are two
doubts : “this man may or may not be a thief” and “that man may
or may not be a thief,” and these merge together to form the com-
plex doubt {samsaya-dvaya-samahard). The need of admitting a

complex doubt may, however, vanish, if it is interpreted as a case

where the quality of being a thief is doubted between two indi-

viduals. Doubt, however, involves in it also an assertory aspect, in

so far as it implies that, if one of the alternatives is ruled out, the

other must be affirmed. But, since it cannot be ascertained which

of them is ruled out, there arises the doubt. There is, however, no

opposition between doubt and the assertory attitude; for all doubts

imply that the doubtful property must belong to one or other of the

alternatives^.

But there may be cases in which the two alternatives may be

such that the doubtful property is not in reality affirmable of either

of them, and this is different from those cases in which the alter-

natives are such that, if the doubtful property is negated of the one,

^ sarvasminn api samsaye dharmy-amsddau nirnayasya dustyajatvat. Nydya-
parisuddhi, p. 66.



314 Philosophy of the Ramanuja School of Thought [ch.

it is in reality affirmable of the other. From these two points of

view we have further twofold divisions of doubt. Thus, when a

volume of smoke arising from a heap of grass on fire is subject of

doubt as being either an elephant or a hill, in this case negation of

one alternative does not imply the actual affirmation of the other.

Uncertainty (an-^adhyavasaya^ e.g. ‘‘what may be the name of this

tree.^’’) cannot be regarded as an independent state of mind; for

this also may be regarded as a case of doubt in which there is un-

certainty between a number of possible alternative nameswith which
the tree may be associated. It seems, however, that Venkatanatha

has not been able to repudiate satisfactorily the view of those who
regard uncertainty or inquiry as a separate state of mind. tJha (in

the sense of probability such as “that must be a man”) does not

involve any oscillation of the mind between two poles, but sets forth

an attitude of mind in which the possibility of one side, being far

stronger, renders that alternative an object of the most probable

affirmation and so cannot be classed as doubt. Where such a pro-

bable affirmation is brought about through perception, it is in-

cluded under perception, and when through inference it is included

under inference.

Venkatanatha, following Ramanuja, admits or^ly ihxeQpramdnaSy

viz. perception, inference, and scriptural testimony. Ramanuja,

however, in his commentary on the Gltd^^ includes intuitive yogic

knowledge as a separate source of knowledge; but Venkatanatha

holds that intuitive yogic knowledge should be included under per-

ception, and its separate inclusion is due to the fact that the yogic

perception reveals a special aspect of perception^. Correct memory
is to be regarded as a valid pramdna. It should not be classed as an

independent source of knowledge, but is to be included within the

pramdna which is responsible for memory (e.g, perception)^.

Meghanadari, in discussing the claim of memory to be regarded

as pramdna^ says that memory satisfies the indispensable condition

ofpramdna that it must not depend upon anything else for its self-

manifestation; for memory, being spontaneous, does not depend
jndnam indriya-lingd-gama-yogajo vastU’-niscayah, Gitd-bhdsyay 15 , 15 .

® Visnucitta also, in his Prameya-samgraha^ holds that Ramanuja admitted
only three pramdnas,

® This view has been supported by Bhattarakaguru in his Tattva-ratndkara.
Varadavi§nu Misra, in his Prajnd-paritrdna^ includes divya (i.e. intuitive know-
ledge through the grace of God) and svayam-siddha (natural omniscience) as

separate sources of knowledge, but they are also but modes of perception.
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upon anything else for its manifestation. It is true, no doubt, that

the revelation of objects in memory depends upon the fact of their

having been perceived before, but the functioning of memory is

undoubtedly spontaneous^. But it may be argued that, since the

objects revealed in memory can never be manifested if they were

not perceived before, memory, though partly valid in so far as its

own functioning is concerned, is also invalid so far as the revelation

of the object is concerned, since this depends on previous percep-

tion and cannot, therefore, be regarded as spontaneous manifesta-

tion, which is the indispensable condition of a pramdna. To this

Meghanadari’s reply is that the criticism is not sound; for the

spontaneous manifestation is also at the same time revelation of the

object remembered, and hence the revelation of the remembered

object does not depend on any other condition. Memory, therefore,

is valid both in its own manifestation and in the revelation of its

object. It may be pointed out in this connection that the revelation

of knowledge necessarily implies the revelation of the object also.

The revelation of the object should not, therefore, be regarded as

depending on any other condition, it being spontaneously given

with the revelations of knowledge^.

In many other systems of philosophy the definition of 2ipramdna

involves the condition that the object apprehended should be such

that it was not known before {an-adhigatd-rtha-gantf)^ since in these

systems memory is excluded from the status of pramdna, Megha-
nadari objects to this. He says that the condition imposed does

not state clearly whether the apprehension of the object which is

intended to be ruled out should be of the perceiver or of other per-

sons. In the case of permanent objects such as the self or the sky

these have all been perceived by many persons, and yet the validity

of the perception or inference of the present knower is not denied^.

It also cannot be said that the object of valid perception or inference

should be such that it has not been perceived before by the present

perceiver; for when a person seeks to find out an object which he

knew before and perceives it, such a perception would be invalid

;

and similarly, when an object perceived by the eye is re-perceived

^ sva-sphurane pramdnd-ntara-sd-peksatvd-bhdvdt visaya-sphurana eva ki-

smrteh purvd-nubhiita-bhdvd-peksd. Meghanadari*s Naya^dyu-mam.
® jndna-sphurtivad visayasydpi sphurtih. Ibid,

® sthdyitvend-bhimatd-kdsd-deh purvair avagatatva-sambkavdt tad-visayd-

numdndder aprdmdnya-prasangdt. Ibid.
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by touch, the tactile perception will be invalid^. The reply is often

given (e.g. Dharmarajadhvarmdra in his Veddnta-pari-bhdsd) that,

when an object known before is again perceived, it has a new
tenaporal character, and so the object may be regarded as new and

thus its later perception may be regarded as valid. Meghanadari’s

criticism against this is that, if the new temporal character can con-

stitute the newness of the object, then all objects will be new, in-

cluding memory. Hence there will be nothing which would be

ruled out by the condition that the object must be new {an--

adhigatdrtha-gantr)

.

There are others who hold that the validity of a pramdna of any

particular sense-knowledge, or of inference, is conditioned by the

fact of its being attested by the evidence of other senses, as in the

case where a visual perception is corroborated by the tactile. These

philosophers regard corroboration {a-visamvdditva) as an in-

dispensable condition of the validity of pramdna, Meghanadari

criticizes this by pointing out that on such a view the validity of

each pramdna would have to depend upon others, and thus there

would be a vicious circle^. Moreover, the determinate knowledge

of the Buddhists, which is corroborative, would, under the sup-

position, have to be regarded as a pramdna.

Unlike Vehkatanatha, Meghanadari holds that Ramanuja ad-

mitted five pramdnas, viz. perception, inference, analogy, scripture

and implication.

Perception is defined by Venkatanatha as direct intuitive know-
ledge {sdksdtkdri-pramd). This may be regarded either as a special

class of cognition {jdti-rupa) or knowledge under special conditions

{upddhi-rupa). It is indefinable in its own nature, which can only

be felt by special self-consciousness as perception {jndna-svahhdva-

visesah svdtma-sdkdkah). It may be negatively defined as knowledge
which is not generated by other cognitions, as in the case of in-

ference or verbal knowledge and memory^. Varadavisnu also, in

his Mdna-ydthdtmya-nirnaya^ has defined perception as clear and

1 sva~viditasydWthasya sattvd’-nvesane pratyak§d-der a-prdmdnya-prasangdc
caksusd drsta-^visaye dravye sparsanasyd^prdmdTjya-prasangdt. Meghanadari’s
Naya-dyu-mani.

^pramdfid~ntarasyd~py avisamvd'dd’-rihampramdnd-ntard^nve^aT^end-navasthd,

,

Ibid.

® jnd7ia--karanaja-jndna~smrti-‘rahitdmatiraparoksam. Venkatanatha’s Nydya-
parisuddhi^ pp. 70-71. Thisview has also beensupported in the Prameya-samgraha
and Tattva-ratndkara.
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vivid impression {pramdyd dparoksyam noma msadd-vahhdsatvam).
Clearness and vividness with him mean the illumination of the
special and unique features of the object, as different from the
appearance of generic features as in the case of inference or verbal
knowledge.

Meghanadari also defines perception as direct knowledge of
objects {urtha-paricchedaka-sdksdj-'jndnani). The directness {saks--

dttva) consists in the fact that the production of this knowledge does
not depend on any pramdncLs. It is, no doubt, true that sense-
perception depends upon the functioning of the senses, but this is

no objection; for the senses are common causes, which are operative
as means in the perception of the hetu^ even in inference^. The
directness of perceptual knowledge, as distinguished from in-

ference, is evident from the fact that the latter is produced through
the mediacy of other cognitions^. Meghanadari criticizes the de-
finition of perception as vivid impression (visadd-vabhdsa)^ as given
by Varadavisnu Misra, on the ground that vividness is a relative

term, and even in inference there are different stages of vividness.

Clearness of awareness, '' dhi-sphutatd,"' also cannot be regarded as

defining perception; for all awarenesses are clear so far as they are

known. The definition of perception as sense-knowledge is also

open to criticism; for in that case it would only apply to inde-

terminate {nirvikalpd) knowledge, in which certain specific cha-

racters of the object are imprinted through the functioning of the

senses, but which it did not carry further for the production of

determinate knowledge (samkalpd).

Both Vehkatanatha and Meghanadari hold that the pure ob-

jective substance without any character or universals is never

apprehended by sense-perception. Following Ramanuja, they hold

that objects are always apprehended with certain characters at the

very first instance when they are grasped by the visual sense;

otherwise it is difficult to explain how in the later instance they are

apprehended in diverse characters. If they were not apprehended
in the first instance, they could not have been known in the later

^ indriyandm sattd^kdranatvena karanatvd-hhdvdt. Naya-dyu^mani.
^ The word sdk§dttva is explained by some as svarupa-dhl (its own awareness).

But such an explanation is exposed to criticism
;
for even inferential knowledge

reveals some features of the object. If svarupa is taken to mean “ nothing but the
nature of the object,” then the definition would not be applicable even to per-
ception ; for perception reveals not merely the object, but also its relation to other
objects, and thereby transcends the limit of the object merely as it is.
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instance in their fullness in a related manner. So it has to be ad-

mitted that they were all grasped in the first instance, but could not

manifest themselves in their fullness in the short span of the first

moment. In the Vedartha-samgraha of Ramanuja the determinate-

ness of all perceptions has been illustrated by the case of their

apprehension of universals at the first moment of perception. This

has led some interpreters to think that the apprehension of de-

terminate characters in the first moment of perception applies only

to the universals on account of the fact that it involves the assimila-

tion of many individuals in one sweep which must be started at the

very first moment in order that it may be manifested in its full form

in the second moment. But Meghanadari holds that the appre-

hension of other characters also, such as colours, etc., has specific

differences when the object is near or at a distance. This involves

the grasping of diverse shades of colour in one colour-perception,

and thus they also are apprehended at the first moment of percep-

tion, on the same grounds which led to the affirmation of the ap-

prehension of universals at the first moment of perception.

It is objected that the concept of determinateness or relatedness

(yisi^tatvd) of all knowledge is incomprehensible and indefinable.

What exist are the two relata and the relation. The relatedness can-

not be identical with them or different; for we do not know “re-

latedness” as an entity different from the two relata and the rela-

tion. Also relatedness cannot be defined either as the manifestation

of two entities in one cognition or the appearance of two cognitions

without any break or interval; for in a contrete specific illustration,

as in such awareness as “jug-and-pot,” though two different cog-

nitions have appeared without any break, they have not lost their

unique separateness, as may well be judged by the duality implied

in such awareness. Thus, there is no way in which the concept of

determinateness, as distinguished from that of the relata and the

relation, can be arrived at.

To this Meghanadari’s reply is that, in such a sentence as

“bring a white cow,” the verb refers to a qualified being, the “white

cow,” and not to the separate elements, “the whiteness” and “the

cow.” Both the relation and the relata are involved in the deter-

minate conception, the “white cow.” In contactual perception,

such as “a man with a stick,” the contactual relation is directly

perceived. The conception of a determinate being is not thus dif-
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ferent from the relation and the relata, but implies them. The re-

lations and the relata thus jointly yield the conception of a de-
terminate being The unifying trait that constitutes determinate-
ness is not an extraneous entity, but is involved in the fact that all

entities in this world await one another for their self-manifestation

through relations, and it is this mutual awaitedness that constitutes

their bond of unity, through which they appear connectedly in a

determinate conception^. It is this mutual awaitedness of entities

that contributes to their apprehension, as connected in experience,

which is simultaneous with it, there being no mediation or arresting

of thought of any kind between the two^. The fact that all our per-

ceptions, thoughts and ideas always appear as related and con-

nected is realized in universal experience. All linguistic expressions

always manifest the purport of the speech in a connected and re-

lated form. Had it not been so, communication of ideas through our
speech would have been impossible.

Nirvikalpa knowledge is a cognition in which only some funda-

mental characters of the object are noted, while the details of

many other characters remain unelaborated^. Savikalpa knowledge,

on the other hand, is a cognition of a number of qualities and
characters of the object, together with those of its distinctive

features by which its differentiation from other objects is clearly

affirmed^.

On the analogy of visual perception, the perception of other

senses may be explained. The relation of samavdya admitted by the

Naiyayikas is discarded by the Ramanuja view on account of the

difficulty of defining it or admitting it as a separate category.

Various relations, such as container and contained, contact and the

like, are revealed in experience in accordance with the different

directions in which things await one another to be related; and

^ na ca pratyekam visistatd-pdtah militdndm eva viHstatvdU Naya-dyu~mani.
^ eka-buddhi^visayatd-rhdnam pada-rthdndm anyo^nyasdpeksa-svarGpatvarn

militatvam. Ibid,
^ viHstatva^dhl-tiisayatve ca te$dm sdpek?atvam ca yaugapadydt tatra virdmd--

pratiteh sdpeksatd siddha ca. Ibid.
^ nirvikalpakam caghatd~deranullehhitd‘-nuvrtti--dharma-ghatatvd~di-katipaya-

visesana^visistatayd’-rthd-vacchedakam jndnam. Ibid.
^ ulUldntd-nuvrtty-adi-’dharmakd-neka-visescma'-visistatayd sdksdd-vastu-vya~

vacchedakam jndnam savikalpakam. Ibid.

Venkatanatha however defines savikalpa and nirvikalpa knowledge as

sa pratyavamarsa^pratyaksarn savikalpakam" and tad^rahitam pratyak^am
nirvikalpakam." Nyaya-parisuddhi, p. 77.
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these determine the nature of various relations which are perceived

in sense-experience^. Vehkatanatha also points out that the very

same collocations {sdmagrz) that manifest the awareness of sub-

stance and attribute also manifest the awareness of relations; for,

if the relations were not grasped at the first moment of perception,

they could not originate out of nothing at the later moment. The
relatedness being a character of entities, the awareness of entities

necessarily means the awareness of relations.

Perception in the light of elucidation by the later

members of the Ramanuja School.

Ramanuja and his followers admitted only three kinds of

pramdnas: perception, inference and scriptural testimony. Know-
ledge, directly and immediately experienced, is perception {sdksdt-

kdrini pramd pratyaksam). The special distinguishing feature of

perception is that it is not knowledge mediated by other knowledge

(Jndnd’-karanakafiidnatvam). Perception is of three kinds: God’s
perception, perception of yogins, and perception of ordinary per-

sons. This perception of yogins includes intuitive perception of the

mind {mdnasa-pratyaksa) or perception of sages {arsa-pratyaksd)^

and the yogi-pratyaksa is due to the special enlightenment of yoga
practice. Ordinary perception is said to be of two kinds, savikalpa^

or determinate, and nirvikalpa^ or indeterminate. Samkalpa
pratyaksa is the determinate perception which involves a spatial and
temporal reference to past time and different places where the

object was experienced before. Thus, when we see a jug, we think

of it as having been seen at other times and in other places, and it is

this reference of the jug to other times and other places, and the
^ atas tat-smhandhad vastuta upddhito vd^dhara-dheya-bhava-vastv-antaram

eva. evam ca kalpand-laghavam, sa ca gund-di-bhedad anekah na ca tat-sambandha-
smbahdhinos samharidhd-ntara-kalpandydm anavasthd. anyo-nya^sdpeksa-svarupatva^
rupo~pddhi‘‘VyatirekendWthd-ntard’-bhdvdt, Naya-dyu-mani MS.

The nirvikalpaka is the knowledge involving the notion of certain positive
features and rousing the subconscious memory resulting in the first moment of
perception through the direct operation of the sense. Savikalpaka knowledge in-
volves the noting of differences consequent upon the operation of memory. They
are thus defined by Visnuacitta

:

samskdro-dbodha-sahakrte-ndriya-janyani jndnam savikalpakam iti eka-
jdtlye§u pTathama--pinda’-grahanam dvitiyd-di-pinda-grahanem prathamd-ksa'-san-^
nipdtajam jndnam nirvikalpakam iti.

And in the Tattva’-ratndkara :

vUesandndm sva-yoga-vyd^rttir avikalpake
savikalpe'nya-yogasya vydvrttih samjnlnd tathd,

Nyaya-parihcddhi, p. Sa.
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associations connected, with it as involved in such reference, that

constitutes the determinate character of such perceptions, by virtue

of which they are called samkalpa^. A perception, however, which

reveals the specific character of its object, say ajug as a jug, without

involving any direct references to its past associations, is called

indeterminate perception or nirvikalpa jndna^. This definition of

nirvikalpa perception distinguishes the Ramanuja conception of

nirvikalpa knowledge from the types formulated by many other

systems of Indian philosophy.

It is now obvious that according to Ramanuja philosophy both

the savikalpa and the nirvikalpa knowledges are differentiated and

qualified in their nature, referring to objects which are qualified in

their nature (ubhaya-vidham api etad visista-visayam evdp. Venkata

says that there is no evidence whatsoever of the existence of in-

determinate and unqualified knowledge, at even its first stage of

appearance, as is held by the Naiyayikas; for our experience is en-

tirely against them, and even the knowledge of infants, dumb per-

sons, and the lower animals, though it is devoid of concepts and

names, is somehow determinate since the objects stand as signs of

things liked or disliked, things which they desire, or of which they

are afraid*. For if these so-called indeterminate perceptions of

these animals, etc., were really absolutely devoid of qualitative

colouring, how could they indicate the suitable attractive or re-

pulsive behaviour? The Naiyayikas urge that dl attobute-sub-

stance-complex or determinate knowledge (visista-jndna) must

first be preceded by the knowledge of the simpler element of the

attribute; but this is true only to a limited extent, as in the case of

acquired perception. I see a piece of sandd to be fragrant; fra-

grance cannot be seen, but the sight of the colour, etc., of a piece

of sandal and its recognition as such suggest and rouse the nasal

impressions of fragrance, which is then directly associated with

1 tatra'nuvrtti-viiayakarnjnanam savikalpakam

jaty-Sder aneka-vyakti-vrttita, sa ca kalato deiatas ca bhavaU. Ramanuja-

nirvtkalpakam. Ibid.

* anna-kavtaka-vahm-'!^Sghra-di-d^da-

vaiiistyS-navagahi^Ipi ista-dvaifyata-vacchedakS-nnatva-httva-kimtal^va-

^^aMrS^^ahitvam asU. NySya-sara commentary on Nyaya-parzruddlu by

Srinivasa, p. 78-
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vision. Here there must first be the perception of the attributes of

the sandal as perceived by the visual organ, as rousing sub-con-

scious impressions of fragrance associated with the nasal organ and

giving rise to its memory, and finally associating it with the attri-

butes perceived by the visual organ. But in the perception of

attribute and substance there is no necessity of assuming such a

succession of the elements constituting a complex; for the data

which give rise to the perception of the attribute and those which

give rise to the perception of substance are presented to the senses

simultaneously and are identically the same {eka-samagri-vedya-

visesanesu tau'-nirapeksatvdtf. The main point of this discussion

consists in our consideration of the question whether relations are

directly perceived or not. If relations are regarded as being the

very nature of the things and attributes that are perceived {svarupa-

sambandha), then, of course, the relations must necessarily be per-

ceived with the perceived things and attributes at the first moment
of sight. If the relation of attributes to things be called an inherent

inseparable relation {samavdya)^ then this, being an entity, may be

admitted to be capable of being grasped by the eye; and, since it

constitutes the essence of the linking of the attributes and the thing,

the fact that it is grasped by the eye along with the thing and the

attribute ought to convince us that the relatedness of attribute and

thing is also grasped by the eye. For, if it is admitted that samavdya

is grasped, then that itself makes it unexceptionable that the attri-

bute and things are grasped, as the former qualifying the latter.

Like the attribute and the thing, their relation as constituting their

relatedness is also grasped by the senses {dharmavad dharmivac ca

tat-’Samhandhasydfy aindriyakatvd-visesena grahana-sambhavaff.

For, if the relation could not be grasped by the senses at the time

of the perception of the thing and the object, it could not be grasped

by any other way at any other time.

In the savikalpa perception, the internal impressions are roused

in association with the visual and other senses, and they co-operate

with the data supplied by the sense-organs in producing the inner

act of analysis and synthesis, assimilation and differentiation, and

^ Nydya-parimddhiy p. 78: surdbhi^candanam so*yant ghata ity’-ddi-jndnesu

saurabhatd-mse caksusah sva-vijdtlya-saimkdra-janydydh smrter vise§ana-praty-

dsattitayd apeksane*pi caksur~mdtra~janye ghata-jndne tad-apeksdya abhdvdt.
NydyU’-sdraf p. 78.

^ Ibid, p. 79.
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mutual comparison of similar concepts, as involved in the process

of savikalpa perception. What distinguishes it from memory is the

fact that memory is produced only by the rousing of the sub-

conscious impressions of the mind, whereas savikalpa perception

is produced by the subconscious impressions (sarnskdrd) working

in association with the sense-organs Though the roused sub-

conscious impressions co-operate with sense-impressions in savi-

kalpa perception, yet the savikalpa can properly be described as

genuine sense-perception.

It may be pointed out in this connection that difference is con-

sidered in this system not as a separate and independent category,

hut as apprehended only through the mutual reference to the two

things between which difference is realized. It is such a mutual re-

ference, in which the affirmation of one makes the affirmation of the

other impossible, that constitutes the essence of “difference”

{bhedaf.

Vehkatanatha strongly controverts the Sahkarite view of nirvi-

kalpa pratyaksa in the case where a perception, the materials of

which are already there, is made on the strength of auditory sensa-

tion in the way of scriptural instructions. Thus, when each of ten

persons was counting upon leaving himself out of consideration,

and counting nine persons instead of ten, another observer from

outside pointed out to the counting person that he himself was the

tenth. The Sahkarites urge that the statement or affirmation “thou

art the tenth” is a case of direct nirvikalpa perception. But Ven-

katanatha points out that, though the entity indicated by “thou”

is directly perceived, the proposition itself cannot be directly per-

ceived, but can only be cogitated as being heard; for, if whatever is

heard can be perceived, then one can also perceive or be directly

acquainted with the import of such propositions as “thou art

virtuous”

—

dharrnavdms tvam. So the mental realization of the

import of any proposition does not mean direct acquaintance by

perception. It is easy to see how this view controverts the Sah-

karite position, which holds that the realization of the import of the

proposition “thou art that”

—

tat tvam asi—constitutes direct ac-

1 smrtdv iva savikalpake samskarasya na svd^tryei^ karfaj^tvamyena praty-

aksatoarnnasySthintu indriya-sahdkaritaya taiha ce'ndriya-janyatvena pratydksam

eva savikalpakam. Nyaya-sdra p. 8o.

® yad-graho yatra yad-dropa-virodhl sa hi tasya tasmdd bhedah. Nydya-

parUuddki, p. 86.
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quaintance with the identity of self and Brahman by perception

{pratyaksaY.

It has already been pointed out that nirvikalpa perception means
a determinate knowledge which does not involve a reference to past

associations of similar things {anumtty-‘avisayakafndna), and savi’-^

kalpa perception means a determinate knowledge which involves

a reference to past association {anwvrtti-visayaka). This anuvrtti^

or reference to past association, does not mean a mere determinate-

ness (e.g. the perception of a jug as endowed with the specific

characteristics of a jug

—

ghatatva-prakdrakam ayam ghatah), but

a conscious reference to other similar objects (e.g. jugs) experienced

before. In savikalpa knowledge there is a direct perception by the

visual organ of the determinate characters constituting a complex

of the related qualities, the thing and the relatedness
;
but that does

not mean the comprehension or realization of any universals or

class concepts involving a reference to other similar concepts or

things. Thus, the visual organs are operative equally in savikalpa

and nirvikalpa^ but in the former there is a conscious reference to

other similar entities experienced before.

The universals or class concepts are not, however, to be re-

garded as a separate independent category, which is comprehended

in savikalpa perception, but a reference or assimilation of similar

characteristics. Thus, when we refer to two or more cows as pos-

sessing common characteristics, it is these common characteristics

existing in all individual cows that justify us in calling all these

animals cows. So, apart from these common characteristics which

persist in all these individual animals, there is no other separate

entity which may be called jdti or universal. The commonness
{anuvrtti) consists in similarity {susadrsatvam eva gotva-dlndm

anuvrttiKY, Similarity is again defined as the special cause

{asddharana-’kdrand) which justifies our regarding two things as

similar which exist separately in these things and are determined

by each other. The application of a common name is but a short

way of signifying the fact that two things are regarded as similar.

This similarity is of two kinds: similarity of attributes (dharma-

sadrsya) as in substances, and similarity of essence {svarupa-sddrsya)

^ ata eva tat tvam-asy-adi-’sabdah sva’-visaya-gocara’-pratyaksa-jndna-janakah

. . Aty-^ddy-anumanani nirastdni, Nydya-parisuddki, p. 89.
2 ayam sdsnddimdn ayam api sdsnddimdn iti sasnddir eva anuvrtta-vyavahdra-

visayo d^syate, Ramanuja-siddhanta-samgraha, MS. No. 4988.
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as in all other categories of qualities which are not substance

{a^dravyd)

In perception two kinds of sense-contact are admitted: sense-

contact with the object {samyoga) and sense-contact with the quali-

ties associated with the object {saTnyukta-hayd). Thus, the percep-

tion of a jug is by the former kind of contact, and the perception of

its qualities is by the latter^.

Venkatanatha’s treatment of Inference.

Inference according to the Ramanuja school is very much the

same as inference according to the Naiyayikas. Inference is the

direct result ofpardmarsa^ or knowledge of the existence of reason

(associated with the knowledge of its unblemished and full con-

comitance with the probandum) in the object denoted by the minor
term^. Inference is a process by which, from a universal proposi-

tion which includes within it all the particular cases, we can make
an affirmation regarding a particular case.^ Inference must there-

fore be always limited to those cases in which the general proposition

has been enunciated on the basis of experience derived from sensible

objects and not to the affirmation of ultra-sensual objects—a reason

which precludes Ramanuja and his followers from inferring the

existence of I^vara (God),* who is admitted to be ultra-sensual

{atlndriyd) {ata eva ca vayam atyantd-tlndriya-vastV’-anumanam

necchdmahy.

As formulated by the traditional view of the school, the prin-

ciple of concomitance {vydpti) holds that what in the range of time

or space is either equal or less than another is called the "‘per-

vaded^’ (vydpya) or the hetu^ while that which in the range of time

or space is either equal or greater than it, is called vydpaka or the

probandum®. But this view does not cover all cases of valid con-

^ MSS. No. 4988.
^ The sense-contact with remote objects can take place in the case of the

visual and the auditory organs by means of a mysterious process called vrtti.

It is supposed that these senses are lengthened as it were (dpydyamdna) by means
of their objects. Ibid,

® pardinarsa~janyd pramitir anumitih. Ibid,

^ pardmarsa means •oyapti’-mHsta^paksa-dharTnatd^-jfidnarri sarva-viiesa-’sam-

grdhi-samdnya-vydpti-dhlr api viie§d-numiti-hetuh, Nyaya-parisuddhi, p. 97.
® Ibid,
® deiatah kdlato vd'^pi samo nyuno^pi vd bhavet

sva-vydpyo vydpakastasya samo vdpy adhiko^pi vd.
Ibid. p. 100.

D III 15
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comitance. The example given for spatial and temporal co-existence

is that between date-juice (rasa) and sweetness (gudd), or between

the shadow thrown by our bodies and the specific position of the

Sun. But such spatio-temporal co-existences do not exhaust all

cases, as, for example, the sunset and the surging of the sea. This

led the later Ramanujas to adopt a stricter definition of con-

comitance as unconditional and invariable association (nirupd-

dhikatayd niyatah samhandho vydptih)^.

Regarding the formation of this inductive generalization or con-

comitance, we find in Tattva-ratndkara, an older authority, that a

single observation of concomitance leading to a belief is sufficient

to establish a general proposition®. But Venkatanatha urges that

this cannot be so and that a wide experience of concomitance is

indispensable for the affirmation of a general proposition of con-

comitance.

One of the important points in which Ramanuja logic differs

from the Nyaya logic is the refusal on the part of the former to

accept kevala-vyatireki (impossible-positive) forms of inference,

which are admitted by the latter. Thus, in the kevala-vyatireki

forms of inference (e.g. earth is different from other elements on

account of its possession of smell) it is argued by the Nyaya logic

that this difference of earth with other elements, by virtue of its

possession of the specific property of smell not possessed by any

other element, cannot be proved by a reference to any proposition

which embodies the principle of agreement in presence anvaya. This

view apparentlyseems to have gotthe support ofthe earlierRamanuja
logicians such as Varadavisnu Mi^ra and Bhattarakaguru (in his

Tattva-ratndkara)\ but both Venkatanatha (in his Nydya-pari-

hiddM) and the author of the Rjomdriuja-siddhdnta-sarngraha point

^ Nydya-pariiuddhL
® sambandho^yam sakrd grdhyah pratiti-sva-rasdt tathd

praUtayo hi sva-rcLsdd dharma^dharmy-avadhln mduh.
Tattva-ratndkara MS.

The author of the Tattva-ratndkara urges that, since the class-concept (e.g. of

dhuma-dhumatvd) is associated with any particular instance (e.g. of smoke), the

experience of any concomitance of smoke and fire would mean the comprehension
of the concomitance of the class-concept of smoke with the class-concept of fire.

So through the experience of any individual and its class-concept as associated

with it we are in touch with other individuals included within that class-concept—sannihita-dhumddi-vyakti-samyuktasya indriyasya tad-asrita-dhumatvadil^

samyuktd-hitah, tad-ahayatvena vyakty-antardni samyuktdni, etc. Nyaya-
parisuddhiy p. 105. (Chowkhamba.)
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out that, since Yamuna rejects the kevala-vyatirehi form of argu-

ment in his lecture on Atma-siddhiy it is better to suppose that, when
the previous authors referred to spoke of kevala-vyatireki as a form

of inference, it was not admission of their acceptance of it, but only

that they counted it as being accepted by the Nyaya logicians^.

The author of the Rdmdnuja^siddhdnta--safngraha points out that it

may very well be brought under anvaya-vyatirekL Thus we may
argue “body is earthly by virtue of its possession of smell; for

whatever possesses smell is earthly and whatever does not possess

smell is not earthly/’ So in this form it may be put forward as a

anvaya-'vyatireki form of argument. The possession of smell

{garidhavattva) may very well be put forth as “reason” or hetu, the

presence of which determines earthiness and the absence of which

determines non-earthiness or difference from non-earthiness.

Ramanuja logic admits the necessity of ^^tarka^^ (cogitation

regarding the relative possibilities of the alternative conclusions by

a dialectic of contradictions) as an indispensable means of in-

ferential conclusions. Regarding the number of propositions,

Vehkatanatha says that there is no necessity of admitting the in-

dispensable character of five propositions. Thus it must depend on

the way in which the inference is made as to how many propositions

{avayava) are to be admitted. It may be that two, three, four or

five propositions are deemed necessary at the time of making an

inference. We find it said in the Tattva-ratndkara also that, though

five propositions would make a complete statement, yet there is no

hard and fast rule (aniyatnd) regarding the number of propositions

necessary for inference^.

Venkatanatha urges that inference is always limited to per-

ceptible objects. Things which entirely transcend the senses cannot

be known by inference. Inference, though irrefragably coxmected

with perception, cannot, on that account, be regarded as a mode of

perception; for the knowledge derived from perception is always

indirect {a-paroksd). Inference cannot also be regarded as due to

memory; for it always reveals new knowledge. Further, it cannot

be said to be a form of mental intuition, on account of the fact that

inference works by rousing the subconscious impressions of the

mind; for such impressions are also found to be active in percep-

^ Nyaya^pariiuddhi and JR.d7ndnujcL^siddhdnta“‘Sarngraha*

2 Ibid,

15-2
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tion, and on that analogy even perception may be called mental

intuition.

Vydpti (concomitance) may be defined as that in which the area

of the probandum {sadhyd) is not spatially or temporally less than

{a-nyuna-desa-kala-vrtti) that of the reason, hetu—and reason is

defined as that, the area of which is never wider than that of the

probandum {a-nadhik-desa-kala-niyatam vydpyam). As an illus-

tration of spatial and temporal co-existence {yaugapadya) Vefi-

katanatha gives the instance of sugar and sweetness. As an illustra-

tion of temporal co-existence {yaugapadya) he gives the example of

the measure of the shadow and the position of the sun. As a case of

purely spatial co-existence he gives the instance of heat and its

effects. Sometimes, however, there is concomitance between

entities which are separate in space and time, as in the case of tides

and their relation to the sun and the moon^.

Such a concomitance, however, between the probandum and the

reason can be grasped only by the observation of numerous in-

stances {bhuyo-darsana-gamya\ and not by a single instance, as

in the case of Sankara Vedanta as expounded by Dharmaraja-

dhvarlndra. Bhattarakaguru, in his Tattva-ratndkara^ in explaining

the process by which the notion of concomitance is arrived at, says

that, when in numerous instances the concomitance between the

probandum and the reason is observed, the result of such observa-

tion accumulates as subconscious impressions in favour of the

universal concomitance between all cases of probandum and all

cases of the reason, and then in the last instance the perception of

the concomitance rouses in the mind the notion of the concomi-

tance of all probandum and all reason through the help of the roused

subconscious impressions previously formed. Venkatanatha admits

concomitance through joint method of Agreement and Difference

{anvyaya-vyatireki) and by pure Agreement {kevald-nvayi)^ where

negative instances are not available. Ordinarily the method of dif-

ference contributes to the notion of concomitance by demonstrating

that each and every instance in which the probandum does not

occur is also an instance in which the reason does not occur. But

in the case ofkevald-nvayi concomitance, in which negative instances

^ vydpti is thus defined by Venkatanatha

—

atre^dam tattvam yddrg^rupasya
yad-desa-kala^vartino yasyayddrg-rupenayad-desa-kdla-vartindyend^vind-hhavah
tad idam avind-hhutani vydpyam. tat~pratisamhandhi^vydpakam iti, Nydya-
parikiddhi, pp. loi—loa.
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are not available, the non-existence of the reason in the negative

instance cannot be shown. But in such cases the very non-existence

of negative instances is itself sufficient to contribute to the notion of

kevald-nvayi concomitance. The validity of kevald-nvayi concomit-

ance is made patent by the fact that, if the reason remains un-

changed, the assumption of a contrary probandum is self-contra-

dictory (vydhata-sddhya-‘Viparyaydt)^ and this distinguishes it from

the forms of kevald-nvayi arguments employed by Kularka in

formulating his Mahd-vidyd doctrines.

Ramanujans own intention regarding the types of inference that

may be admitted seems to be uncertain, as he has never definitely

given any opinion on the subject. His intention, therefore, is

diversely interpreted by the thinkers of his school. Thus, Meg-

hanadari gives a threefold classification of inference :
(i) of the cause

from the effect {kdrand-numdnd)\ (2) of the effect from the cause

{kdryd’‘numdna)\ and (3) inference by mental association [anu-

bkavd-numdna—as the inference of the rise of the constellation of

Rohini from the Krttika constellation). As an alternative classifica-

tion he gives (i) the joint method of agreement and difference

{anvaya'‘VyatiYeht)\ (2) inference through universal agreement in

which no negative instances are found {kevald’-nvayi)\ and (3) in-

ference through exclusion, in which no positive instances are found

(kevala-vyatireki). Bhattarakaguru and Varadavisnu Misra, who

preceded Venkatanatha in working out a consistent system of

Ramanuja logic, seem also to admit the three kinds of inference,

viz. anvyayi^ kevdld-iwayi^ and kevcda-vyatireJd^ as is evident from

the quotation of their works Tattva'-ratndkara^dMdna-ydthdtmya-

nirnaya. Venkatanatha, however, tries to explain them away and

takes great pains to refute the kevala-vyatireki form of argument^.

His contention is that there can be no inference through mere

negative concomitance, which can never legitimately lead to the

affirmation of any positive character when there is no positive pro-

position purporting the affirmation of any character. If any such

positive proposition be regarded as implied in the^ negative pro-

position, then also the contention that there can be inference from

purely negative proposition fails. One of the conditions of validity

1 Venkatanatha points out that Yamunacapra,

Ramanuja, did not admit the kevala-vyatirekt form of inference m his Stddht-

traya.
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of inference is that the hetu or reason must exist in the sa-paksa

(that is, in all such instances where there is the sadhya), but in the

vyatireki form of inference, where there are no positive instances of

the existence of the hetu and the sadhya excepting the point at issue,

the above condition necessarily fails The opponent might say that

on the same analogy the kevald-nvayi form of argument may also be

denied; for there negative instances are found (e.g. idafn vdcyatn

prameyatvdt). The reply would be that the validity of a kevald-nvayi

form of argument is attested by the fact that the assumption of a

contrary conclusion would be self-contradictory. If the contention

of the opponent is that the universal concomitance of the negation

of the hetu with the negation of the sadhya implies the absolute

coincidence of the hetu and the sadhya^ then the absolute coin-

cidence of the hetu and the sadhya would imply the absolute coin-

cidence of the opposites of them both. This would imply that from

the absolute coincidence of the hetu and the sadhya in a kevald^-nvayi

form of inference the absolute coincidence of their opposites would

be demonstrable. This is absurd^. Thus, the Naiyaikas, who admit

the kevald-nvayi inference, cannot indulge in such ways of support

in establishing the validity of the kevala-^vyatireki form of argu-

ment. Again, following the same method, one might as well argue

that a jug is self-revealing {sva-prakdsa) because it is a jug {ghatat-

vdt) ; for the negation of self-revealing character {a-sva-prdkdsatvd)

is found in the negation of jug, viz. the cloth, which is impossible

{yan naivam tan naivam yathd patah). Thus, merely from the con-

comitance of two negations it is not possible to affirm the con-

comitance of their opposites. Again, in the above instance

—

anubhutir ananubhdvyd anuhhutitvdt (immediate intuition cannot

be an object of awareness, because it is immediate intuition)—even

the existence of an--anuhhdvyatva (not being an object of awareness)

is doubtful
;
for it is not known to exist anywhere else than in the

instance under discussion, and therefore, from the mere case of

^ The typical forms of vyatireki inference are as follows: anubhutir an-
anuhhdvyd anuhhutitvdt, yan naivarn tan naivarn yathd ghatah, prthivl itarehhyo
hhidyate gandhavattvat yan naivarn tan naivarn yathd jalam. In the above in-

stance an-anuhhdvyatva (non-cognizability) belongs only to immediate intuition.

There is thus no sa-paksa of anuhhuti where an-anuhhdvyatva was found before.
^ idarn vdcyam prameyatvdt (this is definable, because it is knowable) would,

under the supposition, imply that the concomitance of the negation of vdcyatva
and prameyatva, viz. avdcyatva (indefinable) and aprameyatva (unknowable),
would be demonstrable

;
which is absurd, since no such cases are known.
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concomitance of the negation of an-anubhdvyatva with the negation

of anubhuti the affirmation of an-^anubhdvyatva would be inad-

missible. Moreover, when one says that that which is an object of

awareness {anubhdvya) is not immediate intuition, the mere
affirmation of the negative relation makes anubhuti an object of

awareness in a negative relation, which contradicts the conclusion

that anubhuti is not an object of awareness. If, again, the character

that is intended to be inferred by the vyatireki anumdna is already

known to exist in thepdksa, then there is no need of inference. If it

is known to exist elsewhere, then, since there is a sa-paksa'^^ there

is no kevala-vyatireki inference. Even if, through the concomitance

of the negation of the hetu and the sddhya^ the sddhya is known to

exist elsewhere outside the negation of the hetu^ its presence in the

case under consideration would not be demonstrated. Again, in

the instance under discussion, if, from the concomitance of the

negation of not being an object of awareness and the negation of

immediate intuition, it is argued that the character as not being an

object of awareness {a-mdyatvd) must be present somewhere, then

such conclusion would be self-contradictory
;
for, if it is known that

there is an entity which is not an object of awareness, then by that

very fact it becomes an object of awareness. If an existent entity

is ruled out from all possible spheres excepting one, it necessarily

belongs to that residual sphere. So it may be said that willing,

being an existent quality, is known to be absent from all spheres

excepting the self; it, therefore, necessarily belongs thereto.” On
such an interpretation also there is no necessity of vyatireki

anumdna\ for it is really a case of agreement {anvayci)\ and it is

possible for us to enunciate it in a general formula of agreement

such as “an existent entity, which is absent from all other spheres

excepting one must necessarily belong to that residual sphere.”

Again, in such an instance as “ all-knowingness {sarva-vittva\ being

absent in all known spheres, must be present somewhere, as we
have a notion of it, and therefore there must be an entity to which

it belongs, and such an entity is God,” we have the well known
ontological argument which is of vyatireki type. Against such an

inference it may well be contended with justice that the notion of

^ sa-paksa are all instances (outside the instance of the inference under dis-

cussion) where the hetu or reason is known to co-exist with the sddhya or

probandum.
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a hare’s horn, which is absent in all known spheres, must neces-

sarily belong to an unperceived entity which is obviously false.

It may be contended that, if the vyatireki inference is not ad-

mitted, then that amounts to a denial of all defining characters; for

a defining character is that which is absent everywhere except in the

object under definition, and thus definition is the very nature of

vyatireki inference. The obvious reply to this is that definition pro-

ceeds from the perception of special characteristics which are

enunciated as the defining characteristics of a particular object, and

it has therefore nothing to do with vyatireki inference^. It may also

be urged that defining characteristics may also be gathered by joint

method of agreement and difference, and not by a vyatireki in-

ference as suggested by the opponents. In such an instance as

where knowability is defined as that which is capable of being

known, no negative instances are known but it still remains a de-

finition. The definition of definition is that the special characteristic

is existent only in the object under definition and nowhere else

(a-sadharana-vyapako dharmo laksanamy. In the case where a

class of objects is defined the defining class-character would be that

which should exist in all individuals of that class, and should be

absent in all other individuals of other classes. But when an in-

dividual which stands alone (such as God) is defined, then we have

no class-character, but only unique character which belongs to that

individual only and not to a class. Even in such cases, such a de-

fining character differentiates that entity from other entities

{Brahma, ^iva, etc.) with which, through partial similarity, He
might be confused. Thus, the definition is a case of agreement of a

character in an entity, and not a negation, as contended by those

who confuse it with vyatireki inference. Therefore, the kevala-

vyatireki form of inference cannot be supported by any argument.

On the subject of propositions {avayava) Venkatanatha holds

that there is no reason why there should be five propositions for all

inference. The dispute, therefore, among various logicians regard-

ing the number of propositions that can be admitted in an inference

is meaningless; for just so many propositions need be admitted for

an inference as are sufficient to make the inference appeal to the
^ arthd^sadharand-kara^pratipatti’-nibandhanam

sajdtlya-vijdtiya-vyavacchedena lak§anam,
Tattva-ratndkara, quoted in Nydya-parimddhi^ p. 143.

® Nydya'-pariiuddhii p, 145.
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person for whom it may be intended. Thus, there may be three,

four, or five propositions, according to the context in which the

inference appears.

In addition to inference Vehkatanatha also admits iabda, or

scriptural testimony. No elaboration need be made here regarding

the sabda-pramdna^ as the treatment of the subject is more or less

the same as is found in other systems of philosophy. It may be re-

membered that on the subject of the interpretation of words and

sentences the Naiyaikas held that each single element of a sentence,

such as simple words or roots, had its own separate or specific

sense. These senses suffer a modification through a process of addi-

tion of meaning through the suffixes of another case-relation.

Viewed from this light, the simple constituents of sentences are

atomic, and gradually go through a process of aggregation through

their association with suffixes until they grow into a total meaning

of the sentence. This is called the abhihita-nvaya-vada. The opposite

view is that of anvita-bhidhana-vada, such as that of Mimamsaka,

which held that no sentence could be analysed into purely simple

entities of meaning, unassociated with one another, which could go

gradually by a process of aggregation or association. Into however

simple a stage each sentence might be capable of being analysed,

the very simplest part of it would always imply a general association

with some kind of a verb or full meaning. The fimction of the

suffixes and case-relations, consists only in applying restrictions

and limitations to this general connectedness of meaning which

every word carries with itself. Vehkatanatha holds this anvitd-

bhidhana-vada againsttheabhihita-nvaya-vadaonthe grotmdthat the

latter involves the unnecessary assumption of separate specific

powers for associating the meaning of the simplest word-elements

with their suffixes, or between the suffixed words among themselves

and their mutual connectedness for conveying the meaning of a

sentence^. The acceptance of anvitd-bhidhdna was conducive to the

philosophy of Ramanuja, as it established the all-connectedness of

meaning {viHsta-rthd).

Ramanuja himself did not write any work propounding his views

of logic consistent with his system of philosophy. But Nathamuni

had written a work called Nydya-tattva, in which he criticized

^ abhihita-mjyaye hipadSna^padS-rthe padd-rthanartt ydkya-rthepadSnSm ca

tatra iti iakti-traya-kalpana-gauravain sySt. Nyaya-parihtddhi, p. 369.
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the views of Gotama’s logic and revised it in accordance with

the Visistd-dvaita tradition. Visnucitta wrote his Sangati’-mdld and

Prameya-samgraha^ following the same lines, Bhattarakaguru wrote

his Tattva-ratndkaray and Varadavisnu Misra also wrote his Prajnd-

paritrdna and Mdna-ydthdtmyamirnaya, working out the views of

Visistd-dvaita logic. Venkatanatha based his Nydya-parisuddhi on

these works, sometimes elucidating their views and sometimes dif-

fering from them in certain details. But, on the whole, he drew his

views on the Visistd-dvaita logic from the above writers. His origin-

ality, therefore, in this field is very limited. Meghanadari, however,

seems to differ very largely from Venkatanatha in admitting

Upamdna and arthdpatti as separate pramdnas. He has also made
some very illuminating contributions in his treatment of perception,

and in his treatment of inference he has wholly differed from

Venkatanatha in admitting vyatireki anumdna.

Meghanadari admits upamdna as a separate With him
upamdna is the pramdna through which it is possible to have the

knowledge of similarity of a perceived object with an unperceived

one, when there was previously a knowledge of the similarity of the

latter with the former. Thus, when a man has the knowledge that

the cow which he perceives is similar to a bison, and when later on,

roaming in the forest, he observes a bison, he at once notes that the

cow which he does not perceive now is similar to a bison which he

perceives. This knowledge, Meghanadari contends, cannot be due

to perception, because the cow is not before the perceiver; it also

cannot be due to memory, since the knowledge of similarity dawns
before the reproduction of the cow in the mind. Meghanadari holds

that no separate pramdna need be admitted for the notion of dif-

ference; for the knowledge of difference is but a negation of

similarity. This interpretation ofupamdnais, however, different from

that given in Nyaya, where it is interpreted to mean the association

of a word with its object on the basis of similarity, e.g. that animal

is called a bison which is similar to a cow. Here, on the basis of

similarity, the word ‘‘bison” is associated with that animal. Megha-
nadari tries to explain this by the function of recognition, and re-

pudiates its claim to be regarded as a pramdna^. He also

admits arthdpatti as a separate pramdna. Arthdpatti is generally

translated as “implication,” where a certain hypothesis, without the
^ See MS. Naya-dyu-mam. Chapter on Upamdna.
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assumption of which an obscured fact of experience becomes inex-

plicable, is urged before the mind by the demand for an explanation

of the observed fact of experience. Thus, when one knows from an

independent source that Devadatta is living, though not found at his

house, a natural hypothesis is urged before the mind that he must
be staying outside the house; for otherwise either the present ob-

servation of his non-existence at his house is false or the previous

knowledgethathe is living is false. Thathe is living and that he is non-

existent at his house can only be explained by the supposition that he

is existing somewhere outside the house. This cannot be regarded

as a case of inference of the form that “ since somewhere-existing

Devadatta is non-existent at his house, he must be existent some-

where else; for all somewhere-existing entities which are non-

existent at a place must be existent elsewhere like myself.’’ Such
an inference is meaningless; for the non-existence of an existing

entity in one place is but the other name of its existing elsewhere.

Therefore, the non-existence of an existing entity in one place

should not be made a reason for arriving at a conclusion (its ex-

istence elsewhere) which is not different from itself. Arthdpatti is

thus to be admitted as a separate pramdna.

Epistemology of the Ramanuja School according to

Meghanadari and others.

Vehkatanatha, in his Nyaya-porisuddhi^ tries to constmct the

principles of Logic {Nydya or Niti) on which Ramanuja’s system

of philosophy is based. He was not a pioneer in the field, but he

followed and elaborated the doctrines of Visistd-dvaita logic as

enunciated by Nathamuni, the teacher of Yamuna, in his work

ciU^dNydya-tattva^ and the works of Parasara Bhatta on the subject.

Regarding the system of Nyaya propounded by Gotama, Venkata’s

main contention is that though Gotama’s doctrines have been re-

jected by Badarayana as unacceptable to right-minded scholars,

they may yet be so explained that they may be made to harmonize

with thetrueVedantic doctrinesof ViHstd-dvaita, Butthe interpreta-

tions of Gotama’s Nyaya by Vatsyayana take them far away from

the right course and have therefore to be refuted. At any rate

Venkata, like Visnucitta, is not unwilling to accept such doctrines

of Gotama as are not in conflict with the Vedanta view. Thus, there

may be a divergence of opinion regarding the sixteenfold classi-
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fication of logical categories. There can be no two opinions re-

garding the admission of the fact that there are at least certain en-

tities which are logically valid; for if logical validity is denied, logic

itself becomes unfounded. All our experiences assume the existence

of certain objective factors on which they are based. A general

denial of such objective factors takes away the very root of ex-

perience. It is only when such objective factors are admitted to be

in existence in a general manner that there may be any inquiry

regarding their specific nature. If everything were invalid, then the

opponent’s contention would also be invalid. If everything were

doubted, then also it would remain uncontradictory. The doubt

itself cannot be doubted and the existence of doubt would have to

be admitted as a decisive conclusion. So, even by leading a full

course of thoroughgoing doubt, the admission of the possibility of

definite conclusion becomes irresistible^. Therefore, the contention

of the Buddhists that there is nothing valid and that there is nothing

the certainty of which can be accepted, is inadmissible. If, there-

fore, there are things of which definite and valid knowledge is

possible, there arises a natural inquiry about the means or instru-

ments by which such valid knowledge is possible. The word
pramana is used in two senses. Firstly, it means valid knowledge

;

secondly, it means instruments by which valid knowledge is pro-

duced. pramana as valid knowledge is defined by Venkata as the

knowledge which corresponds to or produces a behaviour leading

to an experience of things as they are {yatha-vasthita-vyavahara-nu-

gunanif. The definition includes behaviour as an indispensable

condition of pramana such that, even though in a particular case a

behaviour may not actually be induced, it may yet be praviana if

the knowledge be such that it has the capacity of producing a be-

haviour which would tally with things as they are®. The definition

1 vyavahdro hijagato bhavaty dlmbane kvadt
na tat sdmdnyato ndsti kathantd tu partksyate

sdmdnya-nisdtd-rthena vise§e tu buhhutsitam
pafiksd hy udta sve-sta-pramdno^tpddand-tmikd , ,

.

sarvam sandigdham iti te nipu7}asya^sti niscayah
sarnsayas ca na sandigdhah sandigdha-dvaita-vddinah,

Nyaya-parisuddhiy p. 31 (Chowkhamba edition).
* Nydya-parisuddhi, by Venkatanatha, p. 36.
® anuguxia-padam vyavahdra-janana~svarupa-yogya~param tend^janita-vyava’^

hare yathd-rtha-jhdna-'visese nd*vydptih. Srinivasa’s Nydya-sdra on Nydya^
parisuddhiy p. 36.
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oipramdna as knowledge leading to a behaviour tallying with facts

naturally means the inclusion of valid memory within it. An un-
contradicted memory is thus regarded as valid means of knowledge
according to the Ramanuja system^. Venkata urges that it is wrong
to suppose the illicit introduction of memory as the invariable con-
dition of illusion, for in such illusory perception as that of yellow
conch-shell, there is manifestly no experience of the production of

memory. The conch-shell directly appears as yellow. So in all

cases of illusions the condition that is invariably fulfilled is that one
thing appears as another, which is technically called anyathd’-khydti.

But it may as well be urged that in such an illusion as that of the

conch-shell-silver, the reason why the conch-shell appears as the

silver is the non-apprehension of the distinction between the sub-
conscious image of the silver seen in shops and the perception of a
shining piece before the eyes, technically called akhyatu Thus, in

all cases of illusion, when one thing appears as another there is this

condition of the non-apprehension of the distinction between a

memory image and a percept. If illusions are considered from this

point of view, then they may be said to be primarily and directly

due to the aforesaid psychological fact known as akhydti. Thus,
both these theories of illusion have been accepted by Ramanuja
from two points of view. The theory of anyathd-khydti appeals

directly to experience, whereas the akhydti view is the result of

analysis and reasoning regarding the psychological origin of il-

lusions^. The other theory of illusion {yathdrtha-khydti), which re-

gards illusions also as being real knowledge, on the ground that in

accordance with the panct-karana theory all things are the result

of a primordial admixture of the elements of all things, is neither

psychological nor analytical but is only metaphysical, and as

such does not explain the nature of illusions. The illusion in

such a view consists in the fact or apprehension of the presence

of such silver in the conch-shell as can be utilized for domestic

or ornamental purposes, whereas the metaphysical explanation only

justifies the perception of certain primordial elements of silver in

the universal admixture of the elements of all things in all things.

^ smrti--mdtrd-‘pramdi^atvam na yuktam iti vaksyate

dbddhita^smriter loke pramdnatva-parigrahdU
Nyaya-parihiddhi, p. 38.

^ idarri rajatam anubhavdmfty ekatvenaVva pratiyamdndydh pratlter

grahaim-smarand-tmakatvam anekatvarri ca yuktitah sddhyamdnam na pratlti-

patham drohati. Nydya^sdra, p. 40.
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In refuting the atma-khyati theory of illusion of the Buddhists,

Venkata says that if the idealistic Buddhist can admit the validity

of the different awarenesses as imposed on the one fundamental
consciousness, then on the same analogy the validity of the per-

ceived objects may also be admitted. If the different subjective and
objective awarenesses are not admitted, then all experiences would
be reduced to one undifferentiated consciousness, and that would
be clearly against the Buddhistic theory of knowledge. The
Buddhist view that entities which are simultaneously apprehended
are one, and that therefore knowledge and its objects which are

apprehended simultaneously are one, is wrong. Elnowledge and its

objects are directly apprehended as different, and therefore the

affirmation of their identity is contradicted in experience. The
Madhyamika Buddhists further hold that, just as in spite of the

falsehood of the defects {dosd), illusions happen, so in spite of the

falsehood of any substratum or any abiding entity, illusions may
appear as mere appearances without any reality behind them.

Against such a view, Venkata says that whatever is understood by
people as existent or non-existent has always a reference to a

reality, and mere phenomena without any basis or ground on
reality are incomprehensible in all our experience. Hence the pure
phenomenalism ofthe Madhyamika iswholly against all experience^.

When people speak of non-existence of any entity, they always do
it with some kind of spatial or temporal qualification. Thus, when
they say that the book does not exist, they always qualify this non-
existencewith a “here” and a “there^’ orwith a “now” or a “then.”

But pure unqualified non-existence is unknown to ordinary ex-

perience®. Again all positive experience of things is spatially

limited (e.g. there is a jug “here”); if this spatial qualification as

“here” is admitted, then it cannot be held that appearances occur

on mere nothing {nir-adhisthana-hhramd-nupapattih). If, however,

the limitation of a “here” or “there” is denied, then no experience

is possible {pratlter apahnava eva sydt).

Criticizing the a-nirvacanlya theory of illusion of the Vedantists

VehkataMtha says that when the Sahkarites described aU things as

^ loke bhdvd’-hhdva-sahdayos tat-pratltyoi ca vidyamdnasyai^va vastunah
avasthd^visesa-gocaratvasya pratipdditatvdt. prdkdrd^ntarasya ca loka-siddha--
pramand-visayatvad ity-arthah. Nydya-sdra, p. 46.

^ sarvo^pi msedhah sU’-pratiyogiko niyata-deia~kdlaica pratlyate, NirUpa--
dhir niyata’-desa’-kala^pratiyogi-vUe^aTia-rahito nisedho napraUyate iti. Ibid. p. 46.
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indefinable {a-nirvacanlyd), the word “indefinable” must mean
either some definite trait, in which case it would cease to be in-

definable, or it might mean failure to define in a particular manner,

in which case the Sahkarites might as well accept the Ramanuja

account of the nature of the universe. Again when the Sahkarites

are prepared to accept such a self-contradictory category as that

which is different both from being and non-being (sad-asad-

vyatirekah), why cannot they rather accept things as both existent

and non-existent as they are felt in experience? The self-contradic-

tion would be the same in either case. If, however, their description

of the world-appearance as something different from being and

non-being is for the purpose of establishing the fact that the world-

appearance is different both from chimerical entities {tuccha) and

from Brahman, then Ramanujists should have no dispute with

them. Further, the falsity of the world does not of itself appeal to

experience; if an attempt is made to establish such a falsity through

unfounded dialectic, then by an extension of such a dialectic even

Brahman could be proved to be self-contradictory. Again the

assertion that the world-appearance is non-existent because it is de-

structible is unfounded; for the Upanisads speak of Brahman, the

individual souls and the.prahrti as being eternal. The Sankarites also

confuse destruction and contradiction(«a caVkyamnMa-hadhayoKp.

The followers of Patanjali speak of an illusory comprehension

through linguistic usage in which we are supposed to apprehend

entities which have no existence. This is called nirvisaya-khyati.

Thus, when we speak of the head of Rahu, we conceive lUhu as

having an existence apart from his head, and this apprehension is

due to linguistic usage following the genitive case-ending in Rahu,

but Venkata urges that it is unnecessary to accept a separate theory

of illusion for explaining such experience, since it may well be done

by the akhydti or anyatha-hhydti theory of illusion, and he contends

that he has already demonstrated the impossibility of other theories

of illusion.

Meghanadari, however, defines pramana as the knowledge that

determines the objects without depending on other sources ofknow-

ledge such as memory®.
Nyaya-parihiddM, pp. 48—51.

, . . —
® “ tatrS’nya-premiai}a-napelt?(3m ccrtha-paricchedakairi jnancoji pramaifam,

cirtha-pancchede’nya-pr'ainana-sSpek?a-smrtS.v ativySpti-pccnhare’nya-pramSTfS-

napek^am iti." Naya-dyu-mavi, Madras Govt. Oriental MS.
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Though knowledge is self-revealing {sva-murtav api svayam eva

hetuh), and though there is a continuity of consciousness in sleep,

or in a state of swoon, yet the consciousness in these stages cannot

reveal objects of cognition. This is only possible when knowledge

is produced through the processes known as pramana. When we
speak of the self-validity of knowledge, we may speak of the cog-

nition as being determined by the objects that it grasps (artha-

paricchinnam pramanaw). But when we speak of it from the per-

ceptual point of view or from the point of view of its determining

the objects of knowledge, we have to speak of knowledge as de-

termining thenature ofobjects {artha-paricchedaka) and not as being

determined by them. Knowledge may thus be looked at from a

subjective point of view in self-validity of cognition (svatah-

pramanyd). Then the self-validity refers to its content which is

determined by the objects of comprehension. It has also to be

looked at from the objective point of view in all cases of acquire-

ment of knowledge and in our behaviour in the world of objects,

and then the knowledge appears as the means by which we de-

termine the nature of the objects and measure our behaviour

accordingly. The definition of knowledge as that which measures

the nature of objects {artha-paricch^da-karijnMnam prarnanam), as

given by Meghanadari is thus somewhat different from that given by
Venkata, who defines it as that which corresponds to or produces

a behaviour leading to an experience of things as they are (yaiha-

vasthita vyavahara-nugunani). In the case of Venkata, knowledge is

looked at as a means to behaviour and it is the behaviour which is

supposed to determine the nature of correspondence. In Megha-
nadari’s definition the whole question of behaviour and of corre-

spondence is lost sight of, or at least put in the background. The
emphasis is put on the function of knowledge as determining the

objects. The supposition probably is that in case of error or illusion

also the real object is perceived, and the illusion is caused through

the omission of other details, a correct perception of which would

have rendered the illusion impossible. We know already that

according to the yathartha-hhyati theory of Ramanuja there are

elements of all things in all things, according to the Upanisadic

theory of “ trivrt-karana” and its elaboration in the pafkd-karana

doctrine. What happens therefore in illusion (e.g. the conch-shell-

silver) is that the visual organ is in contact with the element of
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silver that forms one of the constituents of the conch-shell. This
element of silver no doubt is infinitesimally small as compared with
the overwhelmingly preponderating parts—^the conch-shell. But
on accoimt of the temporary defect of the visual organ or other
distracting circumstances, these preponderating parts of the conch-
shell are lost sight of. The result is that knowledge is produced only
of the silver elements with which the sense-organ was in contact;

and since the conch-shell element had entirely dropped out of
comprehension, the silver element was regarded as being the only
one that was perceived and thus the illusion was produced. But
even in such an illusion the perception of silver is no error. The
error consists in the non-perception of the preponderating part

—

the conch-shell. Thus, even in illusory perception, it is un-
doubtedly a real object that is perceived. The theory of anyatha-

khyati is that illusion consists in attributing a quality or character

to a thing which it does not possess. In an indirect manner this

theory is also implied in the yathdrtha-khyati theory in so far that

here also the characters attributed (e.g. the silver) to the object of
perception {purovarti vastu) do not belong to it, though the essence

of illusion does not consist in that, and there is no real illusion of

perception. Meghanadari thus holds that all knowledge is true in

the sense that it has always an object corresponding to it, or what
has been more precisely described by Anantacarya that all cognitive

characters (illusory or otherwise) universally refer to real objective

entities as objects of knowledge^. We have seen that Venkata had
admitted three theories of illusion, namely, anyatha-khyati,

akhyati and yathdrtha-khyati, from three different points of view.

This does not seem to find any support in Meghanadari’s work, as

he spares no effort to prove that the yathdrtha-khyati theory is the

only theory of illusion and to refute the other rival theories. The
main drift of Meghanadari’s criticism of anyathd-khydti consists in

the view that since knowledge must always refer to an object that is

perceived, it is not possible that an object should produce a know-
ledge giving an entirely different content, for then such a content

would refer to no object and thus would be chimerical {tuccha).

If it is argued that the object is present elsewhere, then it might be
contended that since the presence of the object can be determined

^ ** Tat^tad^dharma-prakdraka-jndnatva-vydpakam tat-tad-dhannavad-vises^
yakatvam iti yathdWtham sarva-vijndnam itV' Anantacarya, Jndna’-ydthdrthya-
vdda (MS.).

Dill 16
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only by the content of knowledge, and since such an object is denied

in the case of illusory perception where we have such a knowledge,

what is the guarantee that the object should be present in other

cases ? In those cases also it is the knowledge that alone should

determine the presence of the object. That is to say, that if know-
ledge alone is to be the guarantor of the corresponding object, it is

not right to say in two instances where such knowledge occurs that

the object exists in one case and not in the other^.

In refuting the anirvacanlya-khyati Meghanadari says that if it

is supposed that in illusions an indefinable silver is produced which
is mistaken for real silver, then that is almost the same as the

anyatha-khyati view, for here also one thing is taken as another.

Moreover, it is difficult to explain how the perception of such an

indefinable silver would produce the real desire for picking it up
which is possible only in the case of the perception of real silver.

A desire which can be produced by a real object can never be pro-

duced by a mere illusory notion. Nor can there be any similarity

between a mere illusory notion and the real shining entity, viz.

silver^. The so-called indefinable silver is regarded either as being

of the nature of being and non-being, or as different from being

and non-being, both of which are impossible according to the Law
of Contradiction and the Law of Excluded Middle. Even if it be

admitted for the sake of argument that such an extra-logical entity

is possible, it would be difficult to conceive how it could have any

similarity with such a positive entity as ordinary silver. It cannot

be admitted that this complex of being and non-being is of the

nature of pure vacuity, for then also it would be impossible to con-

ceive any similarity between a vacuum entity and real silver*.

^ na ca tadhajjndne^stviti vdcyani, tad-dkdrasya satyatve bhrdntitvd'’nu-

papattih asattve tu na tasya jndnd-kdratd. tucchasya vastv-dkdratd-nupapatteh.
tad-akdratve ca khydtir eva tucche^ti suktikadau na rajatd-rthi-pravrttih, Meg-
hanadari, Naya-dyu-^mani (MS.).

The general drift of Meghanadari’s theme may be summed up in the words of

Anantacarya in his Jnana-yatharthya-vdda (MS.) as follows :
“ tathd ca rajatatvam

sukti-nistha'-’visayatd-^vacchedakatva-bhdvavat sukty-avrttitvdt yo yad-avrttiJf. sa

tan-nistha-dharma-nirUpitd-vacchedakatvd-bhdvavdn iti sdmdnya^vydptau danda-
nistha-kdranatd-vacchedakatvd-hhdvavad dandd-vrtti ghatatvddikam drstantah.'^

^ tasyd*nirvdcya-~rajatatayd grahanad viparlta-khydti-^paksa-pdtah, . .sam~

yag-rajata-dhtr hi pravrtti-hetuh . . . tasya pratity-dtmaka’-vastv-'dtmakayor hhds-

•varatvd-di-'Sddrsyd-bhavdt, * ’ Ibid,
® ekasya yugapat sad^asadd-tmaka-viruddha^dharmavattvd-nupapatteh. tad-

upapattdv api sddrsyd-nupapattesca...sunya-vastuni pramdnd-bhdvdt, tat-sad-

bhdve^pi tasya rajata-sadrsyd-bhavdcca tato na pravrttih. Ibid.
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Again it is said that the illusory silver is called indefinable

(anirvacaniyd) because it is different from pure being such as the

self which is never contradicted in experience (atmano bddhd-yogdt)

and from non-being such as the chimerical entities like the hare’s

horn which can never be objects of knowledge (khydty-ayogdt). But

in reply to this it may very well be urged that the being of the self

cannot itself be proved, for if the self were the object of knowledge

it would be as false as the world appearance; and if it were not it

could not have any being. It cannot also be said to have being be-

cause of its association with the class concept of being, for the self

is admitted to be one, and as such cannot be associated with class

concept^. Again want of variability cannot be regarded as a con-

dition of reality, for if the cognitive objects are unreal because they

are variable, the knower himself would be variable on account of his

association with variable objects and variable relations, and would

therefore be false. Again being {sattd) is not as universal as it is

supposed to be, for it is different from the entities (jug, etc.) to

which it is supposed to belong and also from negation in the view

that holds negation to be a positive category^. If the self is re-

garded as self-luminous, then it may also be contended that such

self-luminosity must be validly proved; and it may also be urged

that unless the existence of the self has already been so proved

its character cannot be proved to be self-luminous.®

Again the akhydti view is liable to two different interpretations,

in both of which it may be styled in some sense as yathdrtha-khydtu

In the first interpretation the illusion is supposed to be produced in

the following manner: the visual organ is affected by the shining

character of something before the eyes, and this shining character,

being of the same nature as that of the silver, the shining character

of the silver is remembered, and since it is not possible to dis-

^ tasya driyatvd^nahhyupagame sasa~visdnd~dl~sdmyarn, dtmanah prameyatd

ca ne'ste^ti, na talas tat-sattd-siddhih. tad^-dbhyupagatau ca prapancavanmithydt--

vam, . ,dtma-‘Vyakter ekatvd-hhimdndt tad-vyatiHkta-paddrthasyd^sattvd-hhtmdn^

dcca sattdsamavdyitvd--nupapatteh, Meghanadari, Naya-dyu~mani.
^ atha ghata’-patd^di’-hheddndm vydvartamdnatvend^pdrarndrthyam . , ,atma--

no'pi ghata-patddi-sarva-paddrthehhyo vydvartamdnatvdn mithydtvd-pattih . . . ab-^

hivyanjakd-pdramdrthye'bhivyangyd-pdramdrthyam . , ,na ca sattvasyaVva sam-^

asta~paddrthesv anuvartamdnam pdramdrthyam. ghatddayo'pi tad-apehsaya

vydvartante, , ,abhdvasya padkrthd’’ntarbhdve'pi tatra sattd'^nabhyupagamdt

sarva-padarthd'-nuvrtty’-abhdvdU Ibid.
® na ca tasya svayam^prahdsatvdn napramdTm-pehse'ti svayam-prakdsatvasyd'

-

pi pramdnd^dkirtatvdt pramdnd^ntara-siddhd’-tmanah svayant-prakdsatvasya sad-

hyatvdcca. na hi dharmy-aprasidhau dharma-sddhyatd. Ibid.

i6“2
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tinguish whether this shining character belongs to silver or to some-

thing else, and since the object in front is associated with such an
undiscriminated shining character, the shining character cannot be
treated as a mere self-ejected idea, but has to be taken as having its

true seat in that something before the eye; thus, the notion of silver

is a result of a true perception. It would have been a false percep-

tion if the conch-shell had been perceived as silver, but in such a

perception it is not the conch-shell, but “this” in front, that is per-

ceived as silver. The general maxim is that the idea which corre-

sponds to any particular kind of behaviour is to be regarded as a

true representation of the object experienced in such a behaviour
{yad-artha~vyavahara-nuguva ya dhih. sa tad-artha). This Tuavim

has its application here inasmuch as the “this” in front can be ex-

perienced in practical behaviour as such, and the silvery character

has also a true reference to real silver. So the notion “this silver”

is to be regarded as a complex of two notions, the “this” and the
“silver.” Thus, the perception involved in the above interpretation

is a true perception according to the akhyati view. In the above
explanation it is contended that just as the two different notions of
substance and quality may both appear in the same concept, so
there cannot be any difficulty in conceiving of a legitimate unity of
two different notions in one illusory perception as “this silver.”

Such a fusion is possible on account of the fact that here two notions
occur in the same moment and there is no gap between them. This
is different from the anyathd-khyati view, in which one thing is

supposed to appear as another. The objections against this view
are: firstly, that a defect cannot possibly transmute one thing into
another; secondly, if illusions be regarded as the appearance of one
thing as another, then there is scope for such a fear, even in those
cases which are regarded as correct perception; for all knowledge
would be exposed to doubt, and this would land us in scepticism.
If, therefore, it is suggested that illusion is due to a non-compre-
hension of the difference between the presence of a conch-shell and
the memory-image of silver, that also would be impossible. For if

difference means only the different entities (Jbhedo vustu-svuTu-
^»am-e®a),then non-comprehension of difference (which is regarded
as the root-cause of illusion in the present view) would mean the
comprehension of the identity of the memory-image and the per-
cept, and that would not account for the qualified concept where



xx] Epistemology according to Meghandddri and others 245

one notion (e.g. the silver) appears as qualifying the other notion

(the “this” before the eye). Moreover, if two independent notions

which are not related as substance and quality be miscomprehended
as one concept, then any notion could be so united with any other

notion, because the memory-images which are stored in our past

experiences are limitless. Again the silver that was experienced in

the past was experienced in association with the space in which it

existed, and the reproduction of the silver and memory would also

be associated with that special spatial quality. This would render

its mis-association with the percept before the perceiver impossible

on account of the spatial difference of the two. If it is contended

that through the influence of defects the spatial quality of the

memory-image is changed, then that would be the anyatha-khyati

theory, which would be inadmissible in the akhyati view. Again

since all sensible qualities must be associated with some kind of

spatial relation, even if the original spatial quality be transmuted

or changed, that would be no reason why such a spatial image

should be felt as being in front of the perceiver. It must also be

said that the distinctive differences between the memory-image and

the percept are bound to be noted; for if such a distinctive dif-

ference were not noted, the memory-image could not be dis-

tinguished as “silver-image.” It cannot also be said that though

the percept can be distinguished from the memory-image the latter

cannot be distinguished from the former, for the discriminative

character is a constituent of both, and it is nothing but the white

shining attribute. If it is urged that the spatial and other distinctive

qualities are not noted in the memory-image and it appears merely

as an image, then it may well be objected that any and every

memory-image may be confused with the present percept, and

even a stone may appear as silver.

Since both the a-nirvacaniya-kiiyati and the dkhyati are in some

sense yathartha-hhyati, Meghanadari refuted these two theories of

illusion and attempted to show that the yathartha-khyati would be

untenable in these views. Now he tries to show that all other

possible interpretations of yathartha-khyati are invalid. The funda-

mental assumption of yathartha-khyati is that all knowledge must

correspond to a real object like all right knowledge^. Thus, in other

^ vipratipannah pratyayo yathd-rthah pratyatvdt, sampratipanna-pratyaya-

vaditi. Naya-dyu-mani, p. 140 (MS.).
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interpretations, Shtyathartha-hhyati or the correspondence theory,

might mean that cognition is produced by a real object or by the

objective percept or that it means uncontradicted experience. The
first alternative is untenable because even in the illusion of the

conch-shell-silver the notion of silver has been produced by a real

object, the conch-shell; the second view is untenable, for the object

corresponding to the illusory percept of silver is not actually present

in the conch-shell according to other theories; and so far as the

operation of the memory impression of the silver as experienced in

the past is concerned {purva-nvhhuta-rajata-samskara-dvara) its in-

strumentality is undeniable both in right and in illusory cognitions.

The third alternative is untenable because contradiction refers to

knowledge or judgment and not to things themselves. If it is said

that the cognition refers to the illusory appearance and hence it is

the illusory entity existing outside that is the object of perception,

the obvious objection would be that perception refers to a non-

illusory something in front of the perceiver, and this cannot be
obviated. If non-illusory something is a constituent in the cogni-

tion, then it would be futile to say that the mere illusory perceptual

form is all that can be the object of perception.

It cannot also be said that the illusory perception has no object

{rdrvisaya-hhyati) and that it is called cognition, because, though it

may not itself be amenable to behaviour as right cognitions are, it

is similar to them by producing an impression that it also is amen-
able to behaviour, just as autumn clouds, which cannot shower, are

also called clouds. The illusory cognition has for its content not
only the illusory appearance but also the non-illusory “this” to

which it objectively and adjectively refers. The truth, however, is

that it is not indispensable for constituting the objectivity of a
cognition that all the characters of the object should appear in the
cognition

;
if any of its characters are manifested, that alone is suf-

ficient to constitute the objectivity of an entity with regard to its

cognition. The position, therefore, is that all cognitions refer and
correspond to certain real entities in the objective world, and tbig

cannot be explained on any other theory than on the supposition
of a metaphysico-cosmological theory akin to the theory of
homoiomeriae.

Anantacarya, in Ydsynana-yatharthya-vada, more or less repeats
the arguments of Meghanadari when he says that no cognition can
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be possible without its being based on a relation of correspondence

to an objective entity. The content of knowledge must therefore

have a direct correspondence with the objective entity to which it

refers. Thus, since there is a perception of silver (in the illusory

perception of conch-shell-silver), it must refer to an objective sub-

stratum corresponding to it^. The Mimamsa supposition that errors

are produced through non-discrimination of memory-image and

perception is also wrong, because in that case we should have the ex-

perience of remembering silver and not of perceiving it as an ob-

jective entity before us^. Both Meghanadari and Anantacarya take

infinite pains to prove that their definition of error applies to all

cases of illusions of diverse sorts, including dreams, into the de-

tails of which it is unnecessary for our present purposes to enter®.

The Doctrine of Self-validity of Knowledge.

Pramdnay or valid knowledge, is defined as the cognition of

objects as they are {tathd-bhutd-rtha-jndnam hi pramdnam ucyate\

and apramdna, or invalid knowledge, is described as cognition repre-

senting a wrong notion of an object {a-tathd-bhutd-rthafndnam hi

a-pramdmm). Such a validity, it is urged by Meghanadari, is mani-

fested by the knowledge itself {tathdtvd-vadhdrand-tmakam pram-

dnyam dtmanai^m nUdyate), This does not expose it to the criticism

that knowledge, being passive, cannot at the same moment be also

regarded as active, determining its own nature as valid {na ca

karma-kartrtd-virodhah)\ for since it is of the nature of a faithful

representation of the object, the manifestation of its own nature as

such is an affirmation of its validity. If knowledge had no power by

itself of affirming its own validity, there would be no way by which

such a validity could be affirmed, for the affirmation of its validity

by any other mediate process, or through any other instrumentality,

will always raise the same question as to how the testimony of those

processes or instruments can be accepted. For on such a supposi-

tion, knowledge not being self-valid, each such testimony has to be

1 tathd ca rajatatvam mkti-nistha-visayatd-vacchedakatvd-hhdvavat sukty-

avrttitvdt yo yad-avrttih sa tan-nistha-dJiarma-nii^pitd-vacchedakatvd-hkd^^^

niti. Jndna-ydthdrthya-vdda (MS.).

2 rajata-smarane idam-padartha’-grahaiuz-rupa-jndna-dvaya-kalpane rajatam

smardmfti tatrd'nvbhava-prasangah, na tu rajatam paiydmltiy sdksdt-kdratva-

vyanjaka-visayatdydh smaram^bhdvdt. Ibid.

3
(a) Ibid. (&) Meghanadari, Naya-dyu-maiji.
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corroborated by another testimony, and that by another, and tbig

will lead us to infinite regress.

In repudiating other views Meghanadari points out that if

validity is admitted as belonging to the collocative causes of know-
ledge (involving the self, the senses, and the object), then even the

object would have to be regarded as zpramana, and there would be
noprameya or object left. Again, if affirmation is regarded as being
of the nature of awareness, then even memory-knowledge has to be
regarded as valid, since it is of the nature of awareness. Further,

if affirmation of validity be of the nature of power, then such power,
being non-sensible, has to be manifested by some other means of
knowledge. If, again, validity is supposed to be produced by the
causes of knowledge, then the dictum of the self-manifestation of
validity would have to be given up. Uncontradicted behaviour also

cannot be regarded as a definition of validity, for in that case even
memory has to be regarded as valid by itself. It cannot also be de-
fined as merely knowledge as such, for knowledge, not being able
to turn back on itself to apprehend its own validity, would have to
depend on something else, and that would imply the affirmation of
validity through extraneous reference {paratah-pramdnya). Again
in those cases where the cause of error is known, the cognition,
though known as erroneous, irresistibly manifests itself to us (e.g.

the movement of the sun). The assumption that all knowledge is

associated with its validity is inapplicable to such cases. If, again,
it is held that, whenever a later cognition rejects the former, we
have a clear case as to how the invalidity of the previous cognition is

demolished by the valid knowledge of a later moment; it may be
urged that, when the generic knowledge of an object is replaced by
a cognition of details, we have a case when one cognition replaces
another, though it does not involve any criticism of the former
knowledge.

In the Bhatta view, where it is supposed that when the object
attains its specific cognized character its knowledge as an internal
operation is inferred, both validity and invalidity ought to depend
upon the objects. If, however, it is urged that the notion of validity
shows Itself in the faultless character of the instruments and condi-
tion of cognition, that would also imply the notion of validity as of
extraneous ongin. In the Prabhakara view, where knowledge is
supposed to reveal the knower, the object and knowledge in one
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sweep, we have a much better case in so far that here knowledge has

not to depend on anything extraneous. In this case self-invalidity

may apply only to memory which has to depend on previous per-

ception. To this the Nyaya objection is that since memory is also

knowledge, and since all knowledge is self-revealing, the Prab-

hakaras ought consistently to admit the self-validity of memory.
Meghanadari holds that all these objections against the self-

validity of knowledge are invalid
;
for if the knowledge of the validity

of any cognition has to depend on other pramdnos^ then there is an

infinite regress. If, however, an attempt is made to avoid the regress

by admitting the self-validity of any later pramdna^ then it virtually

amounts to the admission of self-validity {anavasthd'-parihdrdya

kasyacit svatastvd-ngikdre ca na paratah-prdmdnyarn). It may be

urged that we are not necessarily prompted to action by a con-

sciousness of validity, but through the probability of the same which

is sought to be tested {ajndtataydjndtatayai'va) by our efforts in the

direction of the object. But in such a supposition there is no mean-

ing in the attempt of our opponents in favour of the doctrine of the

validity of cognition through extraneous means {paratah-prdmdnyd)^

for such a supposition is based on the view that our efforts are pro-

duced without a previous determination of the validity of cognition.

When we see that a person, having perceived an object, makes an

effort towards it, our natural conclusion is that he has, as the basis

of the effort, a knowledge of the validity of his perception, for with-

out it there can be no effort. It is hopeless to contend that there is

validity of cognition in such cases without the knowledge of

validity, for validity of knowledge always means the consciousness

of such validity. The fact is that what constitutes a pramdna con-

stitutes also its validity. It is wrong to think that validity appertains

to anything else outside the cognition in question. When we see

fire, its validity as a burning object is grasped with the very notion

of fire and does not wait for the comprehension of any super-

sensible power or burning capacity of fire. The comprehension of

fire as a burning object involves the knowledge of its association

with its burning capacity. The knowledge of the burning capacity by

itself cannot induce any action on our part, for we are always led

to act by the comprehension of objects and not by their capacities.

It is, therefore, wrong to separate the capacity from the object and

speak of it as the cause of our effort. So the cognition of 2.pramdna
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involves with it its validity. Thus validity cannot be dissociated

from the cognition of the object^. Further, validity cannot be de-

fined as uncontradictedness, for if that test is to be applied to every

knowledge it would lead to infinite regress. If, however, the know-

ledge of the validity of any cognition has to depend upon the know-

ledge of the defectlessness or correctness of the means and con-

ditions of cognition, then, since validity of such knowledge has to

depend upon another knowledge for the correctness of the means

and condition, and that upon another, there is obviously an infinite

regress. Since knowledge normally corresponds to the object,

ordinarily there should not be any fear of any error arising from the

defects of the causes and conditions of such knowledge; it is only

in specific cases that such doubts may arise leading to special in-

quiries about the correctness or incorrectness of the means and

conditions of knowledge. If there is an inquiry as to the validity

of every knowledge, we should be landed in scepticism. Thus,

validity means the manifestation ofany form of content not awaiting

the confirmation by other means of knowledge {pramana-'ntara-^

napeksaydWthd-vacchinnattvam), and’such a conviction of validity is

manifested along with the cognition itself. Memory, however, de-

pends upon a prior cognition, and as such the conviction of its

validity depends upon the validity of a prior knowledge, and hence

it cannot be regarded as self-valid.

Ramanujacarya, the teacher and maternal uncle ofVenkatanatha,

anticipates the objection that if self-validity of cognition is to be

^ Ramanujacarya, the maternal uncle of Venkatanatha, anticipates an ob-
jection that perceptual cognition reveals only the content (vastu). The revelation

of such a content does not also involve the knowing relation which must neces-

sarily be of a very varied nature, for a knowledge may refer to a content in

infinitely diverse relation. The revelation of the mere content, therefore, without
the specific knowing relation, does not involve the judgmental form, though the

truth of this content may be ascertained at a later moment when it is reduced to

a judgmental form as “ I know it.” There is no possibility of the affirmation of
any validity at the moment of the revelation of the content. In reply to this,

Ramanujacarya says that the revelation of a content necessarily implies all its

knowing relations in a general manner ; and therefore, by the mode of its revela-

tion at any particular moment, the mode of its specific knowing relation at any
particular moment is grasped along with the content. Thus, since the revelation

of the content implies the specific knowing relation, all cognitions may be re-

garded as implicitly judgmental, and there cannot be any objection to the self-

validity of such knowledge.
If the content and knowledge were regarded as entirely distinct, as they must

be, and if the knowing relation were not given implicitly along with the content,
then all knowledge would be contentless, and as such any future attempt to relate
them would be impossible. Nydya-kulisa (MS.).
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admitted, then no doubt could arise with reference to any cognition^.

The reply of Ramanujacarya is that all cognitions are associated

with a general conviction of their self-validity, but that does not

prevent the rise of doubt in a certain specific direction. Self-

validity in this view means that all cognitions produce by them-

selves a general conviction regarding their validity, though it does

not rule out misapprehension in a specific direction^.

The Ontological categories of the Ramanuja
School according to Vehkatanatha.

(a) Substance.

Venkatanatha in his Nyaya-^siddhanjana and Tattva-muktd-

kaldpUy tries to give a succinct account of the different categories,

admitted or presumed, in the philosophy of Ramanuja which the

latter did not bring prominently to the view of his readers. The
main division is that of the substance (dravya) and that which is

non-substance {adravyd). Substance is defined as that which has

states (dasavat) or which suffers change and modification. In ad-

mitting substance he tries to refute the Buddhist view that there is

no substance, and all things are but a momentary conglomeration

of separate entities which come into being and are destroyed the

next moment. The Vaibhasika Buddhists say that there are four

ultimate sense-data, viz, colour, taste, touch, and smell, which are

themselves qualities and are not themselves qualities of anything.

These can be grasped by our specific senses^. The Vatsiputriya

school includes sound as a separate sense-data which can be

perceived by the ear. Against this Venkata urges that in all percep-

tion we have a notion that we touch what we see ;
such a perception

cannot be false, for such a feeling is both invariable and uncontra-

dicted in experience (svarasika-badha-drster ananyatha-siddhesca).

Such a perception implies recognition {pratyahhvjnd) involving the

notion that it is a permanent entity in the objective field which is

perceived by a constant and unchangeable perceiver, and that the

two sense-qualities refer to one and the same object. This recogni-

tion does not refer merely to the colour sensation, for the colour

^ sdmdnyasya svato-grahend*bhydsa-da$o-tpanna-Jndne tat-samsayo na sydt.

Tattva-^cintd-mani (A.S. B), p. 184.

^ Nydya-kulUa^ p. 27 (MS.). _ , ,

3 evam dhur vaibhddkdh nirddhdrd nirdharmakdsca rupadayas catvdrah

paddrthah. Tattva-muktd-kaldpa^ Sarvdrtha-siddhi, p. 8.
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sensation does not involve the tactile
;
nor does it refer merely to the

tactile^ as that does not involve colour. Perception, therefore, refers

to an entity to which both the colour and the tactile qualities belong.

Such a perception of recognition also repudiates the Buddhist view

of the conglomeration of entities. For such a view naturally raises

the question as to whether the conglomeration is different from or

the same as the entities that conglomerate. In the latter case there

cannot be any recognition of the object as one entity to which both

the colour and the tactile quality belong. In the former case, when
conglomeration is regarded as extraneous to the conglomerated en-

tities, such a conglomeration must either be positive or negative.

In the first alternative it amounts virtually to an admission of sub-

stances, for the assumption of the existence of merely the complex
characters is inadmissible, since there cannot be anything like that

which is neither a substance, nor quality, nor a qualifying relation.

In the second alternative, if the conglomeration {samghdta) is non-
existent, then it cannot produce the recognition. If conglomeration
be defined as absence of interval between the perceived qualities,

then also, since each sense quality has an appeal only to its own
specific sense-organ, it is impossible that the perception of two
different sense-qualities by two different organs should point to a
common entity. Conglomeration cannot also be defined as spatial

identity, for it must also involve temporal identity in order to give
the notion of conglomeration. It cannot also be said that time and
space are identical, for such a view which is true of momentariness,
will be shown to be false by the refutation of momentariness. Space
cannot also be of the nature of dkdsa^ which in the Buddhist view
means unobstructedness and is not a positive concept. Space can-
not also be regarded as material identity with the sense-qualities,

for the different sense-qualities are regarded as the unique nature
of different moments^. If it means that the different sensible quali-
ties have but one material behind them, that amounts to the ad-
mission of substance^. If the sensible qualities be regarded as a
conglomeration on account of their existence in the same material
object, then the material object would have to be described as a
conglomeration by virtue of the existence of its elemental entities

^ sparsa-rilpddtndm hhinna~svalak§ano-pdddnatvd-bhy-
upagamdt. Tattva-muktd-kaldpa, Sarvartha^siddhi, p. 9.

® eko-paddnatve tu tad eva dravyam. Ibid,
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in. some other entity and that again in some other entity, and thus

we have a vicious infinite. It cannot also be urged that the tactile

sensation is inferred from the colour sensation, for such an in-

ference would involve as its pre-condition the knowledge of the

concomitance of the colour datum and the tactile, which is not

possible unless they are known to belong to the same object.

Neither can it be urged that the tactile and the colour-data are

mutually associated; this gives rise to the notion that what is seen

is touched, for the two sensations are known to be different in

nature and originate through different sense-organs. It cannot also

be said that our apperception that we touch what we see, being due

to the operation of our instinctive root-desire {vasand)^ is false, for

proceeding on the same analogy and following the Yogdcdra view,

one may as well deny all external data. If it is said that the sense-

data are never contradicted in experience and thus that the idealistic

view is wrong, then it may as well be pointed out that our notion

that we experience an object to which colour and the tactile sensa-

tions belong is also never contradicted in experience. If it is urged

that such an experience cannot be proved to be logically valid, then

it may be proved with equal force that the existence of external

sense-data cannot be logically proved. Therefore, our ordinary ex-

perience that the object as a substance is the repository of various

sense-qualities cannot be invalidated. The view that all the other

four elements, excepting air {vdyu), are themselves of diverse nature

and are hence perceived as coloured, as touchable, etc., and that they

are capable of being grasped by different senses is also false, as it

does not necessarily involve the supposition that they are the re-

pository of different sense-qualities ;
for experience shows that we

intuit the fact that the objects are endowed with qualities. No one

perceives a jug as being merely the colour-datum, but as an object

having colour. It is also impossible that one neutral datum should

have two different natures
;
for one entity cannot have two different

natures. If it is said that two different qualities can abide in the

same object, then that amounts to the admission of a substance in

which different qualities inhere. It is also wrong to suppose that

since the colour-datum and the tactile are grasped together they are

identical in nature, for in the case of one error where a white

conch-shell appears as yellow, the conch-shell is grasped without

its white character, just as the yellow colour is grasped without its
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corresponding object. And it cannot be said that a separate yellow

conch-shell is produced there; for such a view is directly contra-

dicted in experience when we perceive the yellow colour and assert

its identity with the conch-shell by touch. So, by the simultaneity

of perception, coherence of qualities in an object is proved and not

identity.

Moreover, even the Buddhists cannot prove that the tactile and

the colour sensations occur simultaneously. If this were so, the

testimony of the two different senses naturally points to the ex-

istence of two different characters. When an object is near we have

a distinct perception of it, and when it is at a distance perception is

indistinct. This distinctness or indistinctness cannot refer merely

to the sense-character, for then their difference as objects would
not be perceived. It cannot also refer to the size {parimana)^ for the

notion of size is admitted to be false by the Buddhists. Under the

circumstances, it is to be admitted that such perceptions should

refer to the objects.

The Buddhists are supposed to urge that if qualities are ad-

mitted to be separate from the substance, then it may be asked

whether these qualities (dharma) have further qualities themselves

or are without quality. In the latter alternative, being qualitiless,

they are incapable of being defined or used in speech. In the

former alternative, if qualities have further qualities, then the

second grade qualities would have to be known by further qualities

adhering to it, and that again by another, and thus we have a

vicious infinite. Again, qualitiness {dharmatvd) would itself be a

quality. And it cannot be said that qualitiness is the very nature of
quality, for a thing cannot be explained by having reference to

itself. If qualitiness is something different from the quality, then
such a concept would lead us in infinite regress. To this Venkata's
reply is that all qualities are not qualitiless. In some cases quality

appears as itself qualified, as testified by experience. In those cases
where a quality is not demonstrable with particularizing specifica-

tion, such as ‘‘this quality is so and so" {itiham-bhWvd), it does not
depend for its comprehension on any other quality. Such qualities

may be illustrated in the case of all abstract qualities and universals,
and the opposite may be illustrated in the case of adjectival qualities
such as the word “white" in the case of “white horse." There may
be further specification regarding the nature of whiteness in the
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white horse, whereas when the word “whiteness” stands by itself

any inquiry regarding its further specification becomes inadmis-

sible. Logically, however, there may be a demand of further speci-

fication in both the cases and the fear of an infinite regress, but it is

not felt in experience^. Moreover, one might imagine a vicious

infinite in the necessity of having an awareness of an awareness, and

then another and so on, but still this is only hyper-logical; for the

awareness, in manifesting itself, manifests all that needs be known
about it, and there is actually nothing gained by continuing the

series. Thus a quality may be supposed to have further qualities,

but whatever could be manifested by these may be regarded as

revealed by the quality itself^. Again the assertion that if qualities

are themselves without quality then they are unspeakable would

involve the Buddhists themselves in a great difficulty when they

described the nature of all things as imique; for obviously such a

uniqueness (svalaksanya) is without quality, and if that which has

no quality cannot be described, then its specification as unique or

svalaksana is impossible®.

It may be urged that a quality may belong to that which has no

quality or to that which has it. The former alternative would imply

the existence of an entity in its negation which is impossible; for

then everything could exist ever3rwhere, and even the chimerical

entities, which are not regarded as existing anywhere, would be re-

garded as existing. In the other alternative a quality would exist in

a quality, which is an absurd conception, being only a circular

reasoning {atmasrayd). The reply of Venkata to this is that he does

not hold that the quality belongs to the locus of its negation or to

that which has it already, but he holds that a qualified entity pos-

sesses the quality not as a qualified entity but as taken apart from

it*. It cannot be urged that this virtually implies the old objection

of the existence of a quality in the locus of its negation. To this

Venkata’s reply is that the special feature of a qualified entity does

^ uddhrtesu niyata-niyata^niskarsaka-sdbde^ jati’^gunadeh pradhanataya

nirdeie*pi santi hecit yathd-‘pramdn.am ittham-bhdvdh tvayd^pi hetu-sddhyd’-di-

dharmandm paksa'-dharmatvd^di-dharmdh svikdryd anavasthd ca kathancid

upasamaniyd. Tattva-muktd'-kaldpay Sarvartha-siddhiy p. i6 .

® svikrtanccL sarnvedana-‘Sarnvedane scdjda-sabdddou svcL-para-nirvahakatvam,

Ibid.
’

* *

® kinccL svCL-laksand-dtndnijdtyd-dtndficcL saTnvTti-siddhdndtn tiitdhcLinfncikcLtvf^pi

kathancid abhildpdrhatvam tvaydpi grdhyatn. Ibid.

* vastutas^ tad-viHste visesye tad vili^ta'-vtty-cibhdve tac^chunye vrtti sydd eva.

Ibid. p. 17.
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not belong to any of its constituents, and qualities of any of the

constituents may not belong to the constituted entity^. If by the

hyper-logical method the manner of the subsistence of a quality in

a qualified entity is criticized, then it might lead to the view that the

conception of qualified entity is without any sufficient ground, or

self-contradictory, or that such a conception is itself inadmissible.

All such views are meaningless, for the wildest criticism of op-

ponentswould involve theverynotion of qualified entity in the use of

their logical apparatus. So it has to be admitted that qualities adhere

in qualified entities and that such an adherence does not involve in-

finite regress.

(&) Criticism of the Sdmkhya Inference for Establishing

the Existence of Prakrti.

Venkatanatha admits the doctrine of prakrti as the theory of

materiality, but he thinks that such a doctrine can be accepted only

on the testimony of scriptures and not on inference. He therefore

criticizes the Samkhya inference as follows. Neither prakrti nor
any of its evolutes such as mahat, aharnkdra, tanmdtras, etc., can be
known through perception. IS&iiher prahrti nor any of its evolutes

can also be known by inference. The Samkhyists hold that the effect

has the same qualities as the cause. The world of effects, as we finrl

it, is pleasurable, painful or dulling {mohdtmaka)
; so its cause also

must have, as its nature, pleasure, pain and a feeling of dullness.

To this the question naturally arises regarding the relation of the

causal qualities with the effects. They cannot be identical—^the

whiteness of the cloth is not identical with the thread of which it is

made; the effect as a substance is not identical with causal qualities,

for the white and the cloth are not identical. Further it cannot be
said that the identity of the cause and the effect means merely that

the effect is subordinate to the cause, as when one says that the
effect, cloth, exists only in the samavdya relation in the cause and
in no other form {adrster eva tantu-samavetatvdt patasya tantu-

gunatvoktili), for the obvious reply is that the Samkhya itself does
not admit the samavdya relation or any ultimate distinction between
the whole and the part. If it is said that all that is intended is that
the effect exists in the cause, then it may be pointed out that merely
by such an affirmation nothing is gained

; for that would not explain
^ Tia ca ghatavati bhatole va.rtamd.nand:rri gut^adSnOrri ghaU^pi vrtter adrstel^m

Tattva-muktd-kalapa, Sarvartha-siddhi, p. 18.
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why the causal matter (prakrti) should have the nature or qualities

as the effect substance (na kdrand-^vasthasya sukha-duhkhd'-dya-tma-

katva-siddhih). If it is held that the effect shares the qualities of the

cause, then also it is against the normal supposition that the effect

qualities are generated by the cause qualities ; and, moreover, such

a supposition would imply that the effect should have no other

quality than those of the cause. It cannot also be said that the effect

is of the same nature as the cause {sajdtlya‘‘gunavattvam)^ for the

Sarnkhyists admit the mahat to be a different category existent in

prakrti as its cause (vilaksana^-makatva-dy-adhikaranatvad). If it

is held that the effect must have only qualities similar to the cause,

then they may be admitted with impunity; if the effect has all its

qualities the same as those of the cause, then there will be no dif-

ference between the effect and the cause. If, again, it is held that

only certain specific traits which are not inappropriate in the cause

can be supposed to migrate to the effect, and that the relation of the

transmission of qualities from cause to the effect can thus be limited

by a specific observation of the nature of the essential trait of the'

cause, then such cases in which living flies are produced from inani-

mate cow-dung would be inexplicable as cases of cause and effect^.

The Sarnkhyists are supposed to argue that if pure intelligence

were supposed naturally to tend to worldly objects, then there

would be no chance of its attaining liberation. Its association,

therefore, must needs be supposed through the intermediary of

some other category. This cannot be the senses, for even without

them the mind alone may continue to imagine worldly objects.

Even when the mind is inactive in sleep, one may dream of various

objects. And this may lead to the assumption of the category of

ego or ahamkdra; and in dreamless sleep, when the operation of

this category of ahamkdra may be regarded as suspended, there is

still the functioning of breathing, which leads to the assumption of

another category, viz. manas. But as this has a limited operation,

it presupposes some other cause; if that cause is also regarded as

limited, then there would be an infinite regress. The Sarnkhyists,

therefore, rest with the assumption that the cause of mahat is

unlimited, and this is prakrti or avyakta. The reply of Venkata

^ rnTt-suvciTitd-divcit~hd'ryci’^viie§ci-‘Vyciv(zsthdpci:k(i-kdranci~STahhdti<z-‘Sdjdtyci'“

vivaksdydrn gornaya-7riaksikd-dy-drcibdha--vricikd~di^ vyabhicdrdt* Tattva-'7nuktd~‘

kaldpa^ Sarvdrtha-siddhi, p. 22.

Dili 17
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to this is that the association of pure intelligence with worldly ob-

jects is through the instrumentality of karma. It is also not possible

to infer the existence of Manas as a separate category through the

possibility of the thinking operation, for this may well be explained

by the functioning of the subconscious root-impressions
; for even

the assumption of mind would not explain the thinking operation,

since manas, by itself, cannot be regarded as capable of producing

thought. Manas, being merely an instrument, cannot be regarded

as playing the role of a substance of which thought may be re-

garded as a modification. In the state of dream also it is not neces-

sary to assume the existence of a separate category of ahamkara to

explain dream experiences, for this may well be done by mind
working in association with subconscious root-impression. The
breathing operation in deep, dreamless sleep may also be explained

by ordinary bio-motor functions, and for this there is no necessity

for the assumption of mahat.

It is also wrong to suppose that the cause must be of a more
unlimited extent than the effect, for it is not testified in ordinary

experience, in which a big jug is often found to be made out of a
lump of clay of a smaller size. It is also wrong to suppose that

whatever is found to abide in an effect must also be found in its

cause (na hiyadyena’nugatam tat tasya karanam iti niyamah), for the
various qualities that are found in a cow are never regarded as its

cause. Following the same assumption, one would expect to find

a separate cause of which the common characteristics of the prakrti

and its evolutes are the effects, and this would involve the admission
of another cause of the prakrti itself {vyakta-vyakta-sadharana-

dharmanam tad-ubhaya-kdrana-prasangat tatha ca tattva-dhikya-

prasangah). Thus, the argument that an effect must have as its cause
qualitative entities that inhere in it is false. The earthiness {mrttva)

which inheres in the jug is not its cause, and the earthy substance
(mrd-dravya) which shows itself in its unmodified form or its modi-
fied form as jug cannot be said to be inherent in the jug. Again the
argument that things which are related as cause and effect have the
same form is also false; for if this sameness means identity, then no
distinction can be made between cause and effect. If this sameness
means the existence of some similar qualities, then there may be
such similarity with other things (which are not cause and effect)

as well. Again applying the same analogy to the Samkhya doctrine
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of purusas (which are admitted to have the common characteristic

of intelligence), the Samkhyists may well be asked to hold a new
category as the cause of the purusas. Further, t\wo jugs which are

similar in their character are not for that reason produced from the

same lump of clay
;
and, on the other hand, we have the illustration

of production of effects from an entirely different cause, as in the

case of production of insects from cow-dung. Thus, from our ex-

periences of pleasure, pain, and dullness it does not follow that

there is a common cause of the nature of pleasure, pain, and dull-

ness, for these experiences can in each specific instance be explained

by a specific cause, and there is no necessity to admit a separate

common cause of the nature of three gunas. If for the explanation

of the ordinary pleasurable and painful experiences a separate

pleasure-and-pain complex be admitted as the cause, then there

may be further inquiry regarding this pleasure-and-pain complex

and this will lead to infinite regress. Again if the three gunas are

regarded as the cause of the world, then that would not lead to the

affirmation that the world is produced out of one cause
;
for though

the three gunas may be in a state of equilibrium, they may still be

regarded as having their special contribution in generating the

varied types of effects. Thus, the triguna or the prakrti of the

Samkhya can never be proved by inference. The only mode of

approach to the doctrine of prakrti is through the scriptures. The
three gunas rest in the prakrti^ and in accordance with the gradual

prominence of sattva^ rajas^ and tamaSy three kinds of mahat are

produced. From these three types of mahat three kinds of aham-

koras are produced. Out of the first type (i.e, sdttvika ahamkdrd)

the eleven senses are produced. Out of the last type (viz. the

tdmasa ahamkdrd) the tanmdtras (also called the bhutadi) are pro-

duced. The second type of aharnkdra (called rdjasa ahamkdrd) be-

haves as an accessory for the production of both the eleven senses

and the bhutddi. There are some who say that the conative senses

are produced by rdjasa ahamkdra. This cannot be accepted, as it

is against the scriptural testimony. The tanmdtras represent the

subtle stage of evolution between the tdmasa aharnkdra and the

gross elemental stage of the bhutas^. The sdbda^tan-matra (sound-

^ hhutdndm avyavahita-suk^d^vcLSthd-viiistarn dravyam tanindtram dadhi--

rupena parinamamdnasya payaso madhyamd-~vasthdvad bhuta-rupena parinama-
mdnasya dravyasya tatahpurvd kadd avasthd tanmdtrd. Nydya-siddhdnjana,p, ^5.

X7-2
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potential) is produced from hhutadi, and from it the gross elemental

sound is produced. Again the rupa-tamnS.tr

a

(light-heat-potential)

is produced from the hhutadi or the tamasa aharnkara, and from the

rupa-tanmatra (light-heat-potential) gross light-heat is produced,

and so on. Lokacarya, however, says that there is anotherview ofthe

genesis of the tanmatra and the hihuta which has also the support

of the scriptures and cannot therefore be ignored. This is as fol-

lows: iabda-tanmatra is produced from the hhutadi and the akaia is

produced from the sabda-tanmatra (sound-potential); the akasa

again produces the sparia-tarvmatra (the touch-potential) and air is

producedfrom the touch-potential. Again from airheat-light-poten-

tial (rupa-tanmatra) is produced and from heat-light-potential tejas

(heat-light) is produced; from tyas, rasa-tanmatra (taste-potential)

is produced, and from it water. From water again the gandha-tan-

matra (smell-potential) is produced, and from it the earth’^.

The view is explained by Varavara on the supposition that just

as a seed can produce shoots only when it is covered by husks, so

the tanmdtras can be supposed to be able to produce further evolutes

only when they can operate from within the envelope of the hhutadi.

The process of evolution according to the said interpretation is

as follows. Sabda-tanmatra is produced from which thenen-

velops it, andthen insuchanenveloped state akasa is produced. Then
from such a sabda-tanmatra, sparia-tan-matra is produced which

^ This view seems to be held in the Vipyu-purdna, i. 3. 66, etc. where it is

distinctly said that the element of dkdsa produces sparsa’-tanmdtra (touch-
potential). Varavara, however, in his commentary on the Tattvatraya of
LrokScarya, wishes to point out that according to Parasara’s commentary this has
been explained as being the production of tanmdtras from tanmdtras, though it

clearly contradicts the manifest expressions of the Vimu^purdna when it states

that tanmdtras are produced from the bhutddL He further points out that in the
Mahabharata {Sdntiparva Moksadharma, Ch. xxx) the vikdras or pure modifica-
tions are described as sixteen and the causes {prakrti) as eight. But in this

counting the sixteen vikdras (eleven senses and the five categories

—

sabda, etc.),

the distinction between the five tanmdtras and the five elements has not been
observed on account of there not being any essential difference, the grosser
stages being only modified states of the subtler ones {tanmdtrdndm bhutebhyah
svarupa-hhedd-bhdvdt avasthd'-bheda’-mdtrattvdf). According to this interpreta-
tion the eight Prakrtis mean the prakrti, the mahat, the aharnkara and five

categories of dkdsa, etc., in their gross forms. The five categories included xmder
the sixteen vikdras are the tanmdtras which are regarded as modifications of the
elemental states of the bhutas.

® yathd tvak’-sunya-vijasyd^rnkura^iaktir ndsti,

tathd'varana-siinyasyo^ttara-kdrya-saktir ndstlti bhdndt
kdrana-gunam vino^ttaro-ttara-guna-vihse^u , . .

.

sva-visesasyo^kta-gund-tisayd-nupapattefL.

Varavara’s bhdsya on Tattvatraya, p. 58.
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envelops the sabda-tanmatra. The sparsa-tanmatrUy as enveloped by
the sabda-tanmatray produces the vdyu through the accessory help

of dkasa. Then from this sparia'-tanmdtra the rupa-tanmdtra is pro-

duced. The rupa-tanmdtra in its turn envelops the sparsa-tanmdtra

and then from the rupa-tanmatra, as enveloped by the sparse-

tanmdtray tejas is produced throughthe accessory help ofvdyu. Again
the rasa-tanmdtra is produced from the rupa-tanmdtray which again

envelops the rasa-tanmdtra. From the rasa-tanmdtra enveloped by
the rupa-tanmatra water is produced through the accessory help

of tejas. From the rasa-tanmdtra the gandha-tanmatra is produced
which again, enveloped by rasa-tanmdtray produces earth through
the accessory help of water^.

Varavara points out that in the Tattva-nhupana another genesis

of creation is given which is as follows. Sabda-tan-mdtra is produced
from bhutadi and as a gross state of it dkasa is produced. The
bhutddi envelops the sabda-tanmatra and the dkdsa. From the

transforming sabda-tan-mdtray through the accessory of the gross

dkasa as enveloped by bhutddiy the sparsa-tanmdtra is produced and
from such a sparsa-tanmdtra vdyu is produced. The sabda-tan-mdtra

then envelops both the sparsa-tanmdtra and the vdyu, and from the

transforming sparsa-tanmatra, through the accessory of vdyu as

enveloped by sabda-tanmdtra, the rupa-tanmdtra is produced.

From the rupa-tanmatra, similarly, tejas is produced, and so on.

In this view, in the production of the sparsa and other tanmdtras

the accessory help of the previous bhutas is found necessary.

As Vehkatanatha accepts the view that the gross bhiita of dkdsa

acts as accessory to the production of the later bhutas, he criticizes

the Samkhya view that the gross bhutas are produced from the

synthesis of tanmdtras^. The Samkhyists, again, think that the

evolution of the different categories from prakrti is due to an in-

herent teleology and not to the operation of any separate agent.

Venkata, however, as a true follower of Ramanuja, repudiates it and

asserts that the evolving operation of the prakrti can only proceed

through the dynamic operation of God Himself.

^ Varavara’s bhdr^a on Tattvatraya, p. 59.
^ sdmkhydstu panchd^pi tanmdtrdni sdksdt-tdmasd^hamkdro^tpannani tatra

sabda-tanmdtram dkdsd-rambhakam itardni tu tanmdtrdiii purva-purva-tanmdtra-^

sahakrtdny uttaro-‘ttara~’bkutd^ramhhakdnVty dhuh tad asat. dkdsdd vdyur ity~ddy-

ananyathd-siddho-paddnakrama-visesd’-bhidhana-darsandt. Nyaya-siddhanjana,

pp. 25-26.
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(c) Refutation of the Atomic Theory of Nydya in

relation to Whole and Part.

In. refuting the Nydya view that the parts attach themselves to

each other and thereby produce the whole, and ultimately the part-

less atoms combine together to form a molecule, Venkata intro-

duces the following arguments. So far as the association of the

wholes through their parts (beginning from the molecules) through
the association of the parts are concerned, Venkata has nothing to

object. His objection is against the possibility of an atomic contract

for the formation of molecules. If the atoms combine together

through their parts, then these parts may be conceived to have
further parts, and thus there would be infinite regress. If these

parts are regarded as not different from the whole, then the dif-

ferent atoms could well be regarded as occupying the same atomic
space, and thus they would not produce a conglomeration bigger
in size than the constituent atoms. Further, it is not possible to

imagine that there should be wholes without the parts also being
present. Proceeding in this way, if the atomic combination cannot
account for the origin of bigger measures, the possibility of objects
of different magnitude through conglomeration (e.g. a hill or a
mustard seed) would be inexplicable. If it is said that parts refer

to the different sides of an atom, then also it might be urged that a
partless atom cannot have sides.

It is held that knowledge, though one, can refer to many
though it is partless. It may also be urged in this connection that
if it refers to all objects in their entirety, then the constituent en-
tities would not be referred to separately, and it caimot also refer
to the objects separately in parts, for then intelligence itself would
not be partless. The Naiyayika may also, on this analogy, urge that
any solution that the idealist may find to his difficulty also applies
to the atomic theory. To this the obvious answer of the idealist is

that in the case of intelligence, experience testifies that though one
and partless it can refer to many, and the Naiyayikas have no such
advantage to show in their favour, for the Naiyayikas do not admit
that in any case wholes may combine except through their parts.
The objection cannot be laid against the Buddhist theory of con-
glomeration (saiighdta), for there such conglomeration is not due to
contact. The Naiyayikas may be supposed to raise an objection re-

association of all-pervasive entities (vibhu'j with finite
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objects; such an. association has to be admitted, for otherwise the

association of the self or the akasa with objects cannot be explained

;

it is not also possible to hold that all pervasive entities have parts.

So ultimately it has to be admitted that the partless all-pervasive

entities have contact with finite objects, and if their procedure is

accepted, then the same might explain the contact of partless

atoms. To this Venkata’s reply is that the illustration of the contact

of all-pervasive entities with finite objects might well be thrown in

our face, if we had attempted to refute the view that wholes had no

specific qualities; but our main object is to show the inconsistency

to which the Naiyayikas are exposed when they apply their theory

that all combinations of wholes must be through parts to the com-

bination of the supposed partless atoms. As a matter of fact, the

error lies in the assumption that the atoms are partless. If it is

supposed that division of particles must ultimately take us to part-

less atoms, the obvious reply is that from the division of parts we
could not go to the partless, the better way being the acceptance

of the smallest visible particles called the trasarerm. If it is urged

that if trasarenu is the atom, then it must be invisible, the obvious

reply is that there is no such general concomitance between atomic

nature and invisibility. The better course, therefore, is to accept

the trasarenu as ultimate particles of matter. There is, therefore,

no necessity to admit dvyanuka also.

Venkatanatha further objects to the Nyaya doctrine of the for-

mation of wholes {avayavi) from parts {avayava) and points out

that if this is to be admitted, then the weight of an object must be

due to the weight of the atoms; but the Naiyayikas hold that the

atoms have no weight. The proper view therefore is that the effect,

or the so-called whole, is to be regarded as being only a modified

condition of the parts. The causal operation in such a view is justi-

fied in producing the change in the condition of the causal object

and not in producing a new object in the effect or the whole as

is supposed by the Naiyayikas. Again in the consideration of the

production of the wholes from parts, when the thread fs regarded

as the cause of the production of the whole, the cloth, it may be

observed that in the process of the production we find various

accretions through the gradual addition of one thread after another.

In each such addition we have separate wholes, since the process

may easily be stopped anywhere; and in such a view we have the
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addition of a part to a whole for the production of another whole.

This is obviously against the Nyaya view, which would not lend

any support to the doctrine that the addition of parts to wholes

would produce other wholes. The Naiyayikas urge that if a whole

as a different entity from the parts be not admitted, and if a whole

be regarded as nothing more than a collection of atoms, then, the

atoms being invisible, the wholes would be invisible. The produc-

tion of gross wholes not being admitted, the supposed explanation

that there is an illusion of grossness in the atoms would also be in-

admissible^. The question now is what is meant by grossness. If

it means a new measure, then it is quite admissible in the Ramanuja
view in which the production of separate wholes is not admitted

;

for just as the atomists would think of the production of the new
wholes from atoms, so the Ramanujist may also agree to the pro-

duction of a new measure {panmarui). If the Naiyayikas object to

this and urge that the production of a new measure from the atomic
is inadmissible, then they may as well be asked how they would
also account for the notion of plurality in a collection of separate

entities, each of which may be regarded as one in itself. If it is

said that the conception of number as plurality proceeds from a
mental oscillation incorporating the diversity, then it may also be
argued that from the absence of any such oscillation there may be
a failure in noting the separateness which may give rise to a notion
of gross measure. Moreover, there is nothing incongruous in the
fact that if individuals are not visible the collection may be visible.

If the grossness is supposed to mean the occupation of more spatial

units than the individual entities, then also it is not inadmissible;
for in a collection of small particles they are cognized as occupying
different spatial units. If it is urged that since no separate wholes
are admitted to be produced the gross dimension cannot be per-
ceptible, the obvious reply is that the perception of grossness has
no connection with the perception of wholes. Even before the
dyad is produced the combining atoms have to be admitted as
occupying more space in their totality than in their individual
capacity; for otherwise they in their totality could not produce a
bigger dimension. Thus, there is no reason for admitting the pro-
duction of wholes separate from the parts. Under the same specific

^ sthola-dravyS-bhave c&'ifu-samhatau stfUllatvd-dhySso na siddhyet. Sarvar-
tha-siddhi^ p. 46.
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kind of combination of threads in which the Naiyayikas think that

a cloth could be produced, the Ramanujists think that the threads

under the selfsame condition are the cloth and there is no separate

production of cloth^. But it should not be thought that any slight

change in the condition of an object would mean that thereby there

is a new object so long as the object remains sufficiently unchanged
to be recognized as the same for all practical purposes. The causal

operation, according to the Ramanujists, only brings about new
changes of conditions and states in the already existent causal sub-

stance. This is thus different from the Samkhya theory of sat-kdrya-

vada^ according to which the effect is already existent in the cause

even before the causal operation is set in motion. Venkata, there-

fore, criticizes the Sarnkhya theory of sat-karya-^vada,

(d) Criticism of the Samkhya Theory of Sat-karya-vada.

The Samkhya is wrong in supposing that the effect (e.g. the

jug) was pre-existent in its cause (e.g. earth), for had it been so the

causal operation would have been fruitless. The Samkhya may,

however, say that the causal operation serves to manifest what was
potentially existing in the cause; the function of causal operation

is thus manifestation and not production. This, however, is wrong,

for manifestation {vyangd) and production (kdrya) are two different

words having two different concepts. Manifestation can occur

only in the operation of a manifesting agent with the help of its

accessories in making an object manifested with regard to a par-

ticular sense-organ in a particular place where the manifesting

agent exists^. It would first be proved that the pre-existent effect

is manifested and not produced; only then would it have been

worth while to inquire into the conditions of the causal operation

to see whether it satisfied the necessary conditions of a manifesting

agent. But the Samkhya can hardly succeed in showing that it is so.

The Samkhyist says that the effect is pre-existent before the causal

^ yadi samsrstds tantava eva patas tatas tantu-rdsimdtre^pi pata-dhih sydd ity

aha samsargader itL na hi tvayd^pi tantU’-samsarga-mdiram patasyd^samavdyi-

kdrat^am isyate tathd sati huvindd’‘di’-vydpdra-‘nairapeksya-prasahgdt ato yadriat

samsarga-visesdd avayavl tavo*tpadyate tddrsa-sanisarga-vmstas tantavah pata
iti kvd^tiprasahgaJi, Sarvdrtha-siddhi, p. 48.

® kdrya-vyahgya-sabdau ca vyavasthita-visayau lake drstau kdraka-vyahjaka-

bhedas ca kdrakam samagram apy ekam utpadayati vyanjakantu sahakdri-sam-

pannam samdne-ndriya-grdhydni samdna-deia-sthani tddrsani sarvdnyapi vyan-
aktu Ibid, pp, 55—56.
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operation; but the causal operation is itself an effect, and if their

previous assertion is correct then it was non-existent when the

effect was non-manifested. If the causal operation was also ex-

istent at the time of the existence of the cause, then the effect would
also have been present in the cause in a manifested state. The
Samkhya says that what is non-existent cannot be produced, and
this implies that a thing is existent because it can be produced,

which is, on the face of it, self-contradictory. The theory that the

effect is pre-existing in the cause could have been admitted as a last

resort if there were no other theory available, but the ordinary

notion of causality as invariable and immediate antecedent is quite

sufficient to explain the phenomenon of production. Therefore,

there is no necessity for such a chimerical theory. Again instead of

holding that the effect is nothing more than the potential power in

the cause, it is much better to say that the cause has such power by
which it can produce the effect imder certain conditions^. Again
it may be thought about the instrumental and other accessory

agents that if they lead to the generation of effort, as indeed they do,

they should also be accepted as subtle potential states of the effect.

But this is not admitted by the Sainkhyist, for according to him it

is only the material cause which is regarded as the potential effect.

Otherwise even the purusa, which, teleologically, is to be regarded
as the instrumental cause of the world phenomenon, has to be re-

garded as a part of prakrti. Again consider the destructive agents.

Are the destructible effects already present in the destructible

agent? It cannot be so, for they are entirely opposed to each other.

If it were not so, it could not destroy it 2. If it were not so and yet
if it would be destroyed by the destructive agent, then everything
could be destroyed by everything.

Turning to the function of the material cause, it may be pointed
out that it cannot be defined as that from which an effect is pro-
duced {tajjanyatvd) ; for then even an instrumental cause would be
included in the material cause. Nor can it be regarded as a modi-
fication {tadvikaratva), for then the effect would be only the quality
of the cause, and there would be no difference between the cause

^ yathS sarvefu dravye^ til3 eva tcdla-garbhaJ} sva-karana-saktya srjyante
tatha^ tat-tat-karya-niyata-purva-bhSvitaya tat-tad-utpadaka-svabhavas te te
ohdvds tathaVve^ti svJkdryam. Sarvartha-siddhiy p. 59.

® nasakefu ca nSsya-^ttir asti na vS. asti cet bahnau tUlavad virodhah na cet
katham tadeva tasya naiakam. Ibid. p. 6o.
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and the effect. But we see that the cloth is different from threads^.

If the effect is regarded as identical with the cause on the ground

that though there cannot be any contact between the effect and the

cause yet the former is never outside the latter, the obvious reply is

that in the view that the effect is not a substance there need not be

any contact, and if it is a property of the cause it is never beside it^.

On the view that the effect is a manifestation, it may be asked

whether such a manifestation is eternal or itself an effect. In the

former case no causal operation is necessary for the manifestation.

In the latter case, if the manifestation be regarded as a separate

effect, then it virtually amounts to a partial sacrifice ofsat-kdrya-vada.

If for the manifestation of a manifestation causal operation is

necessary, then that will lead to a vicious infinite. Moreover, if

manifestation is itself regarded as an effect, then since it did not

exist before, its coming into being would involve the sacrifice of

sat-kdrya-vada.

It may be urged that the production of an effect is not of the

nature of the effect itself, for one always speaks of an effect as being

produced. Thus the effect is different from production. If this is

admitted, then what is the difficulty in accepting the view that the

effectmaybe manifested ? Ifthe word production be considered more

logical, then with regard to it also there may be the same question,

whether a production is produced or manifested, and in the former

case there would be infinite regress, and in the latter no necessity

for the causal operation. With regard to the manifestation also

there would be the same difficulty as to whether it is produced or

manifested, and in both cases there would be vicious infinite. The
reply to this is that production means the operation of the causal

agents, and if this operation be again admitted to be produced by

the operation of its own causal constituent, and that by another,

there is no doubt an infinite regress, but it is not vicious and is ad-

mitted by all. When there is a movement of a specific nature in the

thread, we say a cloth is produced, or rather at the very first

moment of such a movement involving the cloth-state of the thread

^ tad'^dharmatva-hetU-kta-dosad eva uhhayatra patd~vasthd tantvd^tmd na

hhavati tantubhyo hhinnatvdt ghatavad iti prati-prayogasya sakyatvdcca. Sar~

vdrtha-siddhi, p. 60.
® tdddtmya^virahe*pi anyatarasyd*dravyatvat samyogd-bhdvah tad-dharma-^

svabhdvatvdd bvcl aprdpti-pctrthdTdt iti anyathd-siddhcLsyci asadhakatvdt. Ibid*

p. 61.
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we say that a cloth is produced^. It is for this reason that we can

speah of an effect as being produced. Such a production has no

further production.

{e) Refutation of the Buddhist Doctrine of Momentariness.

The Buddhists hold that the theory of causal efficiency proves

that whatever is existent must be momentary ;
for the same efficiency

cannot be produced again and again. So, in accordance with each

efficiency or the production of effects, a separate entity has to be

admitted. Since the efficiency at two different moments cannot be

identical, the entities producing them also cannot be identical.

Since the different characters that are supposed to belong to the

same object represent different efficiencies, their attribution to the

same object is also erroneous. Therefore, there are as many different

entities as there are different character points in a particular mo-

ment {yo yo viruddha-dharma-dhyasavdn sa sa nand). To this

Vefikatanatha’s reply is that things are not associated with diverse

opposite characters, and that though in certain cases, e.g. the

flowing river or the flame of a lamp, changing entities may show

the appearance of an unchanging whole, there are undeniable cases

of true recognition in all such cases where we perceive that it is the

same thing which we both see and touch. The fact that in such cases

subconscious impressions may also be working should not be

exaggerated to such an extent as to lead us to believe that recogni-

tion is a mere affair of memory. Recognition is a case where per-

ception predominates, or at the worst it may be said to be a joint

complex of memory and perception. The objection that the pre-

sence ofmemory falsifies recognition is wrong, for not all memory is

false. It is also wrong to think that memory is only subjective and

as such cannot lead us to an objective determination; for memory
is not only subjective but has also an objective reference involving

the time character of the objects as past. Again the Buddhists say

that the association of many characters to an object is wrong, for

each character-point represents the efficiency of a momentary unit,

and that, therefore, the association of many characters in recogni-

tion is false. To this Venkata’s reply is that if each momentary unit

^ yadd hi tantvd-dayaJi vydpriyante tadd pata utpadyate iti vyavaharanti
ddya-k^and-i^acchinna-patatvd-vasthai-va vd pato'tpattir ucyate saTva tadava-
sthasyo* tpattir iti hhd§yam api tad-abhiprdyam eva. Sarvarthasiddhiy p. 63.
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is by itself capable of producing any effect, it ought to do it by its

own nature, and it ought not to wait for the assistance of other

accessories. Following the same analogy, even the unique nature

of any momentary unit would not be the same with any other

unique nature of any other moment, and thus the idea of identity

would be impossible and would land us in nihilism. It is, therefore,

wrong to suppose that there is a separate entity corresponding to

each and every character unit^. The Buddhists are supposed to

urge further that the experience of recognition identifies a past

moment with a present, which is impossible. The reply of Venkata

is that though it would be absurd to connect a past moment with

the present, there is no incongruity in associating them with an

entity which has lived through the past and is also persisting in the

present moment 2. It is true that the affirmation of a past time in

the present is contradictory, but the real mystery of the situation

is that one time appears as many under diverse conditions (upadhi).

In such cases the contradiction arises in associating the different

conditions in each other’s conditioned time unit, but this does not

imply that the reference to the different conditions and time is

inadmissible; for had it been so, even the concept of a successive

series of moments would be inadmissible, since the notion of suc-

cessive moments implies a reference of before and after, and hence

in some way or other it brings together the past, the present and

the future. If this be not admitted, the very concept of momentari-

ness would have to be sacrificed^. If it is urged that momentariness

(ksana-sambandhitva) means the unique self-identity of any entity,

then that leads us to no new knowledge. Thus, the mere association

of the past with the present leads us to no temporal self-contra-

diction.

Again the Buddhists are supposed to urge that perception refers

^ viruddhanam deia-kdld~dya-sa7ndhita~virodhatvena sva-laksanasyd^pi virud-

dha-sata-ksimnatayd ndndtve tat-ksoddndm ca tathd tathd ksode kincid apy eharri

na siddhyet tad-ahhdve ca kuto naVkam iti mddkyamika-matd-'pdtah, Sarvdrtha-

siddhiy p. 66.
® kdla~dvayasyd*nyonyasminn-ahhdve^pi tad’-ubhaya-sambandhini vastuny a~

hhdvd^hhdvdt yas tu tasmin vastuny asantbaddha kdlah tasya tatra sadbhdvam na
brumah. Ibid, p. 68.

® purva^para-kdla^-yogo hi viruddhah svenopadhind^vacckinnasyaVkasya kdla--

syd*vdntaro~pddhibhir ndndtve^pi tat-tad^upadhtnam eva tat-tad^avdntarakd-

ladvayanvaya-viTodhah anyd-peksayd pwrvd'-pata^hdlayar anyasya viniddhatvc

ksana-kdlasyd^py anyd-pek$ayd paurvdparydt tat-kdla-vartztvam api ^astuno

viruddhyeta. Ibid,
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only to the present moment. It can never lead us to the compre-

hension of the past. Our notion, therefore, that things existent in

the past are persistent in the present is an illusion due to the opera-

tion of the subconscious root-impressions which ignore difference

between the past and the present, and impose the former on the

latter, as silver is imposed on conch-shell. The reply of Venkata to

this is that perception demonstrates only the presence of an object

in the present moment as against its absence; but it does not on

that account deny its existence in the past. Just as “this” indicates

the presence of an object in the present moment, the perceptual

experience “that is this” demonstrates the persistence of the object

in the past and in the present^. If it is urged that perception re-

veals its object as a present entity, then the Buddhist theory of

perception as indeterminate (nirvikalpa), which cannot reveal the

object as qualified by the temporal character as present, falls to the

ground. If it is urged that perception reveals the existence of the

object at the moment of the perceptual revelation, then also it is

impossible in the Buddhist view, for the momentary object with

whdch the sense-organ was in touch has ceased to exist by the time

knowledge was produced. So, in whichever way the Buddhist may
take it, he cannot prove that perception reveals an object only as

present; whereas in the Ramanuja view, since the sense-contact,

the object as associated with it, and the temporal element associated

with them, are continuous, the mental state is also continuous and

as such the perception reveals the object as that with which the

sense was in contact. Even after the cessation of the sense-contact,

the mental state, indicating the perception of the object with which

the sense was in contact, is comprehended®.

Again if it is argued that whatever is invariably produced from
anything must also be produced imconditionally without awaiting

any causal operation, then it must be said that when leaves and
flowers grow from a plant they do so unconditionally, which is

absurd. Moreover, when in a series of momentary entities one
entity follows another, it must do so without awaiting any cause;

then, on the one hand, since each of the preceding entities has no

^ yathd idant iti tat-kdla-sattd grhyate tathd tad idam iti kdla-^dvaya'-sattvam
api pratydksenaVva grhltam, Sarvartha-siddhiy p. 69.

^ asman-mate tv indriya-samprayogasya tad-visista-^vastunas tad~upahita~kdld-
rrtiasya ca sthdyitvena dh%'-k§andnuvrttau tad-visayatayd pratyaksO’-dayat sam-
prayogd-nantara-hsane dhlr api nirvartyate. Ibid, p. 70.
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special function to fulfil, it is without any causal efficiency and as

such is non-existent; and, on the other hand, since each succeeding

entity rises into being without waiting for any cause, it may rise

into being in the preceding moment as well, and if this is so there

would be no series at all. Again it is argued that since whatever is

produced must necessarily be destroyed, destruction as such is un-

conditioned and takes place without awaiting any cause. Negation

can be unconditioned only when it is an implication of position

which as such is never produced but is always associated with any

and every position (e.g. cow implies the negation of a horse). But

negations which are produced always depend on certain causes

which can produce them just as much as any positive entity, as in

the case of the destruction of a jug by the stroke of a stick. If it is

argued that the stroke of a stick does not produce any destruction

but only starts a new series of existence in the form of the particles

of the jug, then also there are many other illustrations (e.g. the

blowing out of a flame) in which the explanation of the starting of a

new series is not available. If it is argued that negation is mere

nothing and as such does not depend on a cause like chimerical

entities, e.g. the lotus of the sky, such an explanation would be

meaningless ; for negations or destructions are conditioned in time

just as are any positive entities, and as such are different from

chimerical entities {^pratiyogivad eva niyata-kdlatayd pramitasya

atyanta-tucchatd-yogdt). If negations be regarded as similar to

chimerical entities, then the former would be as beginningless as

the latter, and, if this were so, then there would be no positive en-

tities, all being beginningless negations . Ifnegationwere chimerical,

then even at the time of negation there could be the positive en-

tities, for negation being chimerical could not condition anything

and this would amount to the persistence of all entities and cannot

be acceptable to momentarists like the Buddhists. If negations

were devoid only of certain specific characters, then they would be

like the unique-charactered entities {svalaksand) which are also de-

void of certain specific characters. If they were devoid of all cha-

racters {sarva-svabhdva-virahd), then'they could have no place in a

proposition which must affirm some predicate of them. If it is said

that negation has a character as such, then that being its character

i t would not be devoid of any character. If such negations were not

pre-existent, then their coming into being must depend on some
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causal operation. If they were pre-existent, then there would not

be any positive entities (prak-sattve tu bhava-pahnavah).

If it is urged that the effect-moment as destruction is simul-

taneous with the cause-moment, then the positive entity and its

destruction would occur at the same moment; and if this were so,

there is no reason why the destruction should not precede the

positive entity. If destruction is admitted to appear at a moment
succeeding that of the production of the positive moment, then the

destruction would not be unconditioned. If the sequence of the

positive entity and its destruction be with reference to the positive

entity itself and not to its production, then the positive entity would
be the cause of the destruction. It cannot be said that destruction

is conditioned only by the position, for its dependence on other

accessory agents cannot be repudiated. It cannot be argued that

the production of a moment is also its destruction, for that would be

self-contradictory. It is sometimes maintained that difference does

not constitute destruction, and hence the rise of a different-

charactered moment does not imply the destruction of the previous

moment. The destruction of a moment has thus to be regarded as

a separate fact, and as such it is involved and inherent in the very

production of a moment^. To this the reply is that a different-

charactered entity must also be regarded as the destruction of the

previous entity, for otherwise it would be impossible to assign any
cause to the rise of such a different-charactered entity. If, again

,

the destruction be the very essence of an entity, then such an
essence might as well manifest itself at the time of the rise of the

present entity, and thus reduce it to the negation which would
mean the universal negation of all things. If it is urged that an
entity produces its own destruction by itself, then it would be
meaningless to hold that destruction is unconditional; and if it is

thus conditioned by itself, it would be idle to suppose that it does
not depend on any other condition, for there is no means ofknowing
it. If it is admitted that an entity produces its own destruction with
the help of other accessories, then the doctrine of momentariness
fails. It has also been shown before that the affirmation of momen-
tariness is distinctly contradicted by the phenomenon of recognition

^ yato bhidyate na tat tasya dhvamsa}} yatha rupasya rased)., dhvarpsas tu
kasyacid 6va bkavati iti tad~atvtakah. atafy svo~tpatt3v &oa svdtmani dlvoasnsQ
sanrdhite katkaip, ksarfS-ntearaTji prapnuy&t. Sarvartha-siddhi, p. 73 .
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as elaborated above. Again when the momentarist says that all

things are momentary, how does he explain the fact that the effect-

moment is caused by the cause-moment? If causation means no-

thing more than immediate succession, then the universe at a par-

ticular moment is caused by the universe at the preceding moment.
The problem is whether such immediacy of succession is by itself

competent to produce the effect-moment or needs the accessories

of space and time. If such accessories are not necessary, then

spatial co-existence or concomitance (as in the case of smoke and

fire) ought not to lead to any inference. If such accessories are

awaited, then it would mean that whatever is produced at any unit

of space has also its cause in that unit of space and that unit of time.

On such a view the effect-moment would be in the space and time

of the cause, and thus the cause-space or cause-time would be

co-extensive in two moments. If this were admitted, then the

momentarist might as well admit that the cause persists in two

moments. So, the momentarist who does not admit persisting time

and space cannot also admit that any sequence should be con-

ditioned by them. If it is said that a cause-moment starts its effect

in the very space or time in which it exists, then there would be no

unity of the series between the cause and the effect; and, by sup-

position, they are regarded as having different sets of moments for

themselves. There might be superimposition but no unity of the

series. If the unity of the series be not admitted, then the expecta-

tion that just as when a cotton-seed is dyed there is redness in the

cotton, so in the moral sphere whenever there is the vdsand or root-

inclination there is also its fruit, fails. The co-existence of the

causal-moment and the effect-moment does not imply the unity

that is expected in a normal cause and effect relation, and it would
therefore be difficult to say that such an effect has such a cause, for

the momentaristic theory cannot establish the bond between cause

and effect.

Let us now analyse the concept of momentariness. It may mean
the fact that (i) an entity is associated with a moment {ksafia-

sambandhavattva)^ or (2) association with a momentary unit of time

{ksana-kdla-samhandhatvai^^ or (3) existence for only one moment
{ksana-mdtra-vartitva), or (4) absence of relation with two moments
{ksana‘dvaya-‘Sambandha-‘Sunyatva)y or (5) identity with the moment
of time {ksana-kdlatvam)y or (6) being determinant of the moment-

18Dill
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character {ksana-padhitvam). The first alternative is inadmissible,

for even those who believe in persistent entities admit that such

entities, since they persist in time, are associated with a moment.

The second alternative is inadmissible because the Buddhists do

not believe in any separate category of time apart from the ksand^.

On such an admission, again, an entity as time which is beyond a

ksana has to be virtually accepted, which contradicts the doctrine

of momentariness. The third alternative is directly contradicted in

the experience of recognition which testifies to the fact thatwe touch

what we see. The fourth view is also for the same reason contra-

dicted in experience; and if any supposed entity which is not itself

a ksana is not associated with two time-moments, then it can have

only a chimerical existence, and, curiously enough, the Buddhists

often compare all existent entities with chimerical objects 2. The
fifth alternative is also inadmissible, for just as an entity exists in a

unit of space and cannot be identical with it, so also it cannot be

identical with the time in which it exists, and it is directly contra-

dicted in experience. The sixth alternative is also inadmissible for

the reason that if objects were in their own nature determinants of

moments, then there would be nothing to explain our notion of

temporal succession®; and all our experiences depending on such

a succession would be contradicted. If things did not persist in

time and were absolutely destroyed without leaving any trace

(niranvaya-vinasah), then the ordinary experience of the world in

which things are done for the purpose of reaping their benefits

could not be explained. The man who had done some work would

not wait a moment for his reward. In the Ramanuja view per-

sistence of the self is well explained in self-consciousness. The
theory that such a self-consciousness refers only to the suc-

ceeding terms produced in the series of the alaya-vijndna is

only a theory which has no verification, and such a theory

is directly contradicted by the well attested maxim that the

experience of one individual caimot be remembered by another

(nd’nya-drstam smaraty anyah). There is also no way in which the

^ kdlcm evS’nicchatas te ko'sau ksana-kalak kai ca tasya sambandhah. Sarvar-
tha-^siddhi, p. 74.

* yasminnanityatd ndsti kdryatd^pi na vidyate tasmin yathd kha-puspdddviti
sakyam hi bhd^tum. Ibid. p. 75.

® yadd hi ghata-dayah svarupetfa ksano-padhayaht syuht kdla-tdratamya-dhthi
kutrd*pi na bhavet. Ibid.
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terms of the dlaya-vijndna series may be associated with volitional

notions.

If the momentariness of entities means that they are modified

or conditioned by moments, then also the question arises if they

are not themselves momentary, how can they be conditioned by
moments? If the conditioning by moments means that causal col-

locations represent only the previous moment of the effect

(kdrya-prdga-‘bhdva-‘Samanvita)y\h&n itmaybeurgedbytheopponent
that it would be difficult to refute such momentariness. On the

side of the opponent it may be further said that the criticism that

the conglomeration of the causes is something different from, or

identical with the conglomerating entities, cannot be made
;
for, in

either case, since such an entity would, according to the Rama-
nujists, be a persisting one, it would not condition a moment. The
reply is that conglomeration can neither mean relation nor the

related entities; for the word ‘‘conglomeration’’ cannot apply

specifically to each of the entities, and as such it is to be admitted

that the causal entities, collected together by some condition, re-

present the conglomeration. If such entities are regarded as de-

termining the moment, then they must necessarily be persistent.

If it is held that the combining condition is the condition of the

ksanay then the reply is that the production must be due to the

joint operations of the combining conditions and the specific col-

locating entities. Of these the combining condition is not mo-
mentary, and since the collocating entities would stay till they were
combined, they are also not momentary. The condition of the

ksana seems, therefore, to be the last accessory agent or operation

which associates with it the previous entities or operations and

thereby behaves as the condition of the moment immediately ante-

cedent to the effect. There is thus nothing momentary in it. Time
being unlimited in its nature cannot be parcelled out in moments.

The supposed moments can be attributed to an operation or an

existing entity only for specifying particular states or conditions for

practical purposes ;
but an entity that exists, exists in time, and thus

outgrows the limits of a previous or later moment. So, though a

specific unit of time may be regarded as momentary, the entity that

exists, therefore, is not momentary in the nature of its own ex-

istence. Since the Buddhists do not admit time, they are not

justified in speaking of momentary time in which things are sup-

18-2
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posed to exist. Nor are they justified in holding that nature in itself

suffers change in every moment, for that virtually amounts to the

existence of a persisting entity which suffers modification^.

The Buddhist assumption that things are destroyed entirely,

and there are no elements in them that persist {niranvaya-vinasa),

on the analogy that flames are destroyed without leaving any trace

of their existence, is false. For, from various other instances, e.g.

the case of jugs, cloth, etc., we fiind that their destruction means

only a change of state and not entire annihilation; and from this

analogy it is reasonable to suppose that the elements of the flame

that are destroyed are not completely annihilated but persist in in-

visible forms. Even when a flame is destroyed, the tip of the wick

is felt to be slightly warm, and this is certainly to be interpreted as

a remnant of the heat possessed by the flame. If the last stage in the

destruction of an entity be regarded as lapsing into entire annihila-

tion, it would have no causal efficiency and as such would be non-

existent. If the last stage is non-existent, then its previous stage

also would have no causal efficiency and would be non-existent, and

so on. This would lead to universal non-existence.

(/) Refutation of the Cdrvaka criticism against

the Doctrine of Causality.

The problem of causality naturally brings in the question of

time relation between the cause and the effect, i.e. whether the

effect precedes the cause, or whether the cause precedes the effect,

or whether they are simultaneous. If the effect precedes the cause,

then it would not depend upon causal operation for its existence

and it would then be an eternally existent entity like space. If it is

not existent, then it cannot be brought into existence by any means,

for a non-existent entity cannot be produced. If the effect were pro-

duced before the cause, then the so-called “cause” could not be its

cause. If the cause and effect were simultaneous, then it would be
difficult to determine which is the cause and which the effect. If

the cause precedes the effect, then, again, it may be asked whether

the effect was already existent or beside it. If it is already existent,

there is no need of causal operation, and that which is to happen

^ sarva'-k^anikaivam sadhayitum upakramya sthira'-dravya^vrtti-ksanika’-

vikdravad iti katham drstantayema tepi ca na tvad-ahhimatam ksanikatvam
pradipd-‘divaddsutara'’vindntva^mdtrena k§anikato^kteh. Sarvartha^siddhi^ p. 77.
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later cannot be considered to be co-existent with that which was at

a prior moment. If the effect was not co-existent with the cause,

then what would be the bond which would determine why a par-

ticular cause should produce a particular effect and not others?

Since production cannot be synonymous with what is produced, it

must be different from it. Being a different entity, it may be de-

manded that production should have a further production, and
that another, and this will lead to infinite regress.

To these objections Vehkatanatha’s reply is that the opposition

of negation with position can hold good only with reference to the

same unit of time and space. Therefore, the non-existence of the

effect at a prior moment has no opposition to its existence at a later

moment. That there is a relation between the cause of a prior

moment and the effect of a later moment can be directly ex-

perienced. Such a relation is, of course, not contact, but one of

dependence, of one another, as prior and later, as is perceived

in experience. The dialectical criticism that production, being a

separate entity, demands a further production and so forth cannot

be applied to the Ramanuja view; for here the effect is regarded as

only a modified condition or state of the cause. The effect depends

upon the cause in the sense that it is identical with it as being its

state’-. Identity here, of course, does not mean oneness but identity

in difference. The objection that no bond can be established in

difference is found contradicted in our experience of cause and

effect, and in many other cases, e.g. in the instance where a speaker

tries to produce a conviction in his hearers who are different from
him. The objection that a cause can be called a cause only by virtue

of its doing some operation {kindUkard) and that its caxxsality to-

wards that operation must again involve the effectuation of some
other operation, and thus there is an infinite regress, is invalid

;
for

the existence of a number of operations (as given in experience) in

producing an effect cannot lead to a vicious infinite, for only those

operations which are revealed in experience can be accepted as

having happened. In the case of spontaneous production [dvara^-n-

tara-nirapeksa), there is no necessity to admit any series of opera-

tions as the causality as invariable antecedent is directly given in

^ na hi vayam abhivyaktim va hdrana-samavdyd-dikam vd janme^ti briimah,

kintrCpaddnd-vasthd-viiesam tasya kdryd-vasthd-sdmdnadhikaranya'-vyapadesaji

tdddtmyena tad^dsraya->VYtteh, Sarvartha-siddhi^ p. So.
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experience. The objection that a cause is a cause because it produces

the effect involves the previous existence of the effect, and hence the

futility of the causal operation is invalid
;
for causality means the

happening of an operation suitable to the becoming of the effect^.

This does not involve the prior existence of the effect, since the

happening of the operation leading to the effect refers to the effect

not as an existing fact but as anticipated in the mind of the observer

{Jmrvattva-nirupanam tu hhdvina’pikdryenahuddhya-rohina. siddheh)

.

The objection that if effect was a nature of the cause then it would
be already there, and if it was not it could not come into being at

any time, is also invalid on the supposition that there is an invariable

uniformity of relationship {niyata-pratisambaridhika-svabhdvatd

eva). The effect entity is numerically and characteristically different

from the cause entity, but yet the former and the latter are related

to one another as mutually determining each other {anyo-nya-

nirupyatayd). The objection, that since the separate entities in a

causal conglomeration cannot produce the effect, the conglomera-

tion as a whole could not produce the effect, is invalid; for the

capacity of the individual entities is defined in terms of their

capacity in joint production [samuditdndm kdrya-karatvam eva hi

pratyekam api hi saktih). The further objection that since the cause

is destroyed on its way to produce the effect, it (cause) itself being
destroyed, ought not to be able to produce the effect, is not valid;

for the production of the effect requires only the existence of the

cause at a prior moment {piirva-ksana-sattvam eva hi karanasya
kdryo-payogi).

Again it is urged that the concept of invariable priority which
determines causation is itself indeterminable, for time as duration
has no quality in itself. Priority and posteriority therefore have
to be determined by other imposed conditions {upadhi), and the
causal phenomena could be regarded as such an imposed condition.

If this is so, priority and posteriority, which are in this view sup-
posed to originate from causal conditions, cannot be regarded as
determining causality. Again if conditions are supposed to split up
time as pure duration into succession, then, since time is not re-

garded as discrete, the supposed conditions would have to refer to
the whole of time, in which case there would be no succession.

hhaui-k5ryS-nugur!a-vyS.paraiiattvamevakdrai}cisyakurvattvam. Sarvartha-
siddhiy p. 81.
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Moreover, if the conditions were to refer to certain parts, discrete

time has first to be accepted^. The reply to the above objection is

that if by the force of the above argument time as succession is not

admitted, then if things are in time they are eternal, and if they are

not, they are chimerical; which is absurd. The objector is again

supposed to urge that, all universals being eternally existing,

priority and posteriority can never be referred mutually among
them, or between them and individuals. Where the rise of the con-

stellation Rohini is inferred from the rise of the constellation

Krttika, priority and posteriority are not between the two. The
reply is to be found in the experience that such a qualified entity

is produced from such other qualified entity where the universal

and the individual merge together in a complex whole—a qualified

entity^. Definite causal relations with definite effects are known
from large experience of invariable antecedence between them, and

this repudiates the idea of any denial of the uniformity of causal re-

lation relating specific cause to specific effect. The notion of the

plurality of causes is also therefore repudiated for the same reason.

Where the same effect seems to be produced by different causes it

is due to mal-observation and non-observation. A closer observa-

tion by experts reveals that though certain effects may be ap-

parently similar yet they have specificity in their individual nature.

By virtue of such specificity, each one of them can be referred to its

own determinate cause. The negation-antecedent-to-being {prdga-

bhdva) cannot by itself be regarded as determining the effect, for

such negations in themselves, being beginningless, could not ex-

plain the occasion of an effect’s coming into being. Moreover, such

negations involve in some form or other the effect to which it would

give rise as its constituent; for, otherwise it could not be referred

to or defined as a negation-antecedent-to-being of the effect. If an

effect, being existent, be without any cause, it would be eternal;

and if it be non-existent without any cause, then it would be

chimerical. If the effect could happen by fits and starts, then its

uniform dependence upon the immediate and invariable ante-

^ kale ca purvattvam upadhi’-krtam sa ca upddhir yady ayam eva tadd tad^

adhtnam kdlasya purvattvam kdld-^dhinanco^padher ity anyonyd-hayah. anyd~

peksdydm cakrakam anavasthdpi kdlasya kramavad upadhi-sambandha-bhedad
bhedasca krtsnai-ka-desa-vikalpa-duhstha iti. Sarvartha^siddhi^ p. 82.

^ etad~dharmakdd etad^dharmakam upajdtam itijaty-^upddhi-dirodx^krta^-rilpeim

vyaktisti rdyama^siddheh. Ibid. p. 83.
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cedents could not be explained. Thus the doctrine of causality

stands unimpeached by any of the objections brought forward by

the Carvakas.

{g) The Nature of the Senses according to Venkatandtha.

The Naiyayikas think that the visual organ has for its material

cause the eight elements, for though it cannot perceive any other

sense-data it can grasp colours like a lamp ;
and, following a similar

course of argument, they hold that the tactile organ is made up of

air, the gustatory organ, of water, the smell-organ, of earth, and the

auditory organ, of space-element (dkdsa). Vehkatanatha’s main ob-

jection is directed against viewing the senses as the specific and

most important instruments of the corresponding perceptions on

the ground that in the act of perception many accessories, such as

the subject, object, light, sense-organ, sense-contact, absence of

obstruction, and other accessories participate in such a manner that

it is impossible to single out the sense-organ as being the most im-

portant instrument {karana). Even if the sense-faculties be re-

garded as different from the sense-organs, they may be considered

as the special ways of the ego-hood (ahamkard)^ and this is testified

by scriptural texts. Merely on the ground that the visual sense-

faculty can perceive colours, it would be wrong to argue that this

sense-faculty is made up of the same element as colour; for the

visual sense-faculty is not by itself responsible for the colour-

perception. The special predominance of the visional organ over

other accessories in colour-perception, by which its affinity with

the colour element may be shown, cannot be established.

Venkata urges that the same reasons that lead to the acceptance

of the five cognitive senses lead also to the admission of the five

conative senses and manas (mind). The function of the cognitive

senses is believed to be of a special kind by which the senses can

operate only in a special manner and under special conditions, and
the same applies also to the conative senses. These are as much
associated with the subtle body as the cognitive senses, and the

view of Yadavaprakasa that the conative senses came into being

with this body and were destroyed with its destruction is regarded

as false^. Manas, being a part of the evolution ofprakrti, cannot be
regarded as all-pervasive. The ordinary argument that that which,

^ Nyaya-siddhanjanay p. 24.
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being eternal, is not the material constituent of any other thing is

all-pervasive, is faulty, for this is directly contradicted by the

testimony of the scriptures, and according to the Ramanuja view

atoms are not the ultimate constituent of things. Again the argu-

ment that that which is devoid of specific qualities, like time, is all-

pervasive is also untenable, for according to the Ramanuja view

there is nothing -which is devoid of specific quality. The argument

that since mind can remember very distant experiences it is all-

pervasive is also faulty, for such remembrances are due to the con-

tact of mind with specific subconscious root-impressions.

The senses are to be regarded as subtle {siiksma) or atomic, and

yet by their functioning or in association with other things they

may behave as being spread out’^. It is for this reason that in the

bodies of animals of different dimensions the same senses may
spread over smaller or larger areas through such functions -wdthout

which they have to be admitted as becoming larger or smaller ac-

cording to the dimensions of the bodies in which they may operate.

If manas is all-pervasive, or if it occupies the span of the body, then

the cognition by all the five senses may arise at one moment. The
senses are regarded by Venkata as abiding in the heart, whence they

move through respective nerves to the particular sense-organs.

The sense operates by its function called vrtti, which moves

almost with the speed of light and grasps its object. There is thus a

gradual operation of the sense-function passing from one place to

another which, on account of its high speed, seems to be operative

with regard to the object near at hand and also at a distance. This

produces the appearance of simultaneous perception. The same

process also holds good in the case of auditory perception. Since,

according to the Ramanuja school, senses are immaterial, their

functions also are to be described as immaterial®.

^ siddhe^pi hy anutve vikdsatayd vrtti-visesa-dvdrd^pydyaka-pracaydd vd
prthutvam angikdryam. Sarvartha-siddhiy p. 98.

® According to the Samkhya view, where also the senses are regarded as im-
material, the vrtti is regarded as their transformation in the form of the object

and not contact. The Yoga view, however, as explained by Bhiksu, is that the

citta passes through the senses and comes in contact with the object and is

transformed into its form in association with the senses. The transformation,

therefore, is not of the citta alone but of the dtta together with the senses.
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Qi) The Nature of aka^a according to Venkatanatha.

Venkata tries to establish in some detail the supposed fact that

the ak^a is perceived by the visual organ, as in our well attested

experience in perceiving the blue sky or the scarlet sky in the

evening and also the movement of the birds through the sky. He
denies the position that the existence of dkdia can only be inferred

through movements, for the akdsa exists even in thick walls where

no movement is possible. Akdsa is not its pure vacuity; its

existence is manifested by its non-obstruction to the movements

of animals. Some of the Buddhists and the Carvakas argue that

there are only four elements and that dkdia is only the negation

(avarand-hhava). We do not perceive any dkdia in a wall, but when
it is split up we say that we perceive dkdia. Such an dkdia cannot

be anything but a negation of obstruction; for if this is not ad-

mitted, then there is no negation of obstruction anywhere, all such

cases being explainable on the supposition of dkdia. It is this

negation of obstruction, pure vacuity, which produces the illusion

of some positive entity like a mirage. Such experiences may well

be illustrated in those instances where the negation of pain is ex-

perienced as pleasure and negation of light as blue darkness. We are

all familiar vrith the fact that mere linguistic usage sometimes pro-

duces an idea without there being an entity behind it, when some-
one says “the sharp horn of a hare.”

To this Venkata’s reply is that the existence of categories can

only be justified by an appeal to experience, and we all have a

positive experience of dkdia. What we call negation is also a positive

entity. The very negative concept can well be regarded as a positive

notion. It is useless to argue that the negative concept differs from
all positivity, for each specific category has its own special notion,

and it is futile to argue why a particular entity should have its own
peculiar concept^. A negation is always defined as the absence of

the positive entity of which the negation is affirmed. The positivity

of dkdia is established by its positive experience. The view that

there is no dkdia in occupied space is wrong, forwhen the occupying
object is cut asunder we perceive the dkdia and we affirm of it the

negation of occupation. Thus the negation of occupation (dvar-

^ nd*bhdvasya nihsDabhdvatd ahhdva-svabhdvatayaVva tat^siddheh svdnya-
svahhdvatayd siddhis tu na kasyd^pi, na ca svena svabhdvena siddhasya para-
svdbhava^virahdd asattvam atiprasangdt, Sarvartha^siddhi, p. 113.
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ana-bhava) is the predicate which is affirmed of the positive entity

akdia, for in our experience of akdsa we perceive that there is no

occupation {avarnd) in the dkasa (ihd’varamzm ndsti). If this is not

admitted, then such perceptions as “Here is an object” would be

inexplicable, for the word “here” would have no meaning if it were

mere absence of negation. If, again, dkala was absent in an occu-

pying object, it would be unreasonable to define dkcUa as the ab-

sence of such an object; since nothing exists in itself, everything

would on the above analogy become its own negation’-. The fact

that dkasa sometimes seems to show the false appearance of a sur-

face is due also to the fact that it is an entity on which certain

qualities are illusorily imposed. If it were mere nothing, there

could have been no predication of false qualities to it. When it is

said that the negation of pain is falsely conceived as pleasure, the

fact is that the so-called negation is only another kind of positivity^.

In the case of chimerical entities such as the sharp hare’s horn

there is an affirmation of horn in the hare, and when the horn is

known there is a deliberation in our mind whether our notion of

sharpness is true or false. The affirmation of sharpness, therefore,

is not on mere negation. The falsity of chimerical predication also

consists of affirming a predicate to a subject which in the course of

nature it does not possess, and there is nothing like pure falsity or

non-existence in such notions. When one says that there is no occu-

pation here he must show the locus where the occupation is denied

or negated ; for a negation implies a locus. The locus of the negation

of occupation would be pure space {akdsa). If the negation of

occupation meant absolute non-existence, then that would land us

in nihilism. If the occupation {avarand) did exist an3rwhere or did

not exist anywhere, then in either case the production or destruc-

tion of such occupation would be undemonstrable ; for an existent

thing is never produced nor destroyed and a non-existent thing is

neither produced nor destroyed. Thus, for these and other con-

siderations, dkasa, which is neither eternal nor all-pervasive, has to

be regarded as a separate positive entity and not as mere negation of

occupation. Dik or -the quarter of the sky, north, south, etc., should

^ na tv dkdsa’-mdtram dvaranesv avidyamanataya tad-ahhava akdsa iti

cd^yuktam sarvesdm svasminn avidyamanataya svd-bhdvatva-prasangdt, Sar^^

vartha^siddhi, p. 114.
® duhkhd-bhdve sukhd-^ropdt abkdvasya hkdvd-nyatva-mdtram eva hy asatvarri

siddham tena ca svarupa-sann evd’sau. Ibid.
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not be regarded as separate entities, but it is the sky, or akasa,

which appears as different kinds of dik on account of its association

with different conditions of the perceiver and the perceived space-

relations.

(i) Nature of Time according to VeAkatanatha.

Time is eternal and beginningless, for any conception in which

it might be held that time were produced would involve the view

that time was non-existent before its production. This, as it is easy

to see, involves a notion of before and after, and as such it may be

presumed that without the assumption of time even the production

of time cannot be perceived. Time is directly perceived as a quality

of all perceived entities. If time is regarded as being only inferable,

then since it is intimately associated with all perceptible things the

non-apprehension of time by direct perception would mean that the

perceived objects also are not directly apprehended but known by

inference. Even those who deny the separate existence of time ex-

plain it as an unreal notion of things in relation with the movement
of the sun. Thus, the category of time, whether it is admitted as

real or unreal, is taken as a quality or mode of perceived things and

is apprehended along with them. There is no other time than what

is conceived as before and after, as modes of our experience. It may
be argued that with the exception of recognition all our experiences

relate to the present and as such in the apprehension of objects by
perception there is no notion of before and after which constitutes

time, so there is no direct perception of time. To this the suggested

discussion is whether, when objects are apprehended, they are

apprehended as present or not, or whether only the notion of “the

present” is apprehended without any association of any other ob-

ject. Such views are directly contradicted in such experience as

“I see this,” where the object is demonstrated as being perceived

at the present time. Perception thus refers both to the object and
to its temporal character as present. It cannot be said that the

temporal character is only illusorily imposed upon the perceived

object
;
for in that case it must be shown that the temporal character

was at least somewhere perceived or known independently by itself.

It is argued that the sense-characters are perceived as “present,”

and this notion of the “present” is illusorily imposed upon time.

To this it may be replied that in the passing series of the momentary
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sense-characters it is impossible to point out anything as “ present,”

since these are only perceived as “before” and “after”; by the

time anything could be designated as “present” it is already past.

Thus the point of time as present is undemonstrable. If the time as

present may be affirmed of any sense-character, it may be affirmed

of time itself. Again if time were non-existent, what is the use of

assuming its imposition? If it is held that there is only the im-

position of time-conception without any entity of which it is

affirmed, then it would become the blind phenomenalism of the

nihilists. In the Ramanuja view of things it is possible somehow to

affirm the notioii as “present” of time just as it is affirmed of the

sense-characters. It cannot be said that time is merely a character

of the sensibles, and that there is no other entity as time apart from
these sensibles; for the temporal character of the sensibles as “pre-

sent” is only possible on the assumption that there is such a thing

as “present” time. Again if the “present” is denied, then that

would mean universal negation, for the past and future are never

perceived by us. Moreover, the present caxmot be conceived as

something different or unrelated and independent of the past and
the future. If the past and the future were regarded as constituting

the present, then our experience would only be related to the past

and the future and there would be no possibility for any of our

present afflictions. “Present” thus may be regarded as that series of

operations which has begun but has not as yet ended in fruition.

Though time is one and eternal it can appear as limited and
many, like all other objects which, though they may remain as one,

may yet be supposed to be many and different in respect of the

states through which they may seem to pass by virtue of the various

conditional qualities {upadhi-sambandha) with which they may be

associated. Though this view may be regarded as sufficient in ex-

plaining the notion of limited time, yet there are others who think

that unless time itself is supposed to be constituted of moments
through which time as changeable may be apprehended, the as-

sociation of conditions to explain the notion of limitation will be
impossible

;
for such an association presupposes the fact of limita-

tion in time to which alone the conditions could be referred. Thus,

Yadavaprakasa holds that time is beginningless and endless, and

continually transforms itself through moments by which the di-

visions of time as hours, days and nights can be spanned; through
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which again the transformation of all changeable objects can be

measured^. In this view the conditions are relative from the point

of view of each person, who collects the passing time-units and

forms his own conceptions of minutes, hours and days from his

own point of calculation according to his own needs. A valid ob-

jection, however, may be raised against such a view when it is

pointed out that the criticism that was made against the association

of conditional qualities to partless time may also be raised against

the present view in which time is regarded as constituted of parts

as moments. For it may well be said that the parts would require

further parts for associating the conditional qualities
;
and if it does,

there would be a vicious infinite and if it does not, then it will be

admitted that the whole of a moment would not require a specifica-

tion of parts for the association of conditional qualities. If the

whole of a moment does not stand in need of any specification of

parts for such association, why should time as a whole require it?

The explanation that the association of a conditional quality with a

part means its association with the whole on the analogy of the

association of qualities in a substance is equally applicable to part-

less time. Venkata points out that though the moments are ad-

ventitiously conceived on account of the variety of conditional

qualities, time in itself is eternal, Eternal’ ’ means that it is never

destroyed. Time is thus co-existent with God. It is a material cause

with reference to its own modifications and is the efficient cause

with reference to everything else. The scriptural pronouncements
that God is all-pervading can be harmonized with the all-pervading

character of time by conceiving it to be co-existent with God.

(y) The Nature of Soul according to Vehkatanatha.

Venkatanatha first tries to establish the existence of the soul as

different from the body, and in this connection tries to refute the

well-known Carvaka arguments which do not admit the existence

of a soul as different from the body to which the former may be
supposed to belong. The main emphasis of Venkata’s arguments
lies in the appeal to the testimony of our experience which mani-
fests the body as a whole and its parts as belonging to an “I,” as

^ yadcmaprakdiairapy dbhyupagatd*yarnpaksah kdW nddy^ananto^jasra-ksat^-
paritidmi muhUrtd’-hordtrd^di-vihhdga-yuk sarvesdm parindTna-spanda-ketuk. Sar-
vartha-siddhi^ pp. 148-149.
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when we say “my body/' ‘‘ my head/' etc. He says that though we
have various parts of one body and though some of these may be

destroyed, yet in spite of such variations they are all supposed to

belong to one unchangeable unity, the self, which seems to persist

through all changes of time. If the experiences belonged to the

different parts of the body, then on the removal of any of the limbs

the experiences which are associated with that limb could not be

remembered; for it cannot be admitted that there is a transmission

of experiences from one limb to another. Even a mother’s ex-

perience cannot be shared by the foetus. It cannot also be supposed

that the experiences of the different limbs are somehow collected as

impressions in the heart or brain; for it can neither be directly per-

ceived, nor is there a datum which can lead to such an inference.

Moreover, if there is a continual accumulation of impressions in the

heart or brain, such a matter of conglomeration would be different

at each moment through dissipation and aggregation of its con-

stituent impressions, and as such it would be impossible to explain

the fact of memory through such a changing entity^.

The unified behaviour of an individual cannot also be regarded

as being due to the co-operation of a number of individual units of

consciousness ;
for, in that case there must be individual purposes in

each of them, leading to a conflict, and if they have no such pur-

poses, there is no reason why they should co-operate together. If it

is assumed that these individual constituent conscious-entities are

naturally such that they are engaged in serving one another without

any conflict, then the more normal possibility would be that, having

no natural attachment or antipathy, they would cease to act, and

this would result in a cessation of all activities on the part of the

constituted individual as a whole. Again whenever an animal is

bom it is perceived as endowed with certain instinctive tendencies

towards certain action, such as sucking the mother's breast, which

demonstrates its attachment in that direction and necessarily pre-

supposes an experience of that kind in a previous birth. This shows

that there is a self which is different and distinct from the

body and its parts. The experiences and their root-impressions

^ sarva-hodhais ca hrt-kose samskdrd-^dhdnam ityapi

na drstam na ca tat-klptau lingam kim apt drsyate

na ca samskdra^koias te sanghdtd-ttnd prati-ksartam

pracayd-pacaydbhydm sydd hhinnah smartd*tra ko bhavet.

Sarvartha-siddhif p. 153.
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also explain the diversity of intellectual powers, tendencies and
inclinations^.

It cannot also be held that the units of consciousness of the
different parts of the body are in themselves too subtle and
potential to manifest themselves in their individual capacity, but
they may yet co-operate together jointly to manifest the conscious-

ness of the individual as a whole; for even the smallest molecular
animals are found to be endowed with behaviouristic action. More-
over, if the units of consciousness emanating from the different

parts of the body are admitted to be only potentially conscious,

then it is absurd to suppose that they will be able to produce actual

consciousness by mere conglomeration.

Again consciousness is a quality and as such it must await a
substratum to which it would belong, but in the view in which con-
sciousness is supposed to be material, the fundamental distinction

between a quality and a substance is not observed It cannot also

be held that consciousness is but a special modification of certain

of the bodily elements, for this would only be a theory, which can-
not be attested by any experience. Again to such of the Carvakas
as admit the validity of inference, it may be urged that the body is

a matter-complex; and, being but a conglomeration and sensible,

is material like any other material object, whereas consciousness,
being something entirely different from the body by virtue of its

being consciousness, is also entirely distinct from it. The ordinary
illusory notion which confuses the self with the body can be ex-
plained in diverse ways. The objector may say that if from such
notions as “my body,” “my hand,” etc., it is argued that the self is

something different from the body, then from such expressions as
“my self” one may as well argue that the self has a further self.

To this Venkata’s reply is that such expressions as “my hand” and
“my body” are like such other expressions as “my house” and
“my stick,” where the distinction between the two things is directly
apprehended. In such an expression as “my self” we have a
linguistic usage in which the possessive case can be explained only
in the sense of ideality, having only such an imaginary distinction
between the two terms as may be in the mind of the observer at the

^ evairimarm^<a-di-sanra-prapti-daiayamadrsta-vUe^atpUrva-ianma-nuhhccua-
saipskSra-bhedair evam cbhiruci-bhedas ca yujyante. Sarvartha-siddhi, pp. 1 53-1 54.nanu caitanyam iti na kascid guna^, ycisya'dhdro’pek^>ah kintu ya'sau yiis~
mSkarp caitanya-sSmagrt sai’va caitanya-padarthcd}. sySt. Ibid. p. 154.
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moment and due to his emphasizing a difference from a conditional

point of view. Venkata holds that further arguments may also be

brought forward by the Carvakas^, to w^hich effective replies may
be given. But instead of going into a big chain of arguments and

counter arguments the most effective way is to appeal to the testi-

mony of scripture which in its self-validity affirms both positively

and by implication the existence of the permanent self as distinct

from the body. The testimony of the scriptures cannot be rebutted

or refuted by mere speculative arguments.

There is a view that consciousness belongs to the senses and that

cognitions through the different senses are integrated together in

the same body, and it is by that means that an object perceived by
the eye is also identified as the same entity as that grasped by the

tactile apprehension. Another view is that the pleasurable, painful

feelings associated with sense-cognitions can themselves attract or

repulse an individual to behave as a separate entity who is being

attracted or repelled by a sense-object. Venkata objects to such a

doctrine as being incapable of explaining our psychological ex-

perience in which we feel that we have touched the very thing that

we have seen. This implies that there is an entity that persists over

and above the two different cognitions of the two senses; for the

^ The additional arguments of the Carvakas are as follows:

When one says ** I, a fat person, know,” it is difficult to say that the fatness

belongs to the body and the knowledge to some other entity. If the expression
“my body” seems to imply that the body is different, the expression “ I am fat”
demonstrates the identity of the body and the self. What is definitely perceived
cannot be refuted by inference, for in that case even fire could be inferred as cold.

Perception is even stronger than scriptures and so there is no cause of doubt
in our experience

;
therefore there is no reason to have recourse to any inference

for testing the perceptual experience. The Samkhya argument, that tlxose which
are the results of aggregation must imply some other entity for w’'hich the aggrega-
tion has been named (just as a bedstead implies someone who is to lie on the bed),

is ineffective ; for the second-grade entity for which the first-grade conglomera-
tion is supposed to be intended may itself await a third grade entity, and that

another, and this may lead to a vicious infinite. To stop this vicious infinite the
Samkhya thinks that the self does not await for any further entity. But instead

of arbitrarily thinking the self to be ultimate, it is as good to stop at the body and
to think that the body is its own end. The argument that a living body must have
a soul because it has life is false, for the supposed self as distinct from the body
is not known to us by other means. One might as well say that a living body must
have a sky-lotus because it has life. The Carvaka ultimately winds up the argu-
ment and says that the body is like an automatic machine which w’orks by itself

without aw^aiting the help of any other distinct entity presiding over it, and is the

result of a specific modification of matter {^ananyd-dhi^thita-svayam’-vdhaka-

yantra-nydydd vicitra’’bhuta-‘parinati-vise§a^sambhavo*yain deha-^yantrah). Sarva--

rtha-siddhi, p. 157.

Dill 19
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visual and the tactile sense-organs are limited to the apprehension

of their own peculiar sense-data or sensibles, and none of them is

competent to affirm the identity of the object through two dif-

ferent sense-appearances or sense-characteristics. Venkata further

says that the view that the impressions of the various senses ac-

cumulate in the heart, and that it is through such an integration of

experiences in the heart that there is an appearance of one concrete

individual, is wrong; for no such centre of integration of impres-

sions inside our bodies is known to us, and if such a centre in the

body is to be admitted there is no harm in admitting a separate soul

in which these impressions inhere’^.

Consciousness also cannot be regarded as the self, for con-

sciousness is an experience and as such must belong to some in-

dhddual separate and distinct from it. In the passing conscious

states there is nothing that abides and persists which can integrate

the past and present states in itself and develop the notion of the

person, the perceiver. Therefore, it has to be admitted that there is

a conscious ego to wffiich all cognitions and experiences belong.

Such an ego is self-luminous in the sense that it is always manifest

by itself to itself and not merely the locus of self-knowledge. Such
a self-revealing ego is present even in our dreamless sleep, and this

is attested by later recollections in which one feels
‘
‘ I slept happily

’
’

;

and it is not contradicted by any experience. Even when one is re-

ferred to by another as “you” or “this,” the ego in the latter is all

the time self-manifested as “I.” Such an ego refers to the soul

which is a real agent and experiencer of pleasure and pain and a
cognizer of all cognitions and as such is a real moral agent and is

thereforedistinguishedfrom otherkindred souls by its specific efforts

leading to specific kinds of deeds and their fruits. The efforts,

however, of the individual agents are themselves pre-determined
by the resulting fruits of actions in previous births, and those
by other actions of other previous births. Those who say that
efforts lead to no efforts contradict themselves in all the practical

behaviour which presupposes a belief in the efficacy of efforts.

Only such of the efforts as are directed towards the attainment of
the impossible or towards objects which require no effort are found

^ tvad-i^ta-samskdra-koie mdnd-bhdvdt^ anekesam aham'-arthdndm eka--
iat^Ta’-yoge ccl tutas co. vctruifi ycLtho-palambhcttn ehastninn aham-'CiTthe sorvcds
saniskdrd-dhdnam. Sarvartha-siddhi, p. i6o.
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to be ineffective, whereas all other efforts are attended with

fruition,

Venkata urges that the theory 'which holds that there is but one

Brahman which appears as many by its association with different

minds is false; for we know that the same individual is associated

with different bodies in the series of his transmigrations, and such

an association with different bodies cannot produce any difference

in the individual. And if this is so, that is, if association with dif-

ferent bodies cannot induce a difference in the individual, there is

no reason why one Brahman should become many by its association

with different minds. Again the view that holds that the indi-

viduals, though really different from one another, are so far identical

that they are all but parts of pure Being—the Brahman—is equally

false
;
forif the Brahman is thus onewith the individual, it shouldalso

be exposed to all its sufferings and imperfections, which is absurd.

Brahmadatta held that Brahman alone is eternal and unborn

and the individual souls are bom out of it. Venkata criticizes this

view and propounds the theory that the souls are all uncreated and

unborn. They are to be regarded as permanent and eternal
;
for if

they are believed to be changing during the continuance of their

body, then the continuity of purposive activity will be inexplicable.

If they are destroyed with the death of the body, then the karma

theory and all theories of moral responsibility have to be given up.

The soul, however, is not all-pervasive; for the Upanisads speak

of it as going out of the body. The argument for all-pervasiveness

of the soul as given by the Naiyayikas is as follows. Virtue and vice

are associated with a particular soul and may produce such changes

in the material world, even in distant places, as would conduce to

the enjoyment or suffering of that particular individual; and since

virtue and vice are associated with a particular soul, they could not

produce their effects on a distant place unless the soul, their locus,

is co-extensive with those places. This, however, does not apply

to the Ramanujists, for according to them virtue and vice are

only terms which mean that God has either been pleased or dis-

pleased owing to the particular kinds of deeds of an individual, and

God’s pleasure or displeasure has no limitations of operation^.

^ iha hi dharma^dharma-sabdah karma-nimitte-ivara-priti-kopa-rupa-buddhi-^

dyotakah, asti hi subhe tv asau tusyati duskrte tu na tusyate^ sau paramak sarlfl

iti. Sarvartha-siddhif p. 179.

19-2
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From the opponent's point of view, even if the self is regarded

as all-per\^asive, that would not explain the happening of favourable

or unfavourable effects; for though the self may be co-extensive

with those distant places, yet its adrsta or unseen merit occurs not

throughout the entire pervasive self, but only in a part of it, and as

such, since it is not in touch with the place where the effect will

happen, it cannot very well explain it.

(k) The Nature of Emancipation according to Venkatandtha,

Venkatanatha says that an objection has been raised by some
that if individuals had been in the state of bondage from beginning-

less time, there is no reason why they should attain emancipation

at some future date. To this the reply is that it is admitted by all

that there is every hope that at some time or other there will be

such a favourable collocation of accessories that our karma will so

fructify that it will lead us out of bondage, through the production

of sight of discrimination and disinclination, to enjoyment of all

kinds that it may give God an opportunity to exercise His mercy.

Thus, though all are in a state of bondage from beginningless time,

they all gradually find a suitable opportunity for attaining their

emancipation. Thus, God extends His grace for emancipation only

to those who deser\'-e it by reasonof their deeds, and it is theoretically

possible that there should be a time when all people would receive

their salvation and the world process would cease to exist. Such
a cessation of the world-process will be due to His own free will,

and thus there is not the slightest reason for fear that in such a

state there will have been any obstruction to God's free and
spontaneous activity from extraneous sources. Man is led to the

way of emancipation by his experience of suffering, which nullifies

the pleasure of our mundane life. He feels that worldly pleasures

are limited {alpa) and impermanent {asthira) and associated with

pain. He thus aspires to attain a stage in which he can get un-

limited pleasure unmixed with suffering. Such an emancipation

can be brought about only through the love of God (bhakti),

Bhaktiy however, is used here in the sense of meditation or thinking

with affection^. Such a bhakti also produces knowledge, and such a

^ mahanlya-xd^aye pritir hhaktifi prlty^adayai ca jndna^visesd iti vaksyate
sneha-pUrvam anudhyanarri hhaktih. Sarvartha-siddhi, p. 190,
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knowledge is also included in bhakti^. Bhakti is defined here as

unceasing meditation (dhruvd-nusmrti), and this therefore has to be

continually practised. The Sankarite view that emancipation can be

attained by mere knowledge is false. In the Upanisads knowledge

means unceasing meditation, and this has to be continued and only

then can it be regarded as updsand, which is the same as bhakti^.

The performance of the prescribed duties is helpful to the pro-

duction of knowledge in the sense of bhakti by counteracting the

wrong influence of such karmas as are antagonistic to the rise of

true knowledge. Thus the prescribed duties are not to be performed

along with the practice of bhakti, and they are not both to be re-

garded as joint causes of emancipation; but the performance of

duties is to be interpreted as helping the rise of bhakti only by re-

moving the obstructive influences of other opposing karmas^. The
performance of scriptural duties including sacrifices is not in-

compatible with devotional exercises, for the gods referred to in

the Vedic sacrifices may also be regarded as referring to Brahman,

the only god of the Vaimavas. The absolutely {nitya) and the con-

ditionally (naimittika) obligatory duties should not be given up by

the devotee, for mere cessation from one’s duties has no meaning;

the real significance of the cessation from duties is that these should

be performed without any motive of gain or advantage. It is wrong

to suppose that emancipation can be attained only by those who

renounce the world and become ascetics, for a man of any caste

{yarna) and at any stage of life (asrama) may attain it provided he

follows his normad caste duties and is filled with unceasing bhakti

towards God.

It is well to point out in this connection that duties are regarded

as threefold. Those that are absolutely obligatory are called nitya.

No special good or advantage comes out of their performance, but

their non-performance is associated with evil effects. Those that are

obligatory under certain circumstances are called naimittika. If

these duties are not performed under those special circumstances,

sin will accrue, but no special beneficial effects are produced by

^ bhakti-sadhyarri prdpaka-jndnam api bfiakti^lak^ano^petarn. Sarvdrtha-

siddki, p. 191-
. , , , , r

® ekasminn eva vtsaye vedano-pdsana-saodayon vyatikareno pakramo’-pasam^

hara^darsanac ca vedanam eva updsanatayd visesyate . . ,sd mukti-sadhanatayo^kta

hivittih bhakti-riipatva-paryanta-visesaria-visistd. Ibid, pp. 191-192.
3 Ibid. pp. I94-I 95 -
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their performance. Those duties which are to be performed only if

the person is desirous of attaining special kinds of pleasurable ends

such as residence in Heaven, the birth of a son, and the like, are

called kmnya. Now a man who wishes to attain emancipation should

give up all the kdmya duties and refrain from all actions prohibited

in the scriptures, but he should perform the nitya and the naimiitika

duties. Though the performance of the nitya and the naimittika

duties is associated with some kind of beneficial results, inasmuch

as such performance keeps away the evil and the sinful effects

which would have resulted from their non-performance, yet these,

being fruits of a negative nature, are not precluded for a person who
intends to attain emancipation. For such a person only the per-

formance of such actions as bring positive pleasures is prohibited.

When it is said that actions of a devotee should have no motive,

this does not mean that it includes also actions which are performed

with the motive of pleasing God
;
for actions with motive are only

such actions as are performed with motives of one’s own pleasure,

and these are always associated with harmful effects^.

It has already been said that the nahnittika duties should be

performed; but of these there are some which are of an expiatory

nature, called prdyascitta^ by which the sinful effects of our deeds

are expiated. A true devotee should not perform this latter kind of

expiatory duties, for the meditation of God with love is by itself

sufficient to purge us of all our sins and indeed of all our virtues

also; for these latter, as they produce heavenly pleasures as their

effects, obstruct the path of emancipation as much as do our sins.

All that narrows our mind by associating it with narrow ends is to

be regarded as sinful. Judged from this point of view even the so-

called meritorious actions (punya) are to be regarded as harmful to a

devotee who intends to attain emancipation^. Virtue (dharma) can

be regarded as such only relatively, so that actions which are re-

garded as virtuous for ordinary persons may be regarded as sinful

for a person inspired with the higher ambition of attaining

emancipation^. For a true devotee who has attained the knowledge

^ anarthd’^vind-bhuta-mkha-kdmandto nivrttam karma niskdmam. Sarvdrtha-
siddhiy p. 202.

® tad evam dhi-sankocaka-kaTma-dhvarnse dhi-vikdsa eva brahmd^nuhhutth.
Ibid. p. 220.

* sa eva dharmah s6*dharmas tarn tarn prati naram bhavet
pdtra-^karma-viiesena desa-kdldvapeksya ca. Ibid. p. 221.
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of Brahman and is pursuing the meditation of God, sinful or

virtuous actions are both inefficacious, the older ones being de-

stroyed by the meditation itself and the ne-w ones incapable of being

associated with him—the wise man.
The eschatological conception of the Ramanuja school as ex-

plained by Venkata is that the soul of the true devotee escapes by a

special nerve in the head {murdhariya-^nddi) and is gradually lifted

from one stage to another by the presiding deities of fire, day,

white fortnight, the vernal equinox, year, wind, the sun, the moon,
lightning, Varuna, Indra and Prajapati, who are appointed by God
for the conducting of the departed devotee^.

The state of final emancipation is regarded as the rise of the

ultimate expansion of the intellect. But though this is a state which
is produced as a result of devotional exercises, yet there is no
chance that there would ever be a cessation of such a state, for it is

the result of the ultimate dissociation of all causes, such as sins or

virtues, which can produce a contraction of the mind. Therefore,

there can never be a falling off from this state.

An emancipated person can assume bodies at his own will. His

body is not a source of bondage to him, for only those whose bodies

are conditioned by their kanna may be supposed to suffer bondage

through them. The state of emancipation is a state of perfect bliss

through a continual realization of Brahman, to whom he is attached

as a servant. This servitude, however, cannot beget misery, for

servitude can beget misery only when it is associated with sins.

The emancipated person is omnipotent in the sense that God is

never pleased to frustrate the fulfilment of his wishes.

The emancipated person regards all things as being held in

Brahman as its parts and as such no mundane affair can pain him,

though he may have the knowledge that in the past many things in

the world caused him misery.

Venkata denied the possibility of attaining emancipation in this

life, for the very definition of emancipation is dissociation from

life, sense-organs and the body generated by karma. So when we
hear of fivanmtikta or those emancipated in their lifetime, it is to

be interpreted to mean a state similar to the state of emancipation.

The contention of the Advaitins that the principal avidya vanishes

with knowledge, yet that its partial states may still continue binding

^ Sarvurtha-siddhiy pp. 226-337.
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the emancipated person with a body, is false. For if the principal

avidya has vanished, its states cannot still continue. Moreover, if

they do continue in spite of the knowledge, it is impossible to im-

agine how they will cease at the death of the emancipated person.

God in the Ramanuja School.

We have seen that according to Ramanuja the nature and ex-

istence of God can be known only through the testimony of the

scriptures and not through inference. Venkata points out that the

Sarnkhya theory that the world-creation is due to the movement of

prakrtiy set in operation through its contiguity with the purusasy

is inadequate; for the Upanisads definitely assert that just as the

spider weaves its net, so does God create the world. The scriptures

further assert that God entered into boththe/)r<2^,r^z znd thepurusaSy

and produced the creative movement in them at the time of

creation^. The Yoga view of God—that He is only an emancipated

being who enters into the body of Hiranyagarbha or adopts some
such other pure body—is also against all scriptural testimony. It

is also idle to think that the world-creation is the result of the co-

operative activity of the emancipated spirits, for it is much against

the scriptural testimony as also against the normal possibility, since

there cannot be such an agreement of wish among the infinite

number of emancipated beings that would explain the creation of

the world by unobstructed co-operation. Thus, on the strength of

the scriptural testimony it has to be admitted that God has engaged

Himself in world-creation, either for the good of the created beings

or through His own playful pleasurable activity. The enjoyment of

playful activity is not to be explained as anything negative, as

avoidance of ennui or langour, but as a movement which produces

pleasure of itself^. When we hear of God’s anger, this is not to be
regarded as indicating any disappointment on God’s part, for He
is ever complete in Himself and has nothing to attain or to lose.

So God’s anger is to be interpreted simply as meaning His desire

to punish those who deserve punishment.

^ prahrtim purusam caVva pravisyd^tme-cchayd harih.
ksohhaydmdsa samprdpte sarga^kdle vyayd-vyayau.

Sarvariha-siddhiy p. 252.
® hndd’-yogdd arati-yogah tad-abhavad vd tad^abhavah sydt, maVvarn kndd hi

prlti-visesa-prabkavaft svayani-priyo vydpdrafi. Ibid. p. 255.
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According to the Ramanuja system the individual souls and the

material world form the body of God (sarlra). Anantarya of the

Sesarya family, following Venkata’s treatment of this doctrine in

the Nyaya-siddha-njana, elaborates upon the same and enters into

a critical analysis of the conception and significance of the notion of

the body of God, which is not unworthy of our notice. He refuses

to accept the view that the notion of body {sarvrd) involves a class-

concept (jdti) ; for though the notion of a body is found applicable

in each specific instance of a body, the existence of such a notion

is always associated with one or other of those specific instances and

as such it does not justify the assumption of the existence of a

separate category as a self-existent universal bodiness. All that one

can say is that there is a universal notion of bodiness associated

with the individual bodies^. All notions of class-concepts may
therefore be explained in the same manner as notions which are

associated with particular kinds of groupings in their aggregate

characters, and in this way they may be regarded as somewhat

similar to collective notions such as an army or assembly^. Vatsya

Srinivasa, however, in his Ramanuja-siddhanta-samgraha, explains

the notion of class-concepts as being based upon the notion of close

similarity of collocative groupings. He says that when two col-

locative groupings are both called covr, nothing more is seen than

those individual collocative groupings. That they are both called

cow is due to the fact of close similarity (satisadrsya) subsisting be-

tween those groupings^. Thus there is no other entity apart from

^ na ce^dam iarlram idam ianiram ity anugata-pratitir eva tat-sadhikdy

anugatd-pratiteh hadhaka-mrahe jati-sadliakatvad iti vdcyam^ siddhante anugata-

praUteh satnsthdna-visayakatvena tad^atirikta-idti-sddhakatvd-sambhavdt, Anan-
tarya, Sarira-vdda (MS.)*

2 eka-jdtlyam iti vyavahdrasya taUtad-upddhi vUeseno-papattehy rdsi-sainya*

parisad-araiyyd^digu aikya'-vyavaharddivaty upddhis cd^yam anekesdm eka^smrti^

samdrohah, Nydya-siddha-njanay p. i8o.
® ayam sasna-diman ayam api sdsna-diman iti sasna-dir eva anuvrtta-

vyavahdra-visayo drsyate, anuvrtta-dlil-vyavahdra-visayas tad’-atirikto na kai cid

api drsyate, tasmad ubhaya^sampratipanna-sainsthdnenai ^va susadrso-padhi-vasad

amigata’-dhl-vyavahdro-papattdv atirikta-kalpane mdnd-hhdvdty susadrsatvam eva

gotva-dlnam anuvrttih, Rdmanuja-siddhanta-samgraka (MS.).

Vatsya Srinivasa defines close similarity as the special character which may
be regarded as the cause of the apprehension of generality amidst differences

{pratiyogi’-nirupya-'prativyakti- vilaksana-i'isaya- nistha- sadrsa-vyavahara^sddhd-

rana-'kdrana-dhartna-visesah sausadrsyam). This similarity leads to the applica-

tion of names to similar objects. Wlien it subsists between two substances, we
call it similarity of character (dkarma-sadrsya). When it subsists betsveen entities

other than substances (a’-dravya) we call it similarity of essence (sva-rdpa-

sddrsya).
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our notion of universality arising from specific similarity of similar

groupings {tdvad-visayakafnana-rupafMi-visayakatvd-ngikdrena).

Anantarya refers to the definition of sarlra in the Ramanuja--

bhdsya as that which is liable to be held or controlled in its entirety

for the purpose of spirit, and is thus merely a means to its end

(cetanasya yad dravyam sarva-tmand svdrthe niyantufn dharayitum

sakyam tac cestai-ka-svarupanca tat tasya svaruparri), Sudar-

sanacarya, the author of the Sruta-prakdsikdy interprets this de-

finition as meaning that when the movement of anything is wholly

determined by the desire or will of any spirit and is thus controlled

by^ it, the former is said to be the body of the latter (krti-prayukta-

svtya-cestd-sdmdnyakatva-riipa-niydmyatvam sarira-pada-prazjtti^

nimittamy. When it is said that this body belongs to this soul, the

sense of possession (ddheyatva) is limited to the fact that the move-
ments in general of that body are due to the will of that spirit or

souP. A servant cannot be called the body of his master on the

same analogy, for only some of the movements of the servant are

controlled by the will of the master. The assumption that underlies

the above definition is that the movement in the animal and vege-

table bodies presided over by individual souls and in the inanimate

objects presided over by God is due to the subtle will-movements

in these specific souls, though they may not always be apprehended
by us®.

But anticipating the objection that there is no perceptual evi-

dence that the physico-biological movements of bodies are due to

subtle volitions of their presiding souls, a second definition of

sartra has been suggested in the bhdsya of Ramanuja. According
to this definition a body is said to be that which may as a whole be
held fast and prevented from falling by the volitional efforts of a

spirit^. But an objection may still be raised against such a definition,

as it cannot explain the usage which regards the souls as being the

^ Saflra-vada (IMS.)-
- etaj-jivasye^dam sarJram ity^adau ddheyatvam tasya ca sarird^padarthai^

kadese krtau anvyaydd vd taj-jiva-nistha-krti-prayukta-svTya-cestd-sdmdnyakam
idam iti hodhah. Ibid,

^ jtva-sarlre vrk^ddau Isvara-^sarlre parvatadau ca suhpnasya tat-^tat-krti-

prayukta-ce^td-vihsasya angikdrdn na iafira->vyavahdra’-m^ayatvd’-nupapattih.
Ibid.

* yasya cetanasya yad dravyam sarvd-tmand dhdrayitum sakyam tat tasya
sariramitikrti-prayukta-sva-pratiyogika-patana-pratibandhaka-samyoga-sdmdnya-
vattvam sarlra-pada-pravrtti-nimittam. Ibid.



xx] God in the Ramanuja School 299

bodies of God {yasyaHma iarirofn). The souls have no weight and
as such it is absurd to suppose that God prevents them from falling

down, and in that way they are related to Him as bodies. The de-

finition may therefore be modified to the extent that a body is that

which is wholly held together in a contactual relation with a par-

ticular spirit through its own volition^. But a further objection may
also be raised against this modification, for the definition, even so

modified, fails to include time and other entities which are all-

pervasive. Now the contactual relation subsisting between two
all-pervasive entities is held to be eternal and uncaused. So the

contactual relation of God with time and the like cannot be held to

be caused by the volition of God, and if this be held to be the

connotation of the body, time, etc., cannot be regarded as the body
of God. So a different definition has been given which states that

a body is a substance which is wholly dependent upon and sub-

servient to a spirit. Dependence and subserviency are to be under-

stood in the sense of productivity of a special excellence. Now, in

the present context the special excellence which is produced in the

spirit is its determination either as a cause or as an effect. When
Brahman is regarded as cause, such causality can be understood

only in relation to its association with the subtle constituents of

matter and individual souls, and its evolution into the effect-stage

as the manifold world is intelligible only through the transformation

of the subtle matter-constituents in gross material forms and the

spirits as endeavouring tow^ards perfection through their deeds and

rebirths. Brahman as such, without its relation to matter and souls,

can be regarded neither as cause nor as effect. That it can be viewed

as cause and effect is only because it is looked at in association with

the causal or the effectuated states of matter and souls. The latter,

therefore, are regarded as His body because they by their own states

serve His purpose in reflecting Him as cause and effect.

The definition, however, needs a further modification in so far

as the determining relation of the body is such that there is never

a time when such a relation did not subsist. The relation con-

ceived in this way {aprthak-siddha) is not something extraneous,

but is a defining constituent of both the body and the soul, i.e. so

long as either of them exists they must have that relation of the

^ Patana-pratibandhakatvarn parityajya krti-prayukta-sva-pratiyogika-sam-

yoga-sdmdnyasya sarlra~pada~pravrtti-nimittatva~svlkdrepi ksati^virahdt, jSarira’-

vada.
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determiner and the determined (yavat sattvmn asambartdhand-

rthayor evd'prthak sambandhd-bhyupaga?ndty. Thus, even the em-
ancipated souls are associated with bodies, and it is held that with

death the body associated with the living soul is destroyed ;
the so-

called dead body is not the body with which the living soul was in

association^. But it may again be objected that the soul also de-

termines the actions and efforts of the body and being inseparably

connected with it, the soul may also be called the body of the body
according to the definition. To meet this objection the definition is

further modified, and it is held that only such inseparable relation

as determines the causality or effectness in association with the

production of knowledge can be regarded as constituting the con-

dition of a body. The whole idea is that a body, while inseparably

connected with the soul, conditions its cognitive experiences, and
this should be regarded as the defining characteristic of a body®.

This definition of ^arlra is, of course, very different from the

Nyaya definition of ‘‘body” {sartrd) as the support (dsraya) of
effort (cestd), senses {indriya)^ and enjoyment {bhoga)^. For in such
a definition, since there may be movement in the furthest ex-

tremities of the body which is not a direct support of the original

volition of the soul, the definition of the notion of support has to be
so far extended as to include these parts which are in association

with that which was directly moved by the soul. Extending this

principle of indirect associations, one might as well include the
movement of objects held in the hand, and in that case the ex-
traneous objects might also be regarded as body, which is impos-
sible. The defence of the Naviyayikas would, of course, be by the

^ Sarlra-vada^ p. 8 (MS.).
2 mrta-sarJrasya jlva-sambandha-rahitatayd*pi avasthana-darsanena yavat-

sattvam mamhandha-narhatva-virahad iti cet na purva-sarirataya'vasthitasya
dravyasya cetana-viyogd-nantara-ksane eva ndsd-hhyupagamena aniipapatti-
virahdt. Ibid,

^ tac-chesatvam hi tan-nisthd-tisayd-dhdyakatvam, prakrte ca tan-nisthd-
tisayah kdryatva-kdranatvd-nyatara-upo jhdnd-vacchinnd-nuyogitdkd-prthak-
siddhi-sambandha-vacchinna-kdryatva-kdranatva-nyatard-vacchedakatvam sarira
pada-pravrtti-nimittam ityarthah. Ibid.

Brahman as associated with subtle matter and spirits is the cause, and as
associated with gross matter and the souls passing through diverse gross states
may be regarded as effect. The subtle and the gross states of matter and spirits
may thus be regarded as determining the causal and effect states of the Brahman.—sukpna-cid-acid-visista-brahma^h kdranatvdt sthula-dd-acid-visistasya ca tasya
kdryatvdt brahma-nistha-kdryatva-kdranatvd-nyatard-vacchedakatvasya pra-
panca-sdmdnye sattvdt. Ibid.

^ Ceste-ndriyd-rtkd-srayah iartram. Nydya-sutra, i. i. ii.
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introduction of the relation of inseparable coherence (samavdya) in

which the parts of a body are connected together in a way different

from any other object. But it has already been pointed out that the

samavdya relation is not admitted by the Ramanujists.

Brahman may be regarded as the material cause of the world

through its body zsprakrti and the souls. Though a material cause,

it is also the instrumental cause just as the individual souls are the

efficient causes of their own experiences of pleasure and pain

(through their own deeds), of which, since the latter inhere in the

former, they may be regarded as their material causes. On the

other hand, God in Himself, when looked at as apart from His

body, may be regarded as unchangeable. Thus, from these two
points of view God may be regarded as the material and efficient

cause and may also be regarded as the unchanging cause.

Bhaskara and his followers hold that Brahman has two parts, a

spirit part {cidamsa) and a material part {acidainsd)^ and that it

transforms itself through its material part and undergoes the cycles

of karma through the conditions of such material changes. Bhas-

kara thinks that the conditions are a part of Brahman and that even

in the time of dissolution they remain in subtle form and that it is

only in the emancipated stage that the conditions {iipddhi)^ which
could account for the limited appearance of Brahman as individual

souls, are lost in Brahman. Venkata thinks that the explanation

through the conception of upadhi is misleading. If the upadhi con-

stitutes by mere conjunction, then since they are all conjoined

with God, God Himself becomes limited. If the conception of

upadhi be made on the analogy of space within a jug or a cup,

where space remains continuous and it is by the movement of the

conditioning jugs or cups that the space appears to be limited by
them, then no question of bondage or emancipation can arise. The
conception of upddhi cannot be also on the analogy of the container

and the contained, as water in the jug, since Brahman being con-

tinuous and indivisible such a conception would be absurd. The
upadhis themselves cannot be regarded as constitutive of individual

souls, for they are material in their nature. Yadavaprakasa holds

that Brahman is of the nature of pure universal being {sarvd-tmakam

sad-rupam brahma) endowed with three distinct powers as con-

sciousness, matter and God, and through these powers it passes

through the various phenomenal changes which are held up in it
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and at the same time are one with it, just as one ocean appears in

diverse forms as foam, billows and waves. Venkata says that in-

stead of explaining the world-creation from these makeshift points

of view, it is better to follow the scriptures and regard Brahman as

being associated with these changes through its body. It is wrong
also to regard God, world and spirit as being phenomenal modi-
fications of one pure being as Katyayana does^. For the scriptures

definitely assert that God and the changeless Brahman are one and
identical. If the transformation is regarded as taking place through
the transformation of the powers of Brahman, then the latter cannot

be regarded as the material cause of the world, nor can these trans-

formations be regarded as creations of Brahman. If it is said that

Brahman is both identical and different from its powers, then such
a view would be like the relative pluralism of the Jains. There is a

further view that Brahman in His pure nature exists as the world,

the souls and God, though these are different and though in them
His pure nature as such is not properly and equally evident.

Venkata holds that such a view is contradicted by our experience

and by scriptural texts. There is again another view according to

which Brahman is like an ocean of consciousness and bliss, and out

of the joy of self-realization undergoes various transformations, a

small portion of which he transforms into matter and infuses the

spiritual parts into its modifications. Thus, Brahman transforms

itself into a number of limited souls which undergo the various

experiences of pleasure and pain, and the whole show and pro-

cedure becomes a source ofjoy to Him. It is not a rare phenomenon
that there are beings who derive pleasure from performing actions

painful to themselves. The case of incarnations {avatara) again

corroborates this view, otherwise there w^ould be no meaning in

the course of misery and pain which they suffer of their own free

will. Venkata obser\^es that this view is absolutely hollow. There
may be fools who mistake painful actions for sources of pleasure.

But it is unthinkable that Brahman, who is all-knowing and all-

powerful, should engage in an undertaking which involves for Him
even the slightest misery and pain. The misery of even a single

individual is sufficient evil and the total miseries of the whole

^ Isvara-vydkrta-prdnair virdt-sindhur ivoWmihhih
yat pranrtya diva hhdti tasmai sad-^brahmane namah.

Kdtydyana-kdrikd^ quoted in Sarvartha-siddhi, p. 298,
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world of individual selves are intolerable in the extreme. Therefore,

how can Brahman elect to shoulder all this misery of His own free

choice without stultifying Himself? The case of incarnations is to

be understood as that of actors on the stage. Further, this view con-

tradicts the testimony of all scriptures. Venkata thinks that the

view of his school is free from all these objections, as the relation

of the Brahman and individuals is neither one of absolute identity

nor one of identity and difference but one of substance and adjuncts.

The defects in the adjuncts cannot affect the substance nor can the

association between them be a source of pollution to Brahman, the

substance, because association becomes so only when it is deter-

mined by karma}-.

On the theological side Venkata accepts all the principal re-

ligious dogmas elaborated in the Pancaratra works. God is, of

course, omniscient, omnipotent and all-complete. His all-com-

pleteness, however, does not mean that He has no desires. It only

means that His desires or wishes are never frustrated and His wishes

are under His own controP. What we call our virtue and sins also

proceed through His pleasure and displeasure. His displeasure

does not bring any suffering or discomfort. But the term ‘‘dis-

pleasure” simply indicates that God has a particular attitude in

which He may punish us or may not extend His favour.

The scriptural injunctions are but the commands of God.
There is no separate instrumental as apurva or adrsta which stands

between the performance of deeds and their fruition and which,

while it persists when the deeds are over, brings about the effects

of these actions. But God alone abides and He is either pleased or

displeased by our actions and He arranges such fruits of actions as

He thinks fiP. The scriptures only show which kinds of actions will

be pleasing to God and which are against His commands. The ob-

ject of the scriptural sacrifices is the worship of God, and all the

different deities that are worshipped in these sacrifices are but the

different names of God Himself. All morality and religion are thus

^ asman^mate tu viie§ana-‘gatd do§a na visesyam sprsantiy aikya-hheda-hheda-
nangtkdrdty akarma“Vasyasatnsargaja’’dosdi;mm asambhavdcca. Tattva-muktd-
kaldpay p. 302.

^ dpta^kdma-sabdas tdvad Isitur estavyd-hhdvam icchd’-rdhityam vd na brute

. . , i^tani sarvam asya prdptam eva bhavatiti tdtparyam grdhyam

.

. . sarva-
kdrya~m§aya-pratihatd-nanyd-dh!ne^chdvdn tsvarahy jlvas tu na tathd. Ibid.

p. 386.
* taUtat-karma^carana-parinate-svara-buddhi-visesa eva adrstam. Ibid. p. 665.
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reduced in this system to obedience to God’s commands and the

worship of Him. It is by God’s grace that one can attain emancipa-

tion when there is an ultimate expansion of one’s intellect, and by
continual realization of the infinite nature of God one remains

plunged as it were in an ocean of bliss compared with which the so-

called worldly pleasures are but sufferings^. It is not ultimately

given to man to be virtuous or vicious by his own efforts, but God
makes a man virtuous or vicious at His own pleasure or displeasure,

and rewards or punishes accordingly; and, as has already been said,

virtue and vice are not subjective characters of the person but only

different attitudes of God as He is pleased or displeased. Whom-
soever He wishes to raise up He makes perform good actions, and
whomsoever He wishes to throw down He makes commit sinful

actions. The final choice and adjudgment rests with Him, and man
is only a tool in His hands. Man’s actions in themselves cannot

guarantee anything to him merely as the fruits of those actions, but

good or bad fruits are reaped in accordance with the pleasure or

displeasure of God**^.

Dialectical criticism against the Sankara School.

The readers who have followed the present work so far must
have noticed that the chief philosophical opponents of the Sri

Vaisnava school of thought were Sankara and his followers. In

South India there were other religious opponents of the Sri

Vaisnavas, Saivas and the Jainas. Mutual persecution among the

Sri Vaisnavas, Saivas and the Jainas is a matter of common his-

torical knowledge. Conversion from one faith to another also took

place under the influence of this or that local king or this or that

religious teacher. Many volumes were written for the purpose of

proving the superiority of Narayana, Visnu or Krsna to Siva and
vice versa. IMadhva and his followers were also opponents of the

Sri Vaisnavas, but there were some who regarded the philosophy

of the Madhvas as more or less akin to the Sri Vaisnava thought.

^ Tattva'^mukta-kaldpaf pp. 663, 664,
® sa evainam bhutim gamayati, sa enani pritah prlndti esa eva sadhu karma

kdrayati tarn Jmpdmy ajasram asubhd’-nityd-di-hhih pramdna-^sataih isvara’-pfiti-

kopdbkydm dharnid-‘dharma^phala-prdptir avagamyate. Ibid. p. 670,
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There were others, however, who strongly criticized the views of

Madhva, and Mahacarya’s Pdrasarya-vijaya and Parakala Yati’s

Vijaylndra-parajaya may be cited as examples of polemical dis-

cussions against the Madhvas. The Sri Vaisnavas also criticized

the views of Bhaskara and Yadavaprakasa, and as examples of this

the Veddrtha-samgraha of Ramanuja, or the Vaditraya-khaTidana

of Venkata may be cited. But the chief opponents of the Sri

Vaisnava school were Sankara and his followers. The Sata-dusanl

is a polemical work of that class in which Vehkatanatha tried his

best to criticize the views of Safikara and his followers. The work is

supposed to have consisted of one hundred polemical points of

discussion as the name Sata-dusani (century of refutations) itself

shows. But the text, printed at the Sri Sudarsana Press, Con-

jeeveram, has only sixty-six refutations, as far as the manuscripts

available to the present writer showed. This printed text contains a

commentary on it by Mahacarya alias Ramanujadasa, pupil of

Vadhula Srinivasa. But the work ends with the sixty-fourth re-

futation, and the other two commentaries appear to be missing.

The printed text has two further refutations—the sixty-fifth and

sixty-sixth—which are published without commentary, and the

editor, P. B. Anantacarya, says that the work was completed with

the sixty-sixth refutation (samdptd ca Sata-dusant). If the editor^s

remark is to be believed, it has to be supposed that the word ^ata

in ^ata-dusanl is intended to mean “many’’ and not “hundred.”

It is, however, difficult to guess whether the remaining thirty-four

refutations were actually written by Venkata and lost or whether

he wrote only the sixty-six refutations now available. Many of

these do not contain any new material and most of them are only of

doctrinal and sectarian interest, with little philosophical or religious

value, and so have been omitted in the present section, which closes

with the sixty-first refutation. The sixty-second refutation deals

with the inappropriateness of the Sankara Vedanta in barring the

Sudras from Brahma-knowledge. In the sixty-third, Venkata deals

with the qualifications of persons entitled to study Vedanta

{adhikari-viveka), in the sLxty-fourth with the inappropriateness of

the external garb and marks of the ascetics of the Sankara school,

in the sixty-fifth with the prohibition of association with certain

classes of ascetics, and in the sixty-sixth with the fact that Sankara’s

philosophy cannot be reconciled with the Brahma-sutra.

Dill 20
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First Objection. The view that Brahman is qualityless cannot

give any satisfactory account of how the word Brahman can rightly

denote this qualityless entity. For if it is qualityless it cannot be
denoted by the term Brahman either in its primary sense or in any
secondary' sense of implication {laksana); for if the former is not

possible, the second is also impossible, since an implicative ex-

tension of meaning can take place only when in any particular con-
tent the primary meaning becomes impossible. We know also from
the scriptural testimony that the word Brahman is often used in its

primary meaning to denote the Great Being who is endowed with an
infinite number of excellent qualities. The fact that there are many
texts in which an aspect of qualitylessness is also referred to cannot
be pushed forward as an objection, for these can all be otherwise

explained, and even if any doubt arises the opponent cannot take

advantage of it and assert that Brahman is qualityless. It is also not
possible to say that the word Brahman denotes the true Brahman
only by implication, for the scriptures declare the realization of the
meaning of the word Brahman as being one of direct perception.

So in the opponent’s view of Brahman, the word Brahman would
be rendered meaningless.

Second Objection. There cannot be any inquiry regarding
Brahman according to Sankara’s interpretation of the term as a

qualityless something. Sankara says that Brahman is known in a
general manner as the self in us all; the inquiry concerning
Brahman is for knowing it in its specific nature, i.e. whether it is

the body endowed with consciousness, the overlord, pure self, or
some other entity regarding which there are many divergences of
opinion. Venkata urges that if the self-revelation of Brahman is

beginningless it cannot depend on our making any inquiry about it.

All that depends on causes and conditions must be regarded as an
effect and in that sense Brahma-revelation would be an effect

which is decidedly against Sankara’s intention. Thus, therefore, an
inquiry regarding the general and specific nature of Brahman can-
not deal with its own real pure nature. If, therefore, it is urged by
the Sahkarites that this inquiry does not concern the real nature of
Brahman, but only a false appearance of Brahman {upahita-
svarupa), then the knowledge derived from this inquiry would also
be of this false appearance and nothing would be gained by this

false knowledge. Again, when Brahman is partless and self-re-
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vealing, there cannot be any meaning in knowing it in a general

manner or in a specific manner, for no such distinction can be made
in it. It must be known in its entirety or not known at all; there

cannot be any distinction of parts such that there may be scope for

different grades of knowledge in it. All inquiry (jijndsd) however
must imply that its object is known generally but that greater detail

is sought; since Sankara’s unqualified homogeneous Brahman can-

not be the object of such an inquiry, no such Brahman can be
sought. Therefore, an inquiry can only be regarding a qualified

object about which general or special knowledge is possible. The
Sankarites cannot legitimately urge that a distinction of general and
specific knowledge is possible in their view; for it may be maintained
that, though the Brahman may be known in a general manner,
there is room for knowing it in its character as different from the

illusory appearances, since if Brahman has no specific nature it is

not possible to know it in a general manner (ntrvisese sdmd?tya--?ii-

sedhah). If it is urged that the knowledge of the world-appearance

as false is the knowledge of Brahman, then there would be no dif-

ference between Vedanta and the nihilism of Nagaijuna.

Third Objection. Venkata here introduces the oft-repeated argu-

ments in favour of the doctrine of the theory of Jhdna^karma-
samuccaya as against the view of Sankara that a wise man has no
duties.

Fourth Objection. Venkata here says that all errors and illusions

do not vanish merely by the knowledge that all world-appearance is

false. The performance of the scriptural duties is absolutely neces-

sary even when the highest knowledge is attained. This is well

illustrated in the ordinary experience of a jaundiced person where
the illusion of yellow is not removed merely by the knowledge of its

falsity but by taking medicines which overcome the jaundice.

Ultimate salvation can be obtained only by worshipping and adoring

God the supreme Lord and not by a mere revelation of any philo-

sophical wisdom. It is impossible to attain the final emancipation

merely by listening to the unity texts, for had it been so then

Sankara himself must have attained it. If he did so, he would have
been merged in Brahman and would not have been in a position to

explain his view to his pupils. The view that the grasping of the

meaning of the unity texts is an immediate perception is also un-
tenable, for our ordinary experience shows that scriptural know-

20-2
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ledge is verbal knowledge and as such cannot be regarded as im-

mediate and direct perception.

Fifth Objection. Sankara’s reply to the above objection is that

though the final knowledge of the identity of all things with self be

attained yet the illusion of world-appearance may still continue

until the present body be destroyed. To this Venkata asks that if

avidya be destroyed through right knowledge, how can the world-

appearance still continue? If it is urged that though the avidya be

destroyed the root-impressions {vasand) may still persist, then it

may be replied that if the vdsand be regarded as possessing true

existence then the theory of monism fails. If vdsand is regarded as

forming part of Brahman, then the Brahman itself would be con-

taminated by association with it. If vdsand is, however, regarded

as a product of avidya^ then it should be destroyed with the de-

struction of avidya. Again, if the vdsand persists even after the

destruction of avidyd^ how is it to be destroyed at all? If it can be

destroyed of itself, then the avidya may as well be destroyed of

itself. Thus there is no reason why the vdsand and its product, the

world-appearance, should persist after the destruction of avidyd

and the realization of Brahma-knowledge.

Seventh Objection. Sankara and his followers say that the utter-

ance of the unity text produces a direct and immediate perception

of the highest truth in the mind of a man chastened by the acquire-

ment of the proper qualifications for listening to the Vedantic in-

structions. That the hearing of the unity texts produces the im-

mediate and direct perception of the nature of self as Brahman has

to be admitted, since there is no other way by which this could be

explained. To this Venkata replies that if this special case of realiza-

tion of the purport of the unity texts be admitted as a case of direct

perception through the instrumentality of verbal audition only

because there is no other means through which the pure knowledge
of Brahman could be realized, then inference and the auditory

knowledge of other words may equally well be regarded as leading

to direct perception, for they also must be regarded as the only

causes of the manifestation of pure knowledge. Moreover, if the

causes of verbal knowledge be there, how is that knowledge to be
prevented, and how is the direct and immediate perception to be
produced from a collocation of causes which can never produce

it? Any knowledge gained at a particular time cannot be regarded
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as the revelation ofone individuated consciousness which is identical

with all knowledge of all times or of all persons, and therefore the

words which may lead to any such knowledge cannot be regarded

as producing any such immediate realization {aparoksya). If it is

held that there is no other cause leading to the realization of pure

consciousness apart from what leads to the apprehension of the

specific forms of such consciousness, then the same is true of all

means of knowledge, and as such it would be true of inference and

of verbal expressions other than the unity texts. It is not possible

therefore to adduce for the unity texts claims which may not be

possessed by other ordinary verbal expressions and inferential

knowledge. In the case of such phrases as “You are the tenth,” if

the person addressed had already perceived that he was the tenth,

then the understanding of the meaning of such a phrase would only

mean a mere repetition of all that was understood by such a per-

ception; if, however, such a person did not perceive the fact of his

being the tenth person, then the communication,of this fact was
done by the verbal expression and this so far cannot be regarded as

direct, immediate or perceptual. It may be noted in this connection

that though the object of ^owledge may remain the same, yet the

knowledge attained may be different on account of the ways of its

communication. Thus, the same object may be realized perceptually

in some part and non-perceptually in another part. Again, though
Brahman is admittedly realized in direct perception, yet at the time
of its first apprehension from such verbal phrases as “Thou art he”
it is a verbal cognition, and at the second moment a realization is

ushered in which is immediate and direct. But if the first cognition

be not regarded as direct and immediate, why should the second be
so? Again, the position taken by Sankara is that since disappearance

of the falsity of world-appearance cannot be explained otherwise,

the communication imparted by the understanding of the unity

texts must be regarded as being immediate; for falsehood is re-

moved by the direct and immediate realization of the real. But the

world is not false
; if it is regarded as false because it is knowable,

then Brahman, being knowable, would also be false. Again, if the

world-appearance be regarded as false, there is no meaning in

saying that such an appearance is destroyed by right knowledge;
for that which never exists cannot be destroyed. If it is held that

the world-appearance is not destroyed but only its knowledge
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ceases, then it may be pointed out that a false knowledge may cease

naturally with the change of one’s mental state, just as the illusion

of false silver may cease in deep dreamless sleep, or it may be re-

moved by inferential and other kinds of cognition. There is no

necessary implication that false knowledge must be removed only

by direct and immediate knowledge. Again, if it is held that the

cessation of the world-appearance means the destruction of its

cause, then the reply is that no direct realization of reality is pos-

sible unless the cause itself is removed by some other means. So

long as there is a pressure on the retina from the fingers there will

be the appearance of two moons. Thus it is meaningless to suppose

that it is only by direct and immediate perception that the falsity

of the world-appearance would cease. If the removal of the falsity

of world-appearance simply means that the rise of a knowledge is

contradictory to it, then that can be done even by indirect know-

ledge, just as the false perception of two moons may be removed by

the testimony of other persons that there is only one moon. But

not only is the world not false and therefore cannot be removed,

but verbal knowledge cannot be regarded as leading to immediate

perception; even if it did, there must be other accessory conditions

working along with it, just as in the case of visual perception, atten-

tion, mental alertness, and other physical conditions are regarded

as accessory factors. Thus, mere verbal knowledge by itself cannot

bring about immediate realization. Nor is it correct to suppose that

perceptual knowledge cannot be contradicted by non-perceptual

knowledge, for it is well known that the notion of one continuous

flame of a lamp is negated by the consideration that there cannot

be a continuous flame and that what so appears is in reality but a

series of different flames coming in succession. Thus, even if the

realization of the purport of unity texts be regarded as a case of

direct perception, there is no guarantee that it could not be further

contradicted by other forms of knowledge.

Tenth Objection. In refuting the reality of pure contentless

consciousness, Venkata urges that even if such a thing existed it

could not manifest by itself its own nature as reality, for if it did it

could no longer be regarded as formless ; since if it demonstrated
the falsity of all content, such content would be a constituent part

of it. If its reality were demonstrated by other cognitions, then it

was obviously not self-luminous. Then, again, it may be asked, to
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whom does this pure consciousness manifest itself? The reply of

the Sankarites is that it does not reveal itself to this or that person

but its very existence is its realization. But such a reply would be

far from what is normally understood by the term manifestation,

for a manifestation must be for some person. The chief objection

against the existence of a contentless consciousness is that no such

thing can be experienced by us and therefore its priority and
superiority or its power of illuminating the content imposed upon
it cannot also be admitted. The illustration of bliss in the deep

dreamless sleep is of no use; for if in that state the pure contentless

consciousness was experienced as bliss, that could not be in the

form of a subjective experience of bliss, as it could not be called

contentless. A later experience after rising from sleep could not

communicate to the perceiver that he was experiencing contentless

consciousness for a long period, as there is no recognition of it and

the fact of recognition would be irreconcilable to its so-called

contentless character.

Eleventh Direction. In attempting to refute the existence of in-

determinate knowledge inirvikalpd) Venkata says that the so-called

indeterminate knowledge refers to a determinate object (nirvikcd-

pakam apt savtsesa-visayakameva). Even at the very first moment of

sense-contact it is the object as a whole with its manifold qualities

that is grasped by the senses and it is such an object that is elabor-

ated later on in conceptual forms. The special feature of the nirvi-

kalpa stage is that in this stage of cognition no special emphasis is

given to any of the aspects or qualities of the object. If, however,

the determinate characters did not in reality form the object of the

cognition, such characters could never be revealed in any of the

later stages of cognition and the nirvikalpa could never develop into

the savikalpa state. The characters are perceived in the first stage,

but these characters assume the determinate form when in the later

moments other similar characters are remembered. Thus a pure

indeterminate entity can never be the object of perception.

Twelfth Objection. The contention of the Sahkarite is that per-

ception is directly concerned with pure being, and it is through

nescience that the diverse forms are later on associated with it, and

through such association they also seemingly appear as being

directly perceived. Venkata says that both being and its characters

are simultaneously perceived by our senses, for they form part of
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the same object that determines our knowledge. Even universals

can be the objects of our direct knowledge : it is only when these

universals are distinguished from one another at a later moment
that a separate mental operation involving its diverse functions

becomes necessary. Again, if perception only referred to inde-

terminate being, how then can the experience of the diverse objects

and their relative differentiation be explained?

Thirteenth Objection. In refuting the view of the Sankara

school that the apprehension of “difference’^ either as a category or

as a character is false, Venkata says that the experience of “dif-

ference ” is universal and as such cannot be denied. Even the much-
argued “absence of difference” is itself different from “difference”

and thus proves the existence of difference. Any attempt to refute

“difference” would end in refuting identity as well; for these two
are relative, and if there is no difference, there is no identity.

Venkata urges that a thing is identical with itself and different from
others, and in this way both identity and difference have to be

admitted.

Fourteenth Objection. The Sahkarites say that the world-

appearance, being cognizable, is false like the conch-shell-silver.

But what is meant by the assertion that the world is false? It cannot

be chimerical like the hare’s horn, for that would be contrary to our
experience and the Sahkarite would not himself admit it. It cannot
mean that the world is something which is different from both
being and non-being, for no such entity is admitted by us. It can-

not also mean that the world-appearance can be negated even
where it seems to be real {pratipajino-padhau nisedha-pratiyogitvarri)^

for if this negation cannot further be negated, then it must be either

of the nature of Brahman and therefore false as world-appearance
or different from it. The first alternative is admitted by us in the

sense that the world is a part of Brahman. If the world-appearance
can be negated and it is at the same time admitted to be identical

with Brahman, then the negation would apply to Brahman itself.

If the second alternative is taken, then since its existence is implied
as a condition or explication of the negation, it itself cannot be
denied. It cannot also be said that falsity means the appearance of
the world in an entity where it does not exist {svd-tyantd-bhdva-

samana-dhikaranatayd prattyamdnatvam\ for such a falsity of the
world as not existing where it appears cannot be understood by
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perception, and if there is no perception for its ground no inference

is also possible. If all perception is to be regarded as false, all in-

ference would be impossible. It is said that world-appearance is

false because it is different from the ultimate reality, the Brahman.

Venkata, in answer to this, says that he admits the world to be dif-

ferent from the Brahman though it has no existence independent

and separable from it. Still, if it is argued that the world is false

because it is different from reality, the reply is that there may be

different realities. If it is held that since Brahman alone is real, its

negation would necessarily be false, then the reply is that if

Brahman is real its negation is also real. The being or reality that

is attributed by Venkata to the world is that it is amenable to proof

{prdmdnika). Truth is defined by Ramanuja as that which is

capable of being dealt with pragmatically {vyavahdra-yogyatd

sattvaTTi)^ and the falsity of the assertion that the world is false is

understood by the actual perception of the reality of the world.

Again, the falsity of the world cannot be attempted to be proved by

logical proof, for these fall within the world and would therefore be

themselves false. Again, it may be said that Brahman is also in some
sense knowable and so also is the world; it may be admitted for

argument’s sake that Brahman is not knowable in an ultimate sense

(pdramarthika), so the world also is not knowable in an ultimate

sense ; for, if it were, the Sahkarite could not call it false. If that is so,

how could the Sahkarite argue that the world is false because it is

knowable, for in that case Brahman would also be false?

Sixteenth Objection, Again, it may be argued that the objects of

the world are false because, though being remains the same, its

content always varies. Thus we may say a jug exists, a cloth exists,

but though these so-called existents change, “being” alone re-

mains unchanged. Therefore the changeable entities are false and

the unchangeable alone is real. Now it may be asked : what is the

meaning of this change? It cannot mean any difference of identity,

for in that case Brahman being different from other entities could

be regarded as false. If, however. Brahman be regarded as identical

with the false world, Brahman itself would be false, or the world-

appearance would be real being identical with the real Brahman.

Spatial or temporal change can have nothing to do with deter-

mining falsehood; the conch-shell-silver is not false because it does

not exist elsewhere. Brahman itself is changeable in the sense that
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it does not exist as unreal or as an entity which is neither being nor

non-being. Change cannot here legitimately be used in the sense

of destruction, for, even when the illusion of conch-shell-silver is

discovered, no one says that the conch-shell-silver is destroyed

{badha-vinasayor viviktatayaVva vyutpatteh). Destruction (yinasa)

is the dissolution of an entity, whereas vadha or contradiction is

the negation of what was perceived. In such phrases as “a jug

exists” or “a cloth exists,” the existence qualifies jug and cloth,

but jug and cloth do not qualify existence. Again, though Brahman
abides everywhere, it does not cause in us the cognition “jug

exists” or “cloth exists.” Again, temporal variation in existence

depends upon the cause of such existence, but it cannot render the

existence of anything false. If non-illumination at any particular

time be regarded as the criterion of falsehood, then Brahman also

is false for it does not reveal itself before the dawn of emancipation.

If it is held that Brahman is always self-revealing, but its revelation

remains somehow hidden until emancipation is attained, then it

may be said with the same force that the jug and the cloth also

remain revealed in a hidden manner in the same way. Again, the

eternity of illumination, or its uncontradicted nature, cannot be

regarded as a criterion of reality, for it is faultlessness that is the

cause of the eternity of self-illumination, and this has nothing to do
with determining the nature of existence. Since the ordinary

things, such as a jug or a cloth, appear as existent at some time,

they are manifestations of the self-illumination and therefore real.

An opposite argument may also be adduced here. Thus, it may
be said that that which is not false does not break its continuity or

does not change. Brahman is false, for it is without any continuity

with anything else, and is different from everything else.

Seventeenth Objection. The Sahkarites hold that since it is im-
possible to explain the existence of any relation (whatever may be
its nature) between the perceiver and the perceived, the perceived

entity or the content of knowledge has to be admitted as false. In
reply to this Venkata says that the falsity of the world cannot be
adduced as a necessary implication {arthdpatti), for the establish-

ment of a relation between the perceiver and the perceived is

possible not by denying the latter but by affirming it. If, however,

it is said that since the relation between the perceiver and the per-

ceived can be logically proved chimerical, the necessary deduction
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is that the perceived entity is false. To this the reply is that the

falsity of the relation does not prove the falsity of the relata; the

relation between a hare and a horn may be non-existent, but that

will not indicate that both the hare and the horn are themselves

non-existent. Following that argument, the perceiver might just

as well be declared as false. If, however, it is contended that the

perceiver, being self-luminous, is self-evident and cannot there-

fore be supposed to be false, the reply is, that even if, in the absence

of the act of perceiving, the perceiver may be regarded as self-

revealing, what harm is there in admitting the perceived to have

the same status even when the perceiver is denied? If, however,

it is said that the cognition of objects cannot be admitted to be self-

established in the same way as the objects themselves, it may be

asked if consciousness is ever perceived to be self-revealed. If it is

said that the self-revealing character of consciousness can be esta-

blished by inference, then by a counter-contention it may be held

that the self-revealing character of the universe can also be proved

by a suitable inference. It may again be questioned whether, if the

Sahkarite wishes to establish the self-revealing nature of Brahman
by inference, its objectivity can be denied, and thus the original

thesis that Brahman cannot be the object of any process of cognition

must necessarily fail.

The Sahkarite may indeed contend that the followers of Rama-
nuja also admit that the objects are revealed by the cognition of the

self and hence they are dependent on the perceiver. The reply to

such a contention is that the followers of Ramanuja admit the ex-

istence of self-consciousness by which the perceiver himself is re-

garded as cognized. If this self-consciousness is regarded as false,

then the self-luminous self would also be false; and if this self-

consciousness be admitted as real, then the relation between them
is real. If the self-revealing consciousness be regarded as im-

possible of perception and yet real, then on the same analogy the

world may as well be regarded as real though unperceived.

The objection that the known is regarded as false, since it is

difficult logically to conceive the nature of the relation subsisting

between the knower and the known, is untenable, for merely on

account of the difficulty of conceiving the logical nature of the

relation one cannot deny the reality of the related entity which is

incontestably given in experience. Therefore the relation has some-
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how to be admitted. If relation is admitted to be real because it is

experienced, then the world is also real because it is also experienced.

If the world is false because it is inexplicable, then falsity itself

would be false because it is inexplicable.

The objection that there can be no relation between the past

and the future is groundless, for the very fact that two things exist

in the present time would not mean that they are necessarily re-

lated, e.g. the hare and the horn. If, however, it is said that it may
be true that things which exist in the present time are not necessarily

related, yet there are certain entities at present which are related,

so also there are certain things in the present which are related with

certain other things in the past and the future. It is no doubt true

that the relation of contact is not possible between things of the

present and the future, but that does not affect our case, for certain

relations exist between entities at present, and certain other rela-

tions exist between entities in the present and the future. What re-

lations exist in the present, past and future have to be learnt by
experience. If spatial contiguity be a special feature of entities at

present, temporal contiguity would hold between entities in pre-

sent, past and future. However, relation does not necessarily mean
contiguity; proximity and remoteness may both condition the

relation. Relations are to be admitted just as they are given by ex-

perience, and are indefinable and unique in their specific nature.

Any attempt to explain them through mediation would end in a
conflict with experience. If an attempt is made to refute all rela-

tions as such on the ground that relations would imply further re-

lations and thus involve a vicious infinite, the reply is that the

attempt to refute a relation itself involves relation and therefore

according to the opponent’s own supposition stands cancelled.

A relation stands by itself and does not depend on other relations

for its existence.

Eighteenth Objection. In refuting the view of the Sahkarites that

self-luminous Brahman cannot have as an object of illumination

anything that is external to it, Venkata argues that if nescience be
itself inherent in Brahman from beginningless time, then there

w^ould be no way for Brahman to extricate itself from its clutches

and emancipation would be impossible. Then the question may be
asked, whether the avidya is different from Brahman or not. If it

be different, then the monism of the Sankara philosophy breaks
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down; if it be non-different, then also on the one hand Brahman
could not free itself from it and on the other hand there could be no

evolution of the avidya which has merged itself in the nature of the

Brahman, into the various forms of egoism, passions, etc. If this

avidya be regarded as false and therefore incapable of binding the

free nature of Brahman, the objection may still be urged that, if

this falsehood covers the nature of Brahman, how can it regain its

self-luminosity; and if it cannot do so, that would mean its de-

struction, for self-luminosity is the very nature of Brahman. If the

avidya stands as an independent entity and covers the nature of

Brahman, then it would be difficult to conceive how the existence

of a real entity can be destroyed by mere knowledge. According to

Ramanuja’s view, however, knowledge is a qualitj^ or a character-

istic of Brahman by which other things are known by it; experience

also shows that a knower reveals the objects by his knowledge, and

thus knowledge is a characteristic quality of the knower by which

the objects are known.
Nineteenth Objection. In refuting the view of Sankara that

ignorance or avidya rests in Brahman, Venkata tries to clarify the

concept of ajhana. He says that ajhdna here cannot mean the

absolute negation of the capacity of being the knower; for this

capacity, being the essence of Brahman, cannot be absent. It

[ajhdna) cannot also mean the ignorance that precedes the rise

of any cognition, for the Sahkarites do not admit knowledge as

a quality or a characteristic of Brahman; nor can it mean the

negation of any particular knowledge, for the Brahman-con-

sciousness is the only consciousness admitted by the Sahkarites.

This ajhdna cannot also be regarded as the absence of knowledge,

since it is admitted to be a positive entity. The ajhdna which

can be removed by knowledge must belong to the same knower

who has the knowledge and must refer to the specific object

regarding which there was absence of knowledge. Now since

Brahman is not admitted by the Sankarites to be knower, it is im-

possible that any ajhdna could be associated with it. The view that

is held by the members of the Ramanuja school is that the indi-

vidual knowers possess ignorance in so far as they are ignorant of

their real nature as self-luminous entities, and in so far as they

associate themselves with their bodies, their senses, their passions,

and other prejudices and ideas. When they happen to discover their
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folly, their ignorance is removed. It is only in this way that it can

be said to be removed by knowledge. But all this would be im-

possible in the case of Brahman conceived as pure consciousness.

According to the view of Ramanuja’s school, individual knowers are

all in their essential natures omniscient; it is the false prejudice and

passions that cover up this omniscience whereby they appear as

ordinary knowers who can know things only under specific con-

ditions.

Twentieth Objection. Venkata, in refuting the definition of

immediate intuition (anubhiiti) as that which may be called

immediate perception without being further capable of being an

object of awareness {avedyatve sati aparoksa-vyavahdra-yogyatvam)^

as given by Citsukhacarya in his Tattva-pradlpika, raises certain

objections against it as follows. It is urged by the Saiikarites that

if the immediate intuition be itself an object of further cognitive

action, then it loses its status as immediate intuition and may be

treated as an object like other objects, e.g. a jug. If by the words
‘immediate intuition” it is meant that at the time of its operation

it is self-expressed and does not stand in need of being revealed by
another cognition, then this is also admitted by Ramanuja. Further-

more, this intuition at the time of its self-revelation involves with

it the revelation of the self of the knower as well. Therefore, so far

as this meaning of intuition is concerned, the denial of self-

revelation is out of place.

The words ‘‘immediate intuition” (anubhiiti) are supposed to

have another meaning, viz. that the intuition is not individuated in

separate individual cognitions as limited by time, space or indi-

vidual laws. But such an intuition is never experienced, for not
only do we infer certain cognitions as having taken place in certain

persons or being absent in them, but we also speak of our own
cognitions as present in past and future, such as “I know it,”

“I knew it” and the like, which prove that cognitions are tem-
porally limited. It may be asked whether this immediate intuition

reveals Brahman or anything else; if it reveals Brahman, then it

certainly has an object. If it is supposed that in doing so it simply
reveals that which has already been self-expressed, even then it will

be expressive of something though that something stood already

expressed. This would involve a contradiction between the two
terms of the thesis avedyatve sati aparoksa-vyavdhara-yogyatvani^



xx] Dialectical criticism against the Sankara School 319

for, following the arguments given above, though the Brahman
may be regarded as immediate, yet it has been shown to be capable

of being made an object of intuition. If on the other alternative this

intuition expresses something else than Brahman, that would bring

the opponent to a conclusion not intended by him and contra-

dictory as well.

Just as one may say that one knows a jug or a cloth or an orange,

so one may say that one knows another man’s awareness or one’s own.

In this way an awareness can be the object of another awareness

just as another object. Again, if one cannot be aware of another

man’s awareness, the use of language for mental understanding

should cease.

If the immediate intuition itself cannot be made an object of

awareness, that would mean that it is not known at all and conse-

quently its existence would be chimerical. It cannot be urged that

chimerical entities are not perceivable because they are chimerical,

but entities do not become chimerical because they cannot be per-

ceived, for the concomitance in the former proposition is not con-

ditional, The Sahkarites would not hold that all entities other than

immediate intuition are chimerical. It may also be held that chi-

merical entities are not immediate intuition because they are chi-

merical; but in that case it may also be held that these objects (e.g,

a jug) are not immediate intuition because of their specific characters

as jug, etc. The whole point that has to be emphasized here is that

the ordinary objects are other than immediate intuition, not be-

cause they can be known but because of their specific characters.

The reason that an entity cannot be called immediate intuition if it

can be known is entirely faulty^.

If, again. Brahman is manifest as only immediate intuition,

then neither the scriptures nor philosophy can in any way help us

regarding the nature of Brahman.

Twenty-first Objection. The Sahkarites deny the production of

individual cognitions. In their view all the various forms of so-

called cognitions arise through the association of various modes of

avidya with the self-luminous pure consciousness. In refuting this

view Venkata urges that the fact that various cognitions arise in

time is testified by universal experience. If the pure consciousness

be always present and if individual cognitions are denied, then all

^ Sata~dU§anlf ii. 78.
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objects ought to be manifested simultaneously. If, however, it is

ascertained that though the pure consciousness is always present

yet the rise of various cognitions is conditioned by other collocating

causal circumstances, the reply is that such an infinite number of

causal conditions conditioning the pure consciousness would be

against the dictum of the Sankarites themselves, for this would be

in conflict with their uncompromising monism. Now if, again, it is

held that the cognitive forms do really modify the nature of pure

consciousness, then the pure consciousness becomes changeable,

which is against the thesis of Sankara. If it is held that the forms

are imposed on pure consciousness as it is and by such impositions

the specific objects are in their turn illuminated by consciousness,

then the position is that in order that an object may be illuminated

such illumination must be mediated by a false imposition on the

nature of pure consciousness. If the direct illumination of objects

is impossible, then another imposition might be necessary to

mediate the other false impositions on the nature of pure conscious-

ness, and that might require another, and this would result in a

vicious infinite. If the imposition is not false, then the conscious-

ness becomes changeable and the old objection would recur. If,

however, it is urged that the objects are illuminated independent

of any collocating circumstances and independent of any specific

contribution from the nature of the pure consciousness, then all

objects (since they are all related to pure consciousness) might

simultaneously be revealing. If, again, all cognitions are but false

impositions on the nature of pure consciousness, then at the time

of an illusory imposition of a particular cognition, say, a jug, no-

thing else would exist, and this would bring about nihilism. It may

also be asked, if the Sankarite is prepared to deny the world on

account of the impossibility of any relation subsisting between it

and the perceiver, how can he launch himself into an attempt to

explain the relation of such a world with Brahman?

On the other hand, the experience of us all testifies to the fact

that we are aware of cognitions coming into being, staying, passing

away, and having passed and gone from us; except in the case of

perceptual experience, there is no difficulty in being aware of past

and future events; so the objection that the present awareness can-

not be related to past and future events is invalid. The objection

that there cannot be awareness of past or future entities because
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they are not existing now is invalid, for past and future entities also

exist in their own specific temporal relations. Validity of awareness

consists in the absence of contradiction and not in the fact of its

relating to an entity^ of the present moment, for otherwise an il-

lusory perception of the present moment would have to be con-

sidered as valid. Thus, since it is possible to be aware of an aware-

ness that was not there but which comes into being both by direct

and immediate acquaintance and by inference, the view of the

Sahkarites denying the origination of individual awareness is in-

valid. In the view of Ramanuja, knowledge is no doubt admitted

to be eternal; yet this knowledge is also admitted to have specific

temporal characters and also specific states. Therefore, so far as

these characters or states are concerned, origination and cessation

would be possible under the influence of specific collocative cir-

cumstances. Again, the objection that since pure consciousness is

beginningless it cannot suffer changes is invalid, for the Sankarites

admit avidya also as beginningless and yet changeable. It may also

be pointed out in this connection that the so-called contentless

consciousness is never given in experience. Even the consciousness

in dreamless sleep or in a swoon is related to the perceiver and
therefore not absolutely contentless.

Twenty-second Objection. It is urged by the Sankarites that the

pure consciousness is unchanging because it is not produced. If,

however, the word unchanging means that it never ceases to exist,

it may be pointed out that the Sahkarites admit ajndna to be un-

produced and yet liable to destruction. Thus there is no reason why
a thing should not be liable to destruction because it is not pro-

duced. If it is urged that the destruction of avidya is itself false,

then it may be pointed out with the same force that the destruction

of all things is false. Moreover, since the Sankarites do not admit
any change to be real, the syllogism adduced by them that an entity

which is unproduced is not changeable falls to the ground. The dif-

ference between Sankara’s conception of Brahman and that of

Ramanuja is that according to the former Brahman is absolutely

unchangeable and characterless, and according to the latter the

Brahman is the absolute, containing within it the world and the

individual beings and all the changes involved in them. It is un-
changeable only in so far as all the dynamical change rises from
within and there is nothing else outside it which can affect it. That

Dill 21
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is, the absolute, though changeable within it, is absolutely self-

contained and self-sustained, and is entirely unaffected by anything

outside it.

Twenty-third Objection

.

The Sahkarites urge that since con-

sciousness is unproduced it cannot be many, for whatever is many
is produced, e.g. the jug. If it is a pure consciousness which appears

as many through the conditioning factors of avidya^ it may be

asked in this connection whether, if the pure consciousness cannot

be differentiated from anything else, it may as well be one with the

body also, which is contrary to Sankara’s thesis. If, however, it is

replied that the so-called difference between the body and the pure

consciousness is only a false difference, then it would have to be

admitted and that would militate against the changeless character

of Brahman as held by the Sankarites. Again, if the real difference

between the body and the pure consciousness be denied, then it

may be urged that the proposition following from it is that things

which in reality differ are produced (e.g. the jug)
;
but according to

the Sahkarites jug, etc., are also not different from Brahman, and
thus a proposition like the above cannot be quoted in support.

Moreover, since the avidya is unproduced, it follows that according

to the maxim of the Sahkarites it would not be different from
Brahman which, however, the Sahkarites would undoubtedly be
slow to accept. It cannot also be held that an awareness does not

differ from another awareness on the supposition that different

awarenesses are but seeming forms imposed upon the same con-

sciousness, for so long as we speak of difference we speak only of

apparent difference and of apparent divergent forms; and if the

apparent divergent forms are admitted, it cannot be said that they
are not different. Again, it is urged that the same moon appears as

many through wavy water, so it is the same awareness that appears
as many, though these are identically one. To this the reply is that

the analogy is false. The image-moon is not identical with the moon,
so the appearances are not identical with awareness. If it is said

that all image-moons are false, then on the same analogy all aware-
nesses may be false and then if only one consciousness be tme as a
ground of all awarenesses then all awarenesses may be said to be
equally true or equally false. Again, as to the view that the prin-

ciple of consciousness as such does not differ from individual

cognitions, such a position is untenable, because the Ramanujists
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do not admit the existence of an abstract principle of consciousness;

with them all cognitions are specific and individual. It may be

pointed out in this connection that according to the Ramanujists

consciousness exists in the individuals as eternal qualities, i.e. it

may suffer modification according to conditions and circum-

stances.

Twenty-fourth Objection, In objecting to the unqualified cha-

racter of pure consciousness Venkata says that to be unqualified is

also a qualification. It differs from other qualities only in being

negative. Negative qualifications ought to be deemed as objection-

able as the positive ones. Again, Brahman is admitted by the

Sankarites to be absolute and unchangeable, and these are quali-

fications. If it is replied that these qualifications are also false, then

their opposite qualifications would hold good, viz. Brahman would

be admitted as changeable. Again, it may be asked how this un-

qualified character of Brahman is established. If it is not esta-

blished by reason, the assumption is invalid; if it is established by

reason, then that reason must exist in Brahman and it will be quali-

fied by it (the reason).

Twenty-fifth Objection, Venkata denies the assumption of the

Sankarites that consciousness is the self because it reveals it to

itself on the ground that if vrhatever reveals it to itself or whatever

stands self-revealed is to be called the self, then pleasure and pain

also should be identical with the self, for these are self-revealed,

Venkata further urges that the revelation of knowledge is not abso-

lutely unconditional because revelation is made to the perceiver’s

self and not to anything and everything, a fact which shows that it

is conditioned by the self. It may also be pointed out that the re-

velation of knowledge is not made to itself but to the self on one

hand and to the objects on the other in the sense that they form

constituents of knowledge. Again, it is testified by universal ex-

perience that consciousness is different from the self. It may also

be asked whether, if consciousness be identical with the self, this

consciousness is unchangeable or changeable. Would later recog-

nition be impossible? In the former alternative it may further be

asked whether this unchanging consciousness has any support or

not; if not, how can it stand unsupported? If it has a support, then

that support may well be taken as the knower, as is done by the

Ramanujists. It may also be pointed out here that knowledge being

21-2
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a character or a quality cannot be identified with that (viz. the self)

which possesses that character.

Twenty-sixth Objection. The Sahkarites assert that the self is

pure consciousness. Therefore the perception of self as “I” is

false, and therefore this notion of “ I ” is obsolete both in dreamless

sleep and emancipation. To this Venkata’s reply is that if the notion

of “I” is obsolete in dreamless sleep, then the continuity of self-

consciousness is impossible. It is no doubt true that in dreamless

sleep the notion of the self as “I” is not then manifestly ex-

perienced, but it is not on that account non-existent at the time, for

the continuity of the self as “I” is necessarily implied in the fact

that it is experienced both before the dreamless sleep and after it.

Since it is manifestly experienced both before and after the dream-
less sleep, it must be abiding even at the time of the sleep. And
this self-consciousness itself refers to the past and the present as

a continuity. If this ego-notic«i was annihilated during the dream-
less sleep, then the continuity of experience could not be explained

{madhyeca’hama-rtha-bhavesamskara-dhara-bhavat^pratisandhana-

bhdva-prasahgas ca). It is a patent fact that in the absence of the

knower neither ignorance nor knowledge can exist. It cannot also

be said that the continuity of experience is transmitted to pure
consciousness or avidya during the dreamless sleep ;

for the pure
consciousness cannot be a repository of experiences, and if avidya
is the repository it would be the knower, which is impossible ; and
the fact of recognition would be unexplainable, for the experience
associated with avidyd cannot be remembered by the entity to
which the ego-notion refers. Moreover, the experience of a man
rising from sleep who feels ‘T slept happily so long” indicates that

the entity referred to by the ego-notion was also experienced during
the sleep. Even the experience referring to the state in dreamless
sleep as “ I slept so soundly that I even did not know myself” also

indicates that the selfwas experienced at that time as being ignorant
of its specific bodily and other spatial and temporal relations. It

cannot be contended that the entity denoted by the ego-notion
cannot abide even in emancipation, for if there was no entity in
emancipation no one would attempt to attain to this stage. The
existence of pure qualityless consciousness at the time of emancipa-
tion would mean the annihilation of the self, and no one would ever

be interested in his own self-destruction. Moreover, if the entity
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den-oted by the ego-notion is not a real entity, then the view (oftea

put forward by the Sankarites) that the entity denoted by the ego-

raodon is often falsely identified with the body or the senses would
be meaningless. If the illusion be due to a false imposition of

fals.e appearances, such as the body or the senses, on the pure con-

s-ciousness, then that cannot be called the delusion of the ego-

entity as the body and the senses. It cannot also be said that in the

experience of the self as “I” there are two parts, the pure con-

sciousness which is eternal and real and the egohood which is a

menre false appearance. For if it is so in the ego-experience it might

also be so in other experiences as objectivity as this or that. More-
over, if this is so, what is there to distinguish the specific experience

as subjectivity from the experience as objectivity? What is it that

constitutes the special feature of subjectivity? Thus it may be con-

fidently stated that the ego-entity is the real nature of the self.

Twenty-seventh Objection. It is urged by the Sankarites that the

notion of the self as the knower is false because the ultimate reality,

being the self-luminous Brahman, is absolutely unchangeable. The
attribution of the characteristic of being a knower would be incom-

patible with this nature. To this it may be replied that if the fact

ofbeing a knower is regarded as a changeable character, then being

or self-luminosity would also be a character, and they also would be
incompatible with this nature. The change of the states ofknowledge

docs not in any w'ay affect the unchangeable nature of the self, for

the self is not changed along with the change of the cognitions.

Twenty-eighth Objection. It is well known that the Sankarites

conceive of pure consciousness which is regarded as the witness

ijdkdn), as it were, of all appearances and forms that are presented

to it, and it is through its function as such a witness that these are

lewealed. It is through this ^^'-consciousness that the continuity

cf consciousness is maintained, and during dreamless sleep the

hli ssfulness that is experienced is also made apparent to this saksi-

cotisciousness. The Ramanujists deny this x5^'-consciousness be-

cause it is unnecessary for them; its purpose is served by the func-

tions of a knower whose consciousness is regarded as continuous in

the waking state, in dreams, and also in dreamless sleep. Venkata

urges that the manifestation of blissfulness which is one with pure

consciousness is implied by the very nature of pure consdousness

as self-revealed. It may also be pointed out that the sensuous
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pleasures cannot be manifested during dreamless sleep ;
if this is so,

why should a iafoz-consciousness be admitted for explaining the

experience of blissfulness during dreamless sleep ? Since Brahman

is not admitted to be a real knower, the conception of saksin is not

the same as that of a knower. It cannot also be a mere revelation

;

for if it be a revelation of itself as Brahman, then the mediation of

the function of s5A«‘-consciousness is unnecessary, and if it be of

avidya, then through its association Brahman would be false. It

cannot be that the functioning of the 5aA«-consciousness is one

with the nature of Brahman, and yet that partakes of the nature of

avidya. ;
for it cannot both be identical with Brahman and the avidya.

If the functioning of the ia^'-consciousness be false, a number of

other saksins is to be admitted, leading to a vicious infinite. Thus in

whatsoever way one may try to conceive of the ^a^-consciousness,

one fails to reconcile it either with reason or with experience.

Twenty-ninth and thirtieth Objections. Venkata urges that the

Sahkarites are wrong in asserting that scriptural testimony is

superior in validity to perceptual experience. As a matter of fact,

scriptural knowledge is not possible without perceptual experience.

Therefore scriptures are to be interpreted in such a way that they

do not come into conflict with the testimony of perceptual know-
ledge. Therefore, since the perception proves to us the reality of

the many around us, the scriptural interpretation that would try

to convince us of their falsity is certainly invalid. The Sahkarites

further urge and adduce many false illustrations to prove the pos-

sibility of attaining right knowledge through false means (e.g. the

fear that arises from the perception of false snakes, representations

of things that are made by letters, and the combinations of letters

which are combinations of lines). But Venkata’s reply to it is that

in all those cases where falsehood is supposed to lead us to truth it

is not through falsehood that we come to truth but from one right

knowledge to another. It is because the lines stand as true symbols
for certain things that they are represented by them, and it is not
possible to adduce any illustration in which falsehood may be sup-
posed to lead us to truth. If, therefore, scriptures are false (in the
ultimate sense) as Sahkarites would say, it would be impossible for

them to lead us to the true Brahma-knowledge.
Thirty-jirst Objection. The view of the Sahkarites that the

emancipation may be attained by right knowledge even in this life
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before death, called by them Jivanmiikti or emancipation in life, is

denied by the Ramanujists, who hold that emancipation cannot be
attained by right knowledge but by right actions and right feelings

associated with right knowledge, and consequently emancipation

is the result. Real separation of the association of the worldly

things from the self can only come about after the body ceases to

exist. Venkata points out that, so long as the body remains, per-

ception of the ultimate truth as one is impossible, for such a person

is bound to be aware of the existence of the body and its manifold

relations. If it be said that though the body persists yet it may be

regarded as absolutely false or non-existent, then that would
amount to one’s being without any body and the distinction of

emancipation in life and emancipation in death would be im-

possible.

Thirty-second Objection. The Sahkarites assert that ajhdna or

ignorance, though opposed to knowledge, is a positive entity as it

is revealed as such by perception, inference and scriptural testi-

mony. Venkata, in refusing this, says that if ajhdna be regarded as

opposed to knowledge, it can only be so if it negates knowledge,

i.e. if it be of the nature of negation. Such a negation must then

obviously refer to a content of knowledge; and if this be admitted

then the content of knowledge must have been known, for other-

wise the negation cannot refer to it. To this the Sahkarites are sup-

posed to say that the negation of knowledge and the content to

which it refers are two independent entities such that the experience

of the negation of knowledge does not necessarily imply that the

content should be known. Therefore it is wrong to say that the

negation of knowledge is a contradiction in terms. To this the

obvious reply is that as in the case of a negation, where the presence

of the object of negation contradicts a negation, so when there is a

negation of all contents of knowledge the presence of any content

necessarily contradicts it. So the experience that “I do not know
anything” w'ould be contradicted by any knowledge whatsoever.

If it is urged that a negation of knowledge and its experience may
be at two different moments so that the experience and the negation

may not be contradictory, the reply is that perceptual experience

always grasps things which are existent at the present time.

Though in the case of the supposed perception of ajhdna during

dreamless sleep the experience of ajhdna may be supposed to be
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known by inference, and in cases of such perception as “I am
ignorant,’’ “I do not know myself or anything else,” there is ob-

viously perceptual experience of ajnana. It is, therefore, impossible

that “I” should perceive and be at the same time ignorant.

Perception of ignorance would thus be absurd. Again, the ex-

perience of a negation necessarily must refer to a locus, and this

implies that there is a knowledge of the locus and that this would
contradict the experience of a universal negation which is devoid

of all knowledge. It may, however, be urged that the perception of

ignorance is not the experience of a negation, but that of a positive

entity, and so the objections brought forward in the above contro-

versy would not apply to it.

To this the reply is that the admission of a positive category

called ajitana which is directly experienced in perception may im-
ply that it is of an entity which is opposed to knowledge; for the

negative particle ‘‘<2” in ajndna^^ is used either in the sense of

absence or negation. If it does so, it may well be urged that ex-

perience of opposition implies two terms, that which opposes and
that to which there is an opposition. Thus, the experience of

ajndna would involve the experience of knowledge also, and, there-

fore, when the opposite of ajndna shines forth, how can ajndna be
perceived? It is clear, therefore, that no advantage is gained by
regarding ajndna as a positive entity instead of a mere negation.

The conception of a positive ajndna cannot serve any new purpose
which is not equally attainable by the conception of it as negation

of knowledge. If a positive entity is regarded as able to circum-
scribe or limit the scope of manifestation of Brahman, a negation

also may do the same. The Sahkarites themselves admit that know-
ledge shines by driving away the ignorance which constituted the
negation-precedent-to the production of (prdga-bhdva) knowledge,
and thus in a way they admit that ajndna is of the nature of nega-
tion. The supposed experience of dullness {mugdho^smi) involves in

it the notion of an opposition. The mere fact that the word ‘‘dull”

(mugdha) has no negative particle in it does not mean that it has no
negative sense. Thus, a positive ignorance cannot be testified by
perception.

It has been suggested that the existence of ajndna may be proved
by inference on the supposition that if light manifests itself by
driving away darkness, so knowledge must shine by driving away
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positive ignorance. Now inference is a mode of knowledge and as

such it must drive away some ignorance which was hiding its

operation. Since this ajnana could not manifest itself, it must im-

ply some other ajfimia which was hiding it, and without driving

which it could not manifest itself, and there would thus be infinite

regress. If the ajnana be regarded as hiding, then the inference may
as well be regarded as destroying the ignorance directly. Whenever
a knowledge illuminates some contents, it may be regarded as dis-

pelling the ignorance regarding it. The scriptural texts also do not

support the conception of a positive ajnana. Thus, the concept of a

positive ajnana is wholly illegitimate.

Fortieth Objection, The supposition that the ajnana rests in the

individual and not Brahman is also false. If the ajnana is sup-

posed to rest in the individual in its own real essence (i.e. as Brah-

man), then the ajnana would virtually rest in Brahman. If it is sup-

posed that ajnana rests in the individual not in their natural

state but in their ordinarily supposed nature as suffering rebirth,

etc., then this amounts to saying that the ajnana is associated with

the material stuff and as such can never be removed; for the

material limitations of an individual can never have a desire to re-

move the ajnana^ nor has it the power to destroy it. Again, it may
be asked whether the ajnana that constitutes the difference of in-

dividual is one or many in different cases. In the former case

in the emancipation of one, ajnana would be removed and all would

be emancipated. In the second case it is difficult to determine

whether avidya comes first or the difference between individual

jlvas^ and there would thus be anyonya-sraya^ for the Sankarites

do not admit the reality of difference between In the theory

that ajnana is associated with Brahman, the difference between

jivas being false, there is no necessity to admit the diversity of

ajnana according to the diversity ofjivas. In any case, whether real

or fictitious, avidya cannot explain the diversity of ih&jtvas. Again,

if the ajhanas which are supposed to produce the diversity of the

jivas be supposed to exist in the Brahman, then Brahman cannot

be known. In the view that these ajndnas exist in jivas
y
the old

difficulty comes in as to whether the difference of avidyds is primary

or whether that of thejivas is primary. If the difficulty is intended

to be solved by suggesting that the regression is not vicious as in

the case of the seed and the shoot, then it may be pointed out that
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in the supposition that the ajnanas which produce difference in

jlvas have these as their support then there is no scope for such a

regression. The seed that produces the shoot does not produce it-

self. If it is suggested that the avidya of the previous produces

the later jtvas, then the jwas would be destructible. Thus, from
whichever way wre may try to support the view that the avidya rests

in individual we meet with unmitigated failure.

Forty-first Objection, It is said that the defect of avidya belongs

to Brahman. If this defect of avidya is something different from
Brahman, then that virtually amounts to the admission of dualism;

if it is not different from Brahman, then Brahman itself becomes
responsible for all errors and illusions which are supposed to be due
to avidya^ and Brahman being eternal all errors and illusions are

bound to be eternal. If it is said that the errors and illusions are

produced when Brahman is associated with some other accessory

cause, then about this also the old question may be raised as to

whether the accessory cause or causes are different or not different

from Brahman and whether real or not. Again, such an accessory

cause cannot be of the nature of a negation-precedent-to the pro-

duction of the true knowledge of the identity of the self and the

Brahman; ’for then the doctrine of a positive ignorance propounded
by the Sahkarites would be wholly unnecessary and uncalled for.

Further, such a negation cannot be identical with Brahman, for

then with true knowledge and with the destruction of ignorance
Brahman itself would cease. Again, since everything else outside

Brahman is false, if there is any such entity that obstructs the light

of Brahman or distorts it (if the distortion is in any sense real), then
that entity would also be Brahman; and Brahman being eternal that

distortion would also be eternal. If the defect which acts as an ob-
structive agent be regarded as unreal and beginningless, then also

it must depend on some cause and this will lead to an infinite re-

gress; if it does not depend upon any cause, then it would be like

Brahman which shines forth by itself without depending on any
defect, which is absurd. If it is supposed that this defect constructs
itself as well as others, then the world-creation would manifest
itself without depending upon any other defect. If it is said that
there is no impropriety in admitting the defect as constructing
itself, just as an illusion is the same as the construction, i.e. is made
by it, then the Sankarites would be contradicting their own views

;
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for they certainly do admit the beginningless world-creation to be
due to the operation of defects. If the avidya is not itself an illusory

imposition, then it will be either true or chimerical. If it is regarded

as both an illusory construction and a product, then it would not be
beginningless. If it has a beginning, then it cannot be distinguished

from the world-appearance. If illusion and its construction be re-

garded as identical, then also the old difficulty of the avidya gener-

ating itself through its own construction would remain the same.

Again, if the avidya appears to Brahman without the aid of any

accessory defect, then it will do so eternally. If it is urged that,

when the avidya ceases, its manifestation would also cease, then

also there is a difficulty which is suggested by the theory of the

Sankarites themselves ;
for we know that in their theory there is no

difference between the illumination and that which is illuminated

and that there is no causal operation between them. That which is

being illuminated cannot be separated from the principle of

illumination.

If it is urged that the avidya is manifested so long as there is no

dawning of true knowledge, then may it not be said that the

negation-precedent-to the rise of tme knowledge is the cause of

world-appearance and that the admission of avidya is unnecessary?

If it is said that the negation cannot be regarded as the cause of the

very varied production of world-appearances, then it can be urged

with as much force that the position may also be regarded as

capable of producing the manifold world-appearance. If it is held

that positive defects in the eye often produce many illusory ap-

pearances, then it may also be urged on the other side that the non-

observation of distinctions and differences is also often capable of

producing many illusory appearances. If it is urged that negation

is not limited by time and is therefore incapable of producing the

diverse kinds of world-appearances under different conditions of

time, and that it is for that reason that it is better to admit positive

ignorance, then also it may be asked with as much force how such

a beginningless ignorance unconditioned by any temporal character

can continue to produce the diverse world-appearance conditioned

in time till the dawning of tme knowledge. If in answer to this it is

said that such is the nature and character of avidya^ then it may well

be asked what is the harm in admitting such a nature or character

of negation.’^ This, at least, saves us from admitting a strange and
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uncalled for hypothesis of positive ignorance. It may be urged that

negation is homogeneous and formless and as such it cannot under-

go transformations of character, while avidya, being a positive stuff,

can pass through a series of transformations of character (yivarta-

paraynpara). In this connection it may be urged that the nature of

avidya is nothing but this succession of transformations of cha-

racter; if it is so, then since it is the nature of avidya to have a suc-

cession of diverse kinds of transformations, there may be all kinds

of illusions at all times. It cannot also be regarded as an effect of

transformation of character, for the avidya is supposed to produce

such effects. If it is urged that avidya is a distinct entity by itself,

different from the appearance of its character that is perceived, then

also the old question would recur regarding the reality or unreality

of it. The former supposition would be an admission of dualism;

the latter supposition, that is, if it is false, the succession of it as

various appearances conditioned by diverse kinds of time and space

would presuppose such other previous presuppositions ad in-

finitiim. If it is held that there is no logical defect in supposing that

the previous sets of transformations determine the later sets in an

unending series, it is still not necessary to admit avidya in order to

explain such a situation. For it may well be supposed that the

different transformations arise in Brahman without depending
upon any extraneous cause. The objection that such a supposition

that Brahman is continually undergoing such diverse transforma-

tions of character (real or unreal) would inevitably lead to the con-

clusion that there is no Brahman beyond such transformations is

invalid; for our perceptual experience shows that the transfor-

matory change of a lump of clay does not invalidate its being. In
such a view Brahman may be regarded as the ground of all illusory

appearances. On the other hand, it is only on the assumption of

false avidya that one cannot legitimately affirm the existence of a

basis, for the basis of falsehood would itself be false. Therefore, if

Brahman be regarded as its basis, then it would itself be false and
would land us in nihilism.

Again, it may well be asked whether avidya shines by itself or

not. If it does not, it becomes chimerical; if it does, then it may
again be asked whether this shining is of the nature of avidya or
not. If it is, then it would be as self-shining as Brahman and there

would be no difference between them. Again, if the shining cha-
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racter of avidyd belongs to Brahman, the Brahman being eternal,

there would never be a time when avidyd would not shine. The
shiningness cannot also be regarded as a character of either Brah-

man or the avidyd^ for none of them is regarded as being a knower
of it. If it is urged that the character as the knower is the result of

an illusory imposition, then the objection is that the meaning of

such an imposition is unintelligible unless the conception of avidyd

is clarified. The character as knower is possible only on the sup-

position of an illusory imposition, and on the above supposition the

illusory imposition becomes possible on the supposition of the

knower. If it is due to Brahman, then Brahman, being eternal, the

illusory impositions would also be eternal. If it be without any

reason, then the entire world-illusion would be without any cause.

Again, any conception regarding the support of avidyd is un-

intelligible. If it has no support, it must be either independent like

Brahman or be like chimerical entities. If it has a support and if

that support be of the nature of Brahman, then it is difficult to con-

ceive how the eternally pure Brahman can be the support of the

impure avidyd which is naturally opposed to it. If the solution is

to be found in the supposition that the impure avidyd is false, then

it may well be urged that if it is false there is no meaning in the

effort to make it cease. If it is said in reply that though it is non-

existent yet there is an appearance of it, and the effort is made to

make that appearance cease, then also the reply is that the appear-

ance is also as false as itself. If it is admitted that though false it

can yet injure one’s interest, then its falsehood would be only in

name, for its effects are virtually admitted to be real. If Brahman
in its limited or conditioned aspect be regarded as the support of

avidyd^ then since such a limitation must be through some other

avidyd this would merely bring us into confusion. If it is held that

avidyd has for its support an entity quite different from Brahman
conditioned or unconditioned, then the view that Brahman is the

support of avidyd has to be given up, and there would be other dif-

ficulties regarding the discovery of another support of this support.

If it be said that like Brahman avidyd is its own support but Brah-

man is not its own support, then the support ofavidyd^onld have no

other support. If it is said that the support can be explained on the

basis of conditions, then also it would be difficult to imagine how a

condition of the nature of a receptacle {ddlidra-'karo-padhi) can itself
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be without any support. If further supports are conceived, then there

would be a vicious infinite. Again, if it is held that what is false does

not require any support, then it may be urged that according to the

Sankarites the support is regarded as the basis on which the illusion

occurs, and even the jug is regarded as an illusion on the ground.

Moreover, this false experience of avidya is not any of the illusory

or limited perceptions, such as ego-experience or the experience of

other mental states ; for these are regarded as the effects of avidya.

If they are not so, then they must be due to some other defects, and

these to other ones, and so there would be a vicious infinite. If it is

held that avidya, is nothing different from its experience, then since

all experience is of the nature of Brahman, Brahman itself would be

false. Again, if the avidya manifests itself as Brahman by hiding its

(Brahman) nature, then all pure revelation being hidden and lost,

avidya itself, which is manifested by it, would also be naturally lost.

If it be manifested as Brahman and its own nature be hidden, then

Brahman alone being manifested there would be no question of

bondage. It is obvious that it cannot manifest itself both as avidya

and as Brahman, for that would be self-contradictory, since know-

ledge always dispels ignorance. If it is held that just as a mirror

reflects an image in which the character of the mirror and the real

face is hidden, so avidya may manifest itself and hide both itself

and the Brahman. To this the reply is that in all cases of illusions of

identity {tadairnya-dhyasa) the non-observation of the difference is

the cause of the error. The cause of the illusion of the face and the

mirror is the non-observation of the fact that the face is away from

the mirror. But Brahman and avidya are neither located in a

proximate space so that it is possible to compare their illusion of

identity by the illustration of other illusions which depend upon
such proximity. If it is said of avidya, not being a substance, that

all criticism that applies to real and existent entities would be in-

applicable to it, then such a doctrine would be almost like nihilism,

for all criticisms against nihilism are accepted by nihilists as not

invalidating their doctrine.

Forty-second Objection, It is held by the Saiikarites that avidya

and mdyd are two distinct conceptions. Maya is supposed to be
that by which others are deluded, and avidya is supposed to be that

which deludes one’s self. The word mdyd is used in various senses

but none of these seems to satisfy the usage of the word in Sankarite
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manner. If it is supposed that the word maya, of which Brahman is

supposed to be the support, has this peculiarity that it manifests its

various forms to others as well as deludes them, then it is hard to

distinguish it from the conception of avidya. If it is held that the

word avidya is restricted to mean the agent that causes false per-

ceptions as in the case of conch-shell-silver, then mdya may also

be called avidya, for it also causes the false world-appearance to be

perceived. There is no reason why the cause of the false perception

of the conch-shell-silver should be called avidya and not those re-

latively true cognitions which contradict such illusory perceptions.

Isvara also may be said to be suffering from avidya, for since He is

omniscient He has the knowledge of all individual selves of which
falsehood is a constituent. If God has no knowledge of illusions.

He would not be omniscient. It is wrong also to suppose that mayo,

is that which manifests ever5?thing else except Brahman in its

nature as false
;
for if the Brahman knows the world-appearance as

false without being under an illusion, it would still be hard to re-

pudiate the ignorance of Brahman. If Brahman knows all things

as the illusions of others, then He must know the others and as such

their constituent illusions, and this would mean that Brahman is

itself subject to avidya. It is difficult also to conceive how one can

have any cognition of falsehood without being under illusion, for

falsehood is not mere non-existence but the appearance of an entity

where it does not exist. If Brahman sees other people only under

illusions, that does not mean that Brahman deludes others by His

mayd. There may be a magician who would try to show his magic

by mere false tricks. If the Brahman tried to show His magic

by mere false reflections. He would indeed be mad. It may be

supposed that the difference between avidya and mayd is that

avidya, by producing illusory experiences, hurts the real interests

of the perceiving selves, yet the Brahman Who perceives these

illusory selves and their experiences does so through the agency of

7ndyd which does not injure His interest. To this the reply is that if

mayd does not injure anybody’s interest, it carmot be called a de-

fect. It may be objected that defects have no connection with

harmful or beneficial effects but they have a relation only to truth

and error. Such a view cannot be accepted, for truth and error

have a pragmatic value and all that is erroneous hurts one’s in-

terests ; if it were not so, nobody would be anxious to remove them.
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If it is argued that mdyd is not a defect of Brahman but a quality,

then it may be said that if it were so then no one would be anxious

to remove it. If, again, 7ndyd were a quality of Brahman and

served the purpose of such a mighty person, how could the poor

individual selves dare it? And if they could, they would be able

to injure the practical interests of an Omnipotent Being, for mdyd

being a quality would certainly be of great use to Him. Mdyd can-

not be destroyed by itself without any cause, for that would land

us in the doctrine of momentariness. If the mdyd were eternal and

real, that would be an admission of dualism. If mdyd be regarded

as being included in Brahman, then Brahman, being only self-

manifesting, and mdyd being included within it would not have the

power of producing the world-delusions which it is supposed to

produce. Again, mdyd being eternal cannot also be false. Again, if

the manifestation of mdyd from Brahman be regarded as real, then

the ignorance of Brahman becomes also real
;
if it is a false mani-

festation from Brahman, then it would be meaningless to suppose

that Brahman should be using the mdyd as an instrument of play.

It is absurd to suppose that Brahman would be playing with false

reflected images, like a child. Again, if the jivas and Brahman be

identical, then it is unreasonable to suppose that the ignorance of

jivas would not imply the ignorance of Brahman. If, again, the

jivas and the Brahman be really different, then how can there be

any emancipation by the knowledge of their identity? So the con-

ception of a mdyd and an avidyd different from it is wholly incom-

prehensible.

Forty-third Objection. It is held by the Sahkarites that a know-

ledge of monistic identity produces emancipation. Now such a

knowledge cannot be different from the Brahma-knowledge; for if

it is a contentless entity, then it would be no knowledge, since the

Sankarites hold that knowledge can only be a mental state associ-

ated with a content (yrtti-rupam hi jhdnam savisayam eva iti

bhavatdm api siddhdntah). It cannot also be identical with Brahma-
knowledge, for if such a knowledge can produce emancipation the

pure Brahma-knowledge would have done the same. It may be held

that in the case of the illusion of conch-shell-silver, when there is

a true shining regarding the nature of the ‘^this” in its own cha-

racter, then that is equivalent to the contradiction of the illusory

appearance of silver, and the manifestation of identity showing the
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real nature of Brahman may be regarded as contradictory to world-

illusion. To this the reply is that there is no identity between the

existence of the ‘"this” as conch-shell and its appearance as silver.

Thus, one knowledge may contradict the other, but in the case

under review there is no new element in the notion of the identity

which w^as not already present in the Brahma-knowledge itself. If

the notion of identity be regarded as a contentful knowledge, then

it would be different from the Brahma-knowdedge, and being itself

false it could not remove the error. The case where a thing known
is again recognized is also not a proper instance for supporting the

Sahkarite position, for here also the knowledge of recognition is not

the same as the knowledge of original acquaintance, whereas the

notion of identity is supposed to be the same as the Brahma-

knowledge. Again, if it is supposed that a mental state of a par-

ticular content removes the illusions and produces Brahma-know-

ledge, then the illusions would be real entities since they were

capable of being destroyed like other entities.

If it is held that the notion of identity has a reference to

Brahman as limited by avidya^ then that will be like the manifesta-

tion of the illusory world-creations through the ^a^’-consciousness,

and such a manifestation would not remove errors.

Again, it may be asked whether the knowledge that produces

the notion that all else excepting Brahman is false can itself be re-

garded as constituting falsehood, for that would be self-contra-

dictory. If the notion of the falsehood of the world-appearance be

itself regarded as false, then the world would have to be regarded

as real. If it is urged that as in the supposition of the death of a

barren w^oman’s son both the barren woman’s son and his death are

false, so here also both the world and its falsehood may be equally

false. But it may be replied that in the instance put forward the

falsehood of the barren woman’s son and that of his death are not

both false. Again, if the falsehood of the world-appearance were

real, then that would imply dualism.

Again, if inferences led to the contradiction of world-appear-

ance, then there would be no reason to suppose that the contradic-

tion of the world-appearance would be possible only through

listening to the Vedantic texts of identity. If the contradiction of

world-appearance is produced by Brahman itself, then Brahman
being eternal there would be no world-illusion. Again, Brahman

Dill 23
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has been regarded as helping the process of world-illusion in its

own pure nature for otherwise there would have been no illusion

at all. It is a curious doctrine that though Brahman in its pure

nature helps illusion, yet, in its impure nature, as the scriptural

texts or the knowledge arising out of them, it would remove it. So

in whichever way we may think of the possibility of a removal of

ajndna we are brought into confusion.

Forty-fourth Objection. The conception of the cessation of the

avidya is also illegitimate. For the question that arises in this con-

nection is whether the cessation of avidya is itself real or unreal.

If it is unreal, then the hope that the avidya is rooted out with such

a cessation is baffled, for the cessation itself is a manifestation of

avidya. It cannot be said that the cessation of avidya has as its

ground a real entity, the dtman^ for then the dtman will have to be

admitted as suffering change. And if in any way the cessation of

avidya is to be regarded as having a true cause as its support, then

the cessation being real there would be dualism. If it is regarded

as an illusion, and there is no defect behind it, then the assumption

of avidya as a defect for explaining the world-illusion would be

unnecessary. If it is without any further ground like avidya and
Brahman, then there is no meaning in associating avidya with it.

There is also no reason why, even after the cessation of avidya^ it

may not rise up again into appearance. If it is suggested that the

function of the cessation of avidya is to show that everything else

except Brahman is false and as soon as this function is fulfilled the

cessation of avidya also ceases to exist, then also another difficulty

has to be faced. For if the cessation of avidya itself ceases to exist,

then that would mean that there is a cessation of cessation which
means that avidya is again rehabilitated. It may be urged that

when a jug is produced it means the destruction of the negation-

precedent-to-production (prdga-bhdva), and when this jug is again

destroyed it does not mean that the negation-precedent again rises

into being; so it may be in this case also. To this the reply is that

the two cases are different, for in the above case the negation of one
negation is through a positive entity, whereas there is nothing to

negate the cessation of avidya; so in this case the negation would be

a logical negation leading to a position of the entity negated, the

avidya. If it is said that there is the Brahman which negates the

cessation of avidya^ then the difficulty would be that Brahman, the
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negation of both avidya and its cessation, being eternal, there ought

to be no illusory world-creation at any time.

If the cessation of avidya is not itself of illusory nature and if it

is regarded as included in the being of Brahman, then Brahman
being beginningless the avidya should be regarded as having always

remained arrested. It cannot be said that the existence of Brahman
is itself the cessation of ajndna, for then it would be impossible to

connect the cessation of avidya with the realization of the nature of

Brahman as cause and effect.

If it is suggested that a mental state reflecting the nature of

Brahman represents the cessation of ajnana of Brahman and that

this mental state may be removed by other causes, then the reply

is that this would mean that such a mental state is illusory; and this

implies that the cessation of avidya is illusory. The criticism of such

a view is given above. The cessation of avidya is not real, being out-

side Brahman; neither real, something different from real, and

unreal, for that could not lead to a real cessation. So ultimately it

must be neither unreal nor something different from any of the

above entities, for the cessation of positive and negative entities

only are of the nature of real and unreal. Ajnana is something dif-

ferent from real and unreal; its cessation is valid, being amenable

to proofs. So the cessation has to be admitted as being something

unique and different from all existent and non-existent entities.

In reply it may be said that if the ajnana is admitted to be like-a-

non-existent entity (asatlva\ then in both the two meanings of

negation, that is, in the view that negation is but the other name of

position and that negation is a separate category in itself, the ad-

mission of avidya would involve dualism. If it is regarded as some-

thing chimerical, it could never show itself, and such a chimerical

entity %vould have no opposition to the world-cycle. So the cessa-

tion of avidya cannot lead to emancipation. Again, if the cessation

of avidya is non-existent, that would imply the existence of avidya.

The cessation of avidya is not like the destruction of a jug which

has a real existence, so that though it may appear like a non-being,

yet the jug may be regarded as a positive entity. The destruction of

avidya is not of that nature, for it has no definite form. If it is held

that the cessation of avidya is of the fifth type, that is, different from

existent, non-existent, existent-and-non-existent and different-

from-existent-and-non-existent, then this is virtually the admission

22-2
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of the vmdhyamika doctrine of indescribability of all phenomena,
for it also describes the world-phenomena as being of the fifth

type. There is also really no way in which such an absolutely unique

and indefinable category can be related to anything else.

Forty-fifth Objection. It is argued by the Sankarites that the

scriptural texts cannot signify Brahman, which is devoid of all and
every specific quality. To this Venkata replies that Brahman is en-

dow'ed with all specific qualities and, therefore, it is quite legitimate

that texts should signify it. It is wrong also to suppose that

Brahman, being self-luminous, cannot be manifested by words, for

it has been shown by the Ramanuja school that even the self-

luminous can be the object of further awareness. Brahman is also

sometimes described by the Sankarites as the state of being quality-

less, but is itself a quality since it is used adjectively to Brahman.
Moreover, if Brahman could not be signified by the scriptural

texts, the texts themselves would be meaningless. It is wrong also

to suppose that the scriptural words refer to Brahman only in a

secondary manner, just as one may point to a tree-top in order to

show that the moon is visible {sakha-candra-dariand)
; for whatever

be the method, Brahman is indicated by the texts. Even a state of

non-conceptual meditation {asamprajhata-samadhi) is not absolutely

unpredicable. In that state one cannot apply the concepts or words.
If Brahman is absolutely without any character, it cannot be ad-
mitted that it should be implied or signified in a remote manner
{laksyd) by the scriptures. The passages which say that Brahman is

beyond word {yato vaco nivartante) indicate only that the qualities

of Brahman are infinite. Thus, it is wholly unjustifiable on the part

of the Sankarites to say that Brahman is not indicated by the texts.

Forty-seventh Objection. It is maintained by the Sankarites that

ail determinate knowledge is false because it is determinate in its

nature like the conch-shell-silver. If all that is determinate is false,

then since all distinctions must involve determinateness they would
all be false and thus ultimately we have monism. The futility of
such a position is shown by Venkata, who points out that such an
inference involves determinate concepts in all its limbs, and would
thus be absolutely imwarrantable according to the thesis itself.

Moreover, if the determinate knowledge is false, the indeterminate

would also be false for want of corroboration. It is wrong also to

suppose that determinate perceptions are false for want of cor-
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roborative evidence from other awarenesses ; for an illusion may be

further corroborated by other illusions and may yet be false, and

the last corroborative knowledge would be false for want of further

corroborations, %vhich would lead to the falsehood of the whole set

of corroborations which is dependent on it. It is also wrong to sup-

pose that determinate conceptions do not stand the test of causal

efficiency, for all our practical experiences depend on determinate

notions. It cannot also be held that the conceptual cognitions in-

volving universals are false, for they are neither contradicted nor

found to be doubtful in any way. Thus, if all determinate cognitions

are regarded as false, then that would lead us to nihilism and not to

monism. Moreover, if the indeterminate nature of Brahman is to

be inferred from the indeterminate nature of our perception of ex-

ternal things, then on the analogy of the falsehood of the former the

latter may also be false.

Fifty-fifth Objection. The Sahkarites hold that all effects are

false, for they seem to contradict themselves if an attempt is made

to conceive the logical situation. Is the effect produced out of

the cause related with it or unrelated? In the first alternative the

cause and the effect, being but two relata connected together by

relation, there is no reason why the effect should be produced by

the cause and not the cause by the effect. If the cause produces the

effect without being related to it, then anything might produce any-

thing. Again, if the effect be different from the cause, things which

are different from one another would be productive of one another.

If they are identical, then one could not produce the other. If it is

said that cause is that which invariably precedes and effect is that

which invariably succeeds, then a thing ought to be existent before

the negation-precedent-to-production. Again, if the effect be re-

garded as having been produced from a material cause which has

undergone transformation, then it may further be asked whether

these transformations are produced from other transformations,

and this would lead to a vicious infinite. If the effect be regarded

as produced from a cause which has not undergone any transforma-

tion, then it would abide the whole time in which the material cause

remains. Moreover, an effect is like the illusory silver which is non-

existent in the beginning and in the end. The production of an

entity cannot be either from a positive entity or a negative entity;

for an effect, say, the jug, carmot be produced from its cause, the
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earth-matter, without producing some change in it, that is, without

negating it in some way or the other. On the other hand, if the pro-

duction is regarded as being from a negation, then it will itself be a

negation. So in whichever way a causal relation may be viewed, it

becomes fraught with contradictions.

The reply of Venkata to this is that the objection as to whether

the effect is related to the cause in its production or unrelated to it

is overcome by the view that the effect is unrelated to the cause ;
but

that need not imply that all that is unrelated to the cause should be

the effect, for mere unrelatedness does not induce the production

of the effect such that the very unrelatedness will connect anything

with any other thing as effect. The special powers associated with

causal entity are responsible for the production of the special

effects, and these can be known by the ordinary methods of agree-

ment and difference. The relations of the causal elements among

themselves are transferred to the effect. It is well known that causes

produce effects of an entirely different nature, just as when a jug

is produced by a stick and the potter’s wheel. Even the material

cause is very different from the material cause as the effect. It is

indeed admitted that the effect is produced from a modified

{vikrta) cause, for any change in the cause, even the proximity of

an accessory condition, would be a modification. But if modifica-

tion or mkara cannot be affirmed of the cause in the sense in which

the effect is regarded as a modification, it may be said in that sense

that the effect is produced from an unmodified cause. It would be

wrong to suggest that any and every effect might spring from any

and every unmodified cause, for an effect is produced from an un-

modified cause under proper temporal conditions and the associa-

tion of collocative agents. It is also wrong to suggest that in the

supposition that an effect is analysable as a course of changes,

the cause as the immediate antecedent would be undiscoverable

;

and the cause being undiscoverable the effect would also be in-

explicable; for it is the effect which is recognized as perceived

and this implies the existence of the cause without which it could

not come into being. If it is urged that the effect is not perceived,

or that it is contradicted, then the obvious reply is that both non-

perception and contradiction are effects, and in denying effects

through them the criticism becomes self-contradictory.

When a material cause is changed into an effect, there are cer-
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tain parts of it which remain unchanged, even when that effect is

changed into other objects called effects, and there are some cha-

racters which are formed only in certain effects. Thus, when gold

is changed into a bangle and the bangle into a necklace, the per-

sisting qualities of gold continue the same both in the bangle and

in the necklace; but the special form of the bangle does not pass

into that of the necklace. Again, the objection that if the effects

were already existent in the cause, then there is no necessity of the

causal operation as has elsewhere been repudiated, and it has also

been pointed out that the assertion that all effects are false like

conch-shell-silver is false, for these effects are not found to be

contradicted like these illusory appearances. It is wrong also to

suggest that because an effect does not exist in the beginning or in

the end it also does not exist in the middle, for its existence in the

middle is directly experienced. It may also be suggested on the

other hand that because an effect exists in the middle it must also

exist in the beginning and in the end.

It is suggested by the Safikarites that all notions of difference as

effects are illusorily imposed upon one permanent entity which

permeates through all so-called different entities, and that it is this

permeating entity which is real. Against such a supposition the

Sahkarites may be asked to discover any entity that permeates both

through Brahman and avidya. It would be wrong to suggest that

Brahman is both in itself and in the avidya; for Brahman cannot

have any dual entity, and also cannot be illusorily imposed upon
itself-

The suggestion that since the unity of a flame is perceived to be

false all perception is false is obviously wrong, for in the former

case the illusion is due to the rapid coalescing of similar flames, but

this does not apply to all perception.

In the sense of substance (dravya) an effect exists in the cause,

but in the sense of an effect-state the effect does not exist in the

cause. The objections of the Samkhyists that if the effect-state did

not exist in the cause it could not be produced and that similarly

anything could be produced from anything are futile, for the effects

are produced by specific powers which manifest themselves as

effects in definite spatial and temporal conditions.

A question is asked %vhether the effects are produced from a

positive or a negative entity, that is, whether when the effects are
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produced they are produced as states of a substance which persists

through them or not. Venkata’s reply is that the substance per-

sists
; only states and conditions change when the effect is produced.

For in the production of an effect there is change only in the causal

state and not in the causal substance. There is thus an agreement

between the cause and the effect only so far as the substance is con-

cerned and not with reference to their states ; for it is by the nega-

tion of the causal state that the effect-state arises. It is sometimes

suggested that since an effect is neither permanently existing nor

permanently non-existing it must be false. But this suggestion is

obviously wrong, for the fact that an entity may be destroyed at a

later moment does not mean that it was non-existent at the moment
when it was perceived. Destruction means that an entity which was
existent at a particular moment w^as non-existent at another. Con-
tradiction means that a thing is non-existent even when it is per-

ceived. Mere non-existence is not destruction, for the negation-

precedent-to-production might also be called destruction since it is

also non-existent. Non-existence at a later point of time also does

not mean destruction, for then even chimerical entities might also

be called destruction. The case of conch-shell-silver is not a case of

destruction, for clearly that is a case of contradiction in experience.

Thus, if the concepts of production, destruction and non-existence

be analysed, then it will be found that the concept of effect

never be regarded as illusory.

Fifty-seventh Oljection. It is said that Brahman is of the nature

of pure bliss {anandd) ; but it may well be said that in whichever
sense the word ananda may be used it will not be possible to affirm

that Brahman is of the nature of pure bliss. For if ananda means
an entity the awareness of which induces an agreeable experience,

then Brahman will be knowable. If it means merely an agreeable
experience, then Brahman would not be pure indeterminate con-
sciousness. If it means a mere agreeable attitude, then duality will

be implied. If it means negation of pain, then Brahman would not
be positive and it is well admitted on all hands that Brahman is

neutral. Moreover, according to the Sahkarites themselves the
state of intuition of Brahman is regarded as a positive state like the
state of dreamless sleep. Thus, in whichever way one may look at

the problem the assertion that the indeterminate Brahman is of the
nature of pure bliss becomes wholly unwarrantable.
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Fifty-eighth Objection. The eternity of Brahman cannot be

maintained, if it is regarded as indeterminate. If eternity means
existence in all times, then avidya also would be eternal; for it is

also associated with all time, and time is itself regarded as its pro-

duct. If it is urged that association with all time does not mean
existence in all time, then it is wrong to regard existence in all times

as a definition of eternity, for it will be enough to say that existence

itself is eternal. The “inclusion of all time’* as distinguished from

mere existence shows the difference between existence and eternity.

Eternitywould thus mean existence in all time, which can be affirmed

of avidya also. Eternity cannot also be defined as that which does

not cease in time since such a definition would apply to time also

which does not cease in time. It cannot also be said that eternity

means that which is not contradicted in the beginning or in the end,

for then the world-appearance also would be eternal. Again, it is

difficult to understand how consciousness is regarded as eternal by
the Sankarites, for if it is affirmed of ordinary consciousness, then

that is directly against perceptual experience; and if it is affirmed

of transcendental consciousness, then that is directly against ex-

perience. Further, eternity cannot be regarded as the essence, for

then it would be identical with self-luminosity, and its predication,

such as Brahman is eternal, would be unnecessary. If it is regarded

as a knowable quality, then if such a quality existed in conscious-

ness, consciousness would become knowable. If it did not exist in

consciousness, then its knowledge would not imply the eternity of

consciousness. It cannot also be said that whatever is not produced

is eternal, for then negation-precedent-to-production would be

eternal. If it is said that any positive entity which is not produced

is eternal, then avidya would also be eternal. Thus, in whichever

way one may try to prove the eternity of the indeterminable pure

consciousness one fails.

Sixty-first Objection. It is often asserted by the Sankarites that

there is a unity of the self. If by self here they mean the ‘‘ego,’’

then clearly all the egos cannot be regarded as identical, for it is

well known that the experiences of other people are never identified

by us as ours. Nor can it be said that there is unity of consciousness

of us all, for then each of us would know the minds of others. It is

not maintainable that our underlying being is the same, for that

would not mean the identity of our selves. One may think of
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universal existence, but that would not mean the identity of the

existents. Again, the identity of the selves cannot be regarded as real

since the selves (jwas) themselves are regarded as unreal. If the

identity of the selves be regarded as false, then there is no reason

why such a doctrine should be propounded. In any case, when one

has to deal with our experiential life, one has to admit the diversity

of selves and there is no other proof by which their identity may be

established. Thus it would be wrong to think, as the Sahkarites do,

that there is one self.

Meghanadari.

Meghanadari, son of Atreyanatha suri, seems to be one of the

earliest members of the Ramanuja school. He wrote at least two

books, Naya-prakankd and Naya-dyu-mani, both of which are still

in manuscript and only the latter has been available to the present

writer. Most of the important contributions of Meghanadari on the

subject of the Ramanuja theory of the pramamzs have already been

discussed in some detail in connection with the treatment of that

subject under Vehkatanatha. Only a few of his views on other

topics of Ramanuja philosophy will therefore be given here.

Svatah-pramanya-vada. Venkata, in his Tattva-mukta-kalapa

and Sarvartha-siddhi, says that all knowledge manifests the objects

as they are. Even errors are true at least so far as they point to the

object of the error. The erroneousness or error is due to the ex-

istence of certain vitiating conditions^. When there is knowledge
that there is a jug, the existence of the object is the validity {pram-
dnya) of it and this is made known by the very knowledge that the

jug exists®. Even where there is the knowledge of silver in a conch-
shell, there is the knowledge of the existence of the objective silver

implied in that very knowledge, and thus even in erroneous know-
ledge there is the self-validity so far as it carries with it the existence

of the object of perception®.

Meghanadari however, who in all probability preceded Venkata,
gives a somewhat different account of the doctrine of svatah-

jnSnanam yathd-vasthita-rtha~prak3iakatvam sSmSnyam eoa bhrSntasya'pi
jndTUisyo, dhojiiihiy dbhrciTitatvdt ato vcihnyd-deT ddJuzkcitvci'V^ jiiStidndtn pT3vt~
ayyam svabhdvikam eva upddher mani-mantravad do^o-pSdhi-vcdadapramanatvarn
bhramande. Sarvartha-szddki, p. 554.

^^ghcio sU ti JndnaTn utpadyote tattCL vi^cyd~stitva7fi evu pranidtiyaTfi tat tu
tenaiva jnanena praflyate atah svatah-prSmanyam. Ibid.

» See Ibid.
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pramanya. He says that validity {prdmanya) proceeds from the ap-

prehension ofcognition{prdmdnyamjnana-satta-pratiti-kdranddez-a),

for the validiU" must have a cause and no other cause is traceable^.

The Naiyayikas, arguing against the svatah-prdmanya doctrine

of the Mlmarnsakas, are supposed to say that the self-validity can-

not be regarded as being produced in every case of knowledge, for

the Alimarnsakas hold that the Vedas are eternal and thus their self-

validiU' cannot be regarded as being produced. Self-validity cannot

be regarded as produced in some cases only, for if that were the.case

the thesis that all cognitions are self-valid cannot stand. Therefore

the proper view is that only that knowledge is self-valid which is

uncontradicted in experience {abadhita-zyavahara-hetutvam eva

jndnasya prdmdnyamf'. Self-validity cannot be regarded as a special

potency, for such a potency is non-sensible and has therefore to be
known by inference or some other means

;
neither can it be regarded

as being one {svarupa) with the sense-organs by which knowdedge

is acquired, for the existence of such sense-organs is itself inferred

from mere knowledge and not from what is only true knowdedge.

Arguing against the Sahkarites, the Naiyayikas are supposed to

say that in their view knowdedge being self-luminous, there would
be no way of determining validity either from uncontradicted ex-

perience or by any other means; and since, according to them,

everything is false, the distinction of validity and invalidity also

ought to have no place in their system, for if such distinctions are

admitted it would land them in dualism. To this Meghanadari says

that if self-validity is not admitted, then the whole idea of validity

has to be given up; for if validity is said to be produced from a

knowledge of the proper conditions of knowledge or the absence of

defects, such a knowledge has to be regarded as self-valid, for it

would have to depend on some other knowledge and that again on
some other knowledge, which would mean a vicious infinite. So
knowledge is to be regarded as self-valid by nature and its in-

validity occurs only when the defects and vitiating contributions of

the causes of knowledge are known by some other means. But the

method of establishing self-validity according to the followers of

Kumarila is liable to criticism, for according to that system the

existence of knowledge is only inferred from the fact of the re-

velation of the objects, and that implication cannot also further

^ Naya-dyu-mani^ P* 21 (MS.). * Ibid. p. 23.
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lead to the self-validity of knowledge. The theory of self-validity

that it is caused by the same constituents which produce the know-
ledge is also inadmissible, for the senses have also to be regarded

as the cause of knowledge and these may be defective. Again,

it is held that knowledge which corresponds with the object

{tathd-bhuta) is valid and that which does not correspond with the

object is invalid and that such validity and invalidity are therefore

directly manifested by the knowledge itself. Meghanadari replies

that if such correspondence be a quality of the object, then that does

not establish the validity of knowledge ;
if it is a quality of know-

ledge, then memory has also to be regarded as self-valid, for there

is correspondence in it also. Again, the question arises whether the

self-validity is merely produced or also known. In the former case

the self-manifestation of self-validity has to be given up, and in the

latter case the Kumarila view is indefensible for by it knowledge
being itself an implication from the revelation of objects its self-

validity cannot obviously be self-manifested.

Meghanadari, therefore, contends that an intuition (anubhuti)

carries with it its own validity; in revealing the knowledge it also

carries with it the conviction of its own validity. The invalidity, on
the other hand, is suggested by other sources. This intuition is in

itself different from memory^. The whole emphasis of this conten-
tion is on his view that each cognition of an object carries with it its

cognizability as true, and since this is manifested along with the

cognition, all cognitions are self-valid in this sense. Such a self-

validity is therefore not produced since it is practically identical

with the knowledge itself. Meghanadari points out that this view
is in apparent contradiction with Ramanuja’s own definition of
svatah-prdmdnya as that which is produced by the cause of know-
ledge; but Ramanuja’s statement in this connection has to be in-

terpreted differently, for the knowledge of God and the emancipated
beings being eternal and unproduced any view which defines self-

validity as a production from the same source from which know-
ledge is produced would be inapplicable to them®.

Time. Time according to Meghanadari is not to be regarded as

a separate entity. He takes great pains to show that Ramanuja has
^ anubhmitvarp, v5 pramattyam astu; tac ca jnSnS-vantara-jatib; sa ca smrti-

jnana-jatitafi prthaktaya lokatdfi eva siddha; anubhUUfy svasattayk eua sphuru}}.
Naya-^dyU’-maniy p. 31.

® Ihid. p. 38.
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himself discarded the view that time is a separate entity in his com-
mentaryonthe Brahma-sutra, theVedanta-dlpaandthe Vedanta-sara.

The notion of time originates from the relative position of the sun

in the zodiac with reference to earth. It is the varying earth-space

that appears as time, being conditioned by the relative positions of

the Sun^. This view is entirely different from that of Venkata which

will be described later on.

Karma and itsfruits. According to Meghanadari deeds produce

their fruits through the satisfaction and dissatisfaction of God.

Though ordinarily deeds are regarded as virtuous or vicious, yet

strictly speaking virtue and vice should be regarded as the fruits of

actions and these fruits are nothing but the satisfaction and dis-

satisfaction of God. The performance of good deeds in the past

determines the performance of similar deeds in the future by pro-

ducing helpful tendencies, capacities and circumstances in his

favour, and the performance of bad deeds forces a man to take a

vicious line of action in the future. At the time of dissolution also

there is no separate dharma and adharma, but God’s satisfaction

and dissatisfaction produced by the individual’s deeds determine

the nature and extent of his sufferings and enjoyment as well as his

tendencies towards virtue or vice at the time of the next creation.

The fruits of actions are experienced in the Heaven and Hell and
also in the mundane life, but not while the individual is passing

from Heaven or Hell to earth, for at that time there is no experience

of pleasure or pain, it being merely a state of transition. Again,

except in the case of those sacrifices which are performed for in-

juring or molesting other fellow beings, there is no sin in the killing

of animals in sacrifices which are performed for the attainment of

Heaven or such other pleasurable purposes

Vatsya Varada.

Regarding the doctrine of Vedic injunction that one should

study the Vedas, Vatsya Varada in his Prameya-mdld holds the

view, in contradistinction to the Sahara Bhasya, that Vedic in-

junction is satisfied only in the actual reading of the Vedic texts and

that the Vedic injunction does not imply an inquiiy^ into the mean-

^ suryd-di-sambandha-vise^o-padhitah prihizya-dideianam eva kdla-samjnd,
Naya-dyu-mani, p. i68.

® Ildd. pp. 243-246.
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ing of those texts. Such an inquiry proceeds from the normal in-

quisitive spirit and the desire to know the various applications in

the practical performances of sacrifices. These do not form a part

of the Vedic injunction {vidhi),

Vatsya Varada holds that the study of the Vedic injunction and

the inquiry relating to Brahman form the parts of one unified scrip-

ture, i.e. the latter follows or is a continuation of the former; and

he mentions Bodhayana in his support.

Sankara had thought that the study of the Mlmamsa was in-

tended for a class of people but not necessarily for those who would

inquire into the nature of Brahman. The Purva-mimamsa and the

Uttara-mimamsa were intended for different purposes and were

written by different authors. These should not therefore be re-

garded as integrally related as two parts of a unified work. To this

Vatsya Varada, following Bodhayana, takes exception, for he thinks

that though the Purva-mimamsa and Uttara-mimamsa are written

by different authors yet the two together uphold one common view

and the two may be regarded as two chapters of one whole book.

Vatsya Varada also, in referring to Sankara’s view that the

Purva-mimamsa assumes the existence of a real world, whereas the

purport of the Brahma-sutra is to deny it and therefore the two can-

not be regarded as having the same end in view, challenges it by

affirming the reality of the world. Sankara’s argument, that all

which is cognizable is false, would imply that even the self is false;

for many Upanisads speak of the perceptibility of the self. His de-

claration of the falsity of the world would also imply that the false-

hood itself is false, for it is a part of the world. Such an argument

ought to be acceptable to Sankara, for he himself utilized it in re-

futing the nihilists.

Regarding the denial of the category of difference by the

Sankarites Vatsya Varada says that the opponent cannot by any

means deny that difference is perceived, for all his arguments are

based on the assumption of the existence of difference. If there

were no difference, there would be no party and no view to be

refuted. If it is admitted that the category of difference is per-

ceived, then the opponent has also to admit that such a perception

must have its own peculiar and proper cause. The real point in the

conception of difference is that it constitutes its other as a part of

itself. An object in its own nature has twofold characteristics, the



xx] Vdtsya Varada 351

characteristic of its universal similarity with other things of its class

and the characteristic in which it differs from others. In its second

characteristic it holds its others in itself. When it is said that a thing

is different it does not mean that the difference is identical with the

thing or but another name for the thing, but what is meant is that

a thing known as different has an outside reference to other entities.

This outside reference to other entities, when conceived along with

the object, produces the perception of difference.

The conception of difference involves the conception of nega-

tion as involved in the notion of otherness. If this negation is dif-

ferent in nature from the object which is conceived as “different”

or as the “other” of other objects, then since this negation cannot

be directly known by perception “ difference ” also cannot be known
directly by perception. The VUista-dvaita theory admits that “dif-

ference” can be directly perceived. In order to prove this point

Vatsya Varada gives a special interpretation of “negation”

{abhdva). He holds that the notion of negation of an entity in

another entity is due to the latter’s being endowed with a special

character as involving a reference to the former. The notion of

negation thus proceeds from a special modified character of an ob-

ject in which the negation is affirmed. There are many Sankarites

who regard negation as positive, but in their case it is held to be a

special category by itself which is perceived in the locus of the

negation by the special pramana of non-perception. Though posi-

tive its notion is not produced according to them by the special

modified nature of the object perceived in which the negation is

affirmed. But Vatsya Varada holds that the notion of negation is

due to the perception of a special modified nature of the entity in

which the negation is affirmed^. The negation revealed to us in one

object as the otherness of another object means that the latter is in-

cluded in a special character of the formerwhich makes the reference

as the otherness possible.

Vatsya Varada also emphasizes the view that the tests referring

to Brahman as satya, jndna, ananta^ etc., indicate the fact of the

possession of these qualities by God and that the monistic interpre-

tation that these together refer to one identical being, the Brahman,

is false. He also describes the infinite and unlimited nature of

^ pratiyogi-buddhau vastu^vihsa^dliir €vo*petd ndstf ti zyavahdra-hetuh,
Varada, Prameya-mdld^ p. 35 (MS.).
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Brahman and explains the exact sense in which the world and the

individuals may be regarded as the body of God and that the in-

dividuals exist for God who is their final end. He also deals in this

work with certain topics regarding the external rituals, such as

shaving of the head, wearing the holy thread, etc., by ascetics.

Varada, in his Tattva-sara^ collects some of the specially inter-

esting points of the Bhdsya of Ramanuja and interprets them in

prose and verse. Some of these points are as follows
:
(i) The view

that the existence of God cannot be logically proved, but can be

accepted only from scriptural testimony, (ii) The special inter-

pretation of some of the important Upanisadic texts such as the

Kapydsa text, (iii) The results of the discussions of the important

adhikaranas of Vedanta according to Ramanuja, (iv) The doctrine

that negation is only a kind of position, (v) The interpretation of

the apparent dualistic and monistic texts, (vi) The discussion re-

garding the reality of the world, etc.

This Tattva-sdra provoked a further commentary on it called

Ratna^sdrim by Vira-raghava-dasa, a son of Badhula Narasimha

Guru, disciple of Badhula Varada Guru, son of Badhula Vehka-

tacarya. Some of Vatsya Varada’s other works are: Sdrd-rtha-

catustaya, Arddhand-samgraha, Tattva-nzrnaya, Prapanna-pdrijdta,

YatiAinga-samarthana and Purma-ninnaya^.

Ramanujacarya II alias Vadi-Hamsa-Navamvuda.

R^anujacarya II, the son of Padmanabharya, belonged to

the Atri lineage. He was the maternal uncle of Vehkatanatha, the

famous writer of the Ramanuja school. He wrote the Nydya-kulisa

which has often been referred to in Venkata’s Sarvartha-siddhi.

He also wrote another work called Moksa-siddhi, Some of his in-

terpretations of Rtoanuja’s ideas have already been referred to in

dealing with the Ramanuja theory of knowledge as explained by
Venkata. Other contributions by him are mentioned in brief

below.

Negation, Negation as a separate category is denied by Rama-
nujacarya II. He thinks that negation of an entity means only an-

other entity different from it. The negation of a jug thus means the

^ In his Tattva-nirnaya he tries to prove that all the important ^ruti texts

prove that Narayana is the highest God. He refers in this work to his Puru§a-
nirnaya where, he says, he has discussed the subject in more detail.
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existence of some other entity different from it. The real notion of

negation is thus only “difference.” A negation is described as that

which is antagonistic to a positive entity and there is thus no way in

which a negation can be conceived by itself without reference to a

positive entity. But a positive entity never stands in need of its

specification through a reference to negation^. It is also well known

that the negation of a negation is nothing else than the existence of

positive entity. The existence of negation cannot be known either

by perception, inference, or by implication. Venkata, in further ex-

plaining this idea, says that the idea of absence in negation is de-

rived from the association of the object of negation with a different

kind of temporal or spatial character-. Thus, when it is said that

there is no jug here, it merely means that the jug exists in another

place. It is argued that negation cannot be regarded as the existence

of positive entity, and it may be asked if negation cannot be

regarded as negation, how can negation of negation be regarded

as the existence of positive entity. Just as those who admit negation

regard negation and existence of positive entity as mutually denying

each other, so the Ramanujas also regard the existence of positive

entities and negations as denying each other in their different

spatial and temporal characters. Thus it is not necessary to admit

negation as a separate category. When an existing entity is said to

be destroyed, what happens is that there is a change of state.

Negation-precedent-to-production {praga-bhava) and the negation

of destruction do not mean anything more than two positive states

succeeding each other, and there may be an infinite series of such

states. If this view is not admitted, and if the negation of destruc-

tion and the negation-precedent-to-production

{pr^-abhava) be regarded as separate categories of negation, then

the destruction of negation-precedent-to-production and negation-

precedent-to-production of destruction will depend upon an in-

finite series of negations which would lead to a vicious infinite. It is

the succession of a new state that is regarded as the destruction of

the old state, the former being a different state from the latter. It is

sometimes held that negation is mere vacuity and has no reference to

the existence of positive entity. If that were so, then on the one hand

^ athd'bhdrasya tad-ruparn yad^bhava-^pratipak^ata naVvam adya'py asau

yasmad bhavo-ttlrnena sddhitah. NyQya-kulisa, MS.
^ taUtat-pratiyo^i-bhdva-sphurana^sahakrto deia^ktHa-di^bheda eva svabhdvdt

nan-prayogam apt sahate, Sarvartha^siddhi^ p* 714*

D in 23
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negation would be causeless and on the other it could not be the

cause of anything; and so negations would thus be both beginning-

less and eternal. In that case the whole world would be within the

grasp of negation and everything in the worldwould be non-existing.

Thus it is unnecessary to admit negation as a separate category. The
difference of one positive entityfrom another is regarded as negation.

Another problem that arises in this connection is that if nega-

tion is not admitted as a separate category how can negative causes

be admitted. It is well known that when certain collocations of

causes can produce an effect they can do so only when there are no

negative causes to counteract their productive capacity. This

capacity {sakti) is admitted in the Ramanuja school as the colloca-

tion of accessories which helps a cause to produce the effect

{kdranasya kdryo-payogl sahakdri-kaldpah saktir ity ucyate)^. To
this Ramanujacarya’s reply is that the absence of counteracting

agents is not regarded as a separate cause, but the presence of the

counteracting agents along with the other accessory collocations is

regarded as making those accessory collocations unfit for producing

the effect. Thus there are two sets of collocations where the effect

is or is not produced, and it is the difference of two collocations that

accounts for the production of the effect in one case and its non-

production in another; but this does not imply that absence or

negation of the obstructive factors should be regarded as con-

tributing to the causation. In one case there was the capacity for

production and in another case there was no such capacity^.

Capacity {sakti) is not regarded by Ramanujacarya as a separate

non-sensible {atlndriyd) entity, but as an abstract specification of

that which produces any effect {sakti-gatafdty-anabhyupagame tad’-

ahhdvdt saktasyaHva jdtik kdrya’-niyamikd na tu sakti-jdtir iti)^.

Jdti {universal). Ramanujacarya does not admit zuyjdti or uni-

versal in the sense of any abstract generality of individuals. Accord-

^ Sarvartha’-siddhiy p. 685.
® siddJia^vastu-mrodhl ghdtakah sddhya-vastu-virodhJ pratibandhakah, hat-

ham yadi kdrye tad-viruddkatvam iti cen na; ittham hdryam kdrana-pauskalye
bhavati, tad-apauskalye na bhavati, apauskalyam ca kvacit kdrandndm anyatama-
vaikalydt kvacit sakti-vaikalydt iti bhidyate, yadyapi saktir na kdranam tathcCpi

iaktasyaVva hdrar^atvdt visesand-bhdve^pi visistd-bhdva-nydyena kdrand-bhdvah.
tad-uhhaya-kdraitena prdg-abhdva-sthiti-karandt kdrya-virodhf ti pratibandhako
bhavati; tatra yathd hdrana-vaikalya-drsta-rupma kurvato^bhdvah kdranam na
sydt; tathd sakti-vigknitah yo hi ndma pratibandhakah kdranam kincid vindsya
kdryam pratibadhndti na tasyd'bhdvahkdrai^am iti siddham, Nydya-kulisa, MS.

» Ibid.
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ing to him any unified assemblage of parts similar to such other

assemblages of parts {siisadrsa-samsthand) is called a universal^.

Venkata, a follower of Ramanujacarj^a, defines jati as mere
similarity [satisadrsyd)^ Criticizing the Naiytyika theory oijati he

says that if that which manifests universals is itself manifested

through universals, then these universals should have to be mani-

fested by others which have to be manifested by further universals

and this would lead to a vicious infinite. If to avoid such a vicious

infinite it is held that the second grade parts that manifest zjdti

(universal) do not require a further for their manifestation, then

it is better to say that it is the similar individuals that represent the

notion of jdti and that it is not necessary" to admit any separate

category as jdti. It is clear that the notion of universals proceeds

from qualities or characters in which certain individuals agree, and
if that is so it should be enough to explain the notion of universals.

It is these characters, the similarity of which with the similar cha-

racters of other individuals is remembered, that produce the

notion of universals^. When some parts or qualities are perceived

in some things they of themselves naturally remind us of other

similar parts in other things and it is this fact, that the two mutually

stand, one beside the other, in the mind, which is called similarity^.

It is inexplicable why certain qualities or characters remind us of

others and it can only be said that they do so naturally
;
and it is this

fact that they stand beside each other in the mind w’hich constitutes

their similarity as well as their universal. There is no other separate

category which may either be called similarity {sadrsya) or uni-

versal. There is not, however, much difference between Rama-
nujacarya’s definition of universals and Venkata’s definition of it,

for though the former defines it as any assemblages that are similar

and the latter as similarity, yet the very conception of similarity of

Venkata involves within it the assemblage of parts as its con-

stituent; for the notion of similarity according to Venkata is not

^ Nydya^kuUsa. MS.
2 kecid dhl-samsthdna^bhedah kvacana khalu mithas sadrsyarupu bhanti yair

hhavadlymn sdmdnyam abhivyajyate ta eva sausadrsya^tyavahara-vi^aya-bhutah

sdmdnya-'Vyavahdram nirvahantu; tasmdt tenant sarve^dm anyonya-sdpeksat'-ka-

smrti^visayataydtat-tad-ekdvamarsasiat-tajjdtiyatvd-vamarsah. Sarvartha-siddhij

p. 704.
® yady apy ekaikastham sdsnd-di-dharma-^svarupam tathd'pi tari’-mrupadhi-

niyataih svabkdvato niyataih tais tais sdsnd-dibhir anya-nisthais sa-pratidvand-

viharn svdt; idam eva unvortya’-sa^pTatidvandvika-rUpurn sudrsya-sabda-vdeyam

abhidhiyate. Ibid.

23-2



3S6 Philosophy of the Ramanuja School of Thought [ch

anything abstract, but it means the concrete assemblages of parts

that stand beside one another in memory, Venkata, however,

points out that the notion of “universal** does not necessarily mean

that it can be with regard to assemblages of parts only, for in case

of those partless entities, such as qualities, there cannot be any

assemblage of parts, yet the notion of universals is still quite ap-

plicable. It is for this reason that Venkata makes “ similarity*’ only

as the condition of “universals” and does not include assemblages

of parts (samsthana) as is done by Ramanujacarya.

Svatah-prdmanya {self-validity). It is sometimes argued that

as in all things so in the determination of validity and invalidity the

application of the methods of agreement and difference is to be

regarded as the decisive test. The presence of qualities that con-

tribute to validity and the absence of defects that make any per-

ception invalid is to be regarded as deciding the validity or in-

validity of any perception. To this Ramanujacarya says that the

ascertainment of qualities that contribute to validity cannot be

determined without an assurance that there are no defects, and the

absence of defects cannot also be known without the knowledge of

the presence of qualities that contribute towards validity; and so,

since they mutually depend upon each other, their independent de-

termination is impossible. Thus the suggestion is that there is

neither the determination of validity nor invalidity, but there is

doubt. To this the reply is that unless something is known there

cannot be any doubt. So there is a middle stage before the de-

termination of validity or invalidity. Before it is known that the

knowledge corresponds with the object or does not do so, there

must be the manifestation of the object {artha-prakasd) which, so

far as it itself is concerned, is self-valid and does not depend for its

validityupon the application ofany othermethod ;
for it is the basis of

all future determinations of its nature as true or false. So this part of

knowledge—the basic part—the manifestation of objects—is self-

valid. It is wrong to say that this knowledge is in itself characterless

(nihsvabhdvd)y for it is of the nature of the manifestation of an ob-

jective entity like the determination of tree-ness before its specific

nature as a mango or a pine tree^. The knowledge of the contri-

^ yathd-rtka-paricchedah prdmdnyam ayathd-rtha-^paricchedah aprdmdnyam
katkam tad~ubhaya~paritydge artka-parzccheda-siddhih iti cen na, aparitydjyatvd-

bhyupagamdt, tayoh sddhdranam eva hy artha-paricchedarn hrumah simsapd-
paldsd-dipi iva vrksatvam. Nydya-kulisa. MS.
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butory qualities is not the cause of validity, but when validity is

determined they may be regarded as having contributed to the

validity. The self-validity is of the knowledge {jnana) and not of its

correspondence (tathatva). If the correspondence were also di-

rectly revealed, then there can never be any doubt regarding such

correspondence. When the followers of Kumarila say that know-

ledge is self-valid, they cannot mean that knowledge itself imparts

the fact that there has been a true correspondence, for they do not

admit that knowledge is self-revealing. They have therefore ad-

mitted that there are some other means by which the notion of such

validity is imparted. The validity of those will again have to depend

upon the validity of other imparting agents, and there will thus be

a vicious infinite. For the determination of validity one is bound to

depend on the ascertainment by corroboration and causal efficiency.

If validity thus depends upon the ascertainment of contributor)'

qualities, then there is no self-validity. The Vedas also cannot be

self-valid in this view. If there are no defects in them because they

have not proceeded from any erring mortals, then they have no

contributory qualities also because they have not proceeded (ac-

cording to the Mimamsa view) from any trustworthy person. So
there may legitimately be a doubt regarding their validity. The truth

of any correspondence depends upon something other than the

knowledge itself, e.g. the falsehood of any mis-correspondence. If

it depended merely on the cause of the knowledge, then even a false

knowledge would be right. For establishing the validity of the

Vedas, therefore, it has to be admitted that they have been uttered

by an absolutely trustworthy person. Knowledge does not mani-

fest merely objectivity but a particular thing or entity and it is valid

so far as that particular thing has been manifested in knowledge^.

The validity of knowledge thus refers to the thing in its general

character as the manifestation of a particular thing and not re-

garding its specific details in character 2. Such a validity, however,

refers only to the form of the knowledge itself and not to objective

corroboration®. Whatever may be doubtful in it is to be ascertained

by contributory qualities, corroboration and the like, and when the

^ yad dhijndne vidyate tad eva tasya lak§anam uatam vastu-prakdsatvam eva

jndne vtdyate na tu vi^aya-prakdiatvarti yato vijfidne samutpanne visayo* yam iti

nd* bhdti kintu gkato' yam iti, NydyU’-kuhsa, MS.
“ jndndndm sdmdnya-rupam eva prdmdnyam na vaisesikam riipam. Ibid,

’ tasmad bodhd*trnakatvena prdptd buddheh pramdnata. Ibid,
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chances of error are eliminated by other sources the original validity

stands uncontradicted.

Saprakdsatva {selplummosity). Ramanujacarya first states the

Naiyayika objection against self-luminosity. The Naiyayikas are

supposed to argue that things are existent but they become know-
able only under certain conditions and this shows that existence

{satta) is different from cognition or its self-illumination {prakdsa).

Arguing from the same position it may be said that knowledge as an

existent entity is different from its illumination as such^. If know-
ledge itself were self-revealing, then it would not depend upon any

conditioning of it by its contiguity or relationing with objects and
as such any individual cognition would mean universal cognition.

If, on the other hand, knowledge requires a further conditioning

through its relationing with objects, then knowledge would not be
self-revealing. Further, knowledge being partless, there cannot be

any such conception that one part of it reveals the other. In the case

of partless entities it is not possible to conceive that knowledge
should be self-revealing, for it cannot be both an agent and an ob-

ject at the same time. Again, if knowledge were self-revealing, then

the difference between consciousness and its re-perception through
introspection cannot be accounted for. Further, it must be remem-
bered that the differencebetween one cognition and another depends
uponthe difference of its objective content. Apartfrom thisthere is no
difference between one cognition and another. If the objective con-

tent w^as not a constituent of knowledge, then there would be no
difference between the illumination of knowledge as such and the

illumination ofan object. If knowledge were by itself self-illuminat-

ing, then therewould be no place for objects outside it and thiswould
bring us to absolute idealism. So the solution may be either on the

Mimamsa lines that knowledge produces such a character in the

objective entity that by that cognized character of objects cognition

may be inferred, or it may be on Nyayd lines that knowledge mani-
fests the objects. Thus it has to be admitted that there must be some
kind of cognitive relation between the object and its knowledge, and
it would be the specific nature of these relations that would de-
termine the cognitive character in each case. Now it may again be
asked whether this cognitive relation is only object-pointing or

^ sarvasya hi svatah sva^gocara-jnand^dhmaJi prakdsah samvidam apt tathai*va
abhyupagantum ucitalu Nydya-kulisa, MS.
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whether it is object-knowledge-pointing. In the former case the

object alone w^ould be manifested and in the latter case knowledge
would be its own object, which is again absurd. If knowledge

manifested the object without any specific relation, then any know-
ledge might manifest any object or all objects. Knowledge implies

a cognitive operation and if such an operation is not admitted

knowledge cannot be manifested, for the verj’' objectivity of know-
ledge implies such an operation. Hence the conclusion is that as

knowledge manifests other objects so it is also manifested by a

further cognition of re-perception. When one says perceive it/’

it is not a case of mere knowledge-manifestation but a re-perception

of having perceived that particular object. So knowledge is mani-

fested by a further re-perception and not by itself. To this Rama-
nujacarya raises an objection: it may be asked w^hether this re-

perception of knowledge takes place in spite of the absence of any

desire to re-perceive on the part of the knower or as the result of

any such desire. In the former case, since the re-perception takes

place automatically, there will be an infinite series of such automatic

re-perceptions. In the latter case, i.e. when the re-perception takes

place in consequence of a desire to do so, then such a desire must
be produced out of previous knowledge and that would again pre-

suppose another desire, and that another knowdedge, and there

would thus be a vicious infinite. To this the Naiydyika reply is that

the general re-perception takes place without any desire, but the

specific re-perception occurs as a result of a desire to that effect.

This ordinary re-perception of a general nature follow’s as a natural

course, for all mundane people have always some knowledge or

other throughout the course of their experience. It is only when
there is a desire to know some specific details that there is a specific

mental intuition {mdnasa-'pratyaksa) to that effect.

To this Ramanujacarya’s reply is that in the case of an ordinary

existent thing there is a difference between its existence as such and

its manifestation of knowledge, for it always depends upon specific

relations between itself and knowledge; but in the case of a self-

luminous entity where no such relations are needed there is no

difference between its existence and its manifestation. The fire

illuminates other objects but it does not need any other assistance to

manifest itself. It is this that is meant by self-luminosity. Just as

no entity depends upon any other entity of its owm class for its
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manifestation, so knowledge also does not need assistance from
knowledge for its manifestation. The relations that are needed for

the manifestation of other objects are not needed for the manifesta-

tion of knowledge itselT. Knowledge thus being self-luminous

helps our behaviour directly but does not depend upon anything

else for lending such assistance. It is against all experience that

knowledge for its manifestation requires some other knowledge,

and if it has no support in our experience there is no justification

for making such an extraordinary theory that any knowledge for its

manifestation should require the operation of another knowledge.

That only can be called an object of knowledge which though
existent remains unmanifested. But it cannot be said that there

was knowledge which was not known, for a cognition would not

last like other objective entities awaiting the time when it might be
manifested. In the case of a past knowledge which is merely in-

ferred now, there is no notion of that knowledge, so one can always

draw a distinction between the known and the unknown. If only

the object were illuminated and not the knowledge of it, no one
would fail for a moment to perceive that. If knowledge were merely
inferred from its effect, everyone would have so experienced it, but
no one has a moment’s hesitation in discriminating between what
is known and unknown. It is again wrong to say that knowledge
arises only after inquiry, for in the present knowledge whatever is

sought to be known is known directly, and in the past knowledge
also there is no such inference that there was knowledge because
it is remembered, but the past knowledge directly appears as

memory; for if that is called an inference, then even re-perception

may be regarded as an inference from memory.
Again, a thing that exists without being an object of knowledge

at the same time is liable to erroneous manifestation on account of

the presence of defects in the collocation conditioning the know-
ledge, but knowledge itself is never liable to error, and conse-
quently it has no existence apart from being known. Just as there

cannot be any doubt whether a pleasure or a pain is experienced,

so there cannot be any doubt about knowledge, and this shows that

whenever there is knowledge it is self-manifested. When one knows
an object one is also sure about one’s knowledge of it. Again, it is

^ jndnam ananyd-dhdna-^prdkdsam artha-prakdsakatvdt dipavat. Nvava-
kultsa, MS,
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wrong to suppose that if knowledge is self-manifested then there

would be no difference between itself and its objective content, for

the difference is obvious; knowledge in itself is formless, while the

object supplies the content. Two entities which appear in the same
manifestation, such as quality and substance, things and their

number, are not on that account identical. It cannot also be said

that knowledge and its object are identical because they are simul-

taneously manifested, for the very fact that they are simultaneously

manifested shows that they are two different things. Knowledge
and the object shine forth in the same manifestation and it

is impossible to determine which of them shines before or

after.

The self also is to be regarded as being of the nature of know-
ledge from the testimony of the scriptures. Self being of the nature

of knowledge is also self-luminous, and it is not therefore

to be supposed that it is cognized by mental intuition (jfianasa’-

pratyaksa).

Ramanujada^a alias Mahacarya.

Ramanujadasa, called also iMahacarya, was the pupil of

Badhula Srinivasacarya. He is not, however, to be confused with

Ramanujacarya II, the son of Padmanabharya and the maternal

uncle of Vedanta-desika—^who was also known as Vadi-hamsa-

navambuda. He wrote at least three books: Sad’-vidyd-vijayCy

Advaita-vijaya^ and Parikara-vijaya,

In his Sad-vzdya-vijaya, in refuting the Sahkarite doctrine that

the existence of positive nescience {bhdva-’Tdpd-jndna) can be known
by the diSerent pramdnas of perception, inference and implication,

he says that intuitive experience of ignorance, such as “ I am ig-

norant,” cannot be regarded as an experience of nescience as such

in its entirety {krtsnd-jndna-pratitis tavad asiddha)^ for it can never

refer to all objects as negativing all knowledge. A perceptual

mental state of the antahkarana is not admitted by the Sahkarites to

refer to entities past and gone. Even when a man intuits that he is

ignorant, there is at that stage an illumination of his own ego and

the fact of his being ignorant, and it cannot be said that in such an

experience the nescience in its entirety has been illuminated, for

the ego is also illuminated at the time. If nescience in its entirety
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is not illuminated, then the nescience is only illuminated with re-

ference to particular objects, and if that is so the assumption of a

positive nescience is useless. Again, if nescience or want of know-
ledge refers to a particular object, then there is a knowledge of that

object implied in it; and therefore nescience as such is not ex-

perienced and a supposition of a positive nescience is no better than

the ordinarily accepted view that in such cases there is only a nega-

tion of the knowledge of an object except in deep dreamless sleep.

In all other stages all experiences of ignorance refer to the negation

of knowledge of particular objects. All cases of ignorance mean that

their objects are known only in a general manner, but not in their

specific details. Again, it cannot be said that nescience is regarded

as positive merely to denote that it is of the nature of a stuff that is

opposed toknowledge in general{jndna'-sdnidnya--virodhi)
; for in such

experiences as '‘I am ignorant’^ there is the knowledge of the sub-

ject to which the ignorance belongs and also some general content

regarding which there is the ignorance. Further, since the ne-

science has the pure consciousness as its support and since the

mind {antahkarand) is not regarded as its support, how can the ex-

perience ‘‘I am ignorant’’ be said to refer to the experience of this

stuff? If it be held that since the mind is an illusory construction

on the pure consciousness which is the support of the nescience

{ajndnd), the latter may appear as a mental function, for both the ego
and the nescience, being illusory impositions on the pure conscious-

ness, may shine forth from the same identical basis of conscious-

ness. The reply is that such an explanation is obviously wrong, for

if both the ego-consciousness and the ajndna shone forth from the

same basic consciousness, the latter could not appear as the pre-

dicate of the former. If the one pure consciousness manifests both
the ego and the ajndna, they would not appear as different and
arranged in a definite subject-predicate order. Again, if it is held
that the ajndna shines only as a predicative to the ego because they
are based on pure consciousness, then how can such an ajndna refer

to the objective things (which are independent impositions on pure
consciousness) in such experiences as I do not know a jug? ” If it

is said that since there is the one identical consciousness on which
the objective entities, the ajndna and the ego-entity, are all imposed,
and the ajndna is always in relation with the objective entities, then
it may be said that even when a jug is known, the ajndna, being in
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relation with other entities (such as cloth) and through them with

the pure consciousness underlying them, is also in relation with the

pure consciousness on which the jug is a construction. As such it

would also be in relation with the jug, with the result that there

would be the experience that the jug is not known. It may be
argued that the very fact of the positive perception of the jug may
be an obstacle to the association of ajnana with it. To this the reply

is that just as when one says “I do not know this tree” there is

knowledge regarding the “this” and ignorance regardingthe nature

of the tree, so here also there may be a partial knowledge and ig-

norance in different aspects of the same jug. In cases of doubt one

has to admit knowledge and ignorance subsisting in the same
entity, and this is true in all cases of inquiry where a thing may be
known in a general way and yet remain unknown so far as its

specific details are concerned.

Again, it is wrongly contended by the Sankarites that during

deep dreamless sleep there is a direct intuition of ajnana', for if

ajnana were then known in its own nature as such, a man could not

wake up and remember that he knew nothing. He should then

have remembered that he had a direct intuition of ajnana. If during

deep dreamless sleep the pure consciousness illuminated ajnana, it

must have also illuminated all known and unknown things in the

world, which is absurd, for then these would have been remembered

during the waking period. It cannot be said that during deep

dreamless sleep only ajnana is manifested and nothing else, for

according to the testimony of -waking consciousness time is also

perceived during dreamless sleep which accounts for the memory of

the waking stage “so long I did not know anything.” Further, if it

is held that whatever is illuminated by pure ^aAsz'-consciousness

(i.e. without passing through the vrtti stage) then the ajnana also

would not be remembered. If it is held that the objects of ajnana

only are not illuminated by the sa^-consciousness but only the

ajnana, then that could not account for the memory in the waking

stage “I did not know anything,” where “anything” definitely re-

fers to some object of ajnana. Moreover, if the above supposition

were correct, then the pure bliss could not be illuminated during

dreamless sleep and remembered later in the waking stage. If in

reply to this it were contended that certain specific characters were

remembered during the waking period in addition to the ajnana
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because they were represented through the modes of avidya, the

reply is that instead of assuming that there were specific modes of

avidya one might as well admit them to be due to mental modes or

states, and the experience of ajnana might well be accounted for as

being the experience of absence of knowledge. Since absence of

knowledge is acceptable to all, there is no justification for admitting

a new entity such as a positive ajnana.

Again, in the case of loss of memory of a perceived object, a

person might say that he did not know the object, but that does not

prove that while he knew the object he had an intuition of the

ajnana of that object. After an illusory perception of conch-shell-

silver one says ‘‘I did not know silver so long” ;
and how is this to

be explained? Moreover, when one sees an object at the present

moment, one may say '‘I did not know this object so long.” How
is this to be explained? The obvious reply is that in all such cases

we infer only that there was an absence of knowledge of those

entities. In the instance under discussion also we may hold the

same view and say that we infer that during dreamless sleep we had

no knowledge. But we cannot say that we then intuited directly a

positive ajnana. The Sankarites say that the existence of ajnana as

a positive stuff can be proved by inference also, for according to

them just as light manifests things by removing the positive stuff

of darkness, so knowledge also manifests things by removing the

ajnana stuff that was hiding them. In refuting this, Mahacarya

enters into a long discourse of formal and scholastic criticism of the

Sankarite mode of syllogism which cannot appropriately be treated

here. The main point that is worthy of our notice here and which

has a philosophical significance is the view of the Ramanuja school

that the illumination of things by knowledge does not presuppose

that some positive stuff of ajnana must have been removed. The
Sankarites object that unless ajnana is admitted as a separate stuff,

hiding the pure bliss of the self, it is difficult to explain emancipa-

tion. To this Mahacarya’s reply is that emancipation can well be

explained as cessation of bondage. People are as anxious to gain

positive pleasure as to remove negative pain. It is wrong to suppose

that unless the bondage were false it could not be removed, for it is

well known that the effects of poison can be removed by the medita-

tion of the mythical bird Garuda. So worldly bondage can also be

removed by the meditation of God, though it be real. Meditation
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as knowledge can remove not only ignorance but also the real fact

of bondage. Emancipation may thus be regarded as the eternal

manifestation of bliss and it is not indispensably necessary that ail

manifestation of bliss or happiness must be associated with a body
like other ordinary bodily pleasure^.

The Sahkarites say that since the unchangeable self cannot be
the material cause of the world phenomena nor anything else, it

comes by implication that there must be an ajnana stuff which is

the material cause of the world, for it is only such a material cause

that can explain the ajnana characteristics of the world-phenomena.
Brahman has often been designated as the material cause of the

world, and this is true only so far as it is the basic cause {adhisthana-

karana), the pure being that underlies all phenomena. The ajnana

is the changing material cause {parind7ni-kdra7ia\ and as such the

world participates in the nature of ajnana in its characters.

To this Mahacarya’s reply is that even though the world-

creation may be supposed to be false, that does not necessarily im-

ply the assumption of a positive ajnana. Thus the illusory silver is

produced without any cause, or the self may be regarded as the

material cause of the world-creation, which though partless may
appear as the world through error. It cannot be said that a false

effect must have a false entity as its cause, for no such generaliza-

tion can be made. The presence of the common characteristic of

falsehood cannot determine the supposition that a false entity must
necessarily be the cause of a false effect, for there must be other

common characteristics in other respects too and there is certainly

no absolute similarity of characteristics between the cause and the

effect^. Moreover, an effect does not necessarily possess the same
identity of existence as its changing material cause ; it is therefore

not impossible for the Brahman to be the material cause oftheworld,

though its purity may not be found in the world- If the Brahman
is regarded as the parmdmi-kdrana of the world, it cannot of course

have the same identical existence as the world, but if an entity can

show itself in another form we may call it a parindmi’-kdrana^ and

it is not necessary for it to have the same existence as that effect.

Thus, destruction and the cessation of avidya are both regarded as

^ Sad-vidyu’-vijaya^ pp. 39-75 (MSS.).
“ nami upadanO'-padeyayoh stllak^anya--niyama-darsandd eva taUsiddhir iti cet

sarvathd sdlak^anyasya mrd^ghafayoh apy adariandt yat kificit sdrupyasya sukti^

rajatd-‘dilv apt paddrthatvd-dind satvdt. Ibid. p. 77.
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effects and yet they have not the same existence as their causes^.

It cannot therefore be argued that if Brahman be regarded as the

parindmi-karana of the world, the world would thereby be as real

as Brahman. Again, the non-appearance of the Brahma-character

of the world may well be explained as being due to the influence of

karma. Even for explaining the non-appearance of the Brahma-

character of the world the assumption of an ajndna is not necessary.

It is also not necessary to define emancipation as the cessation of

ajndna^ for that stage, being itself a state of bliss, can thereby be

regarded as an object of our efforts, and the supposition of avidya

and its cessation is wholly groundless.

Mahacarya also made a vigorous effort to show by textual con-

tents that the existence of avidya as a positive ignorance is not

admitted in the Vedic scriptures.

In the second chapter Mahacarya attempts to show that there

is no necessity to admit an ajndna as an independent hiding stuff.

The Sankarites argue that though the self is experienced in the

notion of our ego, yet the self is not expressed in our ego-experience

as identical with Brahman as the fullness of bliss, and for this it is

necessary to admit that there is an ajndna stuff which hides the pure

character of Brahman. To this Mahacarya’s reply is that since

ajndna is regarded as beginningless its hiding capacity will also be

eternal and no emancipation is possible
;
and if Brahman could be

hidden, it will cease to have its own nature as self-luminous and
will be ignorant. Moreover, the experience is of the form “I am
ignorant” and as such the ajndna seems to have reference only to

the ego. If it is held that the existence of the veil is admitted only

to explain the limited appearance of Brahman through mind
{antahkarana), then it may well be pointed out that the limited ap-

pearance of Brahman as ego may well be explained through the

limitation of the antahkarana through which it manifests itself, and
for that it is not necessary to admit a separate veil of ajndna.

Again it may be asked whether the veiling is identical with
ajndna or different from it. In the former case it would ever remain

^ yad uktam brahmanafi parindmitaya updddnatve parindmctsya parindmi-
samdna-saitakatva-niyamena kdryasydpi satyatva’-prasanga iti. tatra kim pari-
ndma-iahdena hdrya’-rndtram vivak^itam^ uta rupa-^ntard-pattih; dhvamsasya
avidyd-nivrttesca parindmi-samdna’’$attdkatvd-bhdvdt na hi tad-rupena parindmi
kincid ostL na dvitlyam rupd-ntard-pattek parindmi-mdtra^sdpeksatvdt gaurave^ia
sva^samdna-sattdka--pariridmy‘apek§d-bhdvdt. Sad-vidyd-vijaya, p. 77.
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unmanifested, and the manifestation of the world-appearance

would be impossible. If the veiling is something different from

ajnana, then since that something is not in any way related with

pure consciousness its operation would not explain the world-

illusion. If this veiling is supposed to render the ajnana in-

definable, then it may be asked if this veiling is something different

from ajnana or identical with it; in the latter case it would not de-

pend on it and in the former case it is meaningless to regard ajnana

as antagonistic to Brahman. Thus, since the limitations through

which the Brahman manifests itself are sufficient to explain the

limited appearance of Brahman as world-objects, it is unnecessary

to admit a separate ajnana.

Again, if ajnana can veil the pure 55fof-consciousness, then the

whole world would be blind and there w^ould be no knowledge at

all. If the 5fi^«‘-consciousness cannot be veiled, then the Brahman
also cannot be veiled. Further, if Brahman is always self-luminous,

then it can never be hidden by ajnana. If it is said that the self-

luminosity of Brahman means that it cannot be the object of cog-

nition {a^vedyatva) or of immediacy (aparoksa)^ then it is un-

necessary to indulge in the conception of veiling, for the non-

cognizability is neither ofthe two. Again, the Sankarites hold that the

ajnana hides the bliss part of Brahman but not the part of its con-

sciousness. This is obviously impossible, for they hold that bliss

and pure consciousness are identical; and if that were so, how can

the bliss part be covered without covering also the part of con-

sciousness, and how can one identical partless being, the Brahman,

be divided into two parts of which one is covered while the other is

not? Again, if the self is admitted to be of the nature of pure bliss,

and if our love of pleasure is explained as being due to the illusory

construction of the ego on this self, then since all things of the

world are but illusory impositions on the self, all things in the world

would be dear to us and even pain would be pleasurable.

In the third chapter Mahacarya refutes the Sankarite theory of

the support of ajnana. It is held by some exponents of the Sankara

school that the £2j>z5w^2-constituents of the objects are supported in

the pure consciousness underlying these objects. Though there are

the modifications of these ajnana entities, yet they may have rela-

tion with our ego-consciousness, for both the ego and the objects

are but the states of a gtonnd-ajnana. To this Mahacarya says that
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if all objects of the world have separate and different ajnana

materials as their causes, then it is wrong to suppose that the illusory

silver is produced by the ajnana of the conch-shell. It would be

much better to say that the ajnana of the subject (pramatcL) as it

comes out with the antahkarana has produced the illusory silver.

Again, if the ajnana of the conch-shell is regarded as beginningless,

it is meaningless to regard it as being a modification of a ground-

ajnana, and if it is not regarded as a mode its perception cannot be

explained.

There are again others who hold that the ajnana constituting an

external object in some sense subsists in the subject as well and

thus there may be a connection between the subject and the object.

To this Mahacarya says that such a view is impossible, for the con-

sciousness underlying the object is differentfrom that underlying the

subject; and if it is held that pure consciousness is ultimately one,

then all objects ought to be illuminated just as much as any par-

ticular object is illuminated at the time of any particular cognition.

Again, if the consciousness underlying the objects and the subject

is without any distinction, why should a man know himself to be

ignorant when he says “I am ignorant”? There is no reason why
this feeling of ignorance should be felt in the subject and not in the

object when the consciousness underlying them are one and the

same. Moreover, in that case where one person knows an object,

there would be a knowledge of that object with all persons.

There are again others who say that the ajnana constituent of

the conch-shell has the consciousness underlying the ego-ex-

perience as its support and the consciousness underlying the conch-

shell as its object. To this Mahacarya says that the ajnana supported

by the consciousness underlying the ego-experience cannot undergo

transformation, and, if this is so, it cannot explain the diverse objects.

There are others again who think that when a man says that he

does not know the conch-shell his ignorance refers to the root-

ajnana; for though the ajnana refers to the pure consciousness, that

being identical with the pure consciousness underlying the conch-

shell, the ajnana also refers to the conch-shell and may be so ap-

prehended. One has also to admit that the illusory silver is also

made up of the stuff of ajnana, for since the illusory silver appears

in perception, it must have some stuff as its material cause.

To this Mahacarya’s reply is that if the apperception of self-
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ignorance has a reference to the root-ajuanaj there is no justification

for admitting separate ajfidnas constituting the stuff of the objects.

It cannot be suggested that the existence of such ajndna may be

proved by the fact that each perception implies the cessation of a

particular ajnmia, for the disappearance of such an ajndna is only a

matter of inference, and it may as well be assumed that it does not

mean anything more than that a particular cognition follows only

the absence of that particular knowledge. A negation-precedent-

to-a-production is always destroyed by the production of a par-

ticular entity. When one says ‘"I did not know the jug long, but

I know it now/’ the cessation of the absence of knowledge or the

ajndna has a direct and immediate reference to the subject, the

knower. But the removal of the ajndna hiding the objects is only

a matter of inference from the fact of cognition, and it can never be

immediate or intuitive. Again, if the root-ajndna is supposed to

veil the pure consciousness as underlying the objects, it is un-

necessary to suppose the existence of separate ajndnas hiding the

objects. If it is supposed that the pure consciousness underlying

the objects, being identical with Brahman, which is referred to by
the root-ajndna^ may appear in consciousness as being limited

under the object-appearance, it may be asked how on account of the

association of the root-ajnd7ia the object may appear to be unknown
even when it is known. Again, the root-ignorance implied in such

an experience as “I do not know” cannot belong to the mind
{antahkarana), for it is a material object and it cannot belong to the

self-shining pure consciousness. Being what it is, it cannot be

ignorant about itself.

Further, it may well be said that though the self is manifested in

self-consciousness yet it often appears as associated with the body,

and though objects may generally be known as ‘‘knowable” yet

their specific nature may not be known and it is this that often leads

to doubt; all these are inexplicable except on the assumption of

ignorance. They may all be admitted, but even then the assumption

that ajndna acts as a veiling agent is wholly unwarrantable. Un-
certainty {anavadhdrand) and veiling (dvarana) are not one and the

same thing. In the appearance of water in a mirage there may be

doubt due to uncertainty, and it cannot be denied that there is all

the appearance of water which could not have been if the so-called

ajndna had veiled it. Nor can it be said that the uncertainty

D III 24
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is due to the veiling, for it may well be urged that since veiling

cannot manifest itself either as being or as self-luminous, it is itself

a mere consequence or result of the factor of uncertainty. If it is

urged that the factor of indefiniteness or uncertainty itself con-

stitutes the nature of veiling {anavadharanatvam eva dvaranmn)^

then it may be said that the fact that the individual ego is not felt

to be identical is regarded as being due to the veiling operation; but

that does not mean that there is any uncertainty in our experience

as the limited individual. If there were any such uncertainty, then

ego-experience would not have stood as an indubitable fact. Again,

if ajnana be itself of the nature of uncertainty, then there is no

meaning in ascribing a separate veiling character to it. If it is held

that ajnana is supported only by pure consciousness, then there

would be no reason why the individual selves should pass through

the cycles of birth and rebirth, for such ajnana would have no

association with the individual selves. If it is urged that the same
consciousness manifests itself through the individual self, then it

may also be urged that since the consciousness underlies both the

individuals and God, God may equally well be supposed to undergo

the cycle of birth and rebirth^.

It is sometimes said that it is the mind {antahkarana) which ex-

periences pleasure and pain and it is this that constitutes bondage.

The mind itself being an illusory construction on the pure con-

sciousness, the characters of the mind are felt to belong to the con-

sciousness. To this Mahacarya’s reply is that if the bondage be-

longed to the mind, then the pure consciousness cannot be sup-

posed to suffer bondage. For if the suffering of bondage is due to the

false notion of the identification of the pure consciousness with the

mind, the bondage is not due to mind but to that false notion. In a

similarmannerMahacarya enters into a criticism ofmany alternative

interpretations that are offered by various writers of the Sankara

school in support of the existence of ajnana and such of its relations

as may explaintheworld creation, and finally tries to establish hisview

that in whichever way the relation of ajnana may be conceived it is

fraughtwith diverse kinds of contradictionswhich baffle explanation.

Again, in the fourth chapter Mahacarya contends that the

^ ajndnasya caitanya-^mdtrd-srayatve jive samsdra-hetutd na sydt vaiyadhi-
karanyac ccdtanyasyai*va jlve-sa~vibhdgdt samanadhikaranye tsvarasyd'pi sainsdra^
prasa7igah, Sad-vidya-vijaya, p. 107 (MS.).
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avidya cannot be regarded as ultimately real {pdramdrthiki) for then
there would be no monism. It cannot be regarded as the stuff of all

that is cognized in practical experience {vyavahdrikt), for then it could
not be called the stuff of illusory experiences. It is sometimes
urged that even from false things, such as a false fear, there may be
real illness or even death, and so even from ignorance there can be
real knowledge. Mahacarya points out that this analogy is false, for

even in the above instances it is knowledge that produces the said
results. If avidyd is false, then all its material transformations must
also be false, for the effect is always identical with the cause. It is

urged that since the world-objects are false their knowledge must
also be false

;
then the Brahman, which is the knowledge which is

itself a product of avidyd^ is also false.

Further, if ajndna be regarded as one, then with the knowledge
of conch-shell all ajndna should cease; for without the cessation of
ajndna the conch-shell could not have been known. It cannot be
said that with the knowledge of the conch-shell only the veil hiding
it has been removed and that the ajndna did not cease, for experience
testifies to the disappearance of ajndna and not that of the veil. Thus
one is forced to admit the existence of many ajndnas. For if it is

held that knowledge removes only the veil, then even the last

emancipating knowledge would also remove only a particular veil

and that would not result in the destruction of the ultimate ajndna.

Again, ajndna is defined as that which is destroyed by knowledge
(jndna). If that is so, it is obviously wrong to define knowledge as

being itself a product of ajndfia. The effect cannot destroy the
causal entity. Again, if at the time of emancipation of a man the

ajndna is supposed to be destroyed, such an ajndna if it is one only
would be wholly destroyed and there would be no other ajndna left

which could bind the other unemancipated individuals. It is sup-
posed that ajndna must be false, for it is destroyed by Imowledge,
but at the same time it is admitted that the ajndna is destroyed by
the true scriptures {sruti)^ and when a thing is destroyed by another
real and true entity the former cannot be regarded as false.

Again, avidyd is sometimes defined as something the cessation

of which can be produced by knowledge (Jndnajanya), Now Brah-
man is itself the cessation of avidyd^ but it is not produced by know-
ledge. If knowledge is regarded as a means to the cessation of

knowledge (jnanasddhyatvat), then it does not necessarily mean that

24-2
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it has produced the cessation {na ca svafanyatvam eva sva-sd-

dhyatvam). If the two concepts are regarded as identical, then the

relationing of avidyd to which avidya may be regarded as a means
would also have to be admitted as being produced by avidyd^ which

is reasoning in a circle^. Arguing on the same analogy, one might as

well say that the cessation of the relationing with avidyd depends on

the cessation of avidyd^ but in that case since the cessation of avidyd

itself means a relationing with avidyd it becomes a tautology only.

Again, in order to differentiate any ordinary erroneous view,

which is removed by right knowledge from avidyd^ it has been de-

fined as being beginningless yet destructible by knowledge. Now,
it may be asked, what is the nature of this knowledge which destroys

avidyd} Does it mean pure consciousness or only mental states?

If it is pure consciousness, then it cannot destroy the root-im-

pressions {samskdra); for it is only the mental states (yrtti) which

can destroy the mental root-impressions, and if avidyd is a begin-

ningless saTfiskdra it cannot be removed by knowledge as pure con-

sciousness and thus the assumption of its being beginningless serves

no useful purpose. The second supposition, that knowledge which

destroys avidyd is only a mental state, cannot also be correct, for it

is held that knowledge as mental state can remove only the veil of

ajndna but not the ajndna itself. If it is said that the mental state

removes both the veil and the ajndna^ then the definition of ajndna

as that which can be removed by knowledge becomes too wide, as

it would also signify the veil (dvarana) which is not intended to be

covered within the definition of ajndna. x\gain, if ajndnas are re-

garded as many, then such cognitive states can remove only the

ajndnas veiling the ordinary objects, and cannot therefore be ap-

plied to one undifferentiated ajndna-whole which can be removed

only by the intuition of the partless real, for this knowledge would
not be a mental state which is always limited^. Here also the

ajndna must be supposed to be hiding the nature of Brahman, and

the cessation of the ajndna is directly consequent upon the cessation

of the veil. So, firstly, the direct cause of the cessation of the

ajndna is not knowledge but the removal of the veil; secondly, it is

the removal of the veil that is caused by the knowledge, and so it is

this that ought to be called ajndna according to the definition, for

the veil is both beginningless and destructible by knowledge.

^ Sad-vidya-vijayaj p. ii6. ^ Ibid.
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Mahacarya enters into a series of further criticisms of the definition

of avidya which are more or less of a scholastic nature and may
therefore be omitted here.

In the fifth chapter Mahacarya disputes the possibility that the

avidya is illuminated or manifested. If avidya was self-manifesting,

then it would be real and spiritual like the Brahman. If the mani-
festation of Brahman were the manifestation of the manifestation

of the avidya^ then the former being eternal the manifestation of

the avidya would also be eternal; yet avidya is always regarded as

existing only so long as it shines, and therefore as false {mithyd--

rthasyapratibhasa-samdna-kdlinatva-niyamdt). If the manifestation

(prakdsa) of avidya be regarded as its non-distinguishingness

(abhedd) with the manifestation of Brahman, then so long as the

manifestation of Brahman remains, the avidyd would also remain

and hence avidyd itself would be eternal. Again, if it is urged that,

when the avidyd ceases, its non-distinguishingness with the Brahma-
manifestation would also cease, and hence Brahman would be
eternal and avidyd would be destructible, a further difficulty may
be pointed out to this contention, namely, that if the avidyd be in-

distinguishable from the Brahma-manifestation, then either the

latter would be false or the former real. It would be absurd to sug-

gest in reply that, though different, they have an identical being

{bhinnatve saty abhinnas-attdkatvam). The criticisms suggested here-

in will apply to the doctrine if the illumination of avidyd be ex-

plained as the manifestation of Brahman, as limited by avidyd

{avidyd-vacchinnam brahma-svarupam avidya-prakasah) or as con-

ditioned by it or reflected through it.

In the next chapter Mahacarya tries to show the incompatibility

of the conception that avidyd may be brought to an end. He says

that pure consciousness cannot be supposed to destroy avidyd. Then
avidyd can never exist, for the pure consciousness is eternally ex-

isting and as such by itself destroys avidyd and no other effort is

necessary. If pure consciousness cannot destroy avidya^ it cannot

do so when reflected through a mental state [vrtti-prativimbitam),

for it is not more than the unlimited consciousness {caitanydd

adhika-visayatvd-^bhave tadvad eva nivarttakatvd^sambhavdt). If the

pure consciousness reflected through a vrtti cannot remove avidyd^

then it cannot do so when limited by a vrtti or conditioned by it.

The vrtti itself also cannot remove it, for it is itself material. If it
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is held that the knowledge which contradicts the illusory notion

brought about by the ajndna destroys it and not the intuition of the

reality, then if that contradiction is something identical with pure

consciousness, it is the pure consciousness which is to be supposed

as destroying the ajndna; the objections against such a view have

already been dealt with. If knowledge and ajndna are different, then

it iswrong to suppose thatknowledge destroys ajndna; forknowledge

is the contradiction that is supposed to destroy avidya and by
supposition avidya is not knowledge. Moreover, since that il-

lumination which destroys ajndna cannot be supposed to have

a further veil which is removed by it, it cannot rightly be called

knowledge; for knowledge according to the supposition of the

Sahkarites operates by removing a veil. Further, this knowledge

is supposed to be opposed to all things in the world, and if that is

so how can it be said that by this knowledge only the ajndna is

destroyed? Again, if it is supposed that illusion consists in

identifying everything with Brahman and knowledge is supposed to

remove this false identification, then since knowledge is supposed

to operate by removing a veil, it has to be supposed that ajndna was
veiling the false identification, and if that were so there could have

been no knowledge in our world-experience.

Again, the cessation of avidya is also incomprehensible in itself,

for it cannot be different from the nature of Brahman
;
if it were

there would be duality and emancipation would be impossible.

If it were one with the Brahman, then being so it would exist

alw^ays and there would be no scope for making any effort about it.

It cannot also be said that avidya and Brahman mutually negate

each other; for avidyd has Brahman for its support and as such is

not antagonistic to it.

Prapatti Doctrine as expounded in Srivacana-bhusana
of Lokacarya and Saumya Jamatr Muni's Com-
mentary on it.

According to the ^rlvacana-bhusana the mercy of God remains

always as submerged in His justice, but yet it always exists and its

apprehension by us is obstructed by certain conditions. It is not

produced by our efforts, for then God would not always be merciful

{anudbhuta’dayd-dy-udbhdvaka-purusa-'kdra-sdpeksakatvenityo-dbhu'’

ta-daya-di-mattvam vydhatam sydt 35. B.).
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The mercy of God is dependent on Him and on no one else; yet

there exists in Narayana the deity LaksmI who is like the essence

of Him or the body of Him, and who has voluntarily reconciled her

will absolutely with that of Narayana. Though in such a conception

the LaksmI is dependent on Narayana, yet for the devotees

Narayana and LaksmI go together, and for him the mercy of God
is to be attributed to both LaksmI and Narayana taken as a whole.

The conception of LaksmI is such that she is the greatest object

of love for Narayana, who has conceived her as a part of Himself,

and LaksmI has also so identified herself with Him that there is no

separate existence for her. As such LaksmI has not to make any

special effort for bringing Narayana in consonance with her will;

for there is practically no existence of duality, and for this reason

there is no necessity for devotees to cling separately to LaksmI.

The nature of LaksmI is the pure essence of the mercy of God^.

When the devotee is in a state of separation from God through

the wrong conception of his own independence and separate in-

dividuality, he has to make an effort in the negative direction in for-

saking his own sense of freedom and adopting God as his ultimate

end. But once he has forsaken his false egoism and surrendered

himself entirely to God, there is no need of further effort on his

part. At such a stage through the influence of LaksmI all the sins

of the devotee are destroyed and through her influence God ex-

tends His mercy to him^. LaksmI also rouses in the human mind

through internal moral persuasion the belief in the necessity of

seeking His friendship. She performs the dual function, first that

of turning the minds of the people, who are under the sway of

beginningless avidya by which they are always being attracted by

mundane interest to God; and, secondly, she also melts the heart of

God Who is bent upon giving fruits in accordance with the deserts

of the people, and persuades Him to extend His bliss to all people

by overruling the bondage of karma.

The prapatti^ as seeking the protection of God, is not restricted

^ devyd kdrunya^rupaye* ti tad-guna-sdratvena kdrunyam svayam eve^ti.

Srlvacana-bhusana. MS.
^ prapatter desa^niyamah kdla~niyamah prakdra-^niyamak adhikdri^niyamah

phala-niyamas ca ndsti. Srlvacana-^bhusana-vydkhyd. MS.
The above idea is supported in the commentary" by a quotation from

Bhdradvdja-samhitd which runs as follows:

brahma^ksatra-visah sudrdh striyas cd^ntara-jdtayah

sarva eva prapadyeran sarva^dhataram acyutam. Ibid.



376 Philosophy of the Ramanuja School of Thought [ch.

by any limiting conditions of holy or unholy places, or of any special

time, or of any special mode, or of any caste restriction, or that it

can produce only this or that result. When God accepts any person

through prapatti He forgives all his faults of commission and
omission. The only fault that He does not forgive is insincerity or

cruelty (kraurya). People take to prapatti either because they feel

helpless and know no other means of saving themselves, or because

they are very wise and definitely know that this is the best means,

or because they are naturally attached to God, like the Arvars^. In

the first case true knowledge and devotion are at the minimum; in

the second case there is not so much ignorance but devotion also is

of the normal extent. In the third case ignorance is least and attach-

ment is at its highest and as such even true knowledge of the nature

of God is engulfed as it were by an excess of attachment. In the

first case the consciousness of one’s own ignorance is strongest; in

the second case the consciousness of one’s humbleness and ignor-

ance is equally balanced with the true knowledge of the essence of

God and the relation of one’s nature with Him.
The devotee who has in great love surrendered himself to God

has occasional communion and detachment with Him. In the first

case he is filled with ecstatic joy by coming in direct contact with

God as associated with noble qualities. But at the moment of de-

tachment the memory of that communion and ecstasy of joy is a

source of dire pain. It has been related above that God’s mercy is

continuous and ever-flowing; but in spite of this, on account of

obstructive tendencies which by investing us with a false belief in

our own independence lead to the assertion of our false individu-

ality, the course of God’s mercy is obstructed. The adoption of

prapatti removes the obstructive attitude and renders it possible for

God to extend His mercy to us. In such a conception is to

be regarded only as a negative means. The positive means (updya)

is God Who extends His mercy. Prapatti therefore should not be

regarded as the cause of our deliverance. It only removes our ob-

structive tendencies, and cannot therefore be regarded as an ele-

ment of the cause that secures our deliverance—that causebeingGod
^ As an illustration of the last type a few lines from Srtvacana-bhusana-

vydkhya may be quoted; bkakti-pdravasyena prapannd bhagavat-prema-paus~
kalyena pddau stabdhau manah iithilam bhavati cakmr bhramati pddau hastau ca
nisce^tau ity ukta-prakdrena sithila^karanatvenasddhand-nustkdna-yogyatd-bhdvad
ananya-gatikds santas tasmin bhara-samarpanam krtam, MS.
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and God alone. God is thus both the means and end of attainment,

and the only absolute means for the devotee to attain Him. The
prapatti view here propounded flatly deniesthe necessity ofany other

means. The essence of prapatti consists in the passivity involved

in the mental attitude of the devotee surrendering himself to God
and thus giving occasion for God’s affecting powers to affect him
favourably. When the devotee ceases to concern himself with any

anxiety as to how he may be saved, then God exerts His will to save

him^. This view of God’s relationship with the devotee involves

within it the philosophical doctrine that the individual souls exist

for God and have no end to realize for themselves. It is only

through ignorance that the individual seems to possess an inde-

pendent end for himself. The denial of this position through ex-

cessive love of God renders the philosophical reality of their mutual

relationship realizable as a spiritual fact.

The definition of soul as consciousness and bliss and as atomic

is only an external description {tatastha). The internal situation

(antaranga) of the relation of the individual soul with God may best

be described as his servitude to Him.
The nature of emotional attachment which is associated with

prapatti is such that the devotee by his tender love for God induces

the same in Him so that the emotion of love may be regarded on the

one hand as a consciousness of bliss and on the other hand as a re-

lation in which the lover and the beloved are the constituents. The
first inferior stage of prapatti is not always actuated by deep

natural attachment, but by a sense of one’s own insignificance and

helplessness^. In the second stage called the upeya the devotee is so

much actuated by his deep love for God that he loses all considera-

tions for himself, and the intoxication of love may grow so deep that

it may lead to the annihilation of his body. But the prospect of such

an annihilation does not deter him from moving forward in the path

of intoxication, for at that stage he loses all interest in the conse-

quences of such an attachment. He is simply lost in God through

intoxicatingemotion. This is techmczily c^Jl&dr^a-prapta-prapatti.

The relation between the devotee and God is interpreted on the

analogy of the wedding of the mistress with her lover, of the

^ asya icchd nvorttd cet tasye^cchd asya kdryakarL bhavati, Srlvacana’^bhusana-

vydkhyd. MS.
® This is regarded as the updya stage where the devotee seeks God as the

means to his highest attainment.
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Gopika with Krsna, and it is held that the deep emotion is like the

erotic emotion that leads to the wedding of the bridegroom with the

bride. Bhakti or devotion is described as a special kind of con-

sciousness dissociated from ignorance which reveals itself in the

form of a deep emotion. The devotee is supposed to pass through

all the stages which a love-stricken woman would do. All the

emotions of the devotee, the lover, are for rousing the pleasure of

God. Just as a woman’s behaviour under the influence of love is

intended to bring a smile or twinkle into the eyes of her lover, so

the emotion of the devotee is intended solely to please God^. This

is regarded as siddha-prema or natural love. Devotees intoxicated

by such a love are not necessarily subjected to any kind of code of

duty. It is only those whose intoxication by love is so great that they

cannot wait and pass through any such discipline as is prescribed in

the vaidhi or the updya stage ofprapatti who are driven to embrace
God as it were with their melting hearts. The ordinary rules of

prapatti are utterly unbinding on these people. In the adoption of

prapatti of all the three types mentioned above the personal effort

{purusakdra) necessary is limited to the extent that the individual

should hold himself in absolute self-surrender so that God may be

inclined to accept even his faults and defects as they are and remove

them by His divine grace. In the case of those who are advanced in

the stage of prapatti—the paramdrtas—God removes even all the

prdrabdha-karmas and grants them immediate emancipation^.

The person who adopts the path of prapatti is not anxious to

attain even emancipation. He has also no specific preference as to

the nature of the spiritual emancipation that may be granted to him.

To desire emancipation and to attach any preference to any pos-

sible state of existence involves an egoistic desire. But the person

who has sincerely adopted the path of prapatti must annihilate

altogether even the last traces of egoism. On the one side egoism

means ignorance, for it is only by false knowledge that a man asserts

^ ajndna^nivrtti^purvaka-bhakti-rupd-pannam jndnam prasadhitam. mahad-
vivdha-janaka-kdtnam samudra-tulyatayd varddhayan megha-sadrsa-mgraho*
smaUkr^a ity evam-bhuta-pra'vrtti^hetor bhakter utpaddko varddhakas ca, sd eva
hi tasya bhakti^pdravaiya-nivandhand pravrttir updya-phalam ity ucyate.

.

. .

prdpya-tvarayd stri-vratayd netra^bhramanena etasya sambhramd sarve mad^
visayd'sdm krtvd euam avasthd labdhd iti tan’^mukha-vikdsd’-rtham kriyamdna-
kaihkaryavad upeyd^ntarbhutd. Snvacatia-bhusana-vydkhyd. MS.

^ evam^bhutasya safira-sthiti-^hetuk prarabdha-karme^ti na vaktum sakyate
sarva-pdpebhyak mok^ayi^yami ity anena virodhat. Ibid* MS.
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himself as having an independent being. On the other side egoism

means insincerity {krauryd). It has been said above that God may
forgive all our sins excepting insincerity. The fundamental require-

ment of prapatti therefore consists in the annihilation of egoism.

It is only through the annihilation of egoism that the perfect self-

surrender required by prapatti is possible^.

The four stages precedent to the attainment of the smnmum
bonum prapatti are as follows: {})jfiana-dasd^ i.e. the state

in which through the instructions of the teacher the devotee attains

self-knowledge in relation to God. (ii) varana~dasd^ the state in

which the devotee adopts God in a spirit of helpless surrender as

the only protector, (iii) prdpti-dasdy the state in which he realizes

God. (iv) prapya-nubhava-daidy i.e. the state in which, having

realized God, he attains the summum bonum^.

The doctrine ofprapatti is, indeed, very old. It is found in the

Ahirbudhnya-samhitdy Lak^i TantrUy Bharadvdja-samhita and

other Panca-rdtra works. The Srwaimava writers trace its origin

to much older literature such as the Taittirlyopanisady Katho-

panisad and the ^vetdsvatara, the Mahdbhdrata and the Rdmdyana,

The nature of prapatti in the Ahirbudhnya-samhitd has already

been discussed. In the Bharadvdja-^Samhitd the prapatti is de-

scribed as self-surrender to God, and the descriptions that it gives

are more or less the same as those found in the Akirbudhnya. The
devotee who adopts the path of prapatti is not exempted from the

ordinary duties of a Vaisnava or from the regular caste duties. The
Bharadvdja-sarnhitd describes in some detail the courses of action

which are favourable or unfavourable to the adoption of such a path.

Ramanuja, in his ^arana-gati-gadya, advocates thepzthofprapatti in

which the devotee seeks protection not only of Ndrdyana but also of

Laksmi. But it does not appear either in the &arand-gati-gadya or in

his commentary of the Gitd that a person who has adopted the path

of prapatti is exempted from the normal caste and other duties,

nor is the function of Laksmi in awarding the fruits of prapatti

explained by him. In his explanation of the Bhagavad-gita

text (sarva-^dharmdn parityajyay etc., 18. 66), he says that the de-

votee should perform all his normal duties without any motive of

^ Srivacana-^bhU^ana-vyakhyd. MS.
2 etad-anubhava-janita-pfiti-kdrita’-kainkaryam eva parama-puntsd-rthah.

Ibid,
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attaining fruits thereby^. As regards the destruction of the prd-

rahdha-'karma also, Ramanuja and Vehkatanatha hold that though

most of it is destroyed by the grace of God, yet a trace of it is left^.

Vatsya Varada, in his Prapanna-pdrijdta^ follows the same idea.

Vehkatanatha also repeats the same view in his Nydsa-vimsati and

Nydsa-tilaka^ and Annayarya, a disciple of Vedanti Ramanuja, fol-

lows the idea in his Prapatti-^prayoga. Varadanatha, the son of

Vehkatanatha, also repeats the idea in his Nydsa-tilaka’-vakhyd and

Nydsa-kdrikd, The view of Lokacarya and Saumya Jamatr muni,

the leaders of the Tengalai school, differs from it to the extent that

while the above-mentioned prapatti doctrine may be true of the

inferior devotees, the superior devotees who are absolutely in-

toxicated with God’s love are through the very nature of their

psychological intoxication unable to follow any of the normal duties

and are entirely exempted from them. Their praraddha-karma

may also be entirely destroyed by God’s grace. The distinction

^ Venkatanatha in his Tdtparya-dtpikd on Rdmdnuja^bhdsya on the Gltd

(verse 18. 66) says: etac-chlokd-pdta~pratltyd kuta-^yuktibhiica yathd variid-

sra7na-dharma-svarupa’>tydgd-di-pakso no'deti tathd upapaditam,
® sddhya-‘bhaktistu sd hantrl praravddhasya^pi bhuyasd. {Rahasya~rak$d com-

mentary of VehlcatanStha on Sarand-gati^gadyay p. 50. Vanivilasa Press, 1910).

In the Nydsa-mmsati and the Nydsa-tilaka as commented in the Nydsa-
tilaka^vydkhyd by Vehkatanatha’s son Varadanatha prapatti is defined in the

same manner as that by Lokacar>’a. Prapatti is an old doctrine in Southern

Vaisnavism and its fundamental characters are more or less final. In the Nydsa-
tilaka-vydkhyd great emphasis is laid on the fact that prapatti as a path of ap-

proach to God is different from the path of bhakti and superior to it. In the

Srivacana-bhiisana there is a tendency to treat bhakti as an intermediary way to

prapatti. In the Nydsa-tilaka^vydkhyd it is said that the chief difference between

bhakti and prapatti is firstly that the former is of the nature of unbroken medita-

tion, while the latter has to be done once for all ; secondly, the praravdha-^karma

cannot be destroyed by the former, whereas in the latter it can be so done by the

grace of God
;
thirdly, the former needs various accessory methods of worship

—

continual effort and continual action—^whereas in the latter we have excessive

faith; fourthly, the former produces fruit after a long time whereas the latter

applies only to those who want immediate fruit; fifthly, the former may have

different objectives and may yield different fruits accordingly, whereas the latter

being of the nature of absolutely helpless surrender produces all fruits im-
mediately. High faith is the foundation of prapatti. In and through many
obstacles this faith and attachment to God leads the devotee to his goal. For
these reasons the path of bhakti is inferior to the path of prapatti. Prapatti to the

teacher is regarded as a part ofprapatti to God. The difference between the con-

ception of prapatti in the Sfivacana-bhusana and the Nydsa-tilaka is that the

latter holds that even those who adopt the path of prapatti should perform the

obligatory duties imposed by the scriptures and refrain from committing the acts

prohibited by them
;
for the scriptures are the commands of God. The former

however thinks that a man who adopts the path of prapatti by the very nature of

the psychological state produced by it is unable to adhere to any programme of

duties outlined by the scriptures. He therefore transcends it.
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between the Varagalai and Tehgalai schools depends largely

on the emphasis given by the latter to the superior type of

prapattL

Kasturi Rangacarya.

Kasturi Rangacarya, otherwise called Sri Rahgasuri, was a

disciple of Saumya Jamatr muni and probably lived late in the

fifteenth or the beginning of the sixteenth century. Ramanuja’s

views do not seem to have undergone great changes of interpreta-

tion, and we do not find the emergence of different schools of

interpretation as in the case of the philosophy of Sankara. The fol-

lowers of Ramanuja throughout the succeeding centuries directed

their efforts mostly to elucidating Ramanuja’s views and adducing

new arguments for his doctrines or refuting the arguments of his

opponents and finding fault with the theories of other schools.

A sectarian difference, however, arose with Venkatanatha’s efforts

to explain the nature of devotion and the ultimate nature of emanci-

pation and various other problems associated with it. Some external

ritualistic differences can also be traced from his time. One sect^

{Vadkalai or Uttara-kaldrya) was led by Venkatanatha and the

other school (called Tengalai or Dakmia-^kaldrya) by Lokacarya and

Saumya Jamatr muni.

Kasturi Rangacarya wrote two works called Karyd-dhikarana-

vada and the Karya-dhikarana-tattva, inwhich he discussed some of

the most important differences of these two schools and lent his sup-

port to the Tengalai or the Dakdna-kaldrya school. The discussion

began on the occasion of the interpretation of Ramanuja of a topic

in the Brahma-sutra (4.3.6-15) called the Karyd-dhikarana-vada,

in which some Upanisad texts raised certain difficulties regarding

the attainment of absolute immortality as conditioned by wisdom
or worship (updsand), Vadari says that the worship of Hiranya-

garbha, the highest of the created beings, leads to absolute im-

mortality; Jaimini says that only the worship of the highest

Brahman can produce immortality. Badarayana, however, rejects

their views and holds that only those who regard their souls as

naturally dissociated from Prakrti and as parts of Brahman attain

absolute immortality.

^ sarvdsu vipratipatti§u purvd kaksyd veddntd-cdrya^tad-anuvandhinam
uttara-kaldrya-sainjndndm uttard tu lokdcdrya-tad-anubandhindm dak^ina-

kaldrya-samjndndm iti viveko bodhyah. Kdrya-karand-dhikarana^vada^ 8 . z.
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Those who cannot realize their essential difference from the

material qualities with which they are seemingly associated cannot
attain the highest immortality and have ultimately to follow the

cycles of births and rebirths. Those alone who worship Brahman
with a proper apprehension of their own nature in relation to it can
attain the highest immortality. The nature of this worship has been
described by Rahgacarya in accordance with the Gita which en-

joins the worship of Brahman with iraddha {sraddha-punakam
brahmo-pdsanani). The word sraddha ordinarily means faith. This
faith undergoes a special characterization at the hands of Rahga-
carya and other thinkers of the Tengalai school. Thus it is said that

the first stage is the full apprehension of the great and noble quali-

ties of God; the second stage is the attachment produced by such

apprehension; the third stage is to regard Him as the ultimate end
and fulfilment of our nature ; the fourth stage is to think of Him as

the only dear object of our life; the fifth stage is the incapacity to

bear separation from God through intense love for Him
;
the sixth

stage is absolute faith in God as the only means of self-fulfilment

;

the seventh and last stage is the enkindling of the spirit in its for-

ward movement to hold fast to Him. It is this last stage as associ-

ated with all the previous stages and as integrated with them which
is called sraddha. The worship of God with such faith {sraddha) is

also called devotion or bhakti. The worship of God again means
intense joy in Him {priti--rupo-pasdntatva-laksanarn). The mere
realization of one’s self as dissociated from the material elements is

not sufficient. Those who follow the process of Pancagni-vidya rest

only with self-discriminative wisdom and do not take to God as the

final end of self-fulfilment.

The firstpoint ofdispute between the followers of Uttara-kaldrya

and Daksina-kaldrya concerns the nature of emancipation called

kaivalya which consists in self-realization as the ultimate end
{dtmd - mibhava - laksana - kaivalya - khya -purusd - rthah), Venkata-

natha, the leader of the Uttara-kaldrya^ thinks that those who attain

such emancipation have again to come back, i.e. such an emancipation

is destructible. The Ddksina-kaldrya school, however, thinks that

such an emancipation is eternal. Thus Venkata, \Ti\i\%Nydya-siddhd-

njana, says that mere realization of self as distinguished from all

material elements is not sufficient, for it should also be supple-

mented by the knowledge that that self is a part of God and is
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entirely subordinate to Him, and that this view is held in the i$rf-

bkdsya^. He draws a distinction between the realization of one’s

own nature as bliss and the realization of the blissful nature of God.

The former may happen without the latter. It has to be admitted

that in the state of kaivalya there is an association of materiality

{acit-samsarga)^ since the karma in its entirety is not destroyed in

this case ;
for to know one’s proper essence is to know oneself as a

part of God and so long as this state is not attained one is under the

influence of mdyd. In the case of such a person the mdyd obstructs

his vision of God. Venkata, however, cannot say anything de-

finitely as to the ultimate destiny of those who attain kaivalya. He
asserts only that they cannot attain the eternal Brahmahood. He is

also uncertain as to whether they are associated with bodies or not.

He is also aware that his interpretation of the nature of kaivalya is

not in harmony with all the scriptural texts, but he feels that since

some of the texts definitely support his views other texts also should

be taken in that light.

Kasturi Rangacarya, however, asserts that, according to the

testimony of the old Dravida texts and also of the Gita and such

other texts, those who attain emancipation through self-knowledge

attain the state of absolute immortality. The difference between

liberation through self-knowledge and the liberation through one’s

self-knowledge in association with God is only a difference in the

richness and greatness of experience, the latter being higher than

the former in this respect^. Other points of difference between the

Uttara-kaldryas 2X1(1 Xh^Daksina-'kaldryaszx^ closely connected with

the point discussed above. They have been enumerated in the

second chapter of Karya-dhikarana-vada and are as follows. The
Uttara-kaldryas think that those who attain the emancipation of a

self-realization as kaivalya pass to a higher world through other

^ pararna'-purusa-vibhuti-hhutasya prapiur atmanah svarupa--ydthdtmya-veda^

nam apavarga-&ddhana-bhuta-parama-‘purusa-‘vedano-payogitayd dvasyakam.
na svata eva updyatvena ity uktam. Nyaya-siddhanjana, p. 83.

Venkata also refers to Varada Vi^inumisra in support of his views. “ nifisesa-

karma-ksayd^bhdvdt kaivalya-prdptati na muktihJ*'

He refers to Sangati-mdldy where Sri Vi§nucitta says that a person wishing to

attain Brahman may commit such errors of conception that instead of attaining

the true Brahmahood he may attain only the lower state of kaivalya just as a man
performing sacrifices to attain Heaven may commit errors for which he may be-

come a brahma-rdksasa instead of attaining Heaven. Ibid. p. 84.
^ Karya-dhi karana-vaday 3. 79. Kasturi Rangacaiy^a goes through a long

course of references to scriptural texts, Dravidian and Sanskritic, in support of

his views.
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channels than those adopted by persons who attain ultimate

emancipation. This is denied by the Ddksina-kalaryas, Secondly,

the former hold that the absolute dissociation of all trace of the ele-

ments oiprdkrti is the same as emancipation, but the latter deny it.

Thirdly, the former hold that those who attain the kaivalya are

associated with subtle material impurities and may still be regarded

as attaining immortality in a remote sense; this is desired by the

latter. Fourthly, the former hold that those who attain kaivalya

remain in a place within the sphere of the material world and their

state is therefore not unchangeable, but the latter deny it. Fifthly,

the former hold that those who attain wisdom through the five

sacrifices (pancagni’-vidya) are different from those that attain

kaivalya^ but the latter hold that they may or may not be so.

Sixthly, the former hold that those who attain wisdom through the

five sacrifices may remain within the sphere of the material world

when they attain only self-knowledge, but when they realize the

nature of their relation with Brahman they pass away beyond the

sphere of the material world (prakrti); the latter, however, deny

this. Seventhly, the former hold that those who attain wisdom
through pancagni-vidydy those who realize the nature of their rela-

tion to God, have the same characteristics, but the latter deny it.

Eighthly, the former hold that outside the sphere of the material

world (prakrti) there cannot be any difference in the nature of one’s

highest experience, but this also is denied by the latter^.

In his Karyd-dhikarana-tattva^ Rafigacarya only repeats the same

arguments and the topic of discussion is also the same as that in

Karya-dhikarana-vada.

6aila Srinivasa.

§aila Srinivasa was the disciple of Kaundinya Srinivasa

Diksita, the son of Srinivasa Tatacarya, and the brother of

Anvayarya Diksita. He was very much influenced by the writings

of his elder brother Anvayarya and some of his works are but

elaborations of the works of his elder brother who wrote many
books, e.g. Virodha’-bhanjaniy etc. Saila Srinivasa wrote at least

six books : Virodha-nirodha^ Bheda-darpana^ Advaita-vana-kuthara^

Sara-darpana^ Mukti-darpanay Jnana-ratna-darpanay Guna-

darpanay and Bheda-manL
^ KMrya^dhikarana^vdday il. 7.
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In his Virodha-nirodha, probably the last of his works, he tries

mainly to explain away the criticisms that are made on the different

Ramanuja doctrines by the Sahkarites, and also by the writers of

otherVedantic schools

—

wiz. that the Ramanuja views are not strictly

faithful to the scriptural texts—^by showing that the scriptural texts

favour the Ramanuja interpretations and not the views of the other

Vedantic writers.

In the first chapter of the Virodha-nirodha Saila Srinivasa first

takes up the view that the Brahman is both the material and efficient

cause of the world—^which he thinks is possible only in the concep-

tion that Brahman has the individual souls and the matter-stuff

associated with Him {brahmani cid-acid-viHsta-rupatam antarena na
ghatate). The Brahman remains unchanged in itself but suffers

transformations through its two parts, the soul and the matter-

stuff. Brahman as cause is associated with souls and the matter-

stuff in their subtle forms, and when it undergoes transformation

the souls expand and broaden as it were through the various in-

tellectual states as a result of their karma, and the matter-stuff

passes through its grosser stages as the visible material world; the

portion of God as the inner controller of these two suffers trans-

formation only so far as it is possible through its association with
these two transforming entities^ When the scriptural texts deny
the changing character of the Brahman, all that is meant by them is

that it does not undergo the changes through which matter and in-

dividual souls pass through their karma, but that does not deny the

fact that Brahman is the material cause^. Brahman has two parts,

a substantive and a qualifying part, and it is the substantive part

that through its subtle material parts becomes the transforming

cause of the grosser qualifying material part. This material part

being inseparable from Brahman may be regarded as subsisting in

it. So also the Brahman has a spiritual part which undergoes a sort

of expansion through thought-experiences and behaves as indi-

vidual souls. Thus Brahman suffers modification through its

physical and spiritual parts, and from this point of view God is

^ acid-amsasya kdra^d-vasthdyam sahda-di-mhlnasya bhogyatvdya sabda-^di-
mattvayd svarupd’-nyathd-bhdva’-rupa^vikdro hhavati ubhaya-prakdra-viuste
niyantr-amse tad-avastha-tad-ubhaya-visistatd-rupa-vikdro hhavati. Virodha-
nirodha. MS.

® cid-acid-gata-karma-dy-adhina-vikaratvam nirvikdratva-srutir nisedhati ity
etddrsam jagad-upadanatvam na sd srutir bddhate. Ibid.

25D ni
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subject to development through its two parts and through their

association independently as their inner controller. Unlike Ven-
kata, Saila Srinivasa holds that this causal transformation is like the

Samkhyist causal transformation^; vikdra or change here means
change of states. Brahman thus suffers change directly in the

spiritual and the intellectual part and indirectly as their inner con-

troller, though in itself it suffers no change. To the objection that if

matter and spirit are regarded as suffering transformation there is

no meaning in attributing causality to Brahman as qualified by
them, the reply is that the causality of Brahman is admitted on the

strength of scriptural testimony. So far as Brahman remains as the

inner controller and does not suffer any change in itself, it is re-

garded as the efficient cause^.

In the second chapter Saila Srinivasa replies to the criticisms

against the Ramanuja doctrine of soul, and says that the contraction

and expansion of soul due to ignorance and increase of knowledge

does not imply that it is non-eternal, for non-eternality or de-

structibility can be afErmed only of those who undergo accretion

or decrease of parts {avayavo-pacayd-pacayayor eva anityatva-vyd-^

pyatayd). Knowledge is partless and so there is no contraction or

expansion of it in any real sense. What are called contraction and
expansion consist in reality of its absence of relationship with ob-

jects due to the effects of kanna or the natural extension of rela-

tions with objects like the ray of a lamp; karma is thus regarded as

the upadhi (limiting condition) which limits the natural flow of

knowledge to its objects and is figuratively described as contraction.

It is on account of this nature of knowledge that unless obstructed

by karma it can grasp all sensations of pain and pleasure spreading

over all parts of the body, though it belongs to soul w^hich is an

atomic entity. So knowledge is all-pervading {vihhiif. Knowledge
also is eternal in its own nature though changeful so far as its states

are concerned.

In the third chapter Srinivasa deals with the question as to

visistam brahma kdranam ity uktam tena kdryam apt viUstam eva tatra ca
brahmana upadanatvam viiesarLd-msam visesyd-msam prati tatra cd^cid-amiam
prati yad-upaddnatvam tat sUk^md’-vastha-cid-amia^dvdrakam tatra tatra dvdra-
bhutd-cid'-^amsa-'gata-svariipd nyathd-bhdva-rupa eve vikdraJy, sa ca aprthak’-

siddha-vastU'-gatatvat brahma-^gato'pi— evam ca sdmkhyd-bkimato-pdddnatdydh
siddhantepy anapdydt na ko'pi virodkah. Virodha-nirodha, MS.

* tena tad eva advdrakam nimittam-sad-varakam upaddnam. Ibid*
» Ibid*
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whether the souls are produced or eternal, and his conclusion is

that in their own nature they are unproduced, but they are pro-

duced so far as their own specific data of knowledge are concerned^.

The production of eternal knowledge is possible only so far as its

contraction and expansion are concerned, which is due to the

action of the body and other accessories. It is only in this

sense that knowledge though eternal in itself can be said to be

suffering production through its various kinds of manifestation

{ahhivyakti).

In the fourth chapter Srinivasa discusses the same question in

which the Upanisads urge that by the knowledge of one everything

is known. He criticizes the Madhva and the Safikarite views and

holds that the knowledge of one means the knowledge of Brahman
which, being always associated with the individual souls and matter,

involves the knowledge of these two entities. His exposition in this

subject is based throughout on the interpretations of scriptural texts.

Inthe fifth chapter Srinivasa explains the same question in which

the individual souls can be called agents {karta). Agency {kartrtva)

consists in an effort that may lead to the production of any action

{kdrya-nukula krtimattvani). In the Ramanuja view effort means a

particular intellectual state and as such it may well belong to the

soul, and so the effort that may lead to any action also belongs to

the soulwhich, though eternal in itself, is changeful so far as its states

are concerned^. The agency of the individual souls, however, is

controlled by God, though the fruits of the action are enjoyed by

the former, for the direction of God which determines the efforts

of the individuals is in accordance with their actions. This virtually

means an admixture of determinism and occasionalism.

In the seventh chapter Snnivasa contends that though know-

ledge is universal it only manifests itself in accordance with the

deeds of any particular person in association with his body, and so

there is no possibility that it should have all kinds of sufferings and

enjoyments and should not be limited to his own series of ex-

periences. In the eighth and ninth chapters he tries to establish

^ tatra nisedhah viyad-adivat jiva-svarupo-tpattim pratisedhanti utpatti-

vidhayaas tu svd-sddhdrana-^dkarma-bhuta-jnana^visista-vesena utpattim vadantL
Virodha-nirodha. MS.

® prayatna^der buddhi-vtiesa-^rupataya kdryd-nukdla-krtimattvasy^dpi kartr-

tvasya jndna-visesa-rupatayd tasya svdbhd vikatayd tad-atmana jlvasya jndnasya

nityatve^pi tat-parindma^-visesasya anityatvdt. Ibid,

25*2
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the view that during emancipation the individuals are cleanly

purged of all their deeds, virtues and sins, but at this stage God
may be pleased to endow them with extraordinary bodies for the

enjoyment of various kinds of pleasures. In the remaining nine-

teen chapters Saila Srinivasa introduces some of the relatively un-

important theological doctrines of the Ramanuja system and dis-

cusses them on the basis of scriptural texts which may very well be

dropped for their insignificance as philosophical contribution.

In the Bheda-darpana also Saila Srinivasa takes some of the

important doctrines where the Ramanujists and the Sahkarites part

company, and tries to show by textual criticism that the Ramanuja
interpretation of the scriptural texts is the only correct interpreta-

tion^. The work, therefore, is absolutely worthless from a philo-

sophical point of view. In most of his other works mentioned

above, Saila Srinivasa prefers to discuss the doctrines of Ramanuja
philosophy in the same style of scriptural criticism, and any account

of these is therefore of very little value to students of philosophy.

Sri Saila Srinivasa, in his Siddhanta-cintamani^ discusses the

nature of Brahma-causality. Brahman is both the instrumental

{nimitta) and the material (updddna) cause of the world. Such a

Brahman is the object of our meditation {dhydna). An object of

meditation must have knowledge and will. A mere qualityless en-

tity cannot be the object of meditation. In order that Brahman may
be properly meditated upon it is necessary that the nature of His

causality should be properly ascertained. It is no use to attribute

false qualities for the sake of meditation. If the world is an illusion,

then the causality of Brahman is also illusory, and that would give

us an insight into His real nature. If God is the real cause of the

world, the world must also be real. It is sometimes said that the

same entity cannot be both a material and instrumental cause

{samavdya-samavdyi-bhinnam kdranam nimitta-kdranamiti). The
material cause of the jar is earth, while the instrumental cause is the

potter, the wheel, etc. To this the reply is that such an objection is

groundless; for it is difScult to assert that that which is an instru-

mental cause cannot be a material cause, since the wheel of the

potter, though an instrumental cause in itself, is also the material

^ bhedd-bheda-sruti’>vrdta-jdta~sandeha’'santatdh

bheda-darpanam dddya niscinvantu vipascitak.

Bheda-darpana. MS.
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cause of its own form, colour, etc. There is thus nothing which can

lead us to suppose that the material cause and the instrumental

cause cannot exist together in the same entity. It may further be

contended that the same entity cannot behave as the material and

instrumental cause with regard to the production of another entity.

Tq this the reply is that the internal structure of rod is both the

material cause for its form as well as the instrumental cause for its

destmction in association with other entities. Or it may be con-

tended that time (kala) is the cause for both the production and

destmction of entities (kala-ghata-samyogd-dikam prati kdlasya

nimittatvad upadanatvacca). To this the obvious reply would be

that the behaviour of the same entity as the material and the in-

stmmental cause is limited by separate specific conditions in each

case. The association of separate specific conditions renders a dif-

ference in the nature of the cause; and therefore it w’-ould be in-

exact to say that the same entity is both the material and the instm-

mental cause. This objection, however, produces more difficulty in

the conception of the causality of Brahman according to the

Visistadvaita theory, for in our view Brahman in His own nature

may be regarded as the instmmental cause and in His nature as

matter {adt) and souls (cit). He may be regarded as the material

cause^. It is sometimes objected that if Brahman as described in

the texts is changeless, how can He be associated with changes as

required by the conception ofHim as the material and instrumental

cause, which involves the view of associating Him with a body?

Moreover, the association of body (sarira) with God is neither an

analogy nor an imagery. The general conception of body involves

the idea that an entity is called the body where it is only controlled

by some spiritual substance^. To this the reply is that Brahman

may Himself remain unchangeable and may yet be the cause of

changes in His twofold body-substance. The objection is that the

material world is so different from the bodies of animals that the

conception of body cannot be directly applied to it. The reply is

that even among animal bodies there is a large amount of diversity,

^ evarn hi hrahmany^apt no^padanatva-nimittatvayor vtrodhaJk; tasya ctd^

acid-visista-ve^ena upadanatvat svarUpena nimittatvac ca. taUtad-avaccJiedaka-

hheda^prayukta-‘tad-bhedasya tasya tatrd^pi ni^pratyuhavtdt. Siddhanta-cintamanu

MS.
2 yasya cetanasya yad dravyam sarvd-imand svdrthe niydmyam tat tasya

sariram. Ibid. This subject has been dealt with elaborately in Sri Saila Srinivasa’s

Sara-darpana.
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e.g. the body of a man and the body of a microscopic insect. Under
the circumstances we are to fall upon a general definition which

would cover the concept of all bodies and ignore the individual dif-

ferences. The definition given above suits the concept of bodies of

all living beings and applies also to the concept of the world as the

body of Brahman. This is also supported by the Sruti texts of the

Antarydmi-brdhmana^ where the world has been spoken of as the

body of God. If there is an apparent difference in our conception

of body as indicated in the definition as testified by the Vedic texts,

with our ordinary perception of the world which does not reveal

its nature as body, the testimony of the Vedic texts should prevail;

for while our perception can be explained away as erroneous, a

scientific definition and the testimony of texts cannot be dismissed.

Our ordinary perception is not always reliable. We perceive the

moon like a small dish in size, whereas the scriptural testimony

reveals its nature to us as much bigger. When there is a conflict

between two sources of evidence, the decision is to be made in

favour of one or the other by the canon of unconditionality

{ananyathd-siddhatva). An evidence which is unconditional in its

nature has to be relied upon, whereas that which is conditional has

to be subordinated to it. It is in accordance with this that some-

times the Vedic texts have to be interpreted in such a manner that

they may not contradict perceptual experience, whereas in other

cases the evidence of perceptual experience has to be dismissed on

the strength of scriptural testimony. It cannot also be said that the

evidence of a Izterpramdna will have greater force, for there may be

a series of errors, in which case there is no certitude in any ofthe later

pramdnas. Again, there is no force also in mere cumulation of evi-

dence, for in the case of a blind man leading other blind men mere

cumulation is no guarantee of certitude^. In the case of the con-

flict of praffidnas, the dissolution of doubt and the attainment of

certitude are achieved on the principle of unconditionality. That
which is realized in an unconditional manner should be given pre-

cedence over what is realized only in a conditional manner^. Our
powers of perception are limited by their own limitations and can-

^ na ca paratvad uttarena purva-hadhah iti yuktam dhard-vdhika-hhrama-
sthale vyabhicdrdt ata eva na hhuyastvam api nirndyaham satd^ndha-nydyena
aprayojakatvdc ca, Siddhdnta-cintamani. MS.

* ananyatha-siddhatvam eva virodhy-apramanya-vyavastha pakatd-vacche-
dakam isyate. Ibid.
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not therefore discern whether the world may after all be the body of

the transcendent Brahman, and therefore it cannot successfully

contradict the testimony of the Vedic texts which declare the world
to be the body of God. The Vedic texts ofpure monism are intended

only to deny the duality of Brahman, but it can well be interpreted

on the supposition of one Brahman as associated with his body, the

world. The denial of dualism only means the denial of any other

being like Brahman. Thus Brahman as cit and acit forms the

material cause of the world, and Brahman as idea and will as

affecting these is the instrumental cause of the world. The twofold

causality of Brahman thus refers to twofold conditions as stated

above which exist together in Brahman^,

In the Vedantic texts we have expressions in the ablative case

indicating the fact that the world has proceeded out of Brahman as

the material cause (upadand). The ablative case always signifies the

materiality of the cause and not its instrumentality^. But it also

denotes that the effect comes out of the cause and it may be ob-

jected that the world, being always in Brahman and not outside

Him, the ablative expressions of the Vedantic texts cannot be justi-

fied. To this the reply is that the conception of material cause or the

signification of the ablative cause does not necessarily mean that

the effect should come out and be spatially or temporally dif-

ferentiated from the cause. Even if this were its meaning, it may
well be conceived that there are subtle parts in Brahman corre-

sponding to cit and acit in their manifested forms, and it is from

these that the world has evolved in its manifested form. Such an

evolution does not mean that the effect should stand entirely out-

side the cause, for when the entire causal substance is transformed,

the effect cannot be spatially outside the cause^. It is true that all

^ sarva-'sarira-bhuta'-vibhakta'-ndma-rupd^vasthd panna~‘cid--acid^viststa-veseria

brahmanahupdddnatvam;tad-upayukta-samkalpd~di^visista‘-svcnrupenanimittatvam
ca nispratyuham iti nimittatvo^pdddnatvayor ihd* py avacchedaka’-bheda-
prayukta^-bhedasya durapahnavatcd ttayor ekd^aya’-vrttitvasya prdg upapddita-
tvdt na brahmano abhinna-nimitto-’pdddnatve kas cid virodhah. Siddhanta-
cintdmani, MS.

® Such as yato vd imdni bhutdni jdyanie.
® updddnatva-sthale*pi na sarvatra loke*pi vislesah krtsna'-partndme tad a-

sambhavdt kintv ekadesa-parindma eve’ti tad-abhiprdyakam pratydkhydnam
vdcyam. tac ce'ha" pi sambhavati. visistai^kadesa-parindmd-^nglkdrdt. ato na tad-

virodpah; kinca sukpna-dd-acid-visistam upadanatvam iti vaksyate tasmdc ca
sthuld-vasthasya visleso yujyate visle^o hi na sarvd-tmand kdrana-desa-paritydgah.

Ibid, MS,
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material causes suffer a transformation; but in the Visistadvaita

view there is no difficulty, for it is held here that Brahman suffers

this modification and controls it only so far as it has reference to his

body, the dt and acit. God’s instrumentality is through His will, and
will is but a form of knowledge.

In the Bheda-darpana Srinivasa tries to support all the principal

contentions of the ViMstddvaita theory by a reference to Upanisadic
and other scriptural texts. In his other works mentioned above the

subjects that he takes up for discussion are almost the same as those
treated in Virodha-nirodha, but the method of treatment is some-
what different; what is treated briefly in one book is elaborately

discussed in another, just as the problem of causality is the main
topic of discussion in Siddhanta-cintamani, though it has been only
slightly touched upon in Virodha-nirodha. His Naya-dyu-mani-
samgraha is a brief summary in verse and prose of the contents

of what the author wrote in his Naya-dyu-mani, a much bigger
work to which constant references are made in the Naya-dyu-mani-
satngraha. Sri Saila Srinivasa wrote also another work called Naya-
dyti-mani-dipika which is bigger than Naya-dyu-mani-samgraha. It

is probably smaller than Naya-dyu-mani, which is referred to as a

big work^. There is nothing particular to be noted which is of any
philosophical importance in Naya-dyu-mani-dipika or Naya-
dyu-mani-samgraha. He generally clarifies the ideas which are

already contained in the Sruta-prakdsika of Sudarsana Suri. He
also wrote Omkdra-vdddrtha, Anandatara-tamya-kha^ana, Aruna-
dhikarana-sarani-vivarani and Jijnasa-darpana. He lived probably
in the fifteenth century.

Srinivasa wrote first his Sdra-darpana which was followed by
Siddhanta-cintamani, and Virodha-nirodha. In fact Virodha-

nirodha was one of his last works, if not the last. In the first chapter

of this work he deals with the same subject as he did in the Sid-

dhdnta-cintdmani, and tries to explain the nature of Brahman as the

material and instrumental cause of the world. In the second chap-
ter he tries to refute the objections against the view that the souls

as associated with knowledge or rather as having their character

interpreted as knowledge should be regarded as the means for

God’s manifestation as the world. The objector says that thought is

always moving, either expanding or contracting, and as such it can-
^ Unfortunately this Naya-dyu-mani was not available to the present writer.
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not be the nature of self which is regarded as eternal. In the case

of the Jains the soul is regarded as contracting and expanding in

accordance with the body that it occupies, and it may rightly be

objected that in such a conception the soul has to be regarded as

non-eternal. But in the Visistadvaita conception it is only thought

that is regarded as expanding or contracting. The expansion or

contraction of thought means that it conceives greater or lesser

things, and this is different from the idea of an entity that grows

larger or smaller by the accretion or dissociation of parts. The ex-

pansion or contraction of thought is due to one’s karma and as such

it cannot be regarded as non-etemal. Knowledge in its own nature

is without parts and all-pervading; its contraction is due to the

effect of one’s bad deeds which is often called maya or avidya^. The
Visistadvaitins do not regard knowledge as produced through the

collocations of conditions as the Naiyayikas think, but they regard

it as eternal and yet behaving as occasional {agantuka-dharmav-

attvam) or as being produced. Earth in its own nature is eternal,

and remaining eternal in its own nature suffers transformation as a

jug, etc. In this way the conception of the eternity of the soul is

different from the conception of knowledge as eternal, for in the

case of knowledge, while remaining all-pervasive in itself, it seems

to suffer transformation by virtue of the hindrances that obstruct

its nature in relation to objects 2. Universal relationship is the

essential nature of knowledge, but this nature may be obstructed

by hindrances, in which case the sphere of relationship is narrowed,

and it is this narrowing and expansive action of knowledge which is

spoken of as transformation of knowledge or as the rise or cessation

of knowledge. A distinction has thus to be made between know-

ledge as process and knowledge as essence. In its nature as essence

it is the eternal self ; in its nature as process, as memory, perception,

thinking, etc., it is changing. The Jaina objection on this point is

that in the above view it is unnecessary to admit a special quality

of ajnana as the cause for this expansion or contraction of thought,

for it may well be admitted that the soul itself undergoes such a

^ jndnasya svdbhdvikam prasaranam aupadJiikas tu samkocak; upddhis tu

prdcinam karma eva. Virodha-nirodha, pp. 39, 40 (MS.)*
“ na hi yddrsam dtmano nityatvam tadrg jndnasyd*pi nityatvarn abhyapugac^

chdmah karana-vydpdra-^vaiyarthy * prasangdt. kintu tdrkikd^dy abhimatam
jndnasya agantuka-dharmatvam ni dkartum drier iva svariipato nityatvam

dgantukd'-vastiuf-irayatvain ca; tena rUpena nityatvam tu ghatatvd^-dy-avastkd~

visista-vesena mrddderiva istam eva. Ibid. p. 44.
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transformation through the instrumentality of its deeds. To this the

reply is that the Vedic texts always declare that the soul is in itself

unchangeable, and if that is so the change has to be explained

through the instrumentality of another factor, the ajndna. Know-
ledge is thus to be regarded as the pure essence or nature of the soul

and not as its dharma or character, and it is this character that is in

itself universal and yet is observed to undergo change on account

of obstructions. Thus, the soul in itself is eternal, though when
looked at in association with its character as knowledge which is

continually expanding or contracting it may seemingly appear to be

non-eternal^. Thought in itself has no parts and therefore cannot

itselfbe regarded as non-etemal. It is nothing but relationship, and

as such the analogy of change which, in other objects, determines

their non-etemity cannot apply to it.

Now there are different kinds of Upanisadic texts, from some
of which it may appear that the soul is eternal, whereas from others

it may appear that the soul is created. How can this difficulty be

avoided? On this point Srinivasa says that the eternity and un-

created nature of the self is a correct assertion, for the soul as such

is eternal and has never been created. In its own nature also the

soul has thought associated with it as it were in a potential form.

Such an unmanifested thought is non-existent. But knowledge in

its growing richness of relations is an after-production, and it is

from this point of view that the soul may be regarded as having

been created. Even that which is eternal may be regarded as

created with reference to any of its special characteristics or

characters^. The whole idea, therefore, is that before the creative

action of God the souls are only potentially conscious; their real

conscious activity is only a result of later development in conse-

quence of God’s creative action.

Again, the Upanisads assert that by the knowledge of Brahman
everything else is known. Now according to the Sankarite explana-

tion the whole world is but a magical creation on Brahman which
alone has real being. Under the circumstances it is impossible that

^ nitya’‘nitya-vihhdga~svariipa-dvdrdkatva-svabhava-dvdrakatvdbhydm vya-
vasthita iti na kas cid dosah. Virodha’^nirodha, MS.

® svd-sddhdrana-dharma-‘hhuta~jndna'‘visi§ta-vesena utpattim vadanti sid
dhasyd^pi hi vastunah dharmd--ntara-visista’-vesena sddhyata vrlhyd~dau drsta
Ibid,

prdk poster jlvdndm niskriyatvo-ktyd ca idam eva darntam. Ibid.
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by the knowledge of Brahman, the real, there would be the know-
ledge of all illusory and unreal creation, for these two, the reality

and the appearance, are entirely different and therefore by the

knowledge of one there cannot be the knowledge of the other. In
the Visistadvaita view it may be said that when God as associated

with his subtle body, the subtle causal nature of the souls and the

material world, is known the knowledge of God as associated with

the grosser development of His body as souls and the world is also

by that means realized’^.

In performing the actions it need not be supposed that the

eternal soul tmdergoes any transformation, for the individual soul

may remain identically unchanged in itself and yet undergo trans-

formation so far as the process of its knowledge is concerned. In the

Visi^advaita view, will and desire are regarded as but modes of

knowledge and as such the psychological transformations of the

mind involved in the performance of actions have reference only to

knowledge^. It has already been shown that possibly knowledge in

its essential form is unchangeable and yet unchangeable so far as its

nature as process is concerned. Such an activity and performance

of actions belongs naturally to the individual souls.

The Virodha-nirodha is written in twenty-seven chapters, but

most of these are devoted to the refutation of objections raised by
opponents on questions of theological dogma which have no
philosophical interest. These have therefore been left out in this

book.

Rahgacarya®.

A follower of Sankara named Uma-Mahe^vara wrote a work
named Virodha-varuthim in which he proposed to show one

hundred contradictions in Ramanuja’s hhdsya and other cognate

^ suksma-cid'-acic’-ckaflrake hrahmani jndte sthula^cid~adc-‘charlrakasya tasya

jndnam atrd* bhimatam. Virodha-nirodha, MS.
^ iha prayatnader buddhi-visesa-rupataya kdryd-nukula-krtimattvasyd'pi

kartrtvasya jndna-visesa-rupatayd tasya svdbhdvikatayd tad-dtmand jivasya
jhdnasya nityatve*pi tat-parindma-visesasya anityatvdc ca. Ibid,

® “ srT-rdmdnuja-yogi-pdda-kamala-sthdnd-bhisekam gato jiydt so*yam
ananta-purusa-guru-simhdsand-dhlh)arah
sri-ranga-surih srlsaile tasya simhdsane sthitah

Ku-drsti-dhvanta-mdrtandam prakdsayati samprati**

He was thus a disciple of AnantSrya of the middle of the nineteenth century.

At the end of his San-marga-dtpa he says that it was written in refutation of
Rama Misra*s work on the subject. RtoaMisra lived late in the nineteenth century
and wrote Sneha-purti,
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literature of the school, such as Satadusanl, etc., but through illness

he lost his tongue and could offer criticisms on only twenty-seven

points’^. As a refutation of that work Rahgacarya wrote his

Ku-drsti-dh’oanta-martanda. It also appears thatAnnayarya’s grand-

son and Srinivasa-tayarya’s son, Siinivasa-diksita, also wrote a work
called Virodha-varuthim-pramdthini as a refutation of Virodha-

varuthim. The first chapter of Ku-drsti-dhvanta-martanda is also

called Virodha-varuthinl-pramathini.

Uma-Mahesvara says that according to the view of Ramanuja
the manifold world and the individual souls (acit and cit) exist in

an undivided and subtle state in Brahman, the original cause. In

the state of actualized transformation, as the manifested manifold

worlds and the experiencing selves, we have thus a change of state,

and as Brahman holds within Himself as qualifying Him this gross

transformation of the world He is associated with them. He must,

therefore, be supposed to have Himself undergone change. But
again Ramanuja refers to many scriptural texts in which Brahman
is regarded as unchanging.

To this the reply is that the mode in which the cit and the acit

undergo transformation is different from the mode in which the all-

controlling Brahman produces those changes in them. For this

reason the causality of Brahman remains unaffected by the changes

through which the cit and the adt pass. It is this unaffectedness of

Brahma-causality that has often been described as the changeless-

ness of Brahman. In the Sankara view, the manifested world being

the transformation of maya. Brahman cannot on any account be

regarded as a material cause of it. The Brahman of Sankara being

only pure consciousness, no instrumental agencies [nimitta-

kdranata) can be attributed to it. If Brahman cannot undergo any

change in any manner and if it always remains absolutely change-

less it can never be regarded as cause. Causality implies power of

producing change or undergoing change. If both these are im-

possible in Brahman it cannot consistently be regarded as the cause.

According to the Ramanuja view, however. Brahman is not abso-

lutely changeless
; for, as producer of change it also itself undergoes

a change homogeneous (brahma-samasattdka-vikdrd-nglkdrat) with

UmS-Mahesvara is said to have written other works also, i.e. Tattva-
candrika, AdrUaita-kamadhenu, Tapta-mudrS-vidravaifa, Prasaf^a-ratnakara, and
Ramayana-UkS.
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it. As the change is of a homogeneous nature, it may also be re-

garded as unchanged. The Brahman is the ultimate upholder of the

world; though the worldly things have their intermediate causes,

in which they may be regarded as subsisting, yet since Brahman is

the ultimate and absolute locus of subsistence all things are said to

be upheld in it.

Causation may be defined as unconditional, invariable ante-

cedence {ananyathd-siddha-^niyata-purva-vartita). Brahman is

certainly the ultimate antecedent entity of all things, and its un-

conditional character is testified by all scriptural texts. The fact that

it determines the changes in cit and adt and is therefore to be re-

garded as the instrumental agent does not divest it of its right to be

regarded as the material cause; for it alone is the ultimate ante-

cedent substance. Brahman originally holds within itself the cit and

the acit in their subtle nature as undivided in itself, and later on

undergoes within itself such changes by its own will as to allow the

transformation of cit and acit in their gross manifested forms. It

leaves its pristine homogeneous character and adopts an altered

state at least wdth reference to its true parts, the dt and the acit^

which in their subtle state remained undivided in themselves.

It is this change of Brahman’s nature that is regarded as the

parindtna of Brahman. Since Brahman is* thus admitted to be

undergoing change of state (parindma), it can consistently be re-

garded as the material cause of the w’^orld. The illustration of the

ocean and the waves is also consistent with such an explanation.

Just as mud transforms itself into earthen jugs or earthen pots, and

yet in spite of all its changes into jugs or pots really remains nothing

but mud, so Brahman also undergoes changes in the form of the

manifested world with which it can always be regarded as one^.

As the jug and the pot are not false, so the world also is not false.

But the true conception of the world will be to consider it as one

with Brahman. The upper and the lower parts of a jug may appear

to be different when they are not regarded as parts of the jug, and

^ vahu sydm prajdyeye^tyd^di-srutibhih sr^teh prdn ndma'-riipa-vihhdgd^

bhdvena ehatvd-vasthdpannasya sUksma-cid^acid’-miista-brahmanah pascdn-ndma-

rupa^vtbhdgena ekatva-vasthd-'prakdna'^purvakamsthula-cid-acid-vaisi^tya^laksana^

vakutvd^pattir-hi prasphutam pratipadyate; sai^va hi brahmandh parindmo ndma;
prdg-avasthd^prahdnend^ vczsthd-ntara^prdpter eva parindmcL’-sabdd-rthatvdt, » . .

yaihd sarvam mrd^dravya-vikrti-bhutam ghata^di-karya-jatam kdrana-bkuta^

mrd-dravyd’ihinname va na tu dravyd-ntaram tathd brahmd*pi jagatah abhinnam

eva. Ku-drsti-dhvdnta-martanday p. 66.
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in that condition to consider them as two would be false; for they

attain their meaning only when they are taken as the parts of one

whole jug. When the Upanisads say that plurality is false, the im-

port of the text is that plurality attains its full meaning only in its

unified conception as parts of God, the Absolute.

The Sahkarites do not admit the theory of illusion as one thing

appearing as another {anyatha-khyati). According to them illusion

consists in the production of an indefinable illusory object. Such

an object appears to a person only at a particular moment when he

commits an error of perception. It cannot be proved that the il-

lusory object was not present at the time of the commission of

illusory perception. Under the circumstances the absence of that

object at other times cannot prove its falsity; for an object present

at one time and not present at another cannot indicate its false

nature. Falsity has then to be defined as relative to the perceiver

at the time of perception. When the perceiver has knowledge of the

true object, and knows also that one object is being perceived as

another object, he is aware of the falsity of his perception. But if

at the time of perception he has only one kind of knowledge and he

is not aware of any contradiction, his perception at any time cannot

be regarded as false. But since the dream experiences are notknown

to be self-contradictory in the same stage, the experience of conch-

shell-silver is not known to be illusory at the time of the illusion;

and as the world experience is uncontradicted at the time of our

waking consciousness, it cannot be regarded as false in the re-

spective stagesof experience . The falsehood of the dreamexperiences

therefore is only relative to the experience of another stage at another

time. In such a view of the Sahkarites everything becomes relative,

and there is no positive certainty regarding the experience of any

stage. According to the Buddhists and their scriptures, the notion of

Brahman is also false; and thus, ifwe consider their experience, the

notion of Brahman is also relatively true. In such a view we are

necessarily landed in a state of uncertainty from which there is no

escape’^.

^ Rangacarya wrote at least one other work called San-marga-dtpa which,

being of a ritu^stic nature, does not warrant any treatment in this work.



CHAPTER XXI

THE NIMBARKA school OF PHILOSOPHY

Teachers and Pupils of the Nimbarka School.

NimbArka, Nimbaditya or Niyamananda is said to have been a

Telugu Brahmin who probably lived in Nimba or Nimbapura in

the Bellary district. It is said in Harivyasadeva’s commentary on

Dasa-sloki that his father’s name was Jagannatha and his mother’s

name was Sarasvatl. But it is difficult to fix his exact date. Sir R. G.

Bhandarkar, in his Vaipmvism^ ^awism and Minor Religions

Systems, thinks that he lived shortly after Ramanuja. The argument

that he adduces is as follows: Harivyasadeva is counted in the

Guru-parampard list as the thirty-second teacher in succession from

Nimbarka, and Bhandarkar discovered a manuscript containing

this list which was written in Samvat 1806 or a.d. 1750 when

Damodara Gosvami was living. Allowing fifteen years for the life

of Damodara Gosvami we have a.d. 1765. Now the thirty-third

successor from Madhva died in A.D. 1876 and Madhva died in

A.D. 1276. Thus thirty-three successive teachers, on the Madhva

line, occupied 600 years. Applying the same test and deducting

600 years from a.d. 1765, the date of the thirty-third successor, we

have 1165 as the date of Nimbarka. This, therefore, ought to be

regarded as the date of Nimbarka’s death and it means that he died

sometime after Ramanuja and might have been his junior con-

temporary. Bhandarkar would thus put roughly eighteen years as

the pontifical period for each teacher. But Pandit Kisoradasa says

that in the lives of teachers written by Pandit Anantaram Deva-

carya the twelfth teacher from Nimbarka was bom in Samvat

1 1 12 or A.D. 1056, and applying the same test of eighteen years for

each teacher we have a.d. 868 as the date of Nimbarka, in which

case he is to be credited with having lived long before Ramanuja.

But from the internal examination of the writings of Nimbarka and

Srinivasa this would appear to be hardly credible. Again, in the

Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Private Libraries of the

North Western Provinces, Part i, Benares, 1874 (or N.W.P. Cata-

logue, MS. No. 274), Madhva-inuhha-mardana, deposited in the
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Madan Mohan Library, Benares, is attributed to Nimbarka. This

manuscript is not procurable on loan and has not been available to

the present writer. But if the account of the authors of the Cata-

logue is to be believed, Nimbarka is to be placed after Madhva.
One argument in support of this later date is to be found in the fact

that Madhava who lived in the fourteenth century did not make
any reference in his Sarva-darsana-samgraha, to Nimbarka*s

system, though he referred to all important systems of thought

known at the time. If Nimbarka had lived before the fourteenth

century there would have been at least some reference to him in the

Sarva-darsana-samgraha^ or by some of the writers of that time.

Dr Rajendra Lai Mitra, however, thinks that since Nimbarka refers

to the schools (sampraddya) of Sri, Brahma and Sanaka, he lived

later than Ramanuja, Madhva and even Vallabha. While there is no

positive, definite evidence that Nimbarka lived after Vallabha, yet

from the long list of teachers of his school it probably would not be

correct to attribute a very recent date to him. Again, on the as-

sumption that the Madhva-mukha-mardana was really written by
him as testified in the iV,WP. Catalogue^ one would be inclined to

place him towards the latter quarter of the fourteenth or the be-

ginning of the fifteenth century. Considering the fact that there

have been up till now about forty-three teachers from the time of

Nimbarka, this would mean that the pontifical period of each

teacher was on the average about ten to twelve years, which is not

improbable. An internal analysis of Nimbarka’s philosophy shows
its great indebtedness to Ramanuja’s system and even the style of

Nimbarka’s hhdsya in many places shows that it was modelled upon
the style of approach adopted by Ramanuja in his bhdsya. This is

an additional corroboration of the fact that Nimbarka must have

lived after Ramanuja.

The works attributed to him are as follows: (i) Vedanta-

pdrijdta-saurabha, (2) Dasa-slokL (3) Krsna-stava-rdja. (4) Guru-
paratnpard. (5) Madhva-mukha-mardana. (6) Vedanta-tattva-bodha,

(7) Vedanta-siddhanta-pradipa. (8) Sva-dharma-dhva-bodha, (9) Sri-

krsna-stava. But excepting the first three works all the rest exist in

MS. most ofwhich are not procurable^. Of these the present writer

^ Vedanta-’tattva^bodha exists in the Oudh Catalogue, 1877, 42 and vin. 24,
compiled by Pandit Deviprasad.

Vedantasiddhanta-^pradipa and Sva^dharma^dhoa-bodha occur in the Notices
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could secure only the Sva-dharyna-dhoa-hodha^ which is deposited
with the Bengal Asiatic Society. It is difficult to saywhether thiswork
was actually written by Nimbarka. In any case it must have been
considerably manipulated by some later followers of the Nimbarka
school, since it contains several verses interspersed, in which
Nimbarka is regarded as an avatdra and salutations are offered to

him. He is also spoken of in the third person, and views are
expressed as being Nimbdrka-matam which could not have come
from the pen of Nimbarka. The book contains reference to the
Kevala-bheda-vadi which must be a reference to the Madhva
school. It is a curious piece of work, containing various topics,

partly related and partly unrelated, in a very unmethodical style.

Tt contains references to the various schools of asceticism and
religion.

In the Guru-parampard list found in the Hardguru-stava-mdla
noted in Sir R. G. Bhandarkar’s Report of the Search for Sanskrit

Manuscripts 1882-1883, we find that Hamsa, the unity of Radha
and Krsna, is regarded as the first teacher of the Nimbarka school.

His pupil was Kumara of the form of four vyuhas, Kumara’s pupil

was Narada, the teacher of prema-bhakti in the Treta-yuga,
Nimbarka was the pupil of Narada and the incarnation of the

power (sudarsand) of Narayana. He is supposed to have introduced
the worship of Krsna in Dvapara-yuga. His pupil was Srinivasa,

who is supposed to be the incarnation of the conch-shell of

Narayana. Srinivasa’s pupil was Visvacarya, whose pupil was
Purusottama, who in turn had as his pupil Svarupacarya. These are

all described as devotees. Svarupacarya’s pupil was Madhavacarya,
who had a pupil Balabhadracarya, and his pupil was Padmacarya
who is said to have been a great controversialist, who travelled over

different parts of India defeating people in discussion. Padma-
carya’s pupil was Syamacarya, and his pupil was Gopalacarya, who
is described as a great scholar of the Vedas and the Vedanta. He
had as pupil Krpacarya, who taught Devacarya, who is described

as a great controversialist. Devacarya’s pupil was Sundara Bhatta,

and Sundara Bhatta’s pupil was Padmana Bhacarya. His pupil was
Upendra Bhatta; the succession of pupils is in the following order:

of Sanskrit Manuscripts, by R. L. Mitra, Nos. 2836 and 1216, and the Guru-
parampard in the Catalogue of Manuscripts in the Private Libraries of the N,W,P.,
Parts I—X, Allahabad, 1877—86.

D III 26



402 The Nimbdrka School of Philosophy [ch .

Ramacandra Bhatta, Krsna Bhatta, Padmakara Bhatta, Sravana

Bhatta, Bhuri Bhatta, Madhva Bhatta, Syama Bhatta, Gopala

Bhatta, Valabhadra Bhatta, Gopinatha Bhatta (who is described

as a greatcontroversialist), Kesava, Gahgala Bhatta, Ke^avaKasmiri,

§ii Bhatta and Harix^asadeva. Up to Harivyasadeva apparently

all available lists of teachers agree with one another ;
but after him

it seems that the school split into two and we have two different

lists of teachers. Bhandarkar has fixed the date for Hari-

vyasadeva as the thirty-second teacher after Nimbarka. The date

of Harivyasadeva and his successor in one branch line, Damodara

Gosvami, has been fixed as 1750-1755. After Harivyasadeva we
have, according to some lists, Parasuramadeva, Harivam^adeva,

Narayanadeva, Vrndavanadeva and Govindadeva. According to

another list we have Svabhuramadeva after Harivyasadeva, and

after him Karmaharadeva, Mathuradeva, Syamadeva, Sevadeva,

Naraharideva, Dayaramadeva, Purnadeva, Manisideva, Radha-

krsna^aranadeva, Harideva and Vrajabhusanasaranadeva who was

living in 1924 and Santadasa VavajI who died in 1935. A study of

the list of teachers gives fairly convincing proof that on the average

the pontifical period of each teacher was about fourteen years. If

Harivyasadeva lived in 1750 and Santadasa Vavaji who was the

thirteenth teacher from Harivyasadeva died in 1935, the thirteen

teachers occupied a period of 185 years. This would make the

average pontifical period for each teacher about fourteen years.

By backward calculation from Harivyasadeva, putting a period

of fourteen years for each teacher, we have for Nimbarka a

date which would be roughly about the middle of the fourteenth

century.

Nimbarka’s commentary of the Brahma-sutras is called the

Vedanta-parijata-saurabha as has been already stated. A com-
mentary on it, called the Vedanta-kaustuhha, was written by his

direct disciple Srinivasa. Kesava-kasmiri Bhafta, the disciple of

Mukunda, wrote a commentary on the Vedanta-kaustiibha, called

the Vedanta-kaustubha-prabha. He also is said to have written a

commentary on the Bhagavad-gtta, called the Tattva-prakaiikd, a

commentary on the tenth skanda of Bhagavata-purd^ called the

Tattva-prakaHka-veda-stuti-tikd, andacommentaryonthe Taittrlya

XJpanisad called the Taittrlya-prakasikd. He also wrote a work
called Krama^dtpikd, which was commented upon by Govinda



XXI] Teachers and Pupils of the Nimbdrka School 403

Bhattacarya^. The Krama-dlpika is a work of eight chapters dealing
mainly with the ritualistic parts of the Nimbarka school of religion.

This work deals very largely with various kinds of Mantras and
meditations on them. Srinivasa also wrote a work called Laghu-
stava-raja-stotra in which he praises his own teacher Nimbarka. It

has been commented upon by Purusottama Prasada, and the com-
mentary is called Guru-bhakti-mandakini. The work Veddnta-
siddhanta-pradipa attributed to Nimbarka seems to be a spurious
work so far as can be judged from the colophon of the work and
from the summary of the contents given in R. L. Mitra’s Notices

of Sanskrit Manuscripts (MS. No. 2826). It appears that the book
is devoted to the elucidation of the doctrine of monistic Vedanta
of the school of Sankara. Nimbarka’s Dasa-sloki, called also

Siddhanta-ratna, had at least three commentaries: Veddnta-ratna-
manjusd, by Purusottama Prasada; Laghu-mdnjusa, the author
of which is unknown; and a commentary by Harivyasa muni.
Purusottama Prasada wrote a work called Veddnta-ratna-manjusa
as a commentary on the Dasa-slokl of Nimbarka, and also Guru-
bhakti-rnandakint commentary as already mentioned. He wrote also a
commentary on the Srl-krpm-stava of Nimbarka in twenty chapters

called Sruty-anta-sura-druma, and also Stotra-trayl^. The dis-

cussions contained in the conunentary are more or less of the same
nature as those found in Para-paksa-giri-vajra, which has been
already described in a separate section. The polemic therein is

mainly directed against Sankara vedanta. Purusottama also strongly

criticizes Rammuja’s view in which the impure cit and acit are

regarded as parts of Brahman possessed of the highest and noblest

qualities, and suggests the impossibility of this. According to the

Nimbarka school the individual selves are different from Brahman.
Their identity is only in the remote sense inasmuch as the indivi-

dual selves cannot have any separate existence apart from God.
Purusottama also criticizes the dualists, the Madhvas. The dualistic

texts have as much force as the identity texts, and therefore on the

strength of the identity texts we have to admit that the world exists

in Brahman, and on the strength of the duality texts we have to

^ This Kesava KS^mirl Bhatta seems to be a very different person from the
Kesava KSsmirl who is said to have had a discussion with Caitanya as described
in the Caitanya^caritdmrta,

* The Srl’-krsna-stava had another commentary on it called Sruti-siddhanta-
manjarly the writer of which is unknown.

26-2
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admit that the world is different from Brahman. The real meaning of

the view that God is the material cause of the world is that though

everything springs from Him, yet the nature of God remains the

same in spite of all His productions. The energy of God exists

in God and though He produces everything by the diverse kinds

of manifestations of His energies, He remains unchanged in His

Selfi.

Purusottama makes reference to Devacarya’s Siddhanta-

jdhnavi, and therefore lived after him. According to Pandit

Kisoradasa’s introduction to Sruty-anta-sura-druma, he was bom
in 1623 and was the son of Narayana Sarma. The present writer is

unable to substantiate this view. According to Pandit Kisoradasa

he was a pupil of Dharmadevacarya.® Devacarya wrote a com-
mentary on the Brdhma-sutras called the Siddhanta-jdhnavl, on
which Sundara Bhatta wrote a commentary called the Siddhanta-

setukd.

A General Idea of Nimbarka’s Philosophy.

According to Nimbarka, the inquiry into the nature of Brahman
can take place only after one has studied the literature that deals

with the Vedic duties leading to various kinds of beneficial results

and discovered that they are all vitiated by enjoyment and cannot
bring about a state of eternal bliss. After such a discovery, and
after the seeker has learnt in a general manner from the various

religious texts that the realization of Brahman leads to the un-
changeable, eternal and ever-constant state of bliss, he becomes
anxious to attain it through the grace of God and approaches his

teacher with affection and reverence for instmction regarding the

^ yathd ca hhumes tatha-bhuta-sakti-matyd osadhindm janma-mdtram tathd
sarva--kdryo-tpddand-rha-laksand’-cintydnnanta-sarva~‘Sakter aksara-padarthad
brahmano visvam sambhavatf ti; yadd sva-svd’-bhdvikd-lpd^dhika-sdtisaya-saktima-
dbhyo* cetanebhyas tat-tac-chaktya-nusdrena sva-sva~kdrya-bhdvd-pattavapi apra-
cyuta-sva-rupatvcim pratyaksa-pratridna'-siddham, tarhy a(Antya~sarvd^cintya-*
visvdkhya-kdryo-tpddand-rha’-saktimato bhagavata ukta-rltyd jagad-bhdvd-^
pattaidapya-^pracyuta-sva-rupatvam him asdkyam itu . , . sakti-viksepa-sam-
haranasya parindma^sabda-vdcyatvd-bhiprdyena kvacit parindmo-ktik. sva-rupa’'
panndmd^bhdvas ca pdrvam eva nirupitah; sakteh sakti-mato" prthak-siddhatvdt,
(^Sruty-^anta^sura-drumai pp. 73—74,)

® PanditKisoradasa contradicts himselfinhisintroduction to Veddnta-manjtisd
and it seems that the dates he gives are of a more or less fanciful character.
Pandit Kisoradasa further says that Devacarya lived in a.d. 1055. This would
place Nimbarka prior even to P^manuja, which seems very improbable.
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nature of Brahman. The Brahman is Sri Krsna, who is omniscient,

omnipotent, the ultimate cause, and the all-pervading Being. Such
a Being can be realized only through a constant effort to permeate

oneself with His nature by means of thought and devotion. The
import of the first aphorism of the Brahma-sutra consists in the

imposition of such a duty on the devotee, namely, the constant

effort at realizing the nature of Brahman^. The pupil listens to the

instruction of his teacher who has a direct realization of the nature

of Brahman and whose words are therefore pregnant with his con-

crete experience. He tries to understand the import and meaning

of the instruction of his teacher which is technically called sravana.

This is indeed different from the ordinary accepted meaning of the

sravana in the Sankara literature where it is used in the sense of

listening to the Upanisadic texts. The next step is called manana—
the process of organizing one’s thought so as to facilitate a favour-

able mental approach towards the truths communicated by the

teacher in order to rouse a growing faith in it. The third step is

called nididhyasana—^the process of marshalling one’s inner

psychical processes by constant meditation leading ultimately to a

permanent conviction and experiences of the truths inspired and

communicated by the teacher. It is the fruitful culmination of the

last process that brings about the realization of the nature of

Brahman, The study of the nature of the Vedic duties, technically

called dhartna, and their inefiicacy, rouses a desire for the know-

ledge of the nature of Brahman leading to eternal bliss. As a means

to that end the pupil approaches the teacher who has a direct ex-

perience of the nature of Brahman. The revelation of the nature of

the Brahman in the pupil is possible through a process of spiritual

communication of which sravaria^ manana and iiididhy^ana are the

three moments.

According to Nimbarka’s philosophy which is a type of

Bheda’-hheda-vada^ that is, the theory of the Absolute as Unity-in-

difference, Brahman or the Absolute has transformed itself into the

world of matter and spirits. Just as the life-force orprana manifests

itself into the various conative and cognitive sense-functions, yet

keeps its own independence, integrity and difference from them,

^ As the nature of this duty is revealed through the text of the Brahmaputra

^

namely, that the Brahma-hood can be attained only by such a process of n/dt-

dhydsana, it is called the apurva-vidfu.
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so the Brahman also manifests itself through the numberless spirits

and matter without losing itself in them. Just as the spider spins

out of its own self its web and yet remains independent of it, so the

Brahman also has split itself up into the numberless spirits and
matter butremains in its fullness and purity. The very existence and
movement of the spirits and indeed all their operations are said to

dependupon 'QT3hxaaxi{tad-ayatta-sthiti-purvika) inthe sensethatthe

Brahman is both the material and the determining cause ofthem all^.

In the scriptures we hear of dualistic and monistic texts, and
the only way in which the claims of both these types of texts can be
reconciled is by coming to a position of compromise that the

Brahman is at once different from and identical with the world of

spirits and matter. The nature of Brahman is regarded as such that

it is at once one with and different from the world of spirits and
matter, not by any imposition or supposition, but as the specific

peculiarity of its spiritual nature. It is on this account that this

Bheda-bheda doctrine is called the svdbhavika hheda-hheda-vada. In
the pure dualistic interpretation of the Vedanta the Brahman is to

be regarded only as the determining cause and as such the claims

of all texts that speak of the Brahman as the material cause or of the

ultimate identity of the spirits with the Brahman are to be dis-

regarded. The monistic view of the Vedanta is also untenable, for a

pure differenceless qualityless consciousness as the ultimate reality

is not amenable to perception, since it is super-sensible, nor to

inference, since it is devoid of any distinctive marks, nor also to

scriptural testimony, as no words can signify it. The supposition

that, just as one’s attention to the moon may be drawn in an in-

direct manner by perceiving the branch of a tree with which the
moon may be in a line, so the nature of Brahman also may be ex-

pressed by demonstrating other concepts which are more or less

contiguous or associated with it, is untenable; for in the above
illustration the moon and the branch of the tree are both sensible

objects, whereas Brahman is absolutely super-sensible. Again, if

it is supposed that Brahman is amenable to logical proofs, then also

this supposition would be false; for all that is amenable to proofs
or subject to any demonstration is false. Further, if it is not
amenable to any proof, the Brahman would be chimerical as the

1 gritiivasa’s commentary on Nimbarka’s VedSnta-parijata-saurabha on
Brahma-sutra^ i. i. 1-3.
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hare’s horn. If it is held that, Brahman being self-luminous, no

proofs are required for its demonstration, then all the scriptural

texts describing the nature of Brahman would be superfluous.

Moreover, the pure qualityless Brahman being absolutely un-

associated with any kind of impurity has to be regarded as being

eternally free from any bondage, and thus all scriptural texts giving

instruction in the methods for the attainment of salvation would be

meaningless. The reply of the Sankarites, that all duality though

false has yet an appearance and serves practical purposes, is un-

tenable
;
for when the scriptures speak of the destruction of bondage

they mean that it was a real bondage and its dissolution is also a real

one. Again, an illusion is possible in a locus only when it has some

specific as well as some general characters, and the illusion takes

place only when the object is known in a general manner without

any of its specific attributes. But if the Brahman is absolutely

qualityless, it is impossible that it should be the locus of any

illusion. Again, since it is difficult to explain how the ajndna should

have any support or object {diraya or visayd)^ the illusion itself

becomes inexplicable. The Brahman being of the nature of pure

knowledge can hardly be supposed to be the support or object of

ajndna. The jlva also being itself a product of ajndna cannot be

regarded as its support. Moreover, since Brahman is of the nature

of pure illumination and ajndna is darkness, the former cannot

legitimately be regarded as the support of the latter, just as the sun

cannot be regarded as the supporter of darkness.

The operation that results in the formation of illusion cannot be

regarded as being due to the agency of ajndna^ for ajndna is devoid

of consciousness and cannot, therefore, be regarded as an agent.

The agency cannot also be attributed to Brahman because it is pure

and static. Again, the false appearance of Brahman as diverse un-

desirable phenomena such as a sinner, an animal, and the like, is

inexplicable; for if the Brahman is always conscious and inde-

pendent it cannot be admitted to allow itself to suffer through the

undesirable states which one has to experience in various animal

lives through rebirth. If the Brahman has no knowledge of such

experiences, then it is to be regarded as ignorant and its claim to

self-luminosity fails. Again, if ajndna is regarded as an existent

entity, there is the change to dualism, and if it is regarded as non-

existent then it cannot hide the nature of Brahman. Further, if
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Brahman is self-luminous, how can it be hidden and how can there

be any illusion about it? If the conch-shell shines forth in its own
nature, there cannot be any misperception of its nature as a piece

of silver. Again, if the nature of Brahman is admitted to be hidden

by ajuanuy the question that naturally arises is whether the ajnana

veils the nature of the Brahman as a whole or in part. The former

supposition is impossible, for then the world would be absolutely

h\ind2Jidd2iT^{jagad-dndhya-prasangdt), and the latter is impossible,

for the Brahman is a homogeneous entity and has no characters or

parts. It is admitted by the monists to be absolutely qualityless and

partless. If it is held that ordinarily only the '‘bliss’’ part of the

Brahman is hidden by ajnana whereas the “being” part remains

unveiled, then that would mean that Brahman is divisible in parts

and the falsity of the Brahman would be demonstrable by such in-

ferences as: Brahman is false, because it has parts like the jug

(brahma mithyd sdmsatvdty ghatadivat).

In reply to the above objections it may be argued that the ob-

jections against ajnana are inadmissible, for the ajhdna is absolutely

false knowledge. Just as an owl perceives utter darkness, even in

bright sunlight, so the intuitive perception “I am ignorant” is

manifest to all. Anantarama, a follower of the Nimbarka school,

raises further objections against such a supposition in his Vedanta-

tattva-hodha. He says that this intuitively felt “I” in “I am
ignorant” cannot be pure knowledge, for pure knowledge cannot

be felt as ignorant. It cannot be mere egoism, for then the ex-

perience would be “the egoism is ignorant.” If by “ego” one

means the pure self, then such a self cannot be experienced before

emancipation. The ego-entity cannot be something different from
both pure consciousness and ajnana^ for such an entity must doubt-

less be an effect of ajhdna which cannot exist before the association

of the ajhdna with Brahman. The reply of the Sankarites that

ajhdna^ being merely false imagination, cannot affect the nature of

the Brahman, the abiding substratum (adhisthdna)^ is also inad-

missible; for if the ajhdna be regarded as false imagination there

must be someone who imagines it. But such an imagination cannot
be attributed to either of the two possible entities. Brahman or the

ajhdna\ for the former is pure qualityless which cannot therefore

imagine and the latter is inert and unconscious and therefore de-

void of all imagination. It is also wrong to suppose that Brahman
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as pure consciousness has no intrinsic opposition to ajnana^ for

there can be no knowledge which is not opposed to ignorance.

Therefore the Sankarites are not in a position to demonstrate any

entity which they mean by the intuition in “I am ignorant.”

The final conclusion from the Nimbarka point of view therefore

is that it is inadmissible to accept any ajndna as a world-principle

producing the world-appearance by working in co-operation with

the Brahman, The ajndna or ignorance is a quality of individual

beings or selves who are by nature different from Brahman but are

under its complete domination. They are eternal parts of it, atomic

in nature, and are of limited powers. Being associated with be-

ginningless chains of karma they are naturally largely blinded in

their outlook on knowledge^.

The Sankarites affirm that, through habitual failure in dis-

tinguishing between the real nature of the self and the not-self,

mis-perceptions, misapprehensions and illusions occur. The ob-

jection of Anantarama against such an explanation is that such a

failure cannot be attributed either to Brahman or to ajndna. And
since all other entities are but later products of illusion, they cannot

be responsible for producing the illusion^.

In his commentary Sankara had said that the pure conscious-

ness was not absolutely undemonstrable, since it was constantly

being referred to by our ego-intuitions. To this the objection that

naturally arises is that the entity referred to by our ego-intuitions

cannot be pure consciousness; for then the pure consciousness

would have the characteristic of an ego—a view which is favourable

to the Nimbarka but absolutely unacceptable to the Sankarites.

If it is held to be illusory, then it has to be admitted that the ego-

intuition appears when there is an illusion. But by supposition the

illusion can only occur when there is an ego-intuition®. Here is

then a reasoning in a circle. The defence that reasoning in a circle

can be avoided on the supposition that the illusory imposition is

beginningless is also unavailing. For the supposition that illusions

as such are beginningless is false, as it is well known that illusions

^ paramd^tma-bhinno^lpa-saktis tad-adhlnah sandtanas tad-amsa-bhuto*

iiddi-karmd-tmikd-vidyd-vrta‘-dharina'‘bhUtd’’jndno jiva-ksetrajna-di-sabda-^bki-

dheyas tat-pratyayd-sraya iti, Vedanta-tattva-bodhat p. is.

^ Ibid. p. 13.
® adhyastattve tu adhydse sati bhasarndnatvanty tasmin salt sa tty anyonyd’-

haya~dosah. Ibid. p. 14.
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are possible only through the operation of the subconscious im-

pressions of previous valid cognitions^. Again, the reflection of the

pure consciousness in the ajnana is impossible, for reflections can

take place only between two entities which have the same order of

existence. From other considerations also the illusion has to be

regarded as illegitimate. Illusions take place as the result of certain

physical conditions such as contact, defect of the organs of per-

ception, the operation of the subconscious impressions, etc. These

conditions are all absent in the supposed case of the illusion in-

volved in the ego-intuition.

The Sahkarites describedmdyd as indefinable. By ‘
‘ indefinable

they mean something that appears in perception but is ultimately

contradicted. The Sankarites define falsehood or non-existence as

that which is liable to contradiction. The phenomena of mdyd

appear in experience and are therefore regarded as existent. They
are liable to contradiction and are therefore regarded as non-

existent. It is this unity of existence and non-existence in mdyd that

constitutes its indefinability. To this Anantarama’s objection is that

contradiction does not imply non-existence. As a particular object,

say a jug, may be destroyed by the stroke of a club, so one know-

ledge can destroy another. The destruction of the jug by the stroke

of the club does not involve the supposition that the jug was non-

existent. So the contradiction of the prior knowledge by a later one

does not involve the non-existence or falsity of the former. All

cognitions are true in themselves, though some of them may
destroy another. This is what the Nimbarkists mean by the

sat-'hhydti of knowledge. The theory of sat^khydti with them means
that all knowledge {khydti) is produced by some existent objects,

whichare to be regarded as its C2case{sad‘dhetukd khydti^ sat-khydti).

According to such a view, therefore, the illusory knowledge must
have its basic cause in some existent object. It is wrong also to

suppose that false or non-existent objects can produce effects on
the analogy that the illusory cobra may produce fear and even

death. For here it is not the illusory cobra that produces fear but

the memory of a true snake. It is wrong therefore to suppose that

the illusory world-appearance may be the cause of our bondage.

Since illusions are not possible, it is idle to suppose that all our

adhyaso na^nddihiy purva’-pramd-hitasamskdra^janyatvdt, Veddnta-tattva-
hodka, p. 14.
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1

perceptxial, inferential, and other kinds of cognitions are produced
as associated with an ego through sheer illusion. Right knowledge
is to be regarded as a characteristic quality of the self and the pro-

duction of knowledge does not need the intervention of a vrtti. The
ajnana which prevents the flashing in of knowledge is our karma
which is in accumulation from beginningless time. Through the

operation of the sense-organs our selves expand outside us and are

filled with the cognition of the sense-objects. It is for this reason

that when the sense-organs are not in operation the sense-objects

do not appear in cognition, as in the state of sleep. The self is thus

a real knower {jndtd) and a real agent (kartd)^ and its experiences as

a knower and as an agent should on no account be regarded as the

result of a process of illusion^.

The self is of the nature of pure consciousness, but it should

yet be regarded as the real knower. The objection that what is

knowledge cannot behave in a different aspect as a knower, just as

water cannot be mixed with water and yet remain distinct from it,

is regarded by the Nimbarkists as invalid. As an illustration

vindicating the Nimbarka position, Purusottama, in his Vedanta-

ratna-manjnsd^ refers to the case of the sun which is both light

and that from which light emanates. Even when a drop of water

is mixed with another drop the distinction of the drops, both

quantitative and qualitative, remains, though it may not be so

apprehended. The mere non-apprehension of difference is no proof

that the two drops have merged into identity. On the other hand,

since the second drop has its parts distinct from the first one it must

be regarded as having a separate existence, even when the two drops

are mixed. The character as knower must be attributed to the self;

for the other scheme proposed by the Sankarites, that the character

as knower is due to the reflection of the pure consciousness in the

vrtti^ is inefficacious. The sun that is reflected in water as an image

cannot be regarded as a glowing orb by itself. Moreover, reflection

can only take place between two visible objects; neither pure

consciousness nor the antahkarana-vrtti can be regarded as visible

objects justifying the assumption of reflection.

The ego-intuition refers directly to the self and there is no

illusion about it. The ego-intuition thus appears to be a continuous

revelation of the nature of the self. After deep dreamless sleep one

^ Vedanta^tattva-bodhay p. so.
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says “ I slept so well that I did not know even myself.” But this

should not be interpreted as the absence of the ego-intuition or the

revelation of the self. The experience “I did not know myself”

refers to the absence of the intuition of the body and the mental

psychosis, but it does not indicate that the self-conscious self had

ever ceased to shine by itself. The negation involved in the denial

of the perception of one’s self during dreamless sleep refers to the

negation of certain associations (say, of the body, etc.) with which

the ego ordinarily links itself. Similar experience of negation can

also be illustrated in such expressions as “ I was not so long in the

room,” “ I did not live at that time,” etc., where negations refer to

the associations of the ego and not to the ego. The self is not only

to be regarded as expressed in the ego-intuition, but it is also to be

regarded as distinct from the knowledge it has. The perception of

the self continues not only in the state of dreamless sleep but also

in the state of emancipation, and even God in His absolute freedom

is conscious of Himself in His super-ego intuition. He is also all-

Merciful, the supreme Instructor, and the presiding deity of all our

understanding. Like individual selves God is also the agent, the

creator of the universe. If the Brahman were not an agent by
nature, then He could not have been the creator of the universe,

even with the association of the maya conditions. Unlike Brahman

the activity of the individual souls has to depend upon the operation

of the conative organs for its manifestation. The self also really ex-

periences the feelings of pleasure and pain. The existence and
agency of the human souls, however, ultimately depend on the will

of God. Yet there is no reason to suppose that God is partial or

cruel because He makes some suffer and others enjoy; for He is like

the grand master and Lord who directs different men differently

and awards suffering and enjoyment according to their individual

deserts. The whole idea is that though God awards suffering and
enjoyment to individuals and directs their actions according to their

deserts. He is not ultimately bound by the law of karma, and may
by His grace at any time free them from their bondage. The law of

karma is a mechanical law and God as the superintendent decides

each individual case. He is thus the dispenser of the laws of karma
but is not bound by it’^. The human souls are a part of the

^ na vayam brahma-niyantrtvasya karma-sapekfattvam brumak, kintu
punya-di-karma-karayitrtve tat-phala-dStrtve ca. Vedanta-ratna-manjti^a, p. 14.
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nature of God and as such are dependent on Him for their essence,

existence, and activities {tad-ayatta-svarupa-sthiti-purvikdh). God
being the ultimate truth, both the human souls and inanimate

nature attain their essence and existence by virtue of the fact that

they are parts ofHim and participate in His nature. They are there-

fore entirely dependent on Him for their existence and all their

operations.

The individual souls are infinite in number and atomic in size.

But though atomic in size they can at the same time cognize the

various sensations in various parts of the body through all-pervading

knowledge which exists in them as their attribute. Though atomic

and partless in their nature, they are completely pervaded by God
through His all-pervading nature. The atomic souls are associated

with the beginningless girdle of karma which is the cause of the

body, and are yet through the grace of God finally emancipated

when their doubts are dissolved by listening to the instructions of

the sdstras from the teachers, and by entering into a deep meditation

regarding the true essence of God by which they are ultimately

merged in Him. God is absolutely free in extending His mercy and

grace. But it so happens that He actually extends them to those

who deserve them by their good deeds and devotion. God in His

transcendence is beyond His three natures as souls, the world and

even as God. In this His pure and transcendent nature He is

absolutely unaffected by any changes, and He is the unity of pure

being, bliss and consciousness. In His nature as God He realizes

His own infinite joy through the infinite souls which are but con-

stituent parts of Him. The experiences of individuals are therefore

contained in Him as constituents of Him because it is by His own
iksana or self-perceiving activity that the experiences of the indi-

vidual selves can be accounted for. The existence and the process

of all human experience are therefore contained and controlled by
Him. The individual selves are thus in one sense different from

Him and in another sense but constituent parts of Him. In Bhas-

kara’s philosophy the emphasis was on the aspect of unity, since

the differences were due to conditions (upadhi). But though

Nimbarka’s system is to be counted as a type of Bheda-bheda

or Dvaita-dvaita theory, the emphasis here is not merely on the part

of the unity but on the difference as well. As a part cannot be

different from the whole, so the individual souls can never be dif-
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ferent from God. But, in the state of bondage the individuals are

apt to forget their aspects of unity with God and feel themselves

independent in all their actions and experiences. When by absolute

self-abnegation springing from love the individual feels himself to

be absolutely controlled and regulated by God and realizes himself

to be a constituent of Him, he loses all his interests in his actions

and is not affected by them. The ultimate ideal, therefore, is to

realize the relation with God, to abnegate all actions, desires and

motives, and to feel oneself as a constituent of Him. Such a being

never again comes within the grasp of mundane bondage and lives

in eternal bliss in his devotional contemplation of God. The de-

votee in the state of his emancipation feels himself to be one with

God and abides inHim as a part of His energy {tat-tddatmya-nuhha-

va-purvakam visvarupe hhagavati tac-chdktya-tmana avasthanamf-.

Thus, even in the state of emancipation, there is a difference be-

tween the emancipated beings and God, though in this state they

are filled with the utmost bliss. With the true realization of the

nature of God and one’s relation with Him, all the three kinds of

karma {sancita, kriyamdna and drabdha) are destroyed^. Avidya in

this system means ignorance of one’s true nature and relationship

with God which is the cause of his karma and his association with

the body, senses and the subtle matter^. The prarahdha karma, or

the karma which is in a state of fructification, may persist through

the present life or through other lives if necessary, for until their

fruits are reaped the bodiless emancipation cannot be attained^.

Sainthood consists in the devotional state consisting of a continual

and unflinching meditation on the nature ofGod {dhydna-paripdkena

dhruva-smrti-para-bhakty-akhya-jnana-dhigame). Such a saint be-

comes free from the tainting influence of all deeds committed and

collected before and all good or bad actions that may be performed

later on {tatra uttara-bhamnah kriyamaruisya papasya aslesah

tat-prag-hhutasyasandtasya tasyandsah. Veddnta-kaustvbha-prabha,

IV. I. 13). The regular caste duties and the duties of the various

stages of life help the rise of wisdom and ought therefore always to

be performed, even when the wisdom has arisen; for the flame of

^ Para-paksa-giri-vajra, p. 591.
® Ibid, p. 598. ® Ibid,
* viduso vidyd-mdhdtmydt sancita-hriyamdnayor dslesa-vindsau^ prarabdhasya

tu karmano bhogena vindsaky tatra prarabdhasya etac charlrena itara’-sarirair vd
bhuktvd vindsdn-moksa iti samksepah. Ibid, p. 583.
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this light has always to be kept burning (tasmat vidyo-dayaya svd--

hama-’karrnd-gnihotrd-di’’rupam grhasthena^ tapofapd-dini karmdni

uYdhva-retohhir anustheydni iti siddhani). But the conglomeration of

deeds which has started fructifying must fructify and the results of

such deeds have to be reaped by the saint either in one life or in many
lives as the case may be. The realization of Brahman consists in the

unflinching meditation on the nature of God and the participation

in Him as His constituent which is the same thing as the establish-

ment of a continuous devotional relationship with Him. This is in-

dependent of the ontological fusion and return in Him which may
happen as a result of the complete destruction of the fructifying

deeds {prdrahdha karma) through their experiences in the life of the

saint (vidyd’-yoni^sartra) or in other lives that may follow. A saint,

after the exhaustion of his fructifying deeds, leaves his gross body
through the susumnd nerve in his subtle body, and going beyond

the material regions {prdkrta'-mandala) reaches the border region

—

the river virajd—^between the material regions and the universe of

Visnu^. Here he leaves aside his subtle body in the supreme being

and enters into the transcendent essence of God {Vedanta-

kaustubha-prabhd, iv. 2. 15). The emancipated beings thus exist in

God as His distinct energies and may again be employed by Him
for His own purposes. Such emancipated beings, however, are

never sent down by God for carrying on an earthly existence.

Though the emancipated beings become one with God, they have

no control over the affairs of the world, which are managed entirely

by God HimselP,

Though it is through the will of God that we enjoy the dream
experiences and though He remains the controller and abides in us

through all stages of our experiences, yet He is never tainted by the

imperfections of our experiental existence {Vedanta-kanstubha and

its commentary Prabha, in. 2. ii). The objects of our experiences

are not in themselves pleasurable or painful, but God makes them
so to us in accordance with the reward and punishment due to us

according to our good or bad deeds. In themselves the objects are

^ para-loka-gamane dehad utsarpana-samaye eva vidusah punya-pape nira-

vahsam kslyate, . . . vidyd hi sva-samarthydd eva sva-phala-hhuta'-hrahma^prdpti-

pratipadandya

.

. . enam deva-ydnena pathdgamayitum suksma-sariram sthdpayati.

Vedanta-kaustubha-prabha, iii. 3. 27,
^ muktasya tu para~brahma~sddharmye*pi nikhila-cetand-cetana-patitva-

tan-niyantrtva^tad-vidhdrakatva-sarva-gatatvd-dy-asambhavdt jagad-vyapara-
varjam aisvaryam. Ibid. iv. 4. 20.
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but indifferent entities and are neither pleasurable nor painful

{Vedanta-kaustubha’-prabha, iii. 2. 12). The relation of God and
the world is like that of a snake and its coiled existence. The coiled

{kundala) condition of a snake is neither different from it nor

absolutely identical with it. So God’s relation with the individuals

also is like that of a lamp and its light {prabha-tadvator iva) or like

the sun and the illumination {prakdsa). God remains unchanged in

Himself and only undergoes transformation through His energies as

conscious {cic-^chakti) and unconscious (acic-chaktiy-

.

As the indivi-

duals cannot have any existence apart from Brahman, so the material

world also cannot have any existence apart from him. It is in this

sense that the material world is a part or constituent of God and is

regarded as being one with God. But as the nature of the material

world is different from the nature of God, it is regarded as different

from Him^.

The Vedic duties of caste and stages of life are to be performed
for the production of the desire of vjisdom {yividisa), but once the

true wisdom is produced there is no further need of the per-

formance of the duties {Ibid, ill. 4. 9). The wise man is never
affected by the deeds that he performs. But though ordinarily the

performance of the duties is helpful to the attainment of wisdom,
this is not indispensable, and there are many who achieve wisdom
without going through the customary path of caste duties and the

duties attached to stages of life.

Controversy with the Monists by Madhava Mukunda.

{d) The Main Thesis and the Ultimate End in Advaita
Vedanta are Untenable,

Madhava Mukunda, supposed to be a native of the village of
Arunaghati, Bengal, wrote a work called Para-paksa-giri-vajra or
Harda-sancayay in which he tried to show from various points of

^ ananta^guna-saktimato brahma^ah partndmi^svabhdvd^cic-chaktefi sthuld-
vasthdydm satydm tad-antard-tmatvena tatrd*vasthdnepi parirtdmasya sakti-
gatatvdt svarupe parindmd-hhdvdt kuridala^drstdnto na dosa-vahah aprthak-
dddhatvena abhede^pi bheda-jndpand-rthah, Veddnta’-kaustuhha-prahhd, in. 2. 29.

jlvavat prthak-sthity~anarha-vise§anatvena add-vastuno brahmd'msatvam
vid^ta-vastv’-eka^deiatvena ahheda-vyavahdro mukhyah visesar^a-visesyayoh sva-
rUpa-svabhava-'bhedena ca bheda-vyavaharo mukhyah. Ibid, in. 2. 30.
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view the futility of the monistic interpretation of Vedanta by
Sankara and his followers.

He says that the Sahkarites are interested in demonstrating the

identityof the individuals with BrBhm^n(jtva-brahmai^kya) and this

forms the principal subject-matter of all their discussions. This

identity may be illusory or not. In the former case duality or

plurality would be real, and in the latter case, i.e. if identity be real,

then the duality presupposed in the identification must also be
real^. It is not the case of the single point of an identity that

Safikarites are interested in, but in the demonstration of an

identification of the individuals with Brahman. The demonstration

of identity necessarily implies the reality of the negation of the

duality. If such a negation is false, the identification must also be
false, for it is on the reality of the negation that the reality of the

identification depends. If the negation of duality be real, then the

duality must also be real in some sense and the identification can

imply the reality of the negation only in some particular aspect.

The objections levelled by the Sankarites against the admission

of ‘duality” or “difference’’ as a category are, firstly, that the

category of difference (bheda) being by nature a relation involves

two poles and hence it cannot be identical in nature with its locus

in which it is supposed to subsist (bhedasya na adhikarana’-svaru--

patvani). Secondly, that if “difference” is different in nature from
its locus, then a second grade of “difference” has to be introduced

and this would imply another grade of difference and so on ad
infinitum. Thus we have a vicious infinite. To the first objection,

the reply is that “difference” is not relational in nature with this

or that individual locus, but with the concept of the locus as such
{hhutalatvd-dina nirapeksatm^pi adhikarandtmakatvena sdpeksatve

ksater abhdvdtfi. The charge ofvicious infinite bythe introduction of
differences of differences is invalid, for all differences are identical

in nature with their locus. [So in the case of a series of differences the

nature of each difference becomes well defined and the viciousness

of the infinite series vanishes. In the instance “there is a jug on the

ground” the nature of the difference of the jug is jugness, whereas
in the case of the difference of the difference, the second order of

^ dvitlye aikya-pratiyogika’-bhedasyapdramdrthikatva-prasangdt. Para-pak^a*-
giri-vajray p. 12.

^ Ibid. p. 14.

Din 27
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difference has a separate specification as a special order of dif-

ferenceness. Moreover, since difference reveals only the particular

modes of the objects, these difficulties cannot arise. In perceiving

difference we do not perceive difference as an entity different from

the two objects between which it is supposed to subsist^. One
might equally well find such a fault of mutual dependence on the

identification of Brahman with jtva, since it depends upon the

identification of the jiva with the Brahman.

A further discussion of the subject shows that there cannot be

any objections against “differences” on the score of their being

produced, for they merely subsist and are not produced; or on the

possibility of their being known, for if differences were never per-

ceived the Sankarites would not have been so anxious to remove
the so-called illusions or mis-perception of differences, or to mis-

spend their energies in trying to demonstrate that Brahman was
different from all that was false, material and the like; and the saint

also would not be able to distinguish between what was eternal and
transitory. Again, it is held that there is a knowledge which contra-

dicts the notion of difference. But if this knowledge itself involves

difference it caimot contradict it. Whatever may signify anything

must do so by restricting its signification to it, and all such re-

striction involves difference. Even the comprehension that demon-
strates the illusoriness of “difference” (e.g. this is not difference,

or there is no difference here, etc.) proves the existence of “dif-

ference.” Moreover, a question may be raised as to whether the

notion that contradicts difference is itself comprehended as dif-

ferent from difference or not. In the former case the validity of the

notion leaves “difference” unmolested and in the second case,

i.e. if it is not comprehended as different from “difference,” it be-
comes identical with it and cannot contradict it.

If it is contended that in the above procedure an attempt has
been made to establish the category of difference only in indirect

manner and that nothing has been directly said in explanation of
the concept of difference, the reply is that those who have sought
to explain the concept of unity have fared no better. If it is urged
that if ultimately the absolute unity or identity is not accepted then

^ TtS^py anyonya-irayah bheda-pratydk$e pratiyogita-vacchedcika-stawI)haW&-
di-prakSrdka-jnSnasym'va heiutvat na tavad bheda-pratydk^e bheda-SraySd
bhinTiatvena protiyogi-jnSncttit hetud^, Pc^a’-pciksa-giti-'VO^a.y pp. 14, 15.
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that would lead us to nihilism, then it may also be urged with the

same force that, differences being but modes of the objects them-
selves, a denial of difference would mean the denial of the objects,

and this would also land us in nihilism. It must, however, be noted

that though difference is but a mode of the objects which differ, yet

the terms of reference by which difference becomes intelligible (the

table is different from the chair: here the difference of the table is

but its mode, though it becomes intelligible by its difference from

the chair) are by no means constituents of the objects in which the

difference exists as their mode. The Sahkarites believe in the re-

futation of dualism, as by such a refutation the unity is established.

The thesis of unity is thus though, on the one hand dependent upon
such refutation and yet on the other hand identical with it because

all such refutations are believed to be imaginary. In the same manner
it may be urged that the demonstration of difference involves with

it a reference to other terms, but is yet identical in nature with the

object of which it is a mode; the reference to the terms is necessary

only for purposes of comprehension.

It must, however, be noted that since difference is but a mode
of the object the comprehension of the latter necessarily means the

comprehension of all differences existing in it. An object may be
known in a particular manner, yet it may remain unknown in its

differential aspects, just as the monists hold that pure consciousness

is always flashing forth but yet its aspect as the unity of all things

may remain unknown. In comprehending a difference between any
two objects, no logical priority which could have led to a vicious

circle is demanded. But the two are together taken in consciousness

and the apprehension of the one is felt as its distinction from the

other. The same sort of distinction has to be adduced by the

monists also in explaining the comprehension of the identity of the

individual souls with the Brahman, otherwise in their case too there

would have been the charge of a vicious circle. For when one says

“these two are not different,” their duality and difference depend
upon a comprehension of their difference which, while present,

prevents their identity from being established. If it is held that the

duality is imaginary whereas the identity is real, then the two being

of a different order of existence the contradiction of the one cannot
lead to the affirmation of the other. The apology that in compre-
hending identity no two-term reference is needed is futile, for an

27-2
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identity is comprehended only as the negation of the two-term

duality.

Thus, from the above considerations, the main thesis of the

Sahkarites, that all things are identical with Brahman, falls to the

ground.

According to Nimbarka the ideal of emancipation is participa-

tion in God’s nature {tad-bhava-patti). This is the ultimate end and

summum bonum of life (prayojana). According to the Sahkarites

emancipation consists in the ultimate oneness or identity existing

between individual souls and Brahman. The Brahman in reality is

one with the individual souls, and the apparent difference noticed

in our ordinary practical life is due to misconception and ignorance,

which impose upon us a false notion of duality. Madhava Mukunda
urges that in such a view, since the individual souls are already one

with Brahman, they have nothing to strive for. There is thus really

no actual end (proyojana) as the goal of our strivings. Madhava
Mukunda, in attempting to emphasize the futility of the Sahkarite

position, says that, if the ultimate consciousness be regarded as one,

then it would be speckled with the various experiences of indi-

viduals. It cannot be held to be appearing as different in accordance

with the variety of conditions through which it appears, for in our

experiences we find that though through our various cognitive

organs we have various experiences they are also emphasized as

belonging to one being. Variability of conditions does not neces-

sarily imply a variety of the units of experience of individual beings,

as is maintained by the Sankarites. The pure and ubiquitous dif-

ferenceless consciousness {nirvisesa-caitanya) cannot also be re-

garded as capable of being identified as one with the plurality of

minds {antahkarana). Again, it is admitted by the Sankarites that

in dreamless sleep the mind is dissolved. If that were so and if pure

consciousness is regarded as being capable of manifesting itself

through false identification with minds, there would be no ex-

planation of the continuity of consciousness from day to day in the

form of memory. It cannot be urged that such a continuity is

maintained by the fact that minds exist in a state of potency

{sarnskard-tinana' vasthitasya) in the deep dreamless sleep
; for the

mind in a potent state cannot be regarded as carrying impressions

and memories, since in that case there would be memories even in

dreamless sleep.
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Further, if the experiences are supposed to belong to the states

of ignorance, then emancipation, which refers only to pure con-

sciousness, would refer to an entity different from that which was
suffering from bondage. On the other hand, if the experiences be-

long to pure consciousness, then emancipation will be associated

with diverse contradictory experiences at the same time according

to the diversity of experiences.

The Sahkarites may urge that the conditions which bring about

the experiences are associated with pure consciousness and hence
in an indirect manner there is a continuity of the being that ex-

periences and attains salvation. To this the reply is that the ex-

periencing of sorrow is a sufficient description of the conditions.

That being so, where the experiencing of sorrow does not exist,

the conditions, of which it is a sufficient description, also do not

exist. Thus, the discontinuity of the entities which suffer bondage
and attain emancipation remains the same.

Again, since it is held that the conditions subsist in the pure

consciousness, it may well be asked whether emancipation means
the dissolution of one condition or many conditions. In the former

case we should have emancipation always, for one or other of the

conditions is being dissolved every moment, and in the latter case

we might not have any emancipation at all, for all the conditions

determining the experiences of infinite individuals can never be
dissolved.

It may also be asked whether the conditions are associated with

the pure consciousness in part or in whole. In the first alternative

there would be a vicious infinite and in the second the differentia-

tion of the pure consciousness in various units would be in-

admissible.

Moreover, it may be asked whether conditions are associated

with pure consciousness conditionally or unconditionally. In the

former alternative there would be a vicious infinite and in the second

case there would be no chance of emancipation. The theory of re-

flection cannot also explain the situation, for reflection is admitted

only when the reflected image has the same order of existence as

the object. The avidya has a different order of existence from
Brahman, and thus reflection of Brahman in avidya cannot be
justified. Again, in reflection that which is reflected and that in

which the reflection takes place must be in two different places,



422 The Nimhdrka School of Philosophy [
ch .

whereas in the case of avidya and Brahman the former is supposed
to have Brahman as its support. The conditions {upadhi) cannot

occupy a part of Brahman, for Brahman has no parts
;
nor can they

occupy the whole of it, for in that case there will be no reflection.

In the Nimbarka system both the monistic and the dualistic

texts have their full scope, the dualistic texts in demonstrating the

difference that exists between souls and God, and the monistic

texts showing the final goal in which the individuals realize them-
selves as constituents of Him and as such one with Him. But in the

Sankara system, where no duality is admitted, everything is self-

realized, there is nothing to be attained and even the process of

instruction of the disciple by the preceptor is unavailable, as they

are all but adumbrations of ignorance.

(6) Refutation of the Sankara Theory of

Illusion in its various Aspects.

The Sahkarite doctrine of illusion involves a supposition that

the basis of illusion {adhisthand) is imperfectly or partly known.
The illusion consists in the imposition of certain appearances upon
the unknown part. The stump of a tree is perceived in part as an
elongated thing but not in the other part as the stump of a tree, and
it is in reference to this part that the mis-attribution of an illusory

appearance, e.g, a man, is possible by virtue of which the elongated

part is perceived as man. But Brahman is partless and no division

of its part is conceivable. It must therefore be wholly known or

wholly unknown, and hence there can be no illusion regarding it.

Again, illusion implies that an illusory appearance has to be imposed
upon an object. But the avidya^ which is beginningless, cannot
itself be supposed to be an illusory appearance. Following the

analogy of beginninglessness Brahman may be regarded as illusory.

The reply that Brahman being the basis cannot be illusory is

meaningless
; for though the basis is regarded as the ground of the

imposition, there is no necessary implication that the basis must
also be true. The objection that the basis has an independent reality

because it is the basis associated with ignorance which can become
the datum of illusion is futile; because the basis may also be an
unreal one in a serial process where at each stage it is associated

with ignorance. In such a view it is not the pure Brahman which
becomes the basis but the illusory Brahman which is associated with
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ignorance. Moreover, if the avidya and its modifications were
absolutely non-existent they could not be the subject of imposition.

What really exists somewhere may be imposed elsewhere, but not

that which does not exist at all. The pure chimericals like the hare’s

horn can never be the subjects of imposition, for that which is

absolutely non-existent cannot appear at all.

Again, illusions are supposed to happen through the operation

of impressions {samskara)^ but in the beginningless cosmic illusion

the impressions must also be beginningless and co-existent with

the basis {adhisthand) and therefore real. The impressions must
exist prior to the illusion and as such they cannot themselves be
illusory, and if they are not illusory they must be real. Again, the

impressions cannot belong to Brahman, for then it could not be
qualityless and pure; they cannot belong to individual souls, for

these are produced as a result of illusory impositions which are

again the products of the operation of impressions. Further,

similarity plays an important part in all illusions, but Brahman as

the ground or basis which is absolutely pure and qualityless has

no similarity with anything. There cannot also be any imaginary

similarity imposed upon the qualityless Brahman, for such an

imaginary imposition presupposes a prior illusion. Again, all

illusions are seen to have a beginning, whereas entities that are not

illusory, such as the individual souls, are found to be beginningless.

It is also erroneous to hold that the ego-substratum behaves as the

basis of the illusion, for it is itself a product of the illusion.

Furthermore, the supposition that the world-appearance is a

cosmic illusion which is related to pure consciousness in an illusory-

relation {adhydsika^-sambandha) is unwarrantable. But the San-

karites admit that the relation between the external world and the

knower is brought about by the operation of the mind in modifica-

tion, called vrtti. Moreover, if the pure consciousness be admitted

to be right knowledge orpramd, then its object or that which shines

with it must also be right knowledge and as such it cannot be the

basis of false knowledge. If the pure consciousness be false know-
ledge, it cannot obviously be the basis of false knowledge. The mere
fact that some of the known relations, such as contact, inseparable

inherence, do not hold between the object of knowledge and know-
ledge does not prove that their relation must be an illusory one, for

other kinds of relations may subsistbetweenthem Knowledge-and-
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the-known may itself be regarded as a unique kind of relation.

It is also wrong to suppose that all relations are false because they

are constituents of the false universe, for the universe is supposed

to be false because the relations are false, and hence there would be
a vicious infinite. Again, the objection that, if relations are ad-

mitted to establish connection between two relata, then further

relations may be necessary to relate the relation to relata and that

this would lead to a vicious infinite, and also that, if relations are

identical in essence with the relata, then relations become useless,

is futile. The same objections would be admissible in the case of

illusory relations. If it is held that, since all relations are illusory,

the above strictures do not apply, then it may be pointed out that if

the order of the relations be subversed, then, instead of conceiving

the jug to be a product of mdyay mdyd may be taken as a product of

the jug. Thus, not only the Sankarites but even the Buddhists have
to admit the orderly character of relations. In the Nimbarka view
all relations are regarded as true, being the different modes of the

manifestation of the energy of God. Even if the relations be
denied, then the nature of Brahman cannot be described as this

or that.

(c) Refutation of the Sankarite View of Ajndna.

Ajndna is defined as a beginningless positive entity which is

destructiblebyknowledge {anadi^-bhavatve satijndna-nivartyatvam).

The definition is unavailing as it does not apply to ignorance that

hides an ordinary object before it is perceived. Nor does ajndna

apply to the ignorance regarding the negation of an object, since

it is of a positive nature. Again, in the case of the ignorance that

abides in the saint who has attained the knowledge of Brahman,
the ajndna is seen to persist even though knowledge has been at-

tained; hence the definition of ajndna as that which is destructible

by knowledge fails. In the case of the perception of red colour in

the crystal through reflection, the ignorant perception of the white
crystal as red persists even though it is known to be false and due
to reflection. Here also the ignorance is not removed by knowledge.
It is also wrong to suppose that ajndna^ which is but the product of

defect, should be regarded as beginningless. Moreover, it may be
pointed out that all things (excluding negation) that are beginning-
ess are also eternal like the souls and it is a curious assumption that
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there should be an entity called ajnana which is beginningless and
yet destructible. Again, ajnana is often described as being dif-

ferent both from being and non-being, but has yet been defined as

a positive entity. It is also difficult to imagine how, since negative

entities are regarded as products of ajnana, ajnana may itself be
regarded as a positive entity. Moreover, the error or illusion that

takes place through absence of knowledge has to be admitted as a

negative entity; but being an illusion it has to be regarded as a pro-

duct of ajnana.

There is no proof of the existence of ajnana in the so-called

perception “I am ignorant.” It cannot be the pure Brahman, for

then that would have to be styled impure. It cannot be a positive

knowledge by itself, for that is the very point which has to be

proved. Further, if in establishing ajnana (ignorance) one has to

fall back upon/nana or knowledge, and if in establishing the latter

one has to fall back upon the former, then that would involve a

vicious circle. It cannot be the ego-substratum {aham-artha), for

that is itself a product of ajnana and cannot be in existence as the

datum of the perception of ajnana. The ego itself cannot be per-

ceived as ignorant, for it is itself a product of ignorance. The ego is

never regarded as synonymous with ignorance, and thus there is no

means of proving the supposition that ignorance is perceived as a

positive entity either as a quality or as a substance. Ignorance is

thus nothing but “ absence of knowledge” (jndnd-bhava) and ought

to be recognized by the Sankarites, since they have to admit the

validity of the experience “I do not know what you say” which is

evidently nothing but a reference to the absence of knowledge

which is admitted by the Sahkarites in other cases. There is no

proof that the cases in point are in any way different from such

cases of absence of knowledge. Again, if the ajndna is regarded as

hiding an object, then in the case of mediate knowledge (paroksa-

vrtti—^where according to the Sankarites the -vrtti or the mental

state does not remove the veil of ajndna) one ought to feel that one

is ignorant of the object of one’s mediate knowledge, for the veil of

ajndna remains here intact^. Moreover, all cases of the supposed

perception of ignorance can be explained as the comprehension of

the absence of knowledge. In the above manner Mukunda criti-

^ paroksa-vrtter visayd-varakd-jndna-nivartakatvena paroksato jndte^pi na
jdndmfty anuhhavd-pdtdc ca. Para-paksa’-girUvajra, p. 76.
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cizes the theories of ajndna and of the illusion in their various

aspects. But as the method of the dialectic followed in these logical

refutations is substantially the same as that attempted by Vehkata-

natha and Vyasatirtha which have been examined in detail it is not

necessary to give a detailed study of Mukunda’s treatment.

The Pramanas according to Madhava Mukunda.

The followers of Nimbarka admit only three (perception, in-

ference and testimony) out of the following eight pramwias, viz.

perception (pratyaksd), inference {amimand), similarity {upamand),

scriptural testimony (Jabda), implication {arthapatti), non-percep-

tion {anupalahdhi), inclusion of the lower within the higher as of

ten within a hundred (sambhava), and tradition {cdtihyd). Percep-

tion is of two kinds, external and internal. The external perception

is of five kinds according to the five cognitive senses. The mental
perception called also the internal perception is of two kinds,

ordinary {laukika) and transcendent {alaukika). The perception of

pleasure and pain is a case of ordinary internal perception, whereas
the perception of the nature of self, God and their qualities is a case

of transcendent internal perception. This transcendent internal per-

ception is again of two kinds, that which flashes forth through the
meditation of an entity and that which comes out of meditation on
the essence of a scriptural text. The scriptural reference that the
ultimate truth cannot be perceived by the mind means either that

the ultimate truth in its entirety cannot be perceived by the mind
or that unless the mind is duly trained by a teacher or by the forma-
tion of right tendencies it cannot have a glimpse of the transcendent
realities. Knowledge is a beginningless, eternal and all-pervasive

characteristic of individual selves. But in our state of bondage tbig

knowledge is like the rays of a lamp in a closed place, in a state of
contraction. Just as the rays of a lamp enclosed within a jug may
go out through the hole into the room and straight through the
door of the room and flood with light some object outside, so the
knowledge in each individual may by the modification of the mind
reach the senses and again through their modification reach the
object and, having flood-lit it, may illuminate both the object and
the knowledge. The ajndna (ignorance) that ceases with the know-
ledge of an object is the partial cessation of a state of contraction



XXI] The Pramanas according to Madhava Mukunda 4.27

leading to the flashing of knowledge. What is meant by the phrase

‘‘knowledge has an object” is that knowledge takes a particular

form and illuminates it. The objects remain as they are, but they

are manifested through their association with knowledge and remain

unmanifested without it. In the case of internal perception the

operation of the senses is not required, and so pleasure and pain are

directly perceived by the mind. In self-consciousness or the per-

ception of the self, the self being itself self-luminous, the mental

directions to the self remove the state of contraction and reveal the

nature of the self. So God can be realized through His grace and

the removal of obstruction through the meditative condition of the

mind^.

In inference the knowledge of the existence of the hetu (reason)

in the minor (paksa) having a concomitance {vydpti) with the pro-

bandum (sadhyd)^ otherwise called pardmarsa (vahnt-vydpya-

dhumavan ayam evarn-rupah)^ is regarded as the inferential process

{anumdna) and from it comes the inference (e.g. “the hill is

fiery”). Two kinds of inference, i.e. for the conviction of one’s own
self {svdrthdnumdna) and for convincing others (pardrthdnumdna),

are admitted here; and in the latter case only three propositions

(the thesis, pratijnd^ the reason, hetu^ and the instance, uddharand)

are regarded as necessary. Three kinds of inference are admitted,

namely kevald-^nvayi (argument from only positive instances, where

negative instances are not available), kevala-vyatireki (argument

from purely negative instances, where positive instances are not

available), and anvaya^vyatireki (argument from both sets of posi-

tive and negative instances). In addition to the well-known con-

comitance {vydpti) arising from the above three ways, scriptural

assertions are also regarded as cases of concomitance. Thus there is

a scriptural passage to the following effect: The self is inde-

structible and it is never divested of its essential qualities {avindst

vd are dtma afi’-ucchitti-dharmd), and this is regarded as a vydpti or

concomitance, from which one may infer the indestructibility of

the soul like the Brahman.^ There are no other specially interesting

features in the Nimbarka doctrine of inference.

Knowledge of similarity is regarded as being due to a separate

pramdna called upamdna. Such a comprehension of similarity

(sddrsya) may be due to perception or through a scriptural assertion

^ Para-paksa^giri-^vajra^ pp. 203-306. ^ Ibid, p. 210.
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of similarity. Thus a man may perceive the similarity of the face

to the moon or he may learn from the scriptures that the self and

God are similar in nature and thus comprehend such similarity.

This may be included within the proposition of instance or illus-

tration in an inference (upamanasya dntanta-matra-ika-vigraha-

tvena'numana-vayave udaharane antarbhavah. Para-paksa-giri-

vajra, p. 254).

That from which there is a communication of the negation or

non-existence of anything is regarded as the pramana or anupala-

bdhi. It is of four kinds : firstly, the negation that precedes a pro-

duction, C2iile6.prag-abhava
\ secondly, the negation of one entity in

another, i.e. the negation as “otherness,” called anyonya-bhdva;

thirdly, the negation as the destruction of an entity, called dhvam-
sd-bhdva

;
fourthly, the negation of an entity in all times {kalatrayppi

nastVtipratlti-visayah atyanta-bhavaK). But it is unnecessary to ad-

mit abhava or anupalabdhi as a separate pramana, for according to

the Nimbarkas negation is not admitted as a separate category. The
perception of negation is nothing but the perception of the locus of

the object of i»gation as unassociated with it. The negation-

precedent (prag-abhava) of a jug is nothing but the lump of clay;

the negation of destruction of a jug is nothing but the broken frag-

ments of a jug
;
the negation of otherness (anyonya-bhavd) is the

entity that is perceived as the other of an another, and the negation

existent in aU times is nothing but the locus of a negation. Thus the

pramana of negation may best be included with perception. The
pramatut of implication may well be taken as a species of inference.

The pramana of sambhava may well be regarded as a deductive

piece of reasoning.

The Nimbarkas admit the self-validity of thepramdi^ (svatah-

pramdnya) in the manner of the Sahkarites. Self-validity {svatastva)

is defined as the fact that in the absence of any defect an assemblage

forming the data of cognition produces a cognition that represents

its nature as it is (dosd-bhavatve ydvat-sva-sraya-bhuta-pramd-

grcdidka-sdmagri-matra-grahyatvamy-. Just as the eye when it per-

ceives a coloured object perceives also the colours and forms
associated with it, so it takes with the cognition of an object also the

validity of such a cognition.

The nature of God can, however, be expressed only by the
^ Para^paksa-^gtri-vajra, p. 253.
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scriptural texts, as the signifying powers of these texts directly

originate from God. Indeed, all the powers of individual minds

also are derived from God, but they cannot signify Him as they

are tainted by the imperfections of the human mind. The Mim-
amsists are wrong to think that the import of all parts of the Vedas

consists in enjoining the performance of the Vedic duties, for the

results of all deeds ultimately produce a desire for knowing

Brahman and through it produce the fitness for the attainment of

emancipation. Thus considered from this point of view the goal of

the performance of all duties is the attainment of emancipation’^.

There cannot be any scope for the performance of duties for one

who has realized the Brahman, for that is the ultimate fruit of all

actions and the wise man has nothing else to attain by the per-

formance of actions. Just as though different kinds of seeds may be

sown, yet if there is no rain these different kinds of seeds cannot

produce the different kinds of trees, so the actions by themselves

cannot produce the fruits independently. It is through God’s grace

that actions can produce their specific fruits. So though the obli-

gatory duties are helpful in purifying the mind and in producing a

desire for true knowledge, they cannot by themselves be regarded

as the ultimate end, which consists in the production of a desire

for true knowledge and the ultimate union with God.

Criticism of the views of Ramanuja and Bhaskaxa.

The view of Ramanuja and his followers is that the souls and

the inanimate world are associated with God as His qualities. The
function of qualities {visesand) is that by their presence they dis-

tinguish an object from other similar objects. Thus, when one says

“Ramathesonof Dasaratha,” the adjective “sonof Dasaratha” dis-

tinguishes this Rama from the other two Ramas, Balarama and

Parasurama. But no such purpose is served by styling the indi-

vidual souls and the inanimate nature as being qualities ofBrahman,

for they do not distinguish Him from any other similar persons;

for the Ramanujists also do not admit any other category than the

conscious soxils, the unconscious world and God the controller of

them both. Since there is nothing to differentiate, the concept of

the souls and matter as quality or differentia also fails. Another

^ Para-paksa‘giri->vajra, pp* 279—380*
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function of qualities is that they help the substance to which they

belong to become better known. The knowledge of souls and matter

as qualities of God does not help us to know or comprehend Him
better.

Again, if God be associated with matter and souls, He is found
to be associated with their defects also. It may be argued whether
the Brahman in which the souls and matter are held to abide is

itself unqualified or qualified. In the former alternative the Rama-
nujas like the Sankarites have to admit the existence of an unquali-

fied entity and a part in Brahman has to be admitted which exists

in itself as an unqualified entity. If the Brahman be in part

qualityless and in part associated with qualities, then it would in

part be omniscient only in certain parts of itself. Again, if the pure
unassociated Brahman be regarded as omniscient, then there would
be one Brahman associated with omniscience and other qualities

and another Brahman associated with matter and soul, and the

doctrine of qualified monism would thus break down. The pure
Brahman being outside the souls and matter, these two would be
without a controller inside them and would thus be independent of

God. Moreover, God in this view would be in certain parts as-

sociated with the highest and purest qualities and in other parts

with the defiled characters of the material world and the imperfect
souls. In the other alternative, i.e. if Brahman as associated with
matter and souls be the ultimate substance which is qualified with
matter and souls, then there would be two composite entities and
not one, and God will as before be associated with two opposite
sets of pure and impure qualities. Again, if God be admitted to be
a composite unity and if matter and souls which are regarded as

mutually distinct and different are admitted to be constituents of
Him though He is different in nature from them, it is difficult to

imagine how under the circumstances those constituents can be at

once one with God and yet different from Him^.
In the Nimbarka view Sri Krsna is the Lord, the ultimate

Brahman and He is the support of the universe consisting of the
souls and matter which are derivative parts of Him and are abso-
lutely under His control and thus have a dependent existence only
{para-^tantra-sattva). Entities that have dependent existence are of
two kinds, the souls which, though they pass through apparent

^ Bara^pdksa-giri-vajra^ p. 342.
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birth and death, are yet eternal in their nature and the substance of

the corporeal structure that supports them, the matter. The scrip-

tural texts that speak of duality refer to this duality that subsists

between the ultimate substance, the Brahman, which alone has the

independent existence, and souls and matter which have only a de-

pendent existence. The scriptural texts that deny duality refer to

the ultimate entity which has independent existence which forms

the common ground and basis of all kinds of existence. The texts

that try to refer to Brahman by negations {ne'ti, ne’ti) signify how
Brahman is different from all other things, or, in other words, how
Brahman is different from matter and the souls which are limited

by material conditions^. Brahman is thus the absolute Being, the

abode of all good and noble qualities, which is different from all

entities having only dependent existence. The monistic texts refer

to the fact, as has already been noted, that the world of matter and
the infinite number of souls having but dependent existence cannot

existindependent of God {tad^aprthak-siddhd) and are, in that sense,

one with Him. They also have the essence of their being inBrahman
ibrahmd-tmatva), are pervaded through and through by it (tad-

vyapyatvd), are supported in it and held in it and are always being

completely controlled and dominated by it®. Just as all individual

objects, a jug, a stone, etc., may be said to have substantiality

{dravyatvd) permeating through them by virtue of their being sub-

stances, so the souls and the matter may be called God by virtue

of the fact that God permeates through them as their inner essence.

But just as none of these individual objects can be regarded as sub-

stance per se, so the souls and matter cannot also be identified with

God as being one with Him®.

The Bhaskarites are wrong in asserting that the individuals are

false inasmuch as they have only a false appearance through the

^ vastutas tu ne'ti nanhhydm prahrta^sthula^suk^at^dTn-di’-dharmavat

jada - •oastu - tad - avacchinna ~jiva - vastu - vilaksanam hrahme' ti pratipddyate,

Para-paksa-giri-vajra^ p. 347.
® tayos ca hra}imd’’tmakaVva-‘tan-‘niyamyatva^tad-vydpyatva-tad-adhina’-

sattva^tad-adheyatva-di-yogena tad^aprthaksiddhatvdt ahhedo'pi svdbhdvikah.

Ibid, p. 355.
® yathd ghato dravyam, prthivt-dravyam ity~ddau dravyatvd-vacchinnena saha

ghatatvd-vacchinna-prthivttvd-vacchinnayoh sdmdnddhiharanyam mukhyam eva
visesasya sdmdnyd^bhinnatva-niyaindt evam prakrte'pi sdrvajnyd-dy^anantd-

chintyd’-parimita-‘visesd^vacchinnend'paricchinna-sakti-mbhutikena taUpaddrthena
para-bhrahmand svd-tmaka-cetana-cetanatvd-vacchinyayos tad-dtma-rupayos

tvam-ddi-paddrthayoh samanddhikaranyam mukhyam eva. Ibid. pp. 355—356.
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limitations iupadhi) imposed upon the pure Brahman. The nature

of the imposition of Brahman by the so-called conditions is im-

intelligible. It may mean that the atomic individual is the result of

the imposition of the conditions on Brahman by which the Brahman
as a whole appears as the individual soul or by which the Brahman
is split asunder, and being thus split appears as the individual self

or the Brahman as qualified by the conditions or that the conditions

themselves appear as the individuals. The Brahman being homo-
geneous and unchangeable cannot be split asunder. Even if it can

be split asunder, the individual selves being the products of such a

splitting would have a beginning in time and would not thus be
eternal; and it has to be admitted that on such a view Brahman has

to be split up into as many infinite parts as there are selves. If it is

held that the parts of Brahman as limited by the conditions appear

as individual souls, then Brahman would be subject to all the de-

fects of the conditions which could so modify it as to resolve it into

parts for the production of the individual selves. Moreover, owing
to the shifting nature of the conditions the nature of the selves

would vary and they might have in this way spontaneous bondage
and salvation^. If with the shifting of the conditions Brahman also

shifts, then Brahman would not be partless and all-pervasive. If it

is held that Brahman in its entirety becomes envisaged by the con-

ditions, then, on the one hand, there will be no transcendent pure
Brahman and, on the other, there will be one self in all the different

bodies. Again, if the individuals are regarded as entirely different

from Brahman, then the assertion that they are but the product of
the conditioning of Brahman has to be given up. If it is held that

the conditions themselves are the individuals, then it becomes a

materialistic view like that of the Carvakas. Again, it cannot be
held that the conditions only cover up the natural qualities of
Brahman such as omniscience, etc., for these being natural quali-

ties of Brahman cannot be removed. Further questions may arise

as to whether these natural qualities of Brahman are different from
Brahman or not, or whether this is a case of difference-in-identity.

They caimot be absolutely different, for that would be an admission
of duality. They cannot be identical with Brahman, for then they

kin ca upSdh.au gacchati sati upSdhina sva-vacchinna-brahma-pradesa-
karfanS-yogSt anuk^apam upadhi-scrniyukta-pradeia-bhedSt k^ane k^ane bandha-
mok$au sydtdm. Para-paksa-giri-vajra, p. 357.
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could not be regarded as qualities of Brahman. If it be its own
essence, then it cannot be covered up, for in that case Brahman
would lose all its omniscience. If it is held that it is a case of dif-

ference-in-identity, then it comes to an acceptance of the Nimbarka
creed.

Again, if it is held that the so-called natural qualities of omni-
science, etc., are also due to conditions, it may be asked whether

such conditions are different from or identical with Brahman. In

the latter alternative they would have no capacity to produce any
plurality in Brahman. In the former alternative, it may be asked

whether they are moved by themselves into operation or by some
other entity or by Brahman. The first view would be open to the

criticism of self-dynamism, the second to that of a vicious infinite,

and the third to a vicious circle. Moreover, in this view, Brahman
being eternal, its dynamism would also be eternal; at no time would
the conditions cease to operate, and thus there would be no
emancipation. The conditions cannot be regarded as false, unreal

or non-existent, for then that would be an acceptance of the

Nimbarka creed^.

It may further be asked whether the conditions are imposed by
certain causes or whether they are without any cause. In the former

alternative we have a vicious infinite and in the latter even emanci-

pated beings may have further bondage. Again, it may be asked

whether the qualities, e.g. omniscience, that belong to Brahman
pervade the whole of Brahman or whether they belong only to

particular parts of Brahman, In the former view, if there is entire

veiling of the qualities of Brahman there cannot be any emancipa-

tion and the whole field of consciousness being veiled by ignorance

there is absolute blindness or darkness (jagad-andhya-prasanga). In
the second view the omniscience of Brahman being only a quality

or a part of it the importance of Brahman as a whole fails.

Following the Bhaskara line it may be asked whether the em-
ancipated beings have separate existence or not. If the former

alternative be admitted, and if after destruction of the conditions

the individuals still retain their separate existence then the view

that differences are created by the conditions has to be given up
{aupadhika-bheda-vado dattafaldnjalih sydt). If the distinctness of

the souls is not preserved in their emancipation, then their very

^ Para‘pak§a-giri-vajra, p. 358.

D III 28



434 The Nimbdrka School of Philosophy [ch.

essence is destroyed, and this would almost be the same as the maya
doctrine of the Sahkarites, who hold that the essential nature of

both God and souls is destructible.

It is wrong to suppose that individuals are but parts of which a

structural Brahman is constituted, for in that case, being made up
of parts, the Brahman would be itself destructible. When the scrip-

tures speak of the universe and the souls as being but a part of

Brahman, the main emphasis is on the fact that Brahman is infinite

and the universe is but too small in comparison with it. It is also

difficult to imagine how the minds or the antahkaranas can operate

as conditions for limiting the nature of the Brahman. How should

Brahman allow these so-called conditions to mutilate its nature?

It could not have created these conditions for the production of

individual souls, for these souls were not in existence before the

conditions were in existence. Thus the Bhaskara doctrine that the

concept of distinction and unity of Brahman is due to the operation

of conditions {aupadhika-bhedabheda-vadd) is entirely false.

According to the Nimbarka view, therefore, the unity and dif-

ference that exist between the individuals and Brahman is natural

(svabhSvika) and not due to conditions {aupMhika) as in the case of
Bhaskara. The coiling posture (kundald) of a snake is different from
the long snake as it is in itself and is yet identical with it in the

sense that the coiling posture is an effect; it is dependent and under
the absolute control of the snake as it is and it has no separate ex-

istence from the nature of the snake as it is. The coiled state of the

snake exists in the elongated state but only in an undifferentiated,

unperceivable way; and is nothing but the snake by which it is

pervaded through and through and supported in its entirety. So
this universe of matter and souls is also in one aspect absolutely

identical with God, being supported entirely by Him, pervaded
through and through by Him and entirely dependent on Him, and
yet in another aspect different from Him in all its visible manifesta-

tions and operations^. The other analogy through which the Nim-
barkists tryto explain the situation isthatofthesunand its rayswhich
are at once one with it and are also perceived as different from it.

^ yathd hundald-vasthd--pannasya aheh kundalam vyaktd-pannatvdtpratyaksa-
pramdna-^gocaram tad-bhedasya svdbhdvikatvdt lambdyamdnd'-vasthdydm tu sarpd-
yata-vacchinna^svaruperia kutfdalasya tatra sattve'pi avyakta-ndma-rupata-pattyd
pratyaksd-gocaratvam sarvd-tmokaVoa-tad-ddheyatva~tad^vydpyatvd-dind tad-
aprthak-siddhatvdd abkedasyd'pi svdbhdvikatvam. Para-paksa-giri-vajra, p. 361.
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The difference of this view from that of the Ramanujists is that

while the latter consider that the souls and the matter qualify the

nature of Brahman and are in that sense one with it, the former
repudiate the concept of a permanent modification of the nature of

Brahman by the souls and matter.

The Reality of the World.

The Sankarites hold that if the world which is of the nature of

effect were real it would not be liable to contradiction at the time
of Brahma-knowledge; if it were chimerical it would not appear to

our sense. The world, however, appears to our senses and is ulti-

mately liable to contradiction; it has therefore an indefinable

{amrvacantya) nature which is the same thing as saying that the

world is false^. But what is the meaning of this indefinability?

It cannot mean the absolutely non-existent, like the chimerical

entities of the hare’s horn; it cannot mean that which is abso-

lutely non-existent, for then it would be the souls. But all things

must be either existent or non-existent, for there is no third

category which is different from the existent and the non-existent.

It cannot also be that of which no definition can be given, for it has

already been defined as indefinability {ncCpi nirvacand’-narhattvam

anenaVva nirucyamdnatayd asambhavdt). It cannot be said to be
that which is not the locus of non-existence, for even the chi-

mericals are not so, and even Brahman, which is regarded as ex-

istent and which is absolutely qualityless, is not the locus of any
real existence; for Brahman is only existent in its own nature and
is not the locus of any other existence. If it is said that Brahman is

the locus of the existence of false appearances, then that may be
said to be true as well of the so-called indefinable. Brahman is not

the locus of any existence that has the same status as itself. It can-

not be defined as that which is not the locus of either the existent

or the non-existent, for there is nothing which is the locus of

absolute non-existence, since even the chimerical is not the locus

of its own non-existence- Moreover, since Brahman and the

chimerical have the quality of being qualityless, they may them-
selves be regarded as the locus of that which is both existent and

^ asac cen na pratlyate sac can na vddhyate, pratlyate vadkyate ca atali sad-
asad-vilaksanam hy anirvacanlyam eva abhyupagantavyam. Para-paksa-giri-vc^ra^

p. 384-

28-2
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non-existent, and as such may themselves be regarded as in-

definable.

It cannot also be said that indefinability is that of which no

sufficient description can be given that “this is such’^ or that “this

is not such,’’ for no such sufficient description can be given of

Brahman itself. There would thus be little difference between

Brahman and the indefinable. If it is held that “the indefinable”

is that regarding the existence of which no evidence can be put

forward, then the same may be said about Brahman, because the

Brahman being the conceptless pure essence, it is not possible to

prove its existence by any proof.

Again, when it is said that the indefinable is that which is neither

existent nor non-existent, the meaning of the two terms “existence”

and “non-existence” becomes somewhat unintelligible. For “ex-

istence” cannot mean only “being” as a class concept, for such a

concept does not exist either in Brahman or in the world-appearance.

Existence cannot be defined as causal efficiency {artha-kriya-

kdritva), nor as that which is never contradicted
;
nor non-existence

as that which is contradicted, for the world-appearance which is

liable to contradiction is not supposed to be non-existent; it is said

to be that which is neither existent nor non-existent. Existence and

non-existence cannot also be defined as that which can or cannot

be proved, for Brahman is an entity which is neither proved nor

unproved. Moreover, the world-appearance cannot be said to be

that which is different from all that which can be called “ existent”

or “non-existent,” for it is admitted to have a practical existence

{vyavahdrika-satta). Again, it cannot be urged that if the nature of

anything cannot be properly defined as existent or non-existent

that it signifies that such an entity must be wholly unreal {avastavd).

If a thing is not properly describable as existent or non-existent,

that does not imply that it is unreal. The nature of the final dis-

solution of avidya cannot be described as existent or not, but that

does not imply that such a dissolution is itself unreal and inde-

finable {nd^nirvdcyasca tat’hsayah).

Again, from the simple assertion that the world is liable to

dissolution through knowledge, its falsity does not necessarily

follow. It is wrong to suppose that knowledge destroys only false

ignorance, for knowledge destroys its own negation which has a

content similar to that of itself; the knowledge of one thing, say
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that of a jug, is removed by the knowledge of another, the sub-

conscious impression is removed by recognition, attachment is

removed by the knowledge of the defects of all worldly things and
so also virtuous actions destroy sins. In the case under discussion

also it may well be supposed that it is not merely the knowledge of

Brahman but meditation of its nature that removes all false notions

about the world. Thus, even if the bondage is real, there cannot be
any objection that it cannot be cut asunder through the meditation

of the nature of Brahman if the scriptures so direct. It does not

follow from any legitimate assumption that what can be cut asunder

or removed must necessarily be false. Again, it is well known in

experience that what demolishes and what is demolished have the

same status of existence
;
if the knowledge of Brahman can destroy

our outlook of the world, that outlook must also be a real and true

one. As the knowledge and the object of knowledge have the same
status, the defects, as also the locus wherein the defects are im-

posed, have the same status; the Brahman and the ajndna also have
the same status and both are equally real.

Further, if what is called ajndna is merely false knowledge, then

even when it is removed by the realization, there is no reason why
it should still persist in the stage oijivanmukti or sainthood. The
mere fact, therefore, that anything is removable by knowledge does

not prove its falsity but only its antagonism to knowledge. So the

world is real and the bondage also is real. The bondage is removed
not by any kind of knowledge but by the grace of God^. The func-

tion of true knowledge is to awaken God to exert His grace to cut

asunder the knots of bondage.

Again, all the scriptures agree in holding that the world we see

around us is being protected and maintained by God. If the world

were but a mere false appearance, there would be no meaning in

saying that it is being maintained by God. For knowing the world-

appearance to be false. He would not be tempted to make any effort

for the protection and maintenance of that which is false and unreal.

If God Himself is admitted to be under the influence of ignorance,

He cannot be entitled to be called God at all.

Pursuing the old dialectical type of reasoning, Madhava
Mukunda urges that the sort of falsehood that is asserted of the

^ vastutas tu bhagavat^prasadad eva handha^nivrttir na prakdrd'ntarena,
Para-paksa-giri^vajra, p. 388.
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world can never be proved or demonstrated. One of the reasons

that is adduced in favour of the falsity of the world is that it is

knowable or the object of an intellectual state {driyd). But if the

Vedantic texts refer to the nature of Brahman, the due compre-

hension and realization of the meaning of such texts must involve

the concept of the nature of Brahman as its object, and thus Brah-

man itself would be the object of an intellectual state and therefore

false. If it is urged that the Brahman can be the object of an in-

tellectual state only in a conditioned form and that the conditioned

Brahman is admitted to be false, then the reply is that since the

Brahman in its pure form can never manifest itself its purity cannot

be proved. If the Brahman does not express itself in its purity

through an ideational state corresponding to scriptural texts de-

scribing the nature of Brahman, then it is not self-luminous
; if it

is expressed through such a state, then being expressible through

a mental state it is false. It cannot also be said that since all that is

impure is known to be non-self-luminous it follows that all that is

pure is self-luminous, for the pure being absolutely unrelationed

cannot be referred to or known by way of a negative concomitance.

Thus the impure is known only in itself as a positive entity and not

as the opposite of the pure, for such a knowledge would imply the

knowledge of purity. If, therefore, the predicate of self-luminosity

is not denied of impurity*as an opposite of “purity,” the predicate

of self-luminosity cannot also be affirmed of “purity.” Moreover,

if the pure Brahman is never intelligibly realizable, then there

would be no emancipation, or there would be an emancipation only

with the conditioned Brahman.
Moreover, if all objects are regarded as illusory impositions on

pure Brahman, then in the comprehension of these objects the pure
Brahman must also be comprehended. The scriptures also say:

“Brahman is to be perceived with the mind and with the keen
intellect” (manasaVvd'nudrastavyam . . .driyate toagrayd buddhya).

There are also scriptural passages which say that it is the pure
Brahman which is the object of meditation {tarn pasyati rdskalarn

dhydyamdnani)

.

Again, if perceivability or intelligibility determining falsehood

is defined as relationing with consciousness, then since pure con-

sciousness is supposed to have a relationing through illusion it also

is liable to the charge of being perceivable. In this connection it is



439
xxi] The Reality of the World

difficult to conceive how Brahman, which has no opposition to

ajnana, can have an opposing influence against it when it is in con-
junction with a mental state or vrttL Instead of such an assumption
it might as well be assumed that the object itself acquires an op-
posing influence to its own ignorance when it is in association with
a mental state having the same content as itself. On such a sup-

position perceivability does not consist in relation with con-

sciousness as conditioned by mental state, for the conditioning has

a bearing on the object and not on the consciousness. Thus it may
well be assumed that an object becomes perceivable by being con-

ditioned by a mental state of its own content. The assumption that

the vrtti or the mental state must be reflected on pure consciousness

is unnecessary, for it may well be assumed that the ignorance is

removed by the mental state itself. An object comes into awareness

when it is represented by a mental state, and in order to be aware of

anything it is not necessary that the mental state, idea or repre-

sentation should be reflected in consciousness. Again, if Brahman
cannot be its own object, it cannot also be termed self-luminous.

For self-luminous means that it is manifest to itself independently,

and this involves the implication that the Brahman is an object to

itself. If that which is not an object to itself can be called self-

luminous, then even material objects can be called self-luminous.

Moreover, in the differenceless Brahman there cannot be any im-
mediacy or self-luminousness apart from its nature {nirvisese

brahmani svarupa-^bhinna-paroksasya abhUvena),

In the monistic view the self is regarded as pure knowledge
which has neither a subject nor an object. But that which is subject-

less and object-less can hardly be called knowledge, for knowledge
is that which manifests objects. If that which does not manifest

objects can be called knowledge, even a jug can be called know-
ledge. Again, the question naturally arises whether, if knowledge
be regarded as identical with the self, such knowledge is valid or

invalid ;
if it be valid, then the ajnana which shines through it should

also be valid, and if it be invalid, then that must be due to some
defects and there are no such defects in the self. If it is neither false

nor right knowledge, it would not be knowledge at all. Again, if the

world-appearance is an illusion, then it must be an imposition on
the Brahman. If Brahman be the basis {adhisthdna) of the illusory

imposition, then it must be an entity that is known in a general
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manner but not in its details. But Brahman is not an entity of

which we can have either any general or specific knowledge.

Brahman cannot therefore be regarded as the basis of the im-

position of any illusion. In this connection it has further to be

borne in mind that if the world were non-existent then it could not

have appeared in consciousness; the chimerical entities are never

perceived by anyone. The argument that even the illusory snake

can produce real fear is invalid, for it is not the illusory snake that

produces fear but the real knowledge of snakes that produces it. The
child is not afraid of handling even a real snake, for it has no know-

ledge of snakes and their injurious character. Even dreams are to

be regarded as real creation by God and not illusory impositions.

The argument that they are false since they can only be perceived

by the dreamer and not by others who are near him is invalid, for

even the feelings and ideas felt or known by a person cannot be

perceived by others who are near him^.

The world is thus not an illusory imposition on the pure

Brahman, but a real transformation of the varied powers of God.

The difference of this view from that of Samkhya is that while the

Samkhya believes in the transformation of certain primary entities

in their entirety, the Nimbarkists believe in the transformation of

the various powers of God. God Himself remains unchanged and

unmodified, and it is only His powers that suffer modification and

thereby produce the visible world^.

The explanation that the world is produced through the re-

flection of Brahman in mayd or by its limitation through it is in-

valid, for since the Tndya is an entity of an entirely different order,

there cannot be any reflection of Brahman in it or a limitation by it.

It is not possible to bind down a thief with a dream-rope.

Vanamall Misra.

Vanamali Mi4ra, a native of Triyaga, a village within two miles

of Brindavan, of Bharadvaja lineage, in his Vedanta-siddhanta-

samgraJia, called also Sruti-siddhdnta-samgraha, gives some of the

important tenets of the Nimbarka school. The work is written in

the form of Kdrikas and a commentary on it and is based on the

commentary on the Brahma-sutra by Nimbarka and other com-
mentaries on it.

^ Para'-paksa-giri’-vajra, p. 420. Ibid, p. 429.
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He regards sorrow as being due to attachment to things that are

outside one’s own self, and the opposite of it as happiness^. All

actions performed with a view to securing any selfish end, all per-

formance of actions prohibited by Vedic injunctions and non-

performance of duties rendered obligatory by Vedas produce sins.

The opposite of this and all such actions as may please God are

regarded as producing virtue. It is the power of God which is at the

root of all virtue and vice which operates by veiling the qualities

of God to us. This nescience {avidya) is real and positive and

different in different individuals. It produces the error or illusion

which consists in regarding a thing as what it is not; and it is this

false knowledge that is the cause of rebirth^. This avidya is dif-

ferent with different individuals. It is through this avidya that one

gets attached to one’s possession as ‘‘mine” and has also the false

experience of individual freedom. In reality all one’s actions are

due to God, and when a person realizes this he ceases to have any

attachment to anything and does not look forward for the fruits of

his deeds. The avidya produces the mind and its experiences of

sorrows and pleasures; it also produces the false attachment by
which the self regards the experiences as its own and ceases to realize

its own nature as pure knowledge and bliss. Only the videhi-muktas

enjoy this state
;
those in the state ofjivanmukti or sainthood enjoy it

only to a partial extent. It is on account of attachments produced by

ignorance that man is stirred to be led by the will of G6d. But as

the ignorance is a true ignorance, so the experience of sorrow is also

a true experience. All our rebirths are due to our actions performed

against the mandates of the Vedas or for the fulfilment of our

desires^. The purity of the soul is attained by the realization of the

idea that all our actions are induced by God and that the performer

has no independence in anything. When a person feels that it is

through false association with other things, and by considering

oneself as the real independent agent that one gets into trouble, one

naturally loses all interest in one’s actions and experience of

^ Sruti'-siddhanta-samgraha, i. 9, 10, ii.

® prati-jfvam vihhinnd sydt satyd ca bhdva-rupim
|
a-tasmims tad~dhiyo hetur

niddnam jwa’-sarnsrtau,
||

Ibid. i. 15.
® atah hdmyam nisiddham ca duhkh-avijam tyajed budhah, Srutisiddhanta-

samgraha, i. 63. According to Vanamali Misra at death a person goes to Heaven
or to Hell according to his deeds and then after enjoying the fruits of his actions

or suffering therefrom he is bom as plants and then as lower animals, then as

Yavanas or mlecchas and then in lower castes and finally as Brahmins.



442 The Nimbdrka School of Philosophy [ch.

pleasure and pain, and regards all objects as being invested with

harmful defects. It is this disinclination or detachment that pleases

God. The process of attaining devotion is also described in the

scriptures as listening to the Upanisads {sravand)^ realizing their

meaning with logical persuasion (manand), and continual medita-

tion on the nature of God as an unceasing flow (jiididhyasandf

.

The last can come only as a result of the first two ;
for meditation

involves a direct realization which is not possible without the per-

formance of hravana and manana. It is only through the purifica-

tion of the mind by the above processes that God is pleased

and makes Himself directly intuited (aparoksa) by the devotee, just

as one can intuit the musical melodies and tunes through musical

discipline. This direct intuition is of the very nature of one’s own
self. For at this stage one has no functioning of the mind. The
destruction of experiential knowledge is identical with the intuition

of God. This stage therefore implies the annihilation of avidya or

the mind®. It is in this way that the nature of God as bliss is

realized by man in his state of supreme emancipation
;
but even then

it is not possible for him to know all the qualities of God, for even

God Himself does not know all His qualities. Such an emancipa-

tion can be realized only through the grace of God. In the state of

emancipation, man exists in God just as the fish swims about in the

ocean. God creates because of the spontaneity of His grace and not

in order to increase His grace; so also emancipated souls dally in

God out of the spontaneity of their essence as bliss and not in order

to increase their hliss®. The nature of God is always within us, and
it is only when it is directly intuited that we can attain salvation.

Some people attain emancipation in this world while others attain

it in the upper worlds through which they pass as a result of their

deeds. But emancipation of all kinds may be defined as the ex-

istence of man in his own nature as a result of the destruction of

nescience^ Th.e jivanmuktas or saints are those whose avidya has
^ anyd-rtha-visayah puro hrahmd--hdra~dhiydm sadd

nididhydsana-sabda-rtho jdyate sudhiyam hi sah,

Sruti^siddhdnta-samgrahay ii. 13.
* hrahma-gocarasya veddnta-vdsita-manasi utpannasya d-parok^yasya yah

prdga^bhavah tasya ahhdvo dhvamso jndna^tad-dhvamsd’-nyatara’-rupo jhdna-
brahmca^ah sambandhahy samsdra-dasaydm ndstu Ibid. ii. 19.

® anando-drekato vimoryathd srstyd-ducestanam.
tathd mukta^citdm krida na tv dnanda-vivrddhaye. Ibid, ii. 37.

* sva-rupena sthitir muktir ajndna-dhvamsa-purvakam {Ibid. ii. 58). This
mukti can be of four kinds: sdrupyay i.e. the same external form as KLr|na;



xxi] Vanamdll Misra 443

been destroyed, but who have still to suffer the effects of their

prarabdha karma. The realization of God can destroy the sancita

and kriyamdna karma^ i.e. previously collected karma and those

that are performed in the present life, but not prarabdha karma^

i.e. the karma that is already in a state of fruition.

It is wrong to suppose that the attainment of a state of bliss can

be desired by any person; the state desired can only be one in which
a person enjoys unobstructed bliss^. In a state of deep dreamless

sleep one can enjoy a little bliss, but not the full bliss, as the

mayavadins hold. There is but little difference between the mdyd-
vadins and the Buddhists; the difference is only in the mode of

expression^.

The self is regarded as atomic, but its existence is definitely

proved by the notion of the ego (aham’-pratyayavedya) who enjoys

all his experiences. Even though he may be dependent upon God,
yet he is a real and active agent who works through the influence of

avidya. The existence of the self is also proved by the continuity

of experiences through all stages of life. The self-love manifested

in all beings for selfish ends also shows that each person feels a self

or soul within himself and that this self is also different in different

individuals. The difference between jwa and Isvara is that the

former is of little power and little knowledge and always dependent,

and the latter is omniscient, omnipotent and independent; He
makes Xh^jlvcLS work or assert their supposed independence by His

avidyd^^ovf^T, The jlvcLS are thus different from God, but as they

exist in Him at the time of emancipation and as all their actions are

guided by the avidya-^o^ox of God, they are regarded also as being

sdlokya, i.e. existence in the same sphere as God; sdyujya, as being merged in
God

;
sdmlpya, as existence in proximity to God as associated with a particular

form of Him. The merging in God called sdyujya should not be regarded as being
unified with God. This merging is like the animals roaming in the forest. The
emancipated beings are different from God, but exist in Him (evam muktvd
harer bhinna ramante tatra modatah {Ibid. ii. 6i). They can thus come out of
God also, and we hear of them as entering in succession the bodies of Aniruddha,
Pradyumna, Samkarsana and Vasudeva. Such emancipated beings are not
associated with the creation and destruction of the worlds, but remain the same
in spite of all cosmic changes. They are like the being of Svetadvipa referred to in
the Narayaniya section of the Mahabhdrata. But they are still always imder the
control of God and do not suffer any sorrow on account of such control.

^ purusd-rtharri sukkitvam hi na tv dnanda-svarupata. Sruti^siddhanta-

samgraha, ii. 96.
® meyato na viseso^sti mdyi^saugatayor mate

bhangl-mdtra-bhidd tu sydt ekasminn api darsane. Ibid. ii. 136.
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one with Him. The mind of the individual being a creation of God’s

auidya, all His world experience is also due to God’s activity. In His

own nature as self ihejivas, the individuals, have the revelation of

God’s nature which is pure bliss. The existence of individuals in

their own essential nature is therefore regarded as a state of salva-

tion. The individuals in their essential nature are therefore of the

nature of sat, cit and ananda, and though atomic they can enjoy the

experiences all over the body through their internal functioning

just as a lamp illuminates the whole room by rays. The experience

of sorrow also is possible through the expansion or dilatation of the

mind {antah-karand) through the various parts of the body and by

means of the help of avidya. by which the jiva wrongly identifies

himself with other objects. As the relation of the self with other

objects takes place through the antah-karana of each person the

sphere of experience of each of ihejivas is limited by the functioning

of his own antah-kcarana. The antah-karana is different in different

persons.

The Upanisads speak of God as the all {sarvarn khalv'idam

Brahma), and this is due to the fact that He pervades all things and

controls all things. It means that the souls are dependent on Him
or maintained in Him {tad-adharatva), but it does not mean their

identity with Him. God is Himself able to create all things by

Himself; but for His pleasure, for His mere sportive dalliance, He
takes the help of prakrti and the destiny born out of the deeds of

human beings as His accessories. Though God makes all persons

act in the manner in which they do act, yet His directive control is

regulated in accordance with the adrsta or the destiny of the human
beings which is beginningless. The theory of karma doctrine herein

suggested is different from that propounded by Patanjali. According

to Patanjali and his commentators, the fruits of the deeds, i.e.

pleasure or pain, are enjoyed by the persons while they are free to

act by themselves. Here, however, the freedom of the individuals is

controlled and limited by God in accordance with the previous

good or bad deeds of the individual, which are beginningless. Thus
in our ordinary life not only our pleasures and pains but also our

power to do good or bad actions are determined by previous deeds

and the consequent control of God.



CHAPTER XXII

THE PHILOSOPHY OF VIJNANA BHIKSU

A General Idea of Vijnana Bhiksu’s Philosophy.

The ultimate goal is not the cessation of sorrow, but the cessation

of the experience of sorrow; for when in the state of emancipation

one ceases to experience sorrow, the sorrow as such is not emanci-

pated since it remains in the world and others suffer from it. It is

only the emancipated individual who ceases to experience sorrow.

The ultimate state of emancipation cannot be a state of bliss, for

since there are no mental organs and no mind in this state there

cannot be any experience of bliss. The self cannot itself be of the

nature of bliss and be at the same time the experiencer of it. When
it is said that self is of the nature of bliss {ananda), the word bliss is

there used in a technical sense of negation of sorrow.

Bhiksu admits a gradation of realities. He holds that one is

stabler and more real than the other. Since paramatma is always

the same and does not undergo any change or transformation or

dissolution, he is more real than th.e prakrti orpurusa or the evolutes

of prakrti. This idea has also been expressed in the view of the

Puranas that the ultimate essence of the world is of the nature of

knowledge which is the form of the paramatman. It is in this

essential form that the world is regarded as ultimately real and not

zs prakrti zjxd purusa which are changing forms; prakrti, so far as

it exists as a potential power in God, is regarded as non-existent but

so far as it manifests itself through evolutionary changes it is re-

garded as existent. The state of emancipation is brought about by

the dissociation of the subtle body consisting of the five tammdtras

and the eleven senses. Consequent upon such a dissociation the

self as pure consciousness is merged in Brahman as the rivers

mingle with the ocean, a state not one of identity but identity-in-

difference. According to the Samkhya, emancipation cannot be at-

tained imtil the fruits of the karmas which have ripened for giving

experiences of pleasure and pain are actually exhausted through

experiencing them, i.e. even when ignorance or avidya is destroyed

the attainment of the emancipation is delayed until the prarabdha
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karma is finished. The Yogin, however, can enter into an objectless

state of meditation {asamprajnata yoga) and this wards off the pos-

sibility of experiencing the prdrahdha karma. From the state of

asamprajnata samadhi he can at will pass into a state of emancipa-

tion. The state of emancipation is reached not merely by realizing

the purport of the text of the Upanisads but by philosophic wisdom
attained through a reasoned process of thought and by the suc-

cessive stages of Yoga meditation.

The world does not emanate directly from Brahman as pure

consciousness, nor are the kdla^ prakrti and purusa derived from

Brahman through transformatory changes {parindma). Had the

world come into being directly from Brahman, evil and sins would
have been regarded as coming into being from it. With the associa-

tion of sattva through the beginningless will ofGod at the beginning

of the previous cycles the Brahman behaves as Isvara and brings

into actual being the prakrti and the purusa which are already

potentially existent in God, and connects the prakrti with the

purusa. The moment of God’s activity in bringing out the prakrti

and purusa may be regarded as kdla. In this sense kdla is often

regarded as the dynamic agency of God. Yhongh.purusas in them-

selves are absolutely static, yet they have a seeming movement as

they are always associated with prakrti^ which is ever in a state

of movement, kdla as the dynamic agency of God is naturally

associated with the movement of prakrti^ for both the prakrti and
the purusa are in themselves passive and are rendered active by the

dynamic agency of God. This dynamic agency is otherwise called

kdla^ and as such it is an eternal power existing in Brahman, like

the prakrti and purusa. In all other forms of actual existence kdla

is determinate and conditioned, and as such non-eternal and to

some extent imaginary. It is only as the eternal power that sub-

sists in and through all the operations of dynamic activity that kdla

may be called eternal. The kdla that produces the connection of the

prakrti and the purusa and also produces the mahat is non-eternal

and therefore does not exist at the time of pralaya when no such
connection exists. The reason for this is that the kdla that produces
the connection between prakrti and purusa is a determinate kdla

which is conditioned, on the one hand by the will of God, and, on
the other, by the effects it produces. It is this determinate kdla that

can be designated as present, past and future. But the terms pre-



xxii] A General Idea of Vijndna Bhiksu^s Philosophy 447

sent, past and future imply an evolutionary change and such a

change implies activity; it is this activity as dissociated from the

manifest forms of kola as present, past and future that can be re-

garded as eternal^.

The reference to the Atharva-Veda^ as noted below in the

footnote, will show how the conception of time in very ancient

eras reveals “time’^ as a separate entity or energy which has

brought everything into being, maintains it, and destroys every-

thing. The God, paramesthin Brahman or prajdpati is said to be

derived from it. In the Maitrl Upanisad we also hear of the con-

ception of kola or time as akdla or timeless. The timeless time is the

primordial time which is only the pure energy unmeasured and
immeasurable. It appears in a measurable form when, after the

production of the sun from it, it is measured in terms of the move-
ment of the sun. The entire course of natural phenomena is thus

seen to be an emanation or manifestation of the energy of time

undirected by any other superintendent. Such a conception of

time seems to be of an atheistic character, for even the highest

gods, the paramesthin and the prajdpati^ are said to be produced

from it.

In the first chapter of the anusdsanaparvan of the Mahdbhdrata
there is a dialogue between Gautami, whose son was bitten by a

serpent, the hunter who was pressing for killing the serpent, the

serpent, the mrtyu or death and kdla. It appears from the dialogue

that time is not only the propeller of all events by itself but all states

of sattva^ rajas and tamos

^

all that is moving and the unmoved in the

heaven and in the earth, all our movements and cessation of move-
ments, the sim, the moon, the waters, the fire, the sky, the earth,

the rivers, the oceans and all that is being or not being are of the

^ Atharva~Veda, xix. 54. In the Atharva-Veda time is regarded as a gener-
ator of the sky and the earth and all beings exist through time. Tapas and
Brahman exist in time and time is the god of ail. Time produced all creatures.

The universe has been set in motion by time, has been produced by it and
is supported in it. Time becoming Brahman supports paramesthin. In the
Svetdsvatara Upanisad time is regarded as being held by the sun as the
ultimate cause. In the Maitrl Upanisad, vi. 14, it is said that from time all

creatures spring, grow and decay. Time is a formless form (kdldt sravanti

bhiitdni, kdldt vrddhim praydnti ca,
1

kale cd*stam niyacchanti kdlo murtir
amurtimdri).

It is again stated in the same work that there are two forms of Brahman,
Time and no-Time.

® That which is before the sun is no-Time and is devoid of parts, and that

which is after the sun is Time with parts.
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nature of time and brought into being by time and dissolved in

time. Time is thus the original cause. Time, however, operates in

accordance with the laws of karma', there is thus the beginningless

relation between time and karma which determines the courses of

all events. Karma in itself is also a product of time and as such de-

termines the future modes of the operation of time. Here we have

an instance of the second stage, the conception of time as the trans-

cendental and immanent cause of all things. Here time is guided

by karma. In the third stage of the conception of time, which is

found in the purdnas and also adopted by Bhiksu, it is regarded as

the eternal dynamic power inherent in Brahman and brought into

operation by the will of God^.

The word purusa is often used in the scriptural text in the

singular number, but that signifies only that it is used in a generic

sense, cf. Sdrnkhya-sutra, 1. 154 {nd'dvaita-sruU-virodho jdti-

paratvdtY. The difference between the superiorpunwa or God and
the ordinary purusas is that while the latter are subject to ex-

periences of pleasure and pain as a result of the actions or karma,

the former has an eternal and continual experience of bliss through
its reflection from its sattvamaya body to itself. The ordinary

purtisas, however, have not the experience of pleasure and pain as

of constitutive definition, for in the stage of saintliness (jtvanmukti)

they have no such experiences. God can, however, have an ex-

perience of the experiences of pleasure and pain of other punisas

without having been affected by them. The ultimate principle or

the Brahman is a principle of pure consciousness which underlies

^ In the Ahirhudhnya-samhitd, the work of the Pancardtra school, niyati
(destiny) and kdla (time) are the two manifestations of the power of trans-
cendent kdla as arising from aniruddha. From this kd.la first arises the sattva-
guna and from that the rajo-guna and thence the tamo-guna.

It is further said that it is time which connects and separates. The kdla of
course in its own turn derives its power from the self-perceiving activity (sudar-
Sana) of Visnu. That the prakrti transforms itself into its evolutes is also due to the
dynamic function of kdla.

The Mdthara vrtti on the Sarnkbya-kdrikay however, refers to the doctrine
of kdla as the cause of the world (kdlah srjati hhutaniy kdlah samharate prajdh

1

kdlaJy, suptesu jdgarti tasmat kdlas tu kdranam) and refutes it by saying that there
is no separate entity as kdla (kdlo ndma na kas dt paddrtho^sti)y there are only
three categories, vyaktay avyakta and purusay and kdla falls within them
(vyaktam avyaktam purusa iti trayah eva padarthah tatra kdlo antarbhutah).

2 The Ahirbudhnya-samhitdy however, explains the singular number by the
concept of a conglomeration of purusa or a colony of cells, as the honey-comb,
which behaves as a totality and also in a multiple capacity as separate cells.

Ahirhudhnya^samhitdy vi. 33.
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the reality of both the purusas^ prdkrti and its evolutes; and it is

because they are emergent forms which have their essence in the

Brahman that they can appear as connected together. The move-

ment of prdkrti is also ultimately due to the spontaneous move-

ment of the pure consciousness, the basic reality.

The viveka and the aviveka^ the distinction and the non-

distinction, are all inherent in buddhi^ and this explains why the

purusas fail to distinguish themselves from the buddhi with which

they are associated. The association of the purusas with the buddhi

implies that it has in it both the characters of distinction and

non-distinction. The difficulty is that the ‘‘revelation of the dis-

tinction*’ is so opposed by the force of non-distinction that the

former cannot find scope for its manifestation. It is the purpose of

yoga to weaken the force of the tendency towards non-distinction

and ultimately uproot it so that revelation of distinction may mani-

fest itself. Now it may be asked what is the nature of this obstruc-

tion. It may be replied that it is merely a negative condition con-

sisting in the non-production of the cognition of the distinction

through association with the products of prdkrti^ such as attach-

ment and antipathy, through which we are continually passing.

The Samkhya, however, says that the non-production of the dis-

tinction is due to the extreme subtleness of the nature of buddhi

and purusa which so much resemble each other that it is difficult

to distinguish their nature. But this view of the Samkhya should

not be interpreted as meaning that it is only the subtleness of the

natures of these two entities that arrests our discriminating know-
ledge regarding them. For had it been so, then the process of yoga

would be inefficacious in attaining such a knowledge. The real

reason is that our association with attachment and antipathy with

regard to gross objects obstructs our discriminating vision re-

garding these subtle entities. Our attachment to gross objects is

also due to our long association with sense-objects. A philosopher,

therefore, should try to dissociate himself from attachment with

gross objects. The whole purpose of creation consists in furnishing

materials for the experiences ofpurusa which seems to undergo all

experiential changes of enjoyment and suffering, of pleasure and
pain, in and through the medium of buddhi. With the dissociation

of buddhi^ therefore, all experience ceases. The God is essentially

pure consciousness, and though the knowledge of Him as such

29Dill
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brings about liberation, yet epithets of omnipotence, all-pervasive-

ness and other personal characteristics are attributed to Him be-

cause it is through an approach to God as a super-personal Being

that devotion is possible, and it is through devotion and personal

attachment that true knowledge can arise. It is said in the scrip-

tures that God cannot be realized by tapes, gifts or sacrifices, but

only by bhaktV-. The highest devotion is of the nature of love

{attyuttamd bhaktih prema-laksand).

God remains within all as the inner controller and everything

is revealed to His super-consciousness without the mediation of

sense-consciousness. God is called all-pervasive because He is the

cause of all and also because He is the inner controller.

Bhakti consists in the whole process of listening to God’s name,

describing His virtues, adoration to Him, and meditation ulti-

mately leading to true knowledge. These are all to be designated

as the service of God. These processes of operations constituting

bhakti are all to be performed with love. Bhiksu quotes Garuda

purdna to prove that the root "‘bhaf' is used in the sense of service.

He also refers to the Bhagavata to show that the true bhakti is

associated with an emotion which brings tears to the eyes, melts the

heart and raises the hairs of the body. Through the emotion of

bhakti one dissolves oneself as it were and merges into God’s

existence, just as the river Ganges does into the ocean.

It will be seen from the above that Bhiksu urges on the doctrine

of bhakti as love, as a way to the highest realization. The meta-

physical views that he propounded give but small scope for the

indulgence of such an attitude towards divinity. For, if the Ulti-

mate Reality be of the nature of pure consciousness, we cannot have

any personal relations with such a Being. The ultimate state of

realization is also the entrance into a state of non-difference with

this Ultimate Being, who is not Himself a person, and therefore no

personal relations ought to be possible with Him. In the Vijhdnd-

mrta-bhdsya, iv. i. 3, Bhiksu says that at the time of dissolution or

emancipation the individuals are not associated with any content of

knowledge, and are therefore devoid of any consciousness, and

being of the nature of unconscious entities like wood or stone they
^ aharn prakr^tah hhaktito*anyaih sadhanaih drastum na

sakyahy bhaktir eva kevald mad-darsane sadhanam,
Isvara-gitd-tikd (MS. borrowed from N. N. Gopinatha Kavit^ja, late

Principal, Queen’s College, Benares).
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enter into the all-illuminating great Soul just as rivers enter into the

ocean. Again, it is this great Soul that out of its own will sends
them forth like sparks of fire and distinguishes them from one
another and goads them to action^. This great Soul or paramatman
is the inner-controller and mover of our selves. But it may be re-

membered that this great Soul is not also the Ultimate Principle,

the pure consciousness, but is the manifestation of the pure con-

sciousness in association with the sattvamaya body. Under the

circumstances the metaphysical position does not allow of any per-

sonal relation between the human beings and the Ultimate Entity.

But yet the personal relation with the divinity as the ultimate con-

sciousness not being philosophically possible, that relation is

ushered in more out of a theistic tendency of Bhiksu than as a

necessary natural conclusion. The theistic relation is also conceived

in a mystical fashion in the indulgence of the emotions of love

rising to a state of intoxication. Such a conception of Divine love

is found in the Bhagavata-purdna\ and later on in the school of

Vaisnavism preached by Caitanya. It is different from the con-

ception of devotion or hhakti as found in the system of Ramanuja,
where bhakti is conceived as incessant continual meditation. He
seems to have been, therefore, one of the earliest, if not the earliest,

exponent of emotionalism in theism, if we do not take into account

the Puranic emotionalism of the Bhagavata-^purdna. There are

instances in the writings of modem European philosophers also,

where the difficult position does not justify an emotionalism that is

preached merely out of the theistic experiences of a personal nature,

and as an illustration one may refer to the idea of God of Pringle

Pattison. In the conception oijlva or individuals also there seems
to be an apparent contradiction. For while the purusas are some-
times described as pure consciousness, they are at other times de-

scribed as inert and wholly under the domination of paramatmart

The contradiction is to be solved by the supposition that the inert-

ness is only relative, i.e. the purusas are to be regarded as them-
selves inactive, being goaded to action by the inlying controller,

^ tasmdt pralaya-moksd-dau visaya-sambandhd’-hhdvdt hastha-lostra-divat
jaddh sdnto jtvd madhyandind-‘dityavat sadd sarvd-vabhdsake paramd-tmani
vihyante samudre nada~nadya iva punasca $a eva paramd-tmd sve-cchayd gni-
vissphul ir^avat td-nupdyi-sambandhena svato vibhajyd^ntarydmi sa na prerayati
tathd coktam cahsupnatd'ndhd iva nlyamdnd iti atah sa eva mukhya dtmd-ntarydmy
amrtah. Vijndnd-rnrta-bhdsya, iv. i. 3.

29-2
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paramatman. They are called “jada'' resembUng stone orwood only

in the sense that they are inactive in themselves. But this inactivity

should not be associated with want of consciousness. Being sparks

of the eternal consciousness they are always of the nature of con-

sciousness. Their activity, however, is derived from the paramat-
man, so that, drawn by Him, they come out of the Eternal con-

sciousness and play the role of a mundane individual and ultimately

return to Brahman like rivers into the ocean at the time of emanci-
pation. This activity of God is an eternal activity, an eternal

creative impulse which is absolutely without any extraneous pur-
pose {carama-karanasya krteh nityatvaff. It proceeds from the

spontaneous joy of God in a spontaneous manner like the process
of breathing, and has no reference to the fulfilment of any purpose.
In the Vyasa-bhasya it is said that the creation of God is for the
benefit of living beings. But Bhiksu does not support any purpose
at all. This activity is sometimes compared with the purposeless
playful activity. But Bhiksu says that even if there is any slight

purpose in play that also is absent in the activity of God. The
action also proceeds spontaneously with the creative desire of God,
for which no body or senses are necessary. He is identical with the
whole universe and as such His action has no objective outside of
Himself, as in the case of ordinary actions. It is He who, depending
upon the beginningless karma of human beings, makes them act for

good or for evil. The karma itself, also being a part of His energy
and a manifestation of His impulse, cannot be regarded as limiting
His freedom 2. The analogy of the doctrine of grace where the king
bestows his grace or withholds it in accordance with the good or bad
services of his servants is also regarded as helpful to conceive of the
freedom of God in harmony with the deeds of the individual. If it

is argued now, if the creative activity of God is eternal, it can de-
pend on the karma, Bhiksu’s reply is that the karmas act as accessory
causes determining the eternal creative impulse of God as pro-
ducing pleasurable and painful experiences. Following the trend
of the Puranic method Bhiksu further suggests that it is the
Hiranyagarbha created by God who appears as the law-giver of the
law of karma, as manifested in the spontaneous activity of God.
It is He, therefore, who is responsible for the suffering of humanity

^ See VijnSna-mrta-bhSsya, ii. i. 32.
2 Ibid. n. I. 33.
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in accordance with their karmas. God helps the process only by
letting it go on in an unobstructed manner^. In another passage

he says that God perceives within Himself as parts of Him the

jtvas and their conditioning factors {upadhi) as associated with

merit and demerit {dharma and adharma)', associating these con-

ditions with the jlvas He brings them out of Himself. He is thus

the maker of souls, just as the potter is the maker of pots®.

The self is regarded as being itself untouchable and devoid of

any kind of association (a-sanga). The association between prahrti

and purusa, therefore, is not to be interpreted in the sense of a

direct contact in the ordinary sense of the term, but the association

is to be understood only as transcendental reflection through the

conditioning factors which make the pure soul behave as a phe-

nomenal self or jlva. The self has no knowledge as its quality or

character, and is in itself pure consciousness, and there is at no time

a cessation of this consciousness, which exists even during dream-

less sleep. But in dreamless sleep there is no actual knowledge, as

there is no content present at the time; and it is for that reason that

the consciousness though present in the very nature of the self can-

not be apperceived. The vasanas or desires existing in the antah-

karana cannot affect the pure soul, for at that time the antahkarana

remains in a dissolved condition. Knowledge of contents or ob-

jects is possible only through reflections from the states of the

huddhi. The pure consciousness being identical with the self, there

cannot also be the self-consciousness involving the notion of a

duality as subject and object during dreamless sleep. The pure

consciousness remains the same and it is only in accordance with

changes of mental state that knowledge of objects arises and passes

away®. The jivas are thus not to be regarded as themselves the

products of the reflection oiparamdtman as the Sahkarites suppose;

for in that case \h.e jtvas would be absolutely unreal, and bondage

and emancipation would also be unreal.

^ Vijndnd--mrta--hhasya, ii. i. 33.
® Isvaro hi svd-msa~sva~sartrd-msa-tulyau jlva-tad^upadht svd-ntar-gatau

dharma-di'-sahitau saksad eva pasyann a’-para-tantrah svadllayd $amyoga-vi$e$am

brahmd-dindm api dur-vihhdvyam kurvat kumbhakdra iva ghatam. Ibid. ii. i. 13.
3 Ibid. II. 3. 5.
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The Brahman and the World according to

Vijnana-mrta-bhasya.

The production, existence, maintenance, modification, decay

and destruction of the world are from Brahman as God. He holds

within Himself all the energies constituting th.t prakrti and purusas,

and manifests Himself in other diverse forms; Brahman as pure

consciousness is associated with the conditioning factor of His own
being, the mdyd as pure sattva quality in all this creative activity,

so from that great Being who is devoid of all afflictions, karmas and

their fruits are also produced. The fact that the Brahma-sutra, ii. 2,

says that Brahman is that from which the world has come into

being and is being maintained implies that the world as it is in its

own reality is an eternal fact in the very being of the ultimately real

and the unmanifested. The production, the transformation and the

destmction of the world are only its phenomenal aspect^. Brahman
is here regarded as the adhisthdna-kdram. This means that Brahman
is the basis, the ground, the ddhdra (container) as it were of the

universe in which it exists as undivided and as indistinguishable

from it and which also holds the universe together. Brahman is

the cause which holds together the material cause of the universe

so that it may transform itself into it®. Brahman is the principle

of ultimate cause which renders all other kinds of causality possible.

In the original Brahman, the prakrti and the purusas exist in the

eternal consciousness and as such are held together as being one

with it. The Brahman is neither changeable nor identifiable with

prakrti acndpurusa. It is because of this that, though Brahman is of

the nature of pure consciousness and unchangeable, yet it is re-

garded as being one with the universe and as the material cause.

The material cause or updddna-kdrana is the name which is given

to changing material cause (the vikdri-kdrana) and to the ground
cause or the adhisthdria-kdraim. The underlying principle of both
the ground cause (adhisthdna-kdrana) and the material cause

(updddna-kdraim) is that the effect is held in it as merged in it or

^ atra cai*tad yata ity’anuktvd janma-dyasya yata iti vacandd avyakta^
rupena jagan nityam eva ity dcdryyd-sayah, Vijndnd-mrta-bhd^ay i. i. 2.

^ kirri punar adhi^thdna-kdrariatvam ucyate tad eva* dhi^thdna-kdranam
yatra* vibhaktam yeno* paspabdhani ca sad upadand-karaifani kdryd-kdrena
pdrinamate. Ibid,
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indistinguishable from it^. The idea involved in avibhaga or one-
ness with the cause is not regarded as an ordinary relation of
identity but as a sort of non-relational relation or a situation of
uniqueness which cannot be decomposed into its constituents so
that a relational bond naay be affirmed of them. The upshot of the
whole position is that the nature of the universe is so founded in

Brahman which forms its ground that it cannot be regarded as a

mere illusory appearance of it or as a modification or a product of
it; but while these two possible ways of relation between the cause
and the effect fail, the universe as such has no existence, significance

or meaning without the ground in which it is sustained and which
helps its evolutionary process. The ordinary relation of the sus-
tainer and the sustained is inadequate here, for it implies a duality

of independent existence; in the present case, however, where
Brahman is regarded as the ground cause there is no such duality

and the universe cannot be conceived as apart from Brahman which
forms its ground and essence while remaining unchanged in its

transcendent reality. Thus, though it may have to be acknowledged
that there is a relation between the two, the relation has to be con-
ceived as the transcendental one, of which no analogy is found else-

where. The seeming pictorial analogy which falls far short of the
situation is to be found in the case where water is mixed with milk®.

Here the existence of the water is dependent upon the existence of

the milk so long as the two exist in a mixed condition; and neither

of them can be conceived without the other. The nature of the

prakrti and th&pumsa is also manifested from the essence of God’s
nature as pure consciousness. The causality of substance, qualities

and actions is also due to the tmderlying essence of God which
permeates all things. The difference between the relation of

samavaya and this unique relation of indistinguishableness in the

ground is that while the former applies to the case of the intimate

relation of the effects in and through themselves, the latter refers

only to the special fact of the indistinguishable character of the

effect in the cause, and has no reference to the relation of the effect-

parts among themselves with reference to the whole as an insepar-

able concatenation of effects. The ordinary organic relation such

^ Karya-vibh^a-dharatvasyai’ vo’ padSna-sSmanya-laksaifatvSt. VijUSnS-
mrta-‘bhdsya, I, i. 2.

^ avibhdgas cd* dhdratavat svarupa-^sambandka-vise^o* tyanta-sammisrana-
rupo dugdha-jalddy-ekatd-pratyaya-^niydmakah. Ibid,
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as that which subsists between the parts of a living body is thus

different from that which is referred to here as the indistinguishable

character of the effects in the ground. The parts of the universe as

comprising the living and the non-living may be regarded as in-

separably united with one another in the whole, but such a relation

is an intimate relation between the effects, and the whole is nothing

but an assemblage of these. This is what may be called the special

feature of samavdya relation. But in the unique relation of in-

distinguishableness in the ground the effect subsists in the ground

in such a manner that the effect has no separate reality from the

cause Brahman in this view is the basis or the substratum—the

ground which supports the totality of the unity of pmkrti and the

purtisas to evolve itself into the universe with its varied forms It

does not, therefore, in itself participate in the changing evolution

and transformation of world-forms, but it always exists as one with

it, and being in it and supported by it, it develops into the world.

Vijnana Bhiksu says that the Vaisesikas believe that God is the

dynamic or the instrumental agent, whereas he thinks that the

causality of God cannot be regarded as being either of the samavdyi^

asamavdyi or nimitta types, but is a fourth kind of conception

—

cause as ground or container®. He also describes this type of causa-

tion as being adhisthana, a term with which we are familiar in

Sankara Vedanta. But the difference between the two kinds of

conception of adhisthana kdrana is indeed very great, for while

Bhiksu considers this to be the unchangeable ground which sustains

the movements of the principle ofchange in it in an undivided unity,

Sankara regards adhisthana as the basis of all changes which are

unreal in themselves. According to Bhiksu, however, the changing

phenomena are not unreal, but they are only changes which are the

modifications of a principle of change which subsists in an un-

divided unity with the ground cause. When they say that the world
is both being and non-being {sad-asadrupd)^ and is hence unreal

and illusory, the Sahkarites suffer from a grave misconception. The

^ tatra samavdya-samhandhena yatrd' vihhdgas tad vikdri-kdranam; yatra ca
kdryasya kdrand^mhhagena avihhdgas tad adhisthdna’^kdranam. Ibid,

2 yadi hi paramd~tmd dehavat sarvam kdranam nadhitistheta tarhi dravya-
guna-karma-di-sadharand’-khila-kdrye ittham mula-kdranam na sydt. Isvara-
gltd-hhdsya, MS.

® asmdbhis tu samavdy-asamavdyibhydm uddstnam nimitta’-kdranebhyas ca
vilak^anatayd calurtham ddhdra-’kdrarTLatvam, Ibid,
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world is called sat and asat (being and non-being), because it re-

presents the principle of becoming or change. It is affirmed as

^‘this’’ and yet because it changes it is again not affirmed as ‘‘this.’^

The future forms of the changing process are also non-existent as

it were in the present form and the present form is also non-

existent as it were in the future forms that are to be. Thus, any of

its forms may be regarded as not existing and hence false when
comparedwith an entity that always exists and in the same form^. All

objects of the world so far as they are pastand future are contradicted

by their present states and are therefore regarded as false, but so far as

they are perceived in their present state they are regarded as reaP.

The universe has, however, an eternal and immutable form as

pure consciousness in the very nature of Brahman from which it is

separated out as the world of matter and souls. The pure con-

sciousness in itself is the only ultimate reality which is ever the

same and is not subject to any change or process of becoming. Both
the individual souls and the world of matter are ultimately dis-

solved and merged in Brahman, the pure and ultimate conscious-

ness. These, therefore, are regarded as being names and forms

when compared with the ultimate changeless Reality, Brahman®.

But this does not mean that the universe of matter and souls is

absolutely unreal and mere maya or illusion. If all that appears

were absolutely false, then all moral values would disappear and all

notions of bondage and emancipation would become meaningless.

If the falsity of all things except the pure consciousness can be

proved by any means, that itself would prove that such proofs have

validity and that therefore there are other things over and above

pure consciousness which may be valid. If such proofs are invalid

but can establish the validity of pure consciousness as against the

validity of all other things, then such proofs may also prove the

reality of all other things in the world. It may be held that what

ordinary people consider as true can be proved to be invalid by
what is regarded by them as valid means of proof; but on the

Sahkarite view nothing is regarded as valid and therefore there are

^ eka-dharmeTm sattva’-dasdydm paHT^dmi-^vastundm aUtd~ndgata^dharmena
asattvdU Vijndnd-mrta-bhdsya, i. i. 3.

^ ghata-dayo hi andgatd-dy-avasthdsu vyaktd~dy~avasihdhhir badhyante iti.

ghata-dayo mithyd-sahdena ucyante vidyamana-dharmais ca tadanlrri na badhyante

iti satyd ity api ucyante. Ibid.

^ jhdna-svarupah paramd-^tmd sa eva satyahjivds cd'msatayd amsiny ekibhutdh

athavd' vayavattvena paramd’-tmd-peksayd te^ py asantah. Ibid.
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no proofs by which the validity of the world-process can be main-

tained. But the reply that naturally comes to such a view is that

though the validity of the world may not be proved, yet that does

not lead to the conclusion that the world-process is unreal; for even

if its validity is not proved, its validity or reality may at least be

doubtful. There is, therefore, nothing by which we may come to

any conclusion about its invalidity and unreality. The reality of the

universe is of a different order from that of Brahman, which is of

the nature of pure consciousness, as the former consists of practical

efficiency {artha-kriya-karitvd). But even though in the state of a

changing process the reality of the world is only its reality as be-

coming and as causal efficiency, yet it has also an ultimate reality in

itself, since it has come into being from the ultimate reality.

Brahman. The world of matter and souls exists in God as pure

consciousness and therefore as one with Him. When from out of its

state as pure consciousness it is manifested as the world of matter

and souls, we mark it as the stage of creation. When again they re-

tire back into God as being one with His consciousness, that is

marked as the state of dissolution^. The universe of matter and

souls is also ultimately to be regarded as being of the nature of

consciousness, and is as such a constituent of the ultimate pure

consciousness in which it remains as it were merged and lost. The
world of visible forms and changes is also thus of the nature of

thought, and only the ignorant regard them as mere objects®. When
the scriptural texts speak of the identity of the world and Brahman
they refer to this ultimate state in which the world exists in the pure

consciousness—Brahman as one with it. But it is not only in the

state of dissolution that the world exists in Brahman in undivided

unity, but in the state of creation also the world exists in Brahman
as one with it, for all the so-called mechanical and other kinds of

forces that are to be found in matter and which constitute its

reality are but the energy of God. And as the energy is always

conceived as being one with that which possesses it, it is believed

that the world with all its changes exists in God®. In the state of

^ pralayehi pum-prakrtyd-dikam jndna-rupe'i;iai*va rupyate na tv artha-rupena
arthato vyanjaka-vydpdrd-bhdvdt. Vtjndnd-mrta-bhd^yaf i. 1-^4.

* jndna-svarupam akhilam jagad etad abuddhayah i. ariha-svarUpampasyanto
bhrdmyante moha^samplave. Ibid.

® saktimat-kdrya-kdrand-bhedenai^va brahma-dvaitam bodhayanti. . .ayam ca
sdrva-kdlo brahmani prapanca^bhedah. Ibid.
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pralaya the world-energies exist in God as some form of conscious-

ness or conscious energy which is later on manifested by Him as

material energy or matter. The iinity of the world-energies in God
is such that though these retain some kind of independence yet it

is so held up and mixed up as it were in the reality of God that it

cannot be separated from Him. Their independence consists in the

fact that they are of the nature of energy, but as God possesses them

they can have no existence and they cannot be conceived as apart

from Him. As thus described the world of matter has no permanent

reality, and the consciousness of this fact may be called the badha

or contradiction {pdramarthika-sattva-bhava-niscaya eva badhah)^.

But in spite of this badha the universe has a relative or vyavahdrika

existence (tddrsa-badhe’pi ca satijndna-sddhand-dmdm vyavahdrika-

sattvdt).

The causality of prakrti and parnsa is limited to their specific

capacities which determine the nature of modifications. But God is

the universal all-cause behind them which not only shows itself

through these specific limitations but which regulates the inner

harmony and order subsisting in them and in their mutual relations.

Thus the visual organ is limited in its function to the operation of

vision, and the tactile organ is limited in its function to the opera-

tion of touch, but the functions and activities of all these are

organized by the individual self which operates and manifests

itself through them. Thus Brahman in this sense may be regarded

as being both the instrumental and the material cause According

to Samkhya and Yoga ihe prakrti is supposed to be associated with

thQ purusas through the inner and inherent teleology, but according

to the Vedantic view as interpreted by Bhiksu their mutual associa-

tion is due to the operation of God®.

^ Vijndnd^7nrta-bhdsya, i. i. 4.

^ brahmanas tu sarva-saktikatvdt tat-tad-upddhibhih sarva-kdranatvam yathd

caksurd-dtndm darsand-di’-kdranatvam yat praty-ekam asti tat sarvam sarvd-

dhyaksasya jivasya bhavati, etena jagato^ hhinna-nimitto-pdddnattvam vydkhyd-

tarn. Ibid. i. i. 2.

® sdmkhya-yogibhyam purusd-rtka-prayuktd pravrttih svayam eva purusena

ddya-fivena samyuyyate . . . asmdbhis tu prakrti-purusa-samyoga livarena kriyate.

Ibid.
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The Individual.

In his commentary on the livara-gita, Bhiksu says that the more
universal has a wider sphere than the less universal and therefore

it is called Brahman in relation to it. The cause of an effect is wider

and more universal than the effect and is therefore called Brahman
in comparison with it. Thus there is a hierarchy of Brahmans. But
that which is at the apex of the hierarchy is the highest universal

and the ultimate cause, and is therefore called the highest Brahman.
Brahman is thus the highest and the ultimate reality. The deter-

minations that make the universe of matter exist in Brahman as

merged in its nature as thought. Creation means that these de-

terminations which exist there in a potential form and without any
operation are manifested and made operative as the world of nature.

God in His nature as pure consciousness has a full and complete
acquaintance of all the possible developments and modifications of

the pre-matter as evolving into the actual universe. The starting

point in the evolution of the pre-matter or prahrti is the moment
of its association with the spirits. The scriptural text says that the

Lord entered into the prahrti and the purusas, disturbed the equi-

librium and associated them with one another. The purusas are,

however, like sparks of consciousness and it is not possible to

produce any disturbance in them. The disturbance is thus produced
in the prahrti and the effect of such disturbance in the prahrti on
the purusas is interpreted as seeming disturbances in the purusas
as well. The purusas are to be conceived as being parts of God and
there cannot be a real identity between the purusas and the
Brahman. The so-called identity between the purusas and the
Brahman refers merely to the fact of the purusas being the con-
stituent entities in the being of God such as that which exists be-
tween the parts and the whole. The assertion of the Sahkarites that
the individual soul is the same as Brahman and that the difference
is due to external limitations of nescience or on account of reflec-

tions through it is wrong. The kind of unity that exists between the
individual souls and the Brahman lies in the fact that they are in-
distinguishable in character from it {avibh^a). If the reality of
individual souls is denied, that would amount to a denial of religious
and moral values and of bondage and emancipation.
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In this connection it is also urged that the individual souls are

derived from God just as sparks come out of fire or the son comes
out of the father. The individual souls resemble God so far as they

are of the nature of pure consciousness. But though they have

come out of Him, yet they retain their individuality and thus pre-

serves for them the sphere of their moral career. The individual

souls are free and emancipated in their own nature, they are all-

pervasive and they also hold the universe within them in their

consciousness. In all these they share the nature of Brahman. But

in association with the limiting conditions (upadhi) they appear

as finite and limited. When the entire career of the individual souls

is known as existing in Brahman as part of it, as being manifested

out of it as separate entities, as leading a career of their own in

association with the limiting conditions and ultimately dissociating

themselves from them and realizing their own natures as one with

Brahman and in a sense different from it, this is the true philosophic

knowledge and realization of their own nature. When the indi-

viduals start their career and destiny in life they are different from
Brahman; but there was a time when they remained in one un-

divided unity with Brahman. But in spite of this unity the Brahman
is always felt as different and as the other of the individuals, and
this difference is never sublated^. But the difference of this view

from the Samkhya is that the Samkhya is satisfied only with con-

sidering the individuality and separateness of the purusas, but the

Vedantic view as interpreted herein cannot ignore the fact that in

spite of their separateness they are one in essence with Brahman
and have sprung out of it, and after the fulfilment of their career of

individuality and destiny will again be merged in it, and even during
their mundane career have an aspect ofundividedness with Brahman
inasmuch as they are the powers or energies of it®. The difference

that exists between the individuals and Brahman is most apparent

during the mundane career on account of the fact that the world of

nature has a separate existence in the consciousness of the individual

centres and each one of them is limited to his own experiences.

But at the time of dissolution, when the world of nature merges in

the Brahman as a potential level of its energies, the individuals are

^ bhedd-bhedau vibhdgd-vibhdga-rupau kdla’-hhedena aviruddhau anyonyd--

bhdvas ca jwa^brahmanor dtyantika eva, Vijndnd-mrta-bhdsya, i. i, z.

^ ata idam brahmd-tma-^jiidnam vivikta-jvva'‘jndndt sdmkkyo-ktdd apt sre-

stham. Ibid, i. i. 2.
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also merged in it and have no separate spheres of experience for

themselves and thus cease to have any descriptive definition of

themselves.

The nature of the relation of part and whole that exists between

the individuals and Brahman is regarded as that subsisting between

the son and the father. The father is reborn in the son. Before birth

the son lies in a state of undivided unity in the vital energy of the

father and yet when he separates out of him it is the same vital

energy of the father that repeats itself in its new career and has a

sphere of activity which is definitely its own. Again, when it is said

that the individuals are parts of Brahman, it should not be inter-

preted to mean that they have any share in the existence of Brahman

as God or world-creator. God is not homogeneous in His nature,

but the element of individuation and differentiation always exists

in Him. Had He been a homogeneous being His parts would have

no specific differentiation and they would be like the parts of space

which are always indistinguishable from one another. But the fact

that God has within Him the prmciple of differentiation explains

the fact that the individuals resemble Brahman only in the aspect

of their consciousness but have no share in His creative functions

or omnipotence. The Samkhyists hold that salvation is attained

through dissociation of attachment as ‘‘mine’^ to one’s experiences,

mental faculties, senses, understanding and body, owing to one’s

knowledge of the fact that the self is the self-shining entity to which

all experiences appear and within which they are held together as

one with it though they are all different from it. But the Vedanta as

herein interpreted holds that the attachment as “mine” vanishes

with the knowledge of self as pure consciousness, with the know-

ledge of God as the being from which they come into being, by
which they are maintained and into which they ultimately return,

and with the knowledge that they all exist in the consciousness of

God as parts of it; and that the self is not the real enjoyer of the

experiences but is only the consciousness in which the universe and

its experiences shine forth. Thus, though both in the Samkhya and

in the Vedanta as herein interpreted salvation is attained through

the dissolution of the false attachment as “mine-ness,” the dis-

solution of “mine-ness” is here due to an entirely different philo-

sophic conception^.

^ Vijnand~mrta~bhd§yay p. 56.
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Consciousness is not a quality but it is the very substance of the

self. Just as light is a substance which illuminates other things, so

consciousness is also a substance which illuminates other things.

When one says “I know it,” knowledge appears to be a quality of

“I” which is neither self nor a homogeneous entity. The “I” is a

complex of sense-faculties, understanding, etc., to which a quality

can be attributed; the self is not a complex entity, but a homo-

geneous simple substance—the consciousness. The complex entity,

the “I,” expresses all things by a manifestation of consciousness.

Bliss or happiness, however, cannot be regarded as a self-revealing

substance, but it is an independent substance like sorrow which is

revealed by consciousness. Neither the Brahman nor the self can

therefore be regarded as being of the nature of bliss or happiness

as this is a modification ofprakrti and has therefore to be regarded

as expressible {driya) and not as expressing {darsana). The con-

sciousness requires the intermediary of intellectual functions for

the illumination of objects, but consciousness in itself does not re-

quire the intermediary of any other functions, as such a view would

lead ordy to an infinite regressus without solving the point at issue.

It is also wrong to suppose that the principle of consciousness

exercises any operation in order to reveal itself, for an entity cannot

operate on itself {karma-kartr-virodhat). If for the above reasons

the self cannot be regarded as being of the nature of bliss, then at

the time of salvation also there cannot be any bliss in the self. There

is only a cessation of sorrow at that time, or rather a cessation of

both happiness and sorrow which is technically called a state of

happiness or suhha (sukham duhkha-sukhd-tyayahy. At the time

of emancipation all conditioning factors such as the intellectual

functions and the like are dissolved and as a consequence thereof

all experiences of pleasure and pain also vanish, for these are sub-

stances belonging to objects which were presented to the self

through these conditions. When the Upanisads say that the self is

dearest to us, it need not necessarily be supposed that it is the

pleasure that is dearest to us, for the self may be regarded as being

valued for its own sake; it may also be supposed that pleasure here

means the cessation of pain^. The desire for immortality or con-

^ Vijnand-mrtd-bhdsya, i. i. 2.

* dtmatvasyd*pi prema-prayojakatvdt

Ibid,

duhkha*nivrtti~Yupattvdd vd bodhyam.
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tinued existence of the self illustrates the feeling of fondness that

we all have for ourselves. The other view, that the ultimate object

of realization is extermination of all sorrow is also not open to any

objection on the ground that pleasure and pain never belonged to

the selves
;
for the association of pleasure and pain is only with re-

ference to their enjoyment and suffering and not directly as a bond

of attachment to the self. The term ''bhogay which may be trans-

lated only semi-accurately as “ experience, ’’ has a twofold applica-

tion as referring to buddhi or psychosis and to purusa. The prakrti

is composed of sukha^ duhkha and moha substances, and buddhi is an

evolute of prakrti\ therefore, when the buddhi is in association

with sukha or duhkha^ such an association supplies the buddhi with

the stuff of which it is made and thus sustains and maintains its

nature and constitution. But when the word bhoga has a reference

to purusa, it means that the pleasure or sorrow held in the buddhi is

reflected on it and is thereby intuited. It is this intuition of pleasure

and pain through their reflection in the purusa that is regarded as

their bhoga or experience by purusa. The buddhi cannot have any

bhoga or experience, even in a remote sense of the term, for the

simple reason that it is unconscious. But it may well be argued that

since the purusa is not in reality the ego, it cannot have any ex-

perience in any real sense of the term; and since it cannot in reality

have any experience of sorrow, it cannot in reality regard its cessa-

tion as being of the utmost value to it. The reply to such an objec-

tion is that the realization of the fact that the cessation of sorrow is

of ultimate value to the experiencer, purusa^ leads the suddhi on

its onward path of progress. Had it not been so there would be no

movement of the buddhi on lines of utility. So though pleasure and

pain do not belong to purusa^ they may yet be experienced by it and

the buddhi may be guided by such experiences.

When the Upanisad says “that art thou,” the idea at the back

of it is that the self is not to be identified with any of the elements

of the psychosis—^the buddhi—or with any of the evolutes of the

prakrti. The self is part of the pure consciousness—^the Brahman.

When a man learns from the Upanisad text or one’s teacher that he

is a part of Brahman he tries to realize it through a process of

meditation. The difference of the Vedantic view from that of

Samkhya is that the latter rests with the individual selves as the

ultimate entities whereas the former emphasizes the Brahman as
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the ultimate reality, and also the fact that the reality of all other

things, the selves and the matter, depends ultimately on their

participation in it.

Brahma-Experience and Experience.

Cause may be defined as the productivity due to direct and im-

mediate perception of the material cause. The buddhi is regarded

as an effect because, like jugs and other things, it is produced

through some direct and immediate intuition of its causal material.

This naturally implies that the buddhi has a causal material which

is directly perceived by some Being and to which His creative

activity is directed and this Being is God. It is said in the Brahma-
sutras that Brahman can be known by the testimony of the scrip-

tures. But this cannot be true, for the Upanisads say that the

Brahman cannot be expressed by words or known by intellect.

The reply to this is that the denial contemplated in such passages

refers only to the fact that Brahman cannot be known in entirety or

in its uniqueness by the scriptural texts, but these passages do not

mean that it is not possible to have a generic knowledge of the

nature of Brahman. It is only when we have such a generic know-
ledge from the scriptures that we enter the sphere from which we
may proceed further and further through the processes of Yoga and
have ultimately a direct intuitive apperception of it. The specific

nature of God as devoid of any quality or character only means that

His nature is different from the nature of all other things, and
though such a nature may not be realized by ordinary perception,

inference or other sources of knowledge, there cannot be any objec-

tion to its being apprehended by the intuition of Yoga meditation.

There are some Vedantists who think that the Brahman cannot be

felt or apprehended intuitively, but there is a mental state or func-

tion {vrtti) which has the Brahman as its object. Such a mental

state destroys the nescience and as a result of this the Brahman
shines forth. But Bhiksu objects to this and says that the vrtti or

mental function is admitted for relating the consciousness or the

self with the objects, but once this connection is effected the objects

are directly apprehended; so, in order to bring Brahman within the

sphere of knowledge, the intuitive apperception is in itself sufficient

for the purpose. It cannot be held that, since Brahman is itself of

D III 30
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the nature of pure illumination, no special intuitive apprehension

is necessary and that the existence of the mental function or vrtti

was admitted for explaining the dissolution of ajndna; for Brahman,

being of the nature of consciousness, can be realized only through

intuitive apprehension which is itself of the nature of knowledge.

Since all apprehension is direct and immediate, self-knowledge

must also be of the same kind. There is also no necessity to assume

a principle of obstruction which has to be overcome as a condition

of the rise of knowledge. In the state of deep dreamless sleep a

principle of obstruction in the shape of the function of tamos has

to be admitted in order to explain the absence of knowledge which

leads to the absence of all cognitive or practical behaviour. To the

opponent’s idea that since Brahman is self-luminous it cannot have

any relation with anything else, and that since Brahman and the

self are identical there cannot be any self-knowledge of Brahman,

for the Brahman cannot be both the knower and the known,

Bhiksu’s reply is that self-luminousness does not mean unrelated-

ness
;
and the absolute identity of the self and the Brahman cannot

also be admitted, and even if it be admitted we can explain the

method of Brahma-knowledge by the same manner in which our

experiential knowledge or self-consciousness can be explained.

Bhiksu thinks that since we do not find in the Brahma-sutras

any account of the origin and growth of knowledge, the Samkhya-

Yoga account of knowledge may well be accepted on account of the

general affinity of the Samkhya-Yoga ideas with the Vedanta.

According to the Samkhya-Yoga there is first a contact of the senses

with their respective objects and as a result the tamas aspect of the

buddhi is subordinated at the time; and the buddhi as pure sattva

assumes the form of the object. This state of buddhi is called an

objective state of the buddhi or a sensory idea or state {sd buddhya-

vasthd msayd-kdrd buddhi-mttir ity ucyate). During dreams

and contemplative states images of external objects arise in the

mind and are directly perceived and therefore valid. The connec-

tion of the purusa with the external objects is thus effected through

the intermediary of the buddhi. So long as the buddhi remains im-

pure the purusa cannot get itself related to objects through it. It

is for this reason that during deep sleep when the buddhi is domi-

nated by tamas the /)MrM5a-consciousness cannot manifest itself or

make itself related with other objects. As soon as the buddhi is
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modified into a sensory or image-state it is reflected in the purusa^

which then reveals it as a flash of conscious state. It is in this

manner that the pure infinite consciousness can manifest itself into

finite forms of objects. As the buddhi is constantly transforming

itself into various forms and reflecting them on the purusa from
beginningless time there is a continuous flow of conscious states

only occasionally punctuated by dreamless sleep. Hh-t, purusa in its

turn is also reflected in the buddhi and thereby gives rise to the

notion of ego. In this connection Bhiksu criticizes the view of

Vacaspati that the reflection of thepurma in the buddhi is sufficient

to explain the cognitive situation, and says that a reflection of con-

sciousness cannot itself be conscious and hence cannot explain why
the states of buddhi should appear as conscious. But the assumption

that the states of buddhi are reflected in the consciousness explains

their real connection with consciousness. It may be said that since

it is only the reflections that are associated with consciousness, the

things as they exist are not known. The reply to such an objection

is that the buddhi-stix^s are but copies of the external objects; and
if the copies are intelligized, we have in the validity of such direct

acquaintance of the copies the guarantee of their application to

objects. It may be said again that when the reflections of the

buddhi-st2,tes in the consciousness appear as one with it and there-

fore produce the phenomenon of knowledge we have in such phe-

nomena an illusory unity of the consciousness with the states ; our

knowledge then becomes illusory. The reply to such an objection

is that even if there is an element of illusion in knowledge, that does

not touch the reality and validity of the objects to which such

knowledge refers. Valid knowledge {pramd) thus consists of this

reflection of the buddhi-stoXts in the purusa. The fruit of the cog-

nitive process {pramdna-phald) belongs to the pure consciousness or

purusa who thus behaves as the knower, though he is absolutely

unattached to all experiences. The Vaisesikas lay stress on the

appearance of knowledge as produced and destroyed and therefore

regard knowledge as being produced or destroyed by the colloca-

tion of causes. The reflection of the mental states to purusa is ex-

plained by them as if the knowledge belonged to the self. The
Vedantic epistemological process in which purusa appears to be
the knower and the enjoyer is explained by them as being due to a

separate cognitive process called anu-vyavasdya.

30-2
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The transcendental experience of God has also to be explained

on the basis of the origin of ordinary experiential knowledge.

Through the understanding of the meaning of the scriptural texts

and by the processes of Yoga there arises in the buddhi a modifica-

tion of the form ‘T am Brahman.’’ This valid form of modification,

being reflected in th.Qpurusa, is revealed as an intuitive apperception

of the fact as true self-knowledge belonging to purma. The dif-

ference between ordinary experiential knowledge and this know-

ledge is that it destroys egoism (abhimdna). In such a conception

of self-knowledge the objection that the self cannot be both the

knower and the known does not hold good; for the self that is

known, being a mental state, is different in character from the

transcendent self which knows it. The transcendent self as such is

the knower, while its reflection in the buddhi as coming back to it

is the self that is known^. The objection that the admission of the

possibility of self-knowledge stands against the doctrine of the self-

luminosity of the self is not valid. The self-luminosity of the self

simply means that it shines by itself and does hot require the aid of

any conditions to manifest itself.

Self-Luminosity and Ignorance.

Citsukha has defined self-luminosity as that which not being

knowable may yet be treated or felt as immediate {avedyatve sati

aparoksa-vyavahdra-yogyatvam), Bhiksu argues that such a de-

finition of self-luminosity {svaprakasatva) is quite inadmissible. It

is nowhere so defined in the Upanisads and it does not follow from

the etymology of the word svaprakasatva. The etymology only in-

dicates the meaning “known by itself.” Again, if a thing is not

known or cognized, it cannot for that simple reason have any rela-

tion to us; and such a meaning would be directly against the

scriptural testimony which affirms that the ultimate truth can be

apprehended or intuited. It may be suggested that though the

Brahma-state of the mind cannot be directly known yet it will have

the effect of removing the avidya in the purusa. But this is open to

various objections. Firstly, the self-luminous is a valid means of

knowledge

—

2. pramdna; but the mere removal of the avidya from

^ atind*pi bimba-rupena jndta hhavati svagata-sva-pratibimba-rupef^ ca
jneyaJi- Vijndnd-‘mrta~bkd^a, i. i. 3.
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ihepurusa cannot be regarded as valid knowledge or ^pramami. In
this connection it is also relevant to ask the meaning of the term
“ avidya.” If it means an illusory mental state, it must be a state of

the huddhi, and its destruction must also belong to the huddhi and
not to the purusa. If it means the psychical instincts or root-

inclinations which are the cause of errors, then also since such root-

instincts belong to the gunas of the prahrti the destruction of such

root-instincts must also qualify the prahrti. If it is regarded as a

tamos—substance which covers the self, the supposition would be
inadmissible, for if the tamos inherent in the buddJii is not removed
there cannot be any modification of the huddhi copying the object

in it, and if the tamos in the huddhi is once so removed then there

cannot be any reflection of it in the purusa. Thus the view that

knowledge leads to the dissolution of the veil of ignorance cannot be
supported. The veil is only related to the instruments of knowledge,

such as the eye, and cannot therefore be regarded as having any-

thing to do with the pure consciousness. The explanation of the

rise of knowledge as being due to the removal of the veil in the pure

consciousness cannot therefore be justified. There cannot be any
veil in the self. If the self be of the nature of pure consciousness,

there cannot be any veil of ignorance inherent in it as the two sup-

positions are self-contradictory. Again, if it is supposed that the

world-appearance is due to the operation of the principle of ig-

norance or avidyd in the mind and if it is supposed that true know-
ledge dispels such ignorance, then we are led to the absolutely

unwarrantable conclusion that the world may be destroyed by
knowledge, or that when one self attains true knowledge the world-

appearance as such ceases, or that when emancipation is attained

during the lifetime of a saint he will have no experience of the

world aroxmd him. If it is held that the emancipated saint has still

an element of ignorance in him, then the theory that knowledge

destroys ignorance has to be given up. Moreover, if the self be

regarded as being absolutely unattached to anything {a-saAga), it

is wrong to suppose that it would be associated with avidya or

ignorance. The veil can have reference only to the mental states,

but it cannot have any relation to pure and unchangeable conscious-

ness; for we have no analogy for such a thing. Again, if it is held

that there is natural association of ignorance with pure conscious-

ness, such an association can never be broken off. If such an
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association be regarded as the consequence of some causal con-

dition, it may well be said that such causality may be found in the

mental states themselves. At least this would be a much simpler

supposition than the primary assumption of a relationship of

avidya with pure consciousness and then to assume the operation

of the mental states to dissolve it. The association of a veil with the

mental states has to be admitted at least in the case of deep sleep,

swoon or senility. Thus, if the veil has to be associated with the

mental states, as the instrument of knowledge, it is quite unneces-

sary to assume it with reference to the self or pure consciousness.

Patahjali, in his Yoga-sutra, has defined avidya as a mental state

which apprehends the non-eternal as the eternal, the impure as the

pure, the pleasure as sorrow. It is not, therefore, to be regarded as

a separate substance inseparably associated with pure conscious-

ness. In the same way it is wrong to define knowledge as the

cessation of avidya^ which belongs to the purusa in this capacity.

The proper way of representing it would be to say that knowledge

arises in th.tpurusa with the cessation of avidya in the mental states.

With the rise of the final knowledge as ‘"I am Brahman” towards

which the whole teleological movement of the prdkrti for the

purusa was tending, the ultimate purpose of Xh&prakrti for the sake

of the purusa is realized, and that being so the teleological bond
which was uniting or associating the buddhi with purusa is torn

asunder and the mind or the buddhi ceases to have any function to

discharge for the sake of the purusa. With the destruction of false

knowledge all virtue and vice also cease and thus there is the final

emancipation with the destruction of the integrity of the buddhi.

Avidya (false knowledge), asmitd (egoism), rdga (attachment), dvesa

(antipathy), abhinivesa (self-love) may all be regarded as avidya or

false knowledge which is their cause, and avidya may also be re-

garded as tamos which is its cause. This tamas obstructs the mani-
festation of sattva and it is for this reason that there is false know-
ledge. When the tamas is dominated by the sattva^ the sattva mani-
fests through its instrumentality the ultimate self. The words
‘‘knowledge” (jhdna) and “ignorance” {ajndnd) are used in the

scriptures to denote sattva and tamas. The word tamas is used to

denote ajhdna and there is no such ajndna as indescribable or in-

definite entity as is supposed by the Sankarites. In ordinary ex-
periential knowledge this tamas is only temporarily removed, but
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in the case of the rise of true and ultimate knowledge the power
of the gunas to undergo modification for the sake of the relevant

purusa is destroyed. Before the sattva can show itself in its own
vrtti or state, it must dominate the tamos which would have resisted

the sattva state. Thus the ontological opposition of the sattva and
the tamas must settle their differences before a psychological state

can make its appearance.

Relation of Samkhya and Vedanta
according to Bhiksu.

Bhiksu thinks that the Samkhya and Yoga philosophies are

intimately connected with the Vedanta and are referred to in the

Upanisads. For this reason when certain topics, as for example the

problem of experiential knowledge, are not described in the

Vedanta, these are to be supplemented from the Samkhya and

Yoga. If there is any seeming antagonism between the two, these

also have to be so explained that the opposition may be reconciled.

Bhiksu takes this attitude not only towards Samkhya-yoga but also

towards Nyaya-Vaisesika, and the Pancardtra, According to him
all these systems have their basis in the Vedas and the Upanisads

and have therefore an internal affinity which is not to be found in

the Buddhists. The Buddhists are therefore the only real opponents.

Thus he attempts to reconcile all the dstika systems of philosophy

as more or less supplementary to one another or at least presenting

differences which can be reconciled if they are looked at from the

proper angles of vision. Bhiksu collects his materials from the

Upanisads, the Puranas and the smrtis and tries to build his system

of interpretation on that basis. It may, therefore, be regarded on

the whole as a faithful interpretation of the theistic Vedanta which

is the dominant view of the Puranas in general and which repre-

sents the general Hindu view of life and religion. Compared with

this general current of Hindu thought, which flows through the

Puranas and the smrtis and has been the main source from which the

Hindu life has drawn its inspiration, the extreme Samkhya, the

extreme Vedanta of Sankara, the extreme Nyaya, and the extreme

dualism of Madhva may be regarded as metaphysical formalisms of

conventional philosophy. Bhiksu’s philosophy is a type of hheda-

bheda which has shown itself in various forms in Bhartr-prapanca,
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Bhaskara, Ramanuja, Nimbarka and others. The general viewpoint

of this hheda-hheda philosophy is that it believes in the reality of the

universe as well as in its spirituality, the distinctness of the in-

dividual souls as well as in their being centres of the manifestation

of God, moral freedom and responsibility as well as a spiritual

determinism, a personal God as well as an impersonal reality, the

ultimate spirit in which matter and pre-matter are dissoved into

spirituality, an immanent teleology pervading through matter and
souls both in their origin and mutual intercourse as well as in

the holiness of the divine will, omnipotence and omniscience,

in the superior value of knowledge as well as of love, in the

compulsoriness of moral and social duties as well as in their

abnegation.

The ordinary classical Samkhya is well known to be atheistic

and the problem arises as to how this may be reconciled with theism

and the doctrine of incarnations. In interpreting sutra i. i. 5 ,

of the Brahma-sutra, Bhiksu says that since the scriptures say

that “it perceived or desired,” Brahman must be a Person, for de-

sire or perception cannot be attributed to the inanimate pre-matter

{prakrti). Sankara, in interpreting this sutra, asserts that the pur-

port of the sutra is thatprakrti is not the cause of the world because
the idea of prakrti oxpradhana is unvedic. Bhiksu quotes a num-
ber of passages from the Upanisads to show that the idea of a

prakrti is not unvedic. Prakrti is spoken of in the Upanisads as the

cause of the world and as the energy of God. Prakrti is also spoken
of as maya in the Svetasvatara, and God is spoken of as mayam
or the magician who holds within Himself the magic power. The
magician may withhold his magic, but the magic power lies all the
same inhim (maydyd vyapara-nivrttireva'vagamyatena ndsah) The
ordinary prakrti is always undergoing change and transformation
and it is only the special 5aiit;a-stuff associated with God that is

always regarded as unchanging.

A question that may naturally arise in this connection is, if God
is Himself unchangeable and if the sattva-hody with which He is

always associated is also always unchangeable, how is it that God
can have a desire to produce the world at any particular time? The
only explanation of this is that the attribution of will to God at a
particular creative moment is only a loose usage of language. It

^ Vijndnd’-mrta-‘hhd^ya, I. i. 5.
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means only that when the proper collocation of the causal con-
ditions is ready for emergence into creative production at any par-

ticular point of time, it is designated as the manifestation of the

creative will of God. God’s knowledge and will cannot have a be-

ginning in time^. But if God’s creative will be regarded as the cause

of the movement of the prakrti^ then the Samkhya view that the

movement of thtprakrti is solely due to its inherent teleology to be
of service to the purusas becomes indefensible. The sattva, rajas

and tamos in the mahat are indeed regarded in Sainkhya as the triad

of three persons, Brahma, Visnu and Mahesvara—^the three created

gods as it were (janye-svara). But the Samkhya does not believe in

any eternal God (nitye’-svara). According to Yoga the sattva part of

mahat associated with eternal powers and existing eternally in the

emancipated state is the person called Isvara. His sattva body is,

however, of the nature of an effect as it is derived from the sattva

part of mahat and His knowledge is also not timeless.

In justification of Sarpkhya, Bhiksu maintains that the denial of

God by the Samkhya may be interpreted to mean that there is no
necessity of admitting God for salvation. Salvation may be achieved

by self-knowledge also. If this process is to be adopted, then it be-

comes quite unnecessary to prove the existence of God. It may,
however, be remarked in this connection that this explanation of

Bhiksu can hardly be regarded as correct, for the Sdmkhya’-sutra

is not merely silent about God, but it makes a positive effort to

prove the non-existence of God, and there is not one redeeming

statement that can be interpreted to mean that Samkhya was not

antagonistic to theism. Bhiksu, however, further reiterates that

Sarnkhya was not atheistic and refers to the statement in the

Svetdsvatara (vi, 16) that salvation can be obtained by knowing the

ultimate cause as declared in the Sarnkhya-yoga and to the state-

ment of the Gttd where atheism is regarded as a demonic view.

In referring to Yoga, Bhiksu says that it is curious that though

the Yoga admitted the existence of God yet it did not make any

effort to repudiate the idea that He might be partial or cruel
;
and

instead of giving God His true cosmological place accepted a

naturalistic view that prakrti of itself passes through the trans-

formatory changes, being determined by its own inherent teleology

in relation to the purusas. Isvara^ in Patanjali’s Yoga-sutra^ is an
^ Vijndnd-mrta^bhdsya, I. i. 5.
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object of Yoga meditation and He shows His mercy to his devotees

and other beings. Bhiksu, however, thinks that unless God is made

to serve a cosmological purpose the association ofprakrti with the

purusas cannot be explained.

The Isvara is not conditioned in His activities by any entities

which are associated with rajas or tamos which are of a fluctuating

nature but with an entity which is always the same and which is

always associated with eternal knowledge, will and bliss’^. The
natural implication of this is that the will of God behaves like an

eternal and unchangeable law. This law, however, is not a con-

stituent of God but a constituent ofprakrti itself. It is through this

part, an eternal unchangeable law which behaves as the eternal will

and knowledge of God, that the phenomenal or the changeable part

of prakrti is determined.

In the Gita Sri Krsna says that He is the highest purusa and

that there is nothing higher than Him. Bhiksu gives two explana-

tions of such statements which seem to be in opposition to the con-

cept of God explained above. One explanation is that the reference

of Krsna as God to Himself is only a relative statement, made in a

popular manner which has no reference to the nature of absolute

God who is unrelationable to ordinary experience. The other ex-

planation is that Krsna calls Himself God by feeling Himself as

identified with God. There is thus a distinction between para-

hrahma andkarya-brahma ; and Sri Krsna, being the karya-hrahman,

popularly describes Himself as the karana-brahma. When other

beings identify themselves with brahma, such identification is true

only with reference to karya-brahma, Sri Krsna or Narayana. They
therefore have no right to speak of themselves as the absolute God.

Beginningless absolute Brahman is unknown and unknowable,

even by the gods and the sages. It is only the Narayana who can

know Him in His absolute nature. Narfyana is therefore to be re-

garded as the wisest of all beings Those beings who in the previous

creation became one with God by sayujya-mukti exist in the

Vasudeva-vyuha. In the Vasudeoa-vyvha Vasudeva alone is the
^ r(yas-tamah--sambhinnatayd malinam kdrya-tattvam parame-svarasya no^

pddhih hintu kevalam nitya^jndne^cchd’-nandd-dimat-sadai'^ka^-rupam kdrana-
sattvam eva tasyo^ pddhih. Ihiara-gitd. MS.

® anddyam tarn pararri brahma na devd
narsayo vzduh

ekas tad veda bhagavdn dhatd ndrdyanah
prabhuh. Vijndnd’-mrtadjhdsya, i. i. 5.
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eternal God; the other beings are but His parts. The other vyuhas,

such as the Samkarsana, Pradjnimna and Aniruddha, are but the

manifestations of Vasudeva (vibhuti) and they are to be regarded as

partial creation of God or as Brahma, Visnu and Rudra. The power
of the lesser gods, Visnu or Siva, is limited, since they cannot pro-

duce any change in the regulation of the cosmic affairs. When they

speak of themselves as the Supreme God they do so only by a pro-

cess of self-identification with the absolute God. The mahattatva,

with its threefold aspect as sattva, rajas and tamos, forms the subtle

body of Brahma, Visnu and Siva or Samkarsana, Pradyumna and
Aniruddha. These three gods, therefore, are supposed to have the

one body, the “ which forms the basic foundation and sub-

stratum of all cosmic evolution. It is for this reason that they are

said to have the cosmos or the universe as their body. These three

deities are regarded as mutually interdependent in their operations,

like vdta, pitta and kapha. It is for this reason that they are said

to be both different from one another and yet identical^. These
three deities are identical with ^^mahat" which again is the unity

of purusa and prakrti. It is for this reason that Brahma, Visnu
and Mahe^vara are to be regarded as the partial manifestations

(andavatam) of Gods and not direct incarnations^.

The penetration of Isvara into pradhana and purusa is through

His knowledge, will and effort by which He rouses the gunas and
helps the production of the mahat. Bhiksu takes great pains to

show that Bhagavan or absolute God is different from Narayana

or Visnu who are direct manifestations of Him just as sons are of

the father. Bhiksu here differs from the opinion of the Pancardtra

school and of other thinkers such as Madhva, Vallabha and

Gaudiya Vaisnavas who regard Narayana, Visnu and Krsna as

identical with God. The other avataras, such as the Matsya,

Kurma, etc., are regarded by Bhiksu as the lild-vatdra of Visnu and

the dvesd-vatdra of God as bhagavan or parame-svara.

^ Vijndnd-mtta^bhdsya, i. i. 5.

^ In this connection Bhiksu quotes the famous verse of the BhdgavatUy

ete cd msa-kaldh pumsah krstms tu bhagavan svyam. i. i. 5. He, however,

paraphrases Krsiia as Visnu and explains svayam bhagavan as being the part of

God just as the son is the part of the father: atra krpio vimuh svayam parame-
svaras tasya putravat sdksdd amsa ity arthah. Ibid. This, however, goes

directly against the interpretation of the verse by the Gaudiya school of Vaisnavas

who regard Krsna as being the absolute God.
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Maya and Pradhana.

Sankara, in his commentary on the Vedanta-sutra, l. i. 4, dis-

cusses the meaning of the term avydkta and holds that it has no
technical meaning but is merely a negation of vyakta or manifested

form. He says that the word avyakta is compounded of the

negative particle na and vyakta. He points out that since

the term avyakta has thus a mere etymological meaning and
signifies merely the unmanifested, it cannot be regarded as having

a technical application to the Pradhana of Sarnkhya. The avyakta

according to Sankara thus means the subtle cause, but he does not

think that there is an independent subtle cause of the world corre-

sponding to the Pradhana of the Sarnkhya^. He holds that this

primal state of the existence of the universe is dependent upon God
and is not an independent reality. Without the acceptance of such

a subtle power abiding in God, God cannot be a creator. For with-

out power God cannot move Himself towards creation; it is the

seed power called avidya which is denoted by the term avyakta.

It is the great sleep of maya (rndydmayt maha-supti) depending
upon God. In it all idxejtvas lie without any self-awakening. The
potency of the seed power is destroyed by knowledge in the case of

emancipated beings and for that reason they are not bom again

Vacaspati, in commenting on it in his Bhamati, says that there are

different avidyas with reference to different selves. Whenever an
individual attempts to gain wisdom, the avidya associated with him
is destroyed, though the avidya associated with other individuals

remains the same. Thus, even though one avidya is destroyed, the

other avidyas may remain in an operative condition and may pro-

duce the world. In the case of the Samkhyists, however, who ad-
mit on& pradhana, its destruction would mean the destruction of all.

Vacaspati says further that if it is held that though the pradhana
remains the same yet the avidya as non-distinction between purusa
and the buddhi is responsible for bondage, then there is no necessity

of admitting the prdkrti at all. The existence and the non-existence
of avidya would explain the problem of bondage and emancipation.

^ yadi vayam sva-tantraiji kancit pr&g-avasthSm jagatafi karanatvena’
bhyupagacchema profonjayema tada pradhana-kSrana-vSdatn. Vedanta-sutra, i.

4 - 3 -

® muktanam ca punar an utpattUf.; kutcd}, vidyayS tasyS iHja-iakter dSh&t.
Ibid.
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The objection that the distinction of selves depends upon
avidya and the distinction of avidyd upon the distinction of the

selves is invalid, for the process is beginningless. The term avyakta

refers to avidyd. in a generic sense as including all avidyds. The
avidyd rests in the individual but is yet dependent upon God as its

agent and object. The avidyd cannot come into operation without

having the Brahman as its support, though the real nature of the

selves is Brahman; yet, so long as they are surrounded by avidyd,

they cannot know their real nature.

In reply Bhiksu says that since without power God alone is

unable to create the manifold universe it has to be admitted that

God does so by a power distinct from Him, and this power is the

prakrti and the purusa. If it is said that this power is avidyd, then

also since it is a dual factor separate from Brahman that may as

much nullify the monistic doctrine as the admission of prakrti and

purusa. It cannot also be said that in the time ofpralay

a

the avidyd

is non-existent, for in that case there being only Brahman the

world would have to be admitted as coming into being from

Brahman alone, and the selves that lie identified with Brahman and

one with Him would, even though emancipated, undergo the

world-process (sarnsdra). If it is held that bondage and emancipa-

tion are all imaginary, then there is no reason why people should

vmdergo so much trouble in order to attain an imaginary emancipa-

tion. If it is held that avidyd may be said to have a secondary or

vyavahdrika existence at the time ofpralaya, and if it is argued that

under the circumstances bondage and emancipation may also be

regarded as having a merely secondary existence, the view of

monism would be unexceptional. But if such an avidyd be ad-

mitted which has mere vyavahdrika or secondary existence, the

same may be supposed with regard to pradhdna. If we inquire

into the meaning and significance of the term vyavahdrika, we
find that its connotation is limited to the power of effectuation and

service towards the fulfilment of the purpose. If that is so, then

prakrti may also be admitted to have a similar kind of existence^.

It is true no doubt that thitpradhdna is regarded as eternal, but this

etemality is an etemality of ceaseless change. Avidyd is regarded

by the Vedantists as apdramdrthikd, that is, avidyd is not true

1 pradhane' pudarp. tulyarn pradhSne artha-kriyS-karitva-rapa-vyavahSrika-

sattvasyai’va’smakam isfattvat. V^nana-mrta-hhasya, i. 4. 3.
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absolutely. This negation of absolute truth may mean that it is not

immediate and self-apparent or that it cannot manifest itself as

being or that it has no existence in all times. But such limitations

are true also oipradhana. Thepradhana is eternal as changeful, but

it is non-etemal in all its products. All the products oiprakrti are

destructible
;
being unintelligent by nature they can never be self-

apparent. Again, though pradhana may be said to be existent in

any particular form at any particular time, yet even at that time it

is non-existent in all its past and future forms. Thus, since

vyavaharikatva cannot mean absolute non-existence (like the hare’s

horn) and since it cannot also mean absolute existence it can only

mean changefulness (parindmittvci)', and such an existence is true

of ih&pradhana. Thus Sahkarites do not gain anything in criticizing

the doctrine ofpradhana, as a substitute of the avidya is supposed
by them to be endowed with the same characteristics as those of

the prahrti.

It is thus evident that Sankara’s criticism against prahrti may
well apply to the prakrti of I^vara Krsna, but it has hardly any
application to the doctrine of prahrti as conceived in the Puranas

as interpreted by Bhiksu, where prahrti is regarded as a power of

Brahman. If avidya is also so regarded, it becomes similar to

prakrti. As it is believed to be existent in a potential form in God,
even in the pralaya, most of the connotations of avidya that dis-

tinguish it from the absolute reality in the Brahman are also the

coimotations oiprakrti.

According to the view propounded by Bhiksu pradhana is not
regarded as having a separate and independent existence but only
as a power of God^.

In explaining Brahma-sutra i. 4. 23, Bhiksu points out that

Isvara has no other upadhi than prahrti. All the qualities of Isvara
such as bliss, etc., proceed from prahrti as is shown in Patanjali-

sutra. Prakrti is to be regarded as the characteristic nature of
Brahman, which is not directly the material cause .of the world, but
is only the abiding or the ground cause {adhisthana-karaim), and
prakrti, as it were, is its own character or part {sviyo bhdvah
padartha upadhir ity arthah). The relation between this upadhi and
prahrti is one of the controller and the controlled or the possessor

^ Prcihr tCLsyo tad^-upapattuye pradhatictni 'kd.ra.iicitvcL.^sanYa.vcu: chuktividhayixi*-
vo’cyate na svatantryene’ty a vadhSryata ity ccrthalii.. VyHSnS-nirta-bhasya, l. 4. 4.
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and the possessed. The fact that God can think or will also testifies

to the fact that God must have as His instrument the prakrti which
can make such thinking possible for Him. For God is in Himself
only pure consciousness. Prakrti^ however, behaves as the upadhi

of God with its purer parts of the eternally pure saliva. Kola and
adrsta also form part of prakrti and as such are not regarded as

the separate powers of God.

Bhiksu's criticism of the Sarnkhya and Yoga.

In commenting on the Brahma-sutra, ii. i. i, 2, 3, Bhiksu says

that Manu speaks of the original cause as being the prakrti^ and so

also does the Sarnkhya, and both of them are regarded as authori-

tative^. But since the Sarnkhya doctrine of atheism is contradicted

by the opinions of Patanjali and Parasara, the view of the Brahma--

sutras cannot be interpreted merely on the atheistic suggestion of

Sarnkhya. It has also to be admitted that the atheistic portion of

Sarnkhya has no authoritative support either in the Vedas or in the

Puranas and has therefore to be regarded as invalid^.

It is wrong, however, to suppose that Kapila really intended to

preach atheism. He quoted atheistic arguments from others and

showed that even if God were not accepted emancipation could be

obtained by differentiation of prakrti from purusa. The Sarnkhya

also emphasizes the fact that emancipation can be obtained merely

by knowledge. This, however, should not be interpreted as being

in conflict with the Upanisadic texts which declare that emancipa-

tion can be obtained only by the true knowledge of God. For these

signify only that there are two ways of obtaining emancipation, the

inferior one being through knowledge of the distinction of prakrti

and purusa^ and the superior one through the true knowledge of

God. The Toga also shows two ways of emancipation, the inferior

one being through the ordinary Yoga processes, and the superior

one through the renunciation to God of all actions and through

devotion to Him. It is also wrong to suppose that the Sarnkhya is

traditionally atheistic, for in the Mahdbhdrata {^Sdnti-parvan 318.

73) and Matsya Purana (4. 28) we hear of a twenty-sixth category,

^ sdmkhyarrt yogam panca-rdtram veddh pdsupatam tathd i. paras-pardny

angdny etdni hetubhir na virodhayet, Vijndnd-mrta-bhdsya^ ii. i. i,

^ itas ce*svara-pratisedhd-7nse kapila-smrteh muldndm anupalahdheh a-pratya-

ksatvdt durvalatvam ity aha. Ibid.
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the God. So the difference between the theistic and the atheistic

Samkhya is due to the difference of representation as the true

Samkhya doctrine and the Samkhya doctrine which proposes to

ensure emancipation even for those who are not willing to believe

in God. In this connection Bhiksu admits the probability of two

different schools of Samkhya, one admitting livafa and the other

not admitting it, and it is only the latter which he thinks to be

invalid^. He also refers to the Kurina Purana in which the Sam-
khyists and the Yogins are said to be atheistic. The chief defect of

the Sankara school is that instead of pointing out the invalidity of

theistic Samkhya, Sankara denies all theistic speculations as non-

vedic and misinterprets the Brahma-sutras accordingly, Bhiksu

refers to Prama, 4. 8, where the twenty-three categories of Sainkhya

are mentioned and oxAyprakrti has been omitted. The mahat-tattva

is not mentioned directly, but only as huddhi and citta. The fourfold

division of the buddhi-tattva as manas, buddhi ahamkara and citta

is also admitted there. In the Garbha Upanisad eight prakrtis and
sixteen vikdras are mentioned. In the Maitreyo-panisad we hear

of the three guims and their disturbance by which creation takes

place. We hear also that the purusas are pure consciousness. In
Maitri Upardsad, v. 2, it is said that the tamos, being disturbed by
the supreme being, gives rise to rajas and that to sattva^. In the

Culihd Upanisad the categories of the Samkhya doctrine are also

mentioned in consonance with the monistic doctrine of the

Vedanta. It also says that there are various schools of the Sainkhya,

that there are some who admit twenty-six categories, others

twenty-seven, and again others who admit only twenty-four

categories. There is also said to be a monistic and also a dualistic

Samkhya and that they find expression in three or five different

ways. Thus Vijnana Bhiksu says that the Samkhya doctrine is de-

finitely supported by the Upanisadic texts.

Concerning the Yoga also it can be said that only that part of it

may be regarded as opposed by the Upanisads which holds a separ-

ate and independent existence of prakrti as apart from Isvara. In
the Sutras of Patanjali it is said that God helps the movement of the

prakrti only by removing the obstacles, just as a ploughman enables
^ athavd kapilai-’ka-desasya prdmdnyam astu, Vijndnd-‘mrta--bhdsyay ii, i. z,
^ tamo vd idm ekamagre dsdt vai rajasas tat pare sydt tat pare^ritarri

visamatvam praydty etad rupam tad rajah khalv l-ritarri vi^amatvam praydty etad
vai sattvasya rupam tat sattvam eva, Maitn Upanisad, v. a.
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water to pass from one field to another. But the Upanisads de-

finitely say that God is the generator of the movement and the dis-

turbance of the prakrti. The sattva body of God is thus there held

to be a product of prakrti as it comes into being from the prakrti

through desire in a previous creative cycle. The sattva body of God
is thus derived from the prakrti^ through the will of God serving

as the vehicle of the will of God for the removal of the obstructions

in the course of the evolutionary process of the prakrti, Prakrti in

itself therefore is not regarded by Patanjali as the upadhi of Isvara}-,

Bhiksu seeks to explain this part of the Yoga doctrine also in the

same manner as he did with the Samkhya by accepting the so-

called abhyupagama-vada. He maintains that the Yoga holds that

even if it is considered that Xht prakrti is independent and runs into

evolutionary activity by herself, undetermined by the eternal know-
ledge and will of God, and even if it be admitted that the eternal

God has no eternal knowledge and will and that the movement of

prakrti is due to an inner teleology in accordance with karma^ and
that in the beginning of the creation is transformed into the

sattvo^padhi of God, even then by self-abnegation to God kaivalya

can be attained. Thus, in the Yoga view the upadhi of Isvara is a

product and not the material or the instrumental cause of the world,

whereas in the Vedanta view as propounded by Bhiksu the upadhi

of Isvara is both the material and the instrumental cause of the

world, and this upadhi which forms the material stuff of the world

is prakrti herself and not her product. In the Yoga view God is

eternal, but His thought and will are not eternal. This thought and

will are associated with the sattva part of prakrti which lies em-
bedded in it at the time of pralaya which only shows itself at the

beginning of a new creative cycle through the potency left in it by
the will of God in the previous creative cycle. God, in the view

of Yoga, is thus not both the material and the instrumental cause

of the world as the Vedanta holds. According to the Vedanta as

explained by Bhiksu, the prakrti plays her dual part; in one part

she remains as the eternal vehicle of the eternal knowledge and will

of God, and through the other part she runs through an evolu-

tionary process by producing disturbances of sattva^ rajas and

^ yoga hCsvarasya jagan-nimittatvam prakrtitvend'bhyupagacchanti IsvctrO'^

pddhek sattva-visesasya purva-sarglya^tat-samkalpa-vaidt sargcL-dau sva-tantra-

prakrtita utpaty-'angikdrdt. Vijndnd-mrta-hhd^yay ii. i. 3.

Dill 31
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tamos. This also explains the Puranic view of the gradual deriva-

tion of sattva, rajas and tamas as stages in the evolution of prakrti

through which at a later stage the cosmic evolution takes place.

Thus ih-t prakrti which remains associated with God as the vehicle

of His knowledge and will is unchangeable and eternal^.

livara-gttdy its Philosophy as expounded

by Vijnana Bhiksu.

In the second part (uttara-vibhaga) of the Kurtna Purd^ the

first eleven chapters are called Isvara-gltd. In the first chapter of

this section Suta asks Vyasa about the true knowledge leading to

emancipation as originally instructed by Narayana in his incarnation

as a tortoise. It is reported by Vyasa that in Vadarikairama in an

assembly of the sages Sanat-kximara, Sanandana, Sanaka, Angira,

Bhrgu, Kanada, Kapila, Garga, Valadeva, Sukra, and Vaiistha

Rsi Narayana appeared and later on Siva also came there. Siva

then at the request of the sages gave a discourse regarding the

ultimate nature of reality, the world and God. The real discourse

begins with thesecond chapter. Vijnana Bhiksu wrote acommentary

on the Isvara-gitd\ he thought that since the Isvara-gltd contains

the main purport of the Bhagavad-gltd it was unnecessary for him
to write any commentary on the latter. Apart from the Samkhya
and Yoga works, Vijnana Bhiksu wrote a commentary on the

Brahma-sutra, a commentary on the Upanisads, and a commentary
on the Isvara-gltd of the Kurma Purdna. In his commentary on the

Brahma-sutra he quotes a passage from Citsukhacarya of the

thirteenth century. He himself probably flourished some time in

the fourteenth century. Bhiksu’s other works are Sdrnkhya-

pravacana-bhdsya, Yoga-vdrtika, Yoga-sutra, Sdmkhya-sdra, and
the Upadesa-ratnamdld. In his interpretation of the Brahma-sutra

and of the Isvara-gltd he has followed the line of interpretation of

Vedanta as adopted in the Puranas, where the Saipkhya-yoga and
Vedanta appear to be wielded together into one indivisible har-

monious system. The philosophy of the Isvara-gltd as dealt with

here is based upon Bhiksu’s commentary, called the livara-gltd-

bhdsya which was available to the present writer as a maniiscript by
courtesy of M. M. Goplnatha Kaviraja, of the Benares Sanskrit

College.
^ Vtjndna~mrta~bhd^a, pp. 271, 272.
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The main questions that were asked by the sages which led to

the discourse of Siva are the following: (i) What is the cause of all?

(2) Who suffers rebirth? (3) What is the soul? (4) What is emanci-
pation? (5) What is the cause of rebirth? (6) What is the nature of

rebirth? (7) Who can realize all? (8) What is the ultimate reality,

the Brahman? The answers to these questions are not given serially,

but the most important topics as they appeared to the instructor,

Siva, were handled by him in his own order of discourse. Thus the

eighth question was taken up for answer before all other questions.

This answer begins with a description of the nature of Atman not

as the individual soul, but as the highest self.

Vijnana Bhiksu seems to acknowledge the doctrine of absolute

absorption or assimilation of the individual soul within the uni-

versal and infinite soul. And even during his existence in this

world, the soul is said to be merely a witness.

He explains that in the answer to the eighth question in the

Kurma Purdna^ ii. 1 . 7, p. 453^, the word dtmd refers to the God-
head, though in ordinary usage it stands only for the finite souls,

and suggests the self-sameness of the finite and infinite souls. The
reference here is thus to tht prakrta-tma and not to the jwd-tmd^.

God is called sarvd-ntara as He has already entered the hearts

{antah) of the diverse living beings and exists there in the capacity

of being only a witness {sarvesdm sva-hhinndndm antah-sdksitvena^

nugatahf, A sdkst (witness) is he who illuminates {sva-prati-

vimbita-vastu-‘bhdsakah)^ without any efforts on his part {vydpdram

vinaV va). He is called antaryami on account of his association with

finite intelligences and through this association even the individual

soul shares the greatness of the highest self.

Vijnana Bhiksu says that the line ^^asmad vijdyate visvam

atraV va praviliyate^^ occurs here by way of giving a reason for the

sakti-saktimad-a-bhedatva doctrine so ably put forth by calling the

ultimate Reality or paramd-tman^ antarydmin and then explaining

the doctrine a little by giving him a few adjectives more to bring out

the significance of the esoteric doctrine or suggestion of sakti-

saktimad-abhedatva. Now it is said that as it is from Him that the

inverse-effects are created, in Him they exist and in Him they are

^ Bibliotheca Indica edition, 1890.
^ See Isvara'-gltd’-bhdsyay MS.
® evam antaryami-sattva-sambandhat cin mdtropi paramd^^ntarydml hhavati

sarvd-^ntaratvena sarva-saktisv* avibhdga’-laksart.d-bkeddu Ibid.

31-2
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annihilated. He is non-different (or better, inseparable) from

purusa and prakrti^ because of His being the support and the

ground of the whole universe beginning ixompurma znd prakrti\

i.e. of the effects right down ixom. purusa and praktri and inclusive

of them. If like the body He had not superintended all the causal

agencies, then the cause, like the dravya^ guna^ karma^ etc., could

not have effected any causal function {yadi hi paramd-tmd dehavat

sarvam kdranam nWdhitistheta tarhi dravya-guna-karma-di-sadha-^

rand-khila-kriyd’‘rtha‘‘mula-‘kdranam na sydd ittf. If it is said that

the sentence speaks of effectedness (or causality) as common to all

tangible manifestations, then the idea of the previous sentence

maintaining the identity between Brahman and the world would

not be admissible^.

Brahman is the upadana-karana of the universe, but this uni-

verse is a parindmi-rupa of Brahman. His is not therefore the

parindmi-rupa^ because that will contradict the statements made
by the scriptures declaring the Brahman to be unchangeable

(kutastha). Then Vijnana Bhiksu defines that God being the ulti-

mate substratum of all, the functioning of all types of causes is

helped in its operation by Him and it is this that is called the

adhisthdna-‘kdranatd of God.
Then he maintains his doctrine of jwdtma-paramd-tmanor

arnsamsy-ahheda by the line sa mdyl mayayd baddhah karoti

vividhds tanuh^^ and says further that Ydjhavalkya’-smrti and
Veddnta-sutra also preach the same doctrine. Srimad^-hhagavad-

gUd says the same thing. Then comes the elaboration of the same
idea. A reference to Sankara by way of criticizing him is made^,

Mdya-vdda is called a sort of covert Buddhism and for support a

passage from Padma^-purdna has also been quoted.

Adhisthdna-kdranatva^ or the underlying causality, is defined as

that in which, essence remaining the same, new differences emerge
just as a spark from the fire. This is also called the amsdrnsi'-bhdva^

for, though the niravayava Brahman cannot be regarded as having

parts, yet it is on account of the emergence of different characters

from a common basis that the characterized units are called the

parts of the common basis. It should be noted that Vijnana Bhiksu
is against the view that the Brahman undergoes any transformatory

^ Isvara-gfta-bhdsya, MS.
3 Ibid.

2 Ibid.
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change. Though the Brahman does not undergo ajiy transformatory

change, yet new differences emerge out of it. In the sentence Sa
mayl mayaya baddhah^^ the idea is that the maya itself is an integral

part of the Divine entity and not different from it. The mayd is like

an aTusa which is identical with the amsin.

Though in the scriptures both the distinction and the identity

of the individual with the Brahman have often been mentioned, yet

it is by the realization of the difference of the individual with the

Brahman that ultimate emancipation can be attained^.

The self is of the nature of pure consciousness and is not in any

way bound by its experiences. The assertion of Sankara that dtmd

is of the nature of joy or bliss is also wrong; for no one can always

be attached to himself, and the fact that everyone seeks to further

his own interest in all his actions does not imply that the soul is of

the nature of bliss. Moreover, if the soul is of the nature of pure

consciousness, it cannot at the same time be of the nature of pure

bliss; at the time of acquiring knowledge we do not always feel

pleasure.^

Egoism {ahhimdna) also does not belong to the soul but like

sukha and duhkha belongs to prakrtiy which are wrongly attributed

to the self.® The soul is, however, regarded as an enjoyer of its

experiences of pleasure and pain, a reflection of them on it through

the mttiy and such a reflection of pleasure and pain, etc., through

the vrtti is regarded as the realization (sdksdtkdra) ofthe experiences.

Such an enjoyment of experiences, therefore, is to be regarded as

anaupadhika (or unconditional). This is also borne out by the

testimony of the Bhagavad-gltd and Samkhya. Such an enjoyment

of the experiences does not belong to the prakrti {sdksdtkdra-rupa--

dJiarmasya drsya-dharmatva-samhhavaif. The passages which say

that the experiences do not belong to the purusa refer to the modi-

fications of vrtti in connection with the experiences. The assertion

of Sankara, therefore, that the dtman is as incapable of experiences

(Jbhoga) as of the power of acting (kartrtva) is therefore false.

Ajndnay according to Vijnana Bhiksu, means anyathd-jndna.

Pradhana is so called because it performs all the actions for the

sake of the purusa; and it is through the fault of his association with

pradhana that the purusa is associated with false knowledge.

^ Isvara-gJta-bhdsya, “ Ibid, ® Ibid,

4 Ibid,
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The atman remains unchanged in itself and the differences are

due to the emergence of the association of buddhi and other faculties

which give rise to experience. At the time of emancipation jtvas

remain undifferentiated with Brahman. Prakrti, purusa, and kala

are ultimately supported in Brahman and yet are different from it.

There are indeed two kinds of scriptural texts, one emphas-

izing the monistic side, the other the dualistic. A right interpreta-

tion should, however, emphasize the duality-texts, for if everything

were false then even such a falsity would be undemonstrable and

self-contradictory. If it is argued that one may accept the validity

of the scriptural texts until the Brahman is realized and when that

is done it matters little if the scriptural texts are found invalid, the

reply to such an objection is that, whenever a person discovers that

the means through which he attained the conclusion was invalid,

he naturally suspects the very conclusion arrived at. Thus the

knowledge of Brahman would itself appear doubtful to a person

who discovers that the instruments of such knowledge were them-
selves defective.

The individual soul exists in the parama-tman in an undif-

ferentiated state in the sense that parama-tman is the essence or

ground-causeofthe jtvas
;
andthe textswhichemphasize the monistic

side indicate this nature oiparama-tman as the ground-cause. This
does not imply that the individual souls are identical with Brahman.

Pleasure and pain do not belong to the self; they really belong
to the antahkarana and they are ascribed to the self only through
the association of the antahkarana with the self. In the state of

emancipation the self is pure consciousness without any association

of pleasure and pain. The ultimate end is the cessation of the
suffering of sorrow (duhkha-bhoga-nivrtti) and not the cessation of
sorrow (na duhkha-nivrttih); for when one has ceased to suffer

sorrow, sorrow may still be there and the avoidance of it would be
the end of other persons. The assertion of Sankara that there is bliss

in the stage of emancipation is wrong. For during that stage there is

no mental organ by which happiness could be enjoyed. If the self

be regarded as of the nature of bliss, then also the self would be
both the agent and the object of the enjoyment of bliss, which is

impossible. The ascription of ananda in the state of emancipation
only refers to it in a technical sense, i.e., ananda means the absence
of pleasure and pain.
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Bhiksu admits a gradation of realities. He holds further that

when oiie entity is stabler than another, the former is more real

than the latter. Sinceparama-tman is always the same and does not

undergo any change or transformation or dissolution. He is more
real than the prahrti or purusa or the evolutes of prahrti. This idea

has also been expressed in the view of the Pur^as that the ultimate

essence of the world is of the nature of knowledge which is the

form of the parama-tman. It is in this essential form that the world

is regarded as ultimately real and not as prahrti and purusa which

are changing forms.

The prahrti or maya has often been described as that which

can be called neither existent nor non-existent. This has been in-

terpreted by the Sahkarites as implying the falsity of mdyd. But

according to Vijfiana Bhiksu it means that the original cause may be
regarded as partly real and partly unreal in the sense that while it

is unproductive it is regarded as unreal, and when it passes through

the course of evolutionary changes it is regarded as real Qdncit

sad-rupa hincit asad-rupa ca bhavati).

Now coming to sadhand he says that by agama, anumdna and

dhyana one should attain self-knowledge. This self-realization leads

to the asamprajndta-yoga which uproots all the vdsands. It is at-

tained not only by the cessation of ajndna but also by the destruc-

tion of the harmas. He also maintains that the emphasis of Sankara

on the understanding of the Upanisadic texts as a means to the

attainment of self-realization is also wrong.

In the state of mukti, self having dissociated itself from the

lifiga-sarlra becomes one with Brahman, just as the river becomes

one with the sea. This is not a case of identity, but one of non-

difference (Jinga-sarird-tmaka-sodasa-hala-simyena ekatdm ain-

bhaga-laksand-bhedam atyantam vrajet). Here in the state of mukti

the identity and difference oijwa and Brahman have been indicated

on the analogy of the river and the sea.

Bhiksu says that there is a difference between the Samkhya and

Yoga regarding the attainment of emancipation. The followers of

the Samkhya can attain emancipation only by the cessation of their

prarabdha harmas. Since avidya has been destroyed, the realization

of emancipation has only to wait till the prarabdhas exhaust them-

selves. The followers of Yoga, however, who enter into a state of

asamprajMta-samddhi have not to suffer the fruits of theprarabdha.
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because being in a state of asamprajnata meditation the prarabdha

can no longer touch them. They can, therefore, immediately enter

into a state of emancipation at their own sweet will.

According to Bhiksu, though Isvara transcends the gunas, yet

through his body as pure sattva he carries on the creative work and
the work of superintending and controlling the affairs of the uni-

verse. Though his agency is manifested through his body as pure

sattva as a directive activity, yet it is without any association of

passions, antipathies, etc.

In the third chapter of the Kurma PurdrM it is said that pra-

dhana, purusa and kala emerge from avyakta, and from them the

whole world came into being. Bhiksu says that the world did not

emanate directly from Brahman but from pradhana, purusa and
kala. There cannot be any direct emanation from Brahman; for

that would mean that Brahman undergoes a change. A direct

emanation would imply that evil and hell also sprangfromBrahman,
The emanation of prakrti, purusa and kala from Brahman is ex-

plained on the supposition that Brahman is a kind of ground-cause

oi prakrti, purusa, and kala {abhivyakti-karana or adhara-karand).

But this emanation oiprakrti, purusa and kala is not through modi-
ficatory processes in the manner in which curd is produced from
milk. In the time of dissolution zxidpurusa are unproductive
of any effects and may therefore be regarded as it were as non-
existent. It is through the will of God that the prakrti and purusa
are drawn out and connected together, and the point of motivation

is started for the processes of modification of prakrti. This point

of motivation is called kala. It is by such a course that all these

three may be regarded as producing an effect and therefore as

existent. It is in this sense that prakrti, purusa and kala are re-

garded as brought into being by God^.
Avyakta as God is so called because it transcends human know-

ledge. It is also so called because it is a state of non-duality, where
there is no difference between energy and its possessor, and where
ever5rthing exists in an undifferentiated manner. Avyakta used in

^ na tu sdk§dd eva hrahmanalf,. . ,atra kdla-di-trayasya hrahma-^kdryatvam
abhivyakti-rupam eva vivakdtam , . . ,prakrti-puru§ayos ca mahad-ddi-haryo^
nmukhatan 'ca parame-svara-krtad anyonya^samyogdd eva bhavati, evam kdlasya
prakrti^purusa-samyogd-Miya-kdryo-'nmukhatvam parame-svare-cch ayai^va bha^
vatu Isvara-gUd-bhdsya. MS.
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the sense of prakrti is the basis of change, or change as such; and
purusa denotes the knower.

The parama-tman is spoken of as the soul of all beings. This
should not, however, be taken to mean that there is only the

paramdtman which exists and that all things are but false imposi-

tions on his nature. Theparamd-tman or Parame-ivara is both dif-

ferent and identical with kdla, pradhana and the purusa. The
existence of the prakrti and the purusa has to be regarded as less

ultimate than the existence of God, because the existence of the

former is relative as compared with the existence of God {vikdrd-

peksayd sthiratvena apeksdkam etayos tattoam, p. 44). Time is re-

garded as an instrumental cause of the connection of prakrti and
purusa. Time is a superior instrumental agent to deeds, for the

deeds are also produced by time {karma-dinam api kala-janyatvat).

Though the time is beginningless, yet it has to be admitted that it

has a special function with reference to each specific effect it pro-

duces. It is for that reason that at the point of dissolution time does

not produce the evolutes of mahat, etc. Mahat-tatva is in itself a

combination of the conscious centres and the material element.

When the word purusa is used in the singular number, such a

use should not be interpreted to mean a denial of the individual

purusas. It only means that in such instances of scriptural texts the

word purusa has been used in a generic sense. Purusas are also of

two kinds—^the apara and the para. Both are in themselves devoid

of any qualities and of the nature of pure consciousness. But there

is this difference between the para purusa and the apara purusa,

that while the former never has any kind of association with any

experience of pleasure and pain, the latter may sometimes be

associated with pleasure and pain which he at that time feels to be

his own (anye gund-hhividriM sagund iva bhavanti paramMnid tu

gund-bhirridria-iunyah, p. 46). It must be understood, however,

that the experiencing of pleasure and pain is not an indispensable

part of the definition of purusa, for at the stage ofjivan-mukti the

purusas do not identify themselves with the experiences of pleasure

and pain, but they are stillpurusas all the same. God, however, who
is called the superior purusa, does not associate Himself with the

experiences that proceed as a fruit of karma and which are enjoyed

in a spatial-temporal manner. But God continues to enjoy eternal

bliss in association with His own special upadhi or conditions
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(svO’-pMhtstha--nitya^nanda-bhoktrtvam tu paramo*tmand*pi asti)

.

When the scriptural texts deny the enjoyment of the experiences

of pleasure and pain with regard to the Supreme purusa^ the idea

is that though the Supreme purxisa underlies the ordinary

purusas as their ground yet he is not in any way affected by their

experiences (ekasminn eva buddhdv avasthdnena jwa-bhogatah

prasaktasyaparamd'-tma-‘bhogasyaVvaprati$edhah). So the Supreme

purusa has in common with ordinary purusas certain experiences

of his own. These experiences of pure eternal bliss are due to

the direct and immediate reflection of the bliss in the purusa him-

self, by which this bliss is directly and immediately experienced

by him. By such an experience the purusas cannot be admitted to

suffer any change. He can, however, be aware of the mental states

of ordinary persons as well as their experiences of pleasure and

pain in a cognitive manner (such as that by which we know external

objects) without being himself affected by those experiences. This

enjoyment of experience is of course due to the action of God’s

mind through the process of reflection.

The monism of such a view becomes intelligible when we con-

sider that the purusa, the mahat, the aharnkdra and all its products

exist in an undifferentiated condition in the very essence of God.

The ultimate purusa as the supreme cognitive principle underlies

the very being of purusas and the faculties such as the buddhi

and the ahanikdra, and also all in later material products. For

this reason, by the underlying activity of this principle all our

cognitions become possible, for it is the activity of this principle

that operates as the faculties of the origins of knowledge. In the

case of the experience of pleasure and pain also, though these can-

not subsist outside the mind and may not apparently be regarded

as requiring any separate organ for their illumination, yet in their

case also it is the mind, the buddhi, that behaves as the internal

organ. So though pleasures and pains cannot be regarded as having

an unknown existence, yet their experiences are also interpreted as

being due to their reflection in the mind.

When the mahat becomes associated with the purusa and no
distinction is felt between it, the purusas and the original ground-

cause, it is then that the cycle of world-existence appears. It is the

super-consciousness of God that holds together the objective and
the subjective principles. The objective principle, the prakrti, and
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the subjective centres, the purusas, are held together in a state of

non-distinction. It is this that gives rise to all experiences of

sorrow and bondage with reference to the conscious centres. It may
be asked how it is that the buddhi and the purusa are held in non-

distinction instead of being distinguished from one another. The
reply is that distinction and non-distinction are both possible ele-

ments in the buddhi, and the function of Yoga is to destroy the

obstruction in the way of the realization of such a mutual distinc-

tion {yogd-dind tu pratibandha-mdtram apdkriyate).

Love of God proceeds in two stages : first, from the notion of

God as satisfying our highest needs; and, secondly, in the notion

of Him as being one with the self of the devotee. These highest

needs find their expression firstly in our notion of value as pleasure

and satisfaction in our experiences; secondly, in our notion of value

in our emancipation; thirdly, in our notion of value in the satisfac-

tion that we achieve in our realization of the sublimity in ex-

periencing the greatness of God {Prema ca amirdga-visesahparamd-

-tmani uta-sddhanatd-jndndt dtmatva-jhdndc ca bhavati. istam api

dvi-vidham bhogd-pavargau tan-mahimd-dariano-ttha-suhham ca iti

tad euam mdhdtmya-pratipadariasyaphalamprerna-laksand bhaktiK),

Mdyd, as identified with prakrti, should be regarded as sub-

stantive entity. prakrti has two elements in it, sattva and tamos.

Through sattva, wisdom or true knowledge is produced; through

tamos is produced delusion or false knowledge. It is this aspect of

prakrti as producing false knowledge that is called mdyd. Mdyd is

described as being trigund-tmihjd prakrti or the prakrti with three

gunas. But though the mdyd is identified with prakrti, yet this

identification is due to the fact that the tamos side oiprakrti cannot

be taVpin as apart from the prakrti as a whole. When it is said in the

scriptures that God destroys the mdyd of Yogins, it does not mean

that the trigund-tmiM prakrti as a whole is destroyed, but only that

the operation of the tamos side is suspended or destroyed or ceases

only with reference to the Yogin. Mdyd is also described as that

which cannot produce an illusion in Him on whom it has to de-

pend for its existence, i.e. God, but that it can produce illusion or

false knowledge in others {svd-hraya-vydmohakatve sati para-

vydmohakatvam)

.

It is further said that God creates the world by his mdyd-sakti

as composed of the three gunas. The significance of the designation
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maya in this connection implies that it is by the false identification

of the prdkrti and the purusa that the latter evolutionary process of

the formation of the world and world-experience becomes possible.

The term maya is generally restricted to prahrti in its relation to

God, whereas it is called avidya as a delusive agent with reference

to individuals.

True knowledge does not consist in a mere identification with
Brahman as pure consciousness, but it means the knowledge of

Brahman, his relationship vdth.pradhdna,purusa, and kola, and the

manner in which the whole cosmic evolution comes into being, is

maintained, and is ultimately dissolved in Brahman; and also in the

personal relationship that he has with the individuals, and the
manner in which he controls them and the ultimate ways of at-

taining the final realization. Kdla is, again, here referred to as the

conditional upadhi through which God moves the prakrti anfj

purusa towards the evolution of the cosmic process.

The great difficulty is to explain how God who is regarded in

essence of the nature of pure consciousness and therefore abso-
lutely devoid of desire or will can be the cause of the great union of
prakrti with iih&purusas. The answer proposed by Bhiksu is that in

God’s nature itself there is such a dynamization that through it He
can continue the actualizing process and the combining activities

of the prakrti and purusa lying dormant in Him. Though prakrti
purusa may also be regarded as the causes of the world, yet since

the combination happens in time, time may be regarded primarily
as a dynamic agent; the condition existing in God through which
He renders the union is made possible {mama svtyo bhdvah pada-
rthah sva-bhdva upadhih tolas tasya prerandt bhagavdn a-pratihato

maha-yogasyaprakrti-purusa-di-samyogasya isvaras tatra samarthah
. . .prakrti-prati-ksana-parindmanam eva kalo-pddhitvdt). Since
God moves both the prakni and the purusa through His own
dynamic conditions, the whole universe of matter and spirits may
be regarded as His body in the sense that they are the passive ob-
jects of the activity of God. God is thus conceived as fianr-i'ng in
his activity among his own energies zs prakrti aadpurusas. It may
be argued that purusa being itself absolutely static, how can these
be moved into activity consists of the fact that they are turned to
the specific operations or that they are united with the prakrti.
Sometimes it is also suggested that the prakrti is the condition of
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ih&purusas and that the movement of ih&prakrti in association with
the purusas is interpreted as being the movement of the purusas.

In the seventh chapter of Isvara-gltd Brahman is defined as the

Universal. Thus any cause may be regarded as Brahman in relation

to its effect. So there may be a hierarchy ofBrahmans as we proceed
from a lesser universal to a higher universal. The definition of

Brahman is: “yad yasya karanam tat tasya brahma tad-apeksaya

vyapakatvat." As God contains within Himself all the universals,

He is called brahma-tndya. God is always associated with the

purusas. But yet His dynamic activity in association with the

purusas consists in bringing about such an association with prakrti

that the objects of the world may be manifested to them in the form
of knowledge.

The jiva or individual is regarded as being a part of God, the

relation being similar to that of a son and father. When the jwas
dedicate all their actions to God with the conviction that if it is

God who works through them, then virtues and vices lose their

force and become inefficacious to cause any bondage to them. As
dSHjwas are the parts of God, there is a great similarity between

them in spite of their diversity. God exists in th&jivas just as the

whole exists in the parts.

Vijnana Bhiksu conceives of the adhisthdna-karana as the ground

cause, as one which in itself remains the same and yet new dif-

ferences emerge out of it. This is also his doctrine of the part and

the whole. The parts are thus supposed to be emergents from the

whole which does not itself participate in any change. The relation

is thus not organic in the sense that the dissolution of the parts

would mean the dissolution of the whole. In the pralaya the parts

are dissolved, yet pure Brahman remains just as it was in the stage

of creation. So, again, when the parts are affected pleasures and

pains are experienced, but the affection of the parts does not in-

volve in the least the affection of the whole. But the whole is not

affected by the sufferings that exist in the emergents. It is further

stated that it is through the function of the ground-cause that the

emergents, e.g. substance, quality and action, can express them-

selves or operate in their specific forms. The underlying whole, the

ground-cause, has really no parts in itself. Yet from this common
basis various emergents of appearances as characterized units show

themselves, and since they are seen to emerge from it they are in
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this specific technical sense called the parts of the underlying

ground cause.

It will thus be seen that the Brahman, the ground-cause, always

remains unchangeable in itself, but it is said that the Brahman is

associated with maya and is united by it (sa mayi mayaya baddhah).

The idea is that the maya is an integral part of the divine entity

and not different from it. Maya is like a part which is identical

with the whole.

Though in the scriptures both the distinction and the identity

of the individual with the Brahman have often been mentioned, yet

it is by the realization of the difference of the individual from the

Brahman that the ultimate emancipation can be attained^.

In the Brhad-dranydka Upanisad, ii. 4. 5, it is stated that all other

things are desired because we desire the self. Sankara infers from

it that we are primarily attached to the self, and since all attach-

ments imply attachment to pleasure, it follows that the self is of the

nature of pleasure or bliss. Other things are desired only when
they are falsely regarded as ourselves or parts of ourselves. Bhiksu

denies this proposition. He says that firstly it is not true that we
are always attached to our own selves; nor, therefore, is it true that

seeking of happiness from other sources is always the seeking of the

selves. It is, therefore, wrong to suppose that self is of the nature

of bliss. If the soul is of the nature of pure consciousness, it cannot

be the nature of pure bliss. If bliss and consciousness were the

same, all knowledge would imply pleasure, but our knowledge is

as much associated with pleasure as with pain. Pleasure and pain,

as also egoism {abhimdna), belong to prakrti or its product buddhi

and are transferred through its function (yrtti) to the self, which is

the real enjoyer and sufferer of pleasure and pain. The self is thus

the real experiencer and the experiences therefore do not belong

to the prakrti but to the selP. Through the operation of the sense-

contact with the object and light the mental states are generated.

These mental states are called vrtti and belong to buddhi and there-

fore to prakrti, but corresponding to each such mental state there

is an intuition of them on the part of the purusa (yrtti-sdksatkara)

^ yady api bhedd-^bhedd'-vuhhdv eva sruti-’Smrtyoruhtau tathd^pi yathokta-
bheda’-jndna-rupa-‘vivekad eva sarvd'-hhimdna-nivrtyd sdksdt moksah, Isvara--
gltd. MS.

^ saksat^kara^rupa-dhatTnasya drsya-dharmatva-sambhavat* Bhiksu’s com-
mentary on Isvara-gitd, MS.
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and it is this intuition that constitutes the real experience of the

purusa. The word hhoga has an ambiguity in meaning. It some-

times refers to the mental states and at other times to their intuition

and it is as the former state that the bhoga is denied of the purusa.

The ajndna (ignorance) in this system means false knowledge.

When the purusa intuits the vrttis of the buddhi and thereby falsely

regards those vrttis as belonging to itself there is false knowledge

which is the cause of the bondage. The intuition in itself is real,

but the associations of the intuitive characters with the self are

erroneous. When the self knows its own nature as different from

the vrttis and as a part of Brahman in which it has an undifferenti-

ated reality, we have what is called emancipation. The existence of

the self as undifferentiated with Brahman simply means that the

Brahman is the ground-cause, and as such an unchangeable ground-

cause Brahman is of the nature of pure consciousness. It is in its

nature as pure consciousness that the whole world may be regarded

as existing in the Brahman of which the prakrti and purusa^ the

one changing by real modifications and the other through the false

ascription of the events of prakrti to itself, may be regarded as

emergents. The world is ultimately of the nature of pure con-

sciousness, but matter and its changes, and the experience itself

are only material and temporary forms bubbling out of it. But

since these emergent forms are real emanations from Brahman an

over-emphasis on monism would be wrong. The reality consists of

both the ground-cause and the emergent forms. Sankara had as-

serted that the duality was true only so long as the one reality was

not reached. But Bhiksu objecting to it says that since the monistic

truth can be attained only by assuming the validity of the processes

that imply duality, ultimate invalidation of the dualistic processes

will also nullify the monistic conclusion.



CHAPTER XXIII

PHILOSOPHICAL SPECULATIONS OF SOME
OF THE SELECTED PURAIjTAS

The readers who have followed the philosophy of the Vedanta

as interpreted by Vijn^a Bhiksu in his commentary on the Brahma-

sutra and the Ihara-glta section of the Kurma Purana must have

noticed that, according to him, the Vedanta was associated with the

Samkhya and Yoga, and in support of his view he referred to many
of the Puianas, some of which are much earlier than Sankara.

Vijnana Bhiksu, therefore, quotes profusely from the Puianas and

in the writings of Ramanuja, Madhva, Vallabha, Jiva GoswamI and

Baladeva we find profuse references to the Puranas in support of

their views of the philosophy of the Vedanta.

It is highly probable that at least one important school of ideas

regarding the philosophy of the Upanisads and the Brahma-sutra

was preserved in the Puranic tradition. Sankara’s interpretation of

the Upanisads and the Brahma-sutra seems to have diverged very

greatly from the semi-realistic interpretation of them as found in

the Puranas. It was, probably, for this reason that Sankara seldom

refers to the Puranas; but since Sankara’s line of interpretation is

practically absent in the earlier Puranas, and since the extreme

monism of some passages of the Upanisads is modified and softened

by other considerations, it may be believed that the views of the

Vedanta, as found in the Puranas and the Bhagavad-gita, present,

at least in a general manner, the oldest outlook of the philosophy

of the Upanisads and the Brahma-sutra.

It seems, therefore, desirable that the treatment of the philo-

sophy of Ramanuja and Vijnana Bhiksu should be supplemented by
a short survey of the philosophy as found in some of the principal

Puranas. All the Puranas are required to have a special section

devoted to the treatment of creation and dissolution, and it is in

this section that the philosophical speculations are largely found^.

In the present section I shall make an effort to trace the philo-

sophical speculations as contained in the sarga-pratisarga portions

^ sargcii ca pratisargas ca vamio manv~antardni ca
[
vamsd'-nucciritan caVva

purd^am panca-lak§anam,
|1 Kurma Purdtia, i. 12,
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of some of the selected Puranas so as to enable readers to compare
this Puranic philosophy with the philosophy of Bhaskara Ramanuja,
Vijnana Bhiksu, and Nimbarka.

The first manifestation of Brahman according to the Visnu
Purana is purusa\ then come the other manifestations as vyaktd-
vyakta and kdla. The original cause of pradhana^ purusa^ vyakta
and kdla is regarded as the ultimate state of Visnu. Here then we
find Brahma-Visnu^.

In Visnu Purdna^ i. 3. ii, it is said that the Ultimate Reality is

only pure existence, which can be described only as a position of

an eternal existence. It exists everywhere, and it is all (this is

Pantheism), and everything is in it (this is Panentheism) and there-

fore it is called Vasudeva^. It is pure because there is no extraneous

entity to be thrown away®. It exists in four forms : vyakta, avyakta,

purusa and kdla. Out of His playful activity these four forms have
come out^. Prakrti is described here as sadasad-^atmaka^ and as

triguna^. In the beginning there are these four categories : Brahman,
pradhana, purusa and kdla?, all these being different from the

unconditional {Trikdlika) Visnu. The function of kdla is to hold
together purusa and th.Q pradhana during the creational period,

and to hold them apart at the time of dissolution. As such it {kdla)

is the cause of sensibles. Thus there is a reference to the ontological

synthetic activity and the ontological analytical activity of kdla?.

(“Ontological” in the sense that kdla appears here not as instru-

mental of the epistemological aspect of experience, but as some-
thing “being” or “existing,” i.e. ontological.) As all manifested

things had returned to the prakrti at the time of the last dissolution,

the prakrti is called pratisancara? . Kdla or time is beginningless

^ Brahman is also regarded as srasta, Hari aspata (Protector), and Mahesvara
as samkarta.

apo ndrd iti proktd, dpo vai nara-sUnavah
ayanam tasya tdh purvam tena ndrdyanah smrtah. Manu. i, lo.

^ sarvatrd^sau samastam ca vasaty atre^ti vai yatah.
tatah sa vasudeve’ti vidvadbhih paripathyate. Visnu Purdna, i. 2. 12.

® Heyd-hhdvdc-ca nirmalam. Ibid. i. 2. 13.
^ vyaktam visnus tathd^vyaktam purusah kdla eva ca i . kridato bdlakasye^va

ce^tdm tasya nisdmaya. Ibid. i. 2. 18.
® Ibid. I. 2. 19. ® Ibid. i. 2. 21.
^ Visnu Purdna, i. 2. 23.
8 Visnoh svarupdt parato hi tenye rupe pradhdnarn purusasca vipra

tasyalva tenyena dhrte viyukte rupa-di yat tad dvija kdla-samjndm.
Ibid. I. 2. 24.

® Ibid. I. 2. 25.

Din 32
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and so exists even at the time of dissolution, synthesizing prahrti or

purusa together and also holding them out as different at the time

of creation. At that time God enters by His will into prakrti and

puTusa and produces a disturbance leading to creation^. When God

enters into prakrti and purusa His proximity alone is sufficient to

produce the disturbance leading to creation; just as an odorous

substance produces sensation of odour by its proximity without

actually modifying the mind^. He (God) is both the disturber

{ksohha) or disturbed {ksobhya\ and that is why, through contra-^

diction and dilation, creation is produced®. Here is once again the

Pantheistic view of God, its first occurrence being manifested

ultimately in four main categories, all of which are, so to speak,

participating in the nature of God, all of which are His first mani-

festations, and also in which it is said that all is God, and so on.

Anu meansjiva-tman^. Visnu or Isvara exists as the vikdra, i.e. the

manifested forms, the purusa and also as Brahman^. This is clear

Pantheism.

The commentator says that the word '' ksetrajna"' in

ksetrajnd^dhisthandV^ means But apparently neither the

context nor the classical Samkhya justifies it. The context distinctly

shows that ksetrajna means Isvara; and the manner of his adhisth^

dtrtva by entering into prakrti and by proximity has already been

described®. From thepradhana the mahat-tattva emerges and it is

then covered by thepradhana^ and being so covered it differentiates

itself as the sdttvika^ rdjasa and tdmasa mahat. 'Thepradhana covers

the mahat just as a seed is covered by the skin®. Being so covered

there spring from the threefold mahat the threefold ahamkdra

called vaikdrika^ taijasa and bhutd’-di or tdmasa. From this bhuta-di

or tdmasa ahamkdra which is covered by the mahat (as the mahat

itself was covered by pradhana) there springs through its spon-

taneous self-modification the sabda-tanmdtra^ and by the same pro-

cess there springs from that sabda'-tanmatra the dkdsa—^the gross

element. Again, the bhuta-di covers up the sabda-tanmdtra and the

dkdsa differentiated from it as the gross element. The dkdsa^ being

thus conditioned, produces spontaneously by self-modification the

^ Visnu Purdfta, i. 2. 29. ® Ibid. 1. 2. 30.
3 Ibid. 1. 2. 31. ^ Ibid. i. 2. 32.

® guna-sdmydt tatas tasmat k^etrajnd-dhisthitdn mune
guna-vyanjana^sambhutih sarga-kdle dvijo-ttama. Ibid. i. 2. 33.

® pradhana-tattvena samarri tvacd bijam ivd^vrtam. Ibid. i. 2. 34.
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sparsa-tanmdtra^ which produces immediately and directly the gross

vdyu. The bhutadi again covers up the dkdsa^ sabda-tanmatra^

sparsa-tanmdtra and the differentiated vdyu which later then pro-

duces the rupa-’tanmdtra which immediately produces the gross

light-heat (jyotiy. The sparsa-tamndtra and the vdyu cover up the

rupa-tanmdtra. Being thus conditioned, the differentiated gross

jyoti produces the rasa-tanmdtra from which again the gross water

is produced. In a similar manner the rasa-tanmdtra and the rupa-

tanmdtra^ being covered up, the differentiated gross water produces

XhQ gandhu'-tanmdtra^ from which again the gross earth is produced.

The tanmdtras are the potential conditions of qualities and hence
the qualities are not manifested there. They are, therefore, tradi-

tionally called avisesa. They do not manifest the threefold qualities

of the gunas as sdnta^ ghora and mudha. It is for this reason also that

they are called avisesa^.

From the taijasa-ahamkdra the five conative and cognitive

senses are produced. From the vaikdrika-ahamkdra is produced

the mancL^, These elements acting together in harmony and unity,

together with the tanmdtras^ ahamkdra and mahat^ form the unity

of the universe under the supreme control of God. As the universe

grows up, they form into an egg which gradually expands from
within like a water-bubble

;
and this is called the materialistic body

of Visnu as Brahman. This universe is encircled on the outer side

by water, fire, air, the dkdsa and the bhutd^di and then by the mahat
and the avyakta, each of which is ten times as large as the earth.

There are thus seven coverings. The universe is like a cocoanut

fruit with various shell-coverings. In proper time, again by
causing a preponderance of tamas^ God eats up the universe in His
form as Rudra, and again creates it in His form as Brahma. He
maintains the world in His form as Visnu. Ultimately, however, as

God holds the universe within Him, He is both the creator and the

created, the protector and the destroyer.

Though the Brahman is qualityless, unknowable and pure, yet

^ The commentator notes that when the dkdsa is said to produce sparia-
tanmdtray it is not the dkdsa that does so but the bhutd~di manifesting itself as
dkdsa^ i.e. it is through^some accretion from bhutd~di that the dkdsa can produce
the sparsa-tanmdtra. Akdsah dkdsamayo hhutd-dih sparsa-tanmdtram sasarja,

^ See the commentary to sloka. Vimu Furdurn^ i. 3. 44.
® The commentator notes that the word manas here means antalikarana,

including its four functions as manasy buddhi, citta and ahamkdra.

32-2
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it ran behave as a creative agent by virtue of its specific powers

which are incomprehensible to us. As a matter of fact the relation

between the powers or energies and the substance is unthinkable.

We can never explain how or why fire is hot^. The earth, in adoring

Hari, described Him as follows; “Whatever is perceived as having

visible and tangible forms in this world is but your manifestation.

The ordinary people only make a mistake in thinking this to be a

naturalistic universe. The whole world is of the nature of know-

ledge, and the error of errors is to regard it as an object. Those who

are wise know that this world is of the nature of thought and a

manifestation of God, who is pure knowledge. Error consists in

regarding the world as a mere naturalistic object and not as a mani-

festation of the structure of knowledge.”^

In the Visnu Purana, i. 4. 50-52, it is said that God is only the

dynamic agent (nifnitta-tnatTaifi), the material cause being the

energies of the objects of the universe which are to be created.

These energies require only a dynamic agent to actualize them in

the form of the universe. God is here represented to be only a

formative agent, whereas the actual material cause of the world is

to be found in the energies which constitute the objects of the

world, through the influence and presence of God. The com-

mentator notes that the formative agency of God consists merely

in his presence (sannidhya-matreinai’vcif.

In the Visnu Purana, i. 4, we find another account of creation.

It is said that God in the beginning thought of creation, and an

unintelligent creation appeared in the form of tamos, moha,

maha-moha,tamisra and andha-tamisra. These were the five kinds of

avidya which sprang from the Lord. From these there came a

creation of the five kinds of plants as vrksa, gulma, lata, inrut and

^ Visnu Purana, I. 3. i—s.
2 * yad etad drsyate murtam, etadjndnd-tmanas tava,

hhrdnti-jndnena posyantijagad-rupam ayoginah. Ibid. i. 4. 39.

jndna^svarupam dkhilam jagad etad abuddhayah
artha-sTjarupam pasyanto bhrdmyante moha-samplave.

Ibid. I. 4. 4©.
3 nimitta-mdtram evd^M srjydndrn sarga-karmani

pradhdna-kdrojfl-bhutd yato vai srjya-saktayah. Ibid. i. 4. 51.

nimitta-mdtram muktvai’kam nd*nyat Mncid aveksyate

niyate tapatdm srestha sva-saktyd vastu vastutdm. Ibid. i. 4. 52.

sisrkmh iakti-yuktd*sau srjya-iakti-pracoditah. Ibid. i. 5. 65.

In this passage it is hinted that the will of God and His power to create is

helped by the energies of the objects to be created.
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trna (to which are to be added the mountains and the hills) which
have no inner or outer consciousness and may be described as

having, as it were, closed souls {samvrtd-’tman). Not being satisfied

with this He created the animals and birds, etc., called tiryak-srota.

The animals, etc., are called tiryagy because their circulation is not

upwards but runs circularly in all directions. They are full of tamos

y

and are described as avedinah. The commentator notes that what

is meant by the term avedin is that the animals have only

appetitive knowledge, but no synthetic knowledge, i.e. cannot

synthesise the experience of the past, the present and the future and

cannot express what they know, and they have no knowledge about

their destinies in this world and in the other, and are devoid of all

moral and religious sense. They have no discrimination regarding

cleanliness and eating; they are satisfied with their ignorance as

true knowledge, i.e. they do not seek the acquirement of certain

knowledge. They are associated with the twenty-eight kinds of

vadha?-. They are aware internally of pleasure and pain but they

cannot communicate with one another^. Then, being dissatisfied

with the animal creation, God created “the gods’’ who are always

happy and can know both their inner feelings and ideas, and also

the external objects, and communicate with one another. Being

dissatisfied with that creation also He created “men,” which

creation is called arvdk-srotas as distinguished from the creation of

gods which is called urddhva-srotas. These men have an abundance

of tamos and rajasy and they have therefore a preponderance of

^ In the Sdmkhya-kdrikd, 49, we hear of twenty-eight vddhds. The reference

to vddhds here is clearly a reference to the technical vddhds of the Sarnkhya
philosophy, where it also seems certain that at the time of Visnu Purana the

technical name of the Sarnkhya vddhds must have been a very familiar thing.

It also shows that the Visnu Purana was closely associated with the Sarnkhya
circles of thought, so that the mere allusion to the term vadhd was sufficient to

refer to the Sarnkhya vddhds. The Visnu Purdna was probably a work of the third

century a.d. ; and the Kdrikd of Isvara Krsna was composed more or less at the

same time. In the Markandeya Purdna (Venkatesvara edition, ch. 44, v. 20) we
have the reading Astdvimsad-vidhdtmika. In the B. i. edition of Markandeya
by K. M. Banerji we have also in ch. 47, v. 20, the same reading. The reading

vadhdnvitd occurs neither in the Markandeya nor in the Padma Purdna 13, 65,

The supposition, therefore, is that the twenty-eight kinds in Mdrkandeya were
changed into twenty-eight kinds of vadhd through the Sarnkhya influence in

the third century. The Mdrkandeya is supposed to have been written in the first

half of the second century B.c. It is not easy to guess what twenty-eight kinds of

animal creation were intended by Markandeya. But the identification of them
with the twenty-eight kinds of Sarnkhya vadhd seems to be quite inap-

propriate.
2 antah prakdsds te sarva dvrtds tu paras-param. Visnu Purdna, i. 5. 10.
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suffering. There are thus nine creations. The first three, called the

unintelligent creation {avuddhi-purvaka), is the naturalistic creation

of (i) mahat, (ii) the tanmMras, and (iii) the bhUtas, the physiological

senses. The fourth creation, called also the primary creation

(miikhya-varga), is the creation of plants ;
fifth is the creation of the

tiryag-srotas; sixth the ilrdha-srotas] seventh the araak-srotas or

men. The eighth creation seems to be the creation of a new kind.

It probably means the distinctive characteristic of destiny of each

of the four creations, plants, animals, gods and men. The plants

have, for their destiny, ignorance; the animals have mere bodily

energy; the gods have pure contentment; and the men have the

realization of ends. This is called the anugraha-sarga^. Then comes

the ninth sarga, called the kaumara-sarga, which probably refers to

the creation ofthe mental children ofGod such as Sanatkumara, etc.

There are four kinds ofpralayas : they are called the naimittika

or brahma, the prdkrtika, the dtyantika and the nitya. The
naimittika-pralaya takes place when Brahma sleeps ;

the prdkrtika

occurs when the universe merges in prakrti
;
the atyantika-pralaya

is the result of the knowledge of God, i.e. to say, when Yogins lose

themselves m.paramd-tman, then occurs the atyantika-pralaya', and

the fourth, viz. the nitya-pralaya, is the continual destruction that

takes place daily.

In the Vdyu Purdna we hear of an ultimate principle which is

associated with the first causal movement of God. This is regarded

as the transcendental cause (kdranam aprameyam) and is said to be

known by various names, such as Brahman, pradhana, prakrti,

prasuti (prakrti-prasuti), dtman, guha, yoni, cak§us, ksetra, amrta,

^ The Vdyu Purdfza, vi. 68, describes it as follows

:

sthdvaresu viparydsas tiryag-yoni^u saktitd

siddhd^tmdno manusyds tu tustir devesu krtsnasaJf.,

The sixth sarga is there described as being of the ghosts.

bhutd-dikdndm sattvdndrri sasthah sargah sa ucyate.

Ibid. VI. 58-59.
te parigrakinah sarve samvibhdga’-ratdh punah.
khddands cdUpy asllds cajneyd bhuta^dikas ca te. Ibid. vi. 30.

In the Markandeya Purdna^ anugraha-sarga is described as the fifth sarga.
In the Kurma Purdna, 7. ii, these bhutas are regarded as being the fifth

sarga. The Kurma Purdna describes the first creation as the mahat-sarga, the
second as bhuta-sarga, the third as Vaikdrik^-ndriya-sarga, the fourth as the
mukhya’-sarga, and the fifth as tiryak’-sarga. There is thus a contradiction, as the
fifth sarga was described in the eleventh verse in the same chapter as the creation
of ghosts. This implies the fact that probably two hands were at work at different
times, at least in the seventh chapter of the Kurma Purdna.
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aksara^ sukra^ tapas^ satyam^ atiprakasa. It is said to cover round
the second purusa. This second purusa is probably the loka-pita-

maha. Through the association of time and preponderance of rajas

eight different stages of modification are produced which are

associated with ksetrajna?-. In this connection the Vayu Purana
speaks also of the prdkrtika^ the naimittika and the dtyantika--

pralaya^. It also says that the categories of evolution have been
discovered both by the guidance of the sdstras and by rational

argument^, and th.2Lt prakrti is devoid of all sensible qualities. She
is associated withthree and istimeless andunknowable in her-

self. In the original state, in the equilibrium of gunas^ everything

was pervaded by her as tamas. At the time of creation, being

associated with ksetrajna^ mahat emerges from her. This mahat is

due to a preponderance of sattva and manifests only pure existence.

This mahat is called by various names, such as manas^ mahat^ matiy

brahmdy pur^ huddhiy khydtiy IsvarUy citiy prajhdy smrtiy samvity

vtpura\ This mahat-prajhdy being stirred by desire to create, be-

gins the work of creation and produces dharma^ adharma and other

entities®. Since the cause of the gross efforts of all beings exists

always as conceived in a subtle state in the mahaty it is called

'‘manasJ^ It is the first of all categories, and of infinite extent and
is thus called mahdn. Since it holds within itself all that is finite

and measurable and since it conceives all differentiations from out

of itself and appears as intelligent purusuy by its association with

experience it is called matL It is called brahman since it causes all

growth. Further, as all the later categories derive their material

from it, it is called pur. Since the purusa understands all things as

beneficial and desirable and since it is also the stuff through which
all understanding is possible, it is called buddhi. All experience and
integration of experience and all suffering and enjoyment de-

pending upon knowledge proceed from it; therefore it is called

khydtL Since it directly knows everything as the great Soul it is

called Isvara. Since all sense-perceptions are produced from it, it

is called prajhd. Since all states of knowledge and all kinds of
^ Vayu Puranaf 3. ii> and compare the Pancardtra doctrine as elaborated in

Ahirbudhnya.
2 Vayu Purana^ 3. Z3.
® tac-chdstra-yuktyd sva-^mati-prayatnat

samastam dviskrta^dhl-^dhrtibhyah. Ibid. 3. 24.

It speaks of five pramdn^as. Ibid. 4. 16.
^ Ibid. 4. 25. ^ Ibid. 4. 24.
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karman and their fruits are collected in it for determining ex-

perience, it is called citi. Since it remembers the past, it is called

smrii. Since it is the storehouse of all knowledge, it is called

maha-tman. Since it is the knowledge of all knowledge, and since

it exists everywhere and everything exists in it, it is samvit.

Since it is of the nature of knowledge, it is called Since

it is the cause of all desideratum of conflicting entities, it is called

mpura. Since it is the Lord of all beings in the world, it is called

Ihara. Since it is the knower in both the ksetra and the

ksetrajna, and is one, it is called ka. Since it stays in the subtle

body (puryam hte) it is called purusa. It is called svayanibhu,

because it is uncaused and the beginning of creation. Mahan being
stirred up by the creative desire manifests itself in creation through
two of its movements, conception {samkalpa) and determination

{adhyavasaya). It consists of three gunas, sattva, rajas, and tamos.

With the preponderance of rajas, ahamkara emerged from mahat.
With the preponderance of tamos there also emerges from mahat,

bhuta-di, from which the hhutas and tanmdtras are produced. From
this comes the dkdia as vacuity which is associated with sound.
From the modification of the hhutd-di the sound-potential {sahda-

tanmatrd) has been produced. When the hhutadi covers up the

sound-potential, then the touch-potential was produced. When the
dhdsa covers up the sound-potential and the touch-potential, the
vdyu is produced. Similarly the other bhutas and qualities are pro-
duced. The tanmdtras are also called avihsas. From the vaikdrika
or sdttvika-ahamkdra are produced the five cognitive and the five

conative senses and the manas^.

These work in mutual co-operation, and thereby produce
the cosmic egg like a water-bubble. From this cosmic egg, the
ksetrajha called Brahma—also called Hiranyagarbha (the four-faced
God) ^is produced. This god loses His body at the time of each
pralaya and gains a new body at the time of a new creation®. The
cosmic egg is covered by water, light, heat, air, dhdla, bhutddi,
mahat, and avyakta. The eight prdkrtis are also spoken of, and
probably the cosmic egg is the eighth cover®.

_
1 This is different from other accounts. No function is ascribed to the •

Tajctsu from which the conative senses are generally derived
® VSyu Purana, 4. 68.
* The passage is obscure, as it is difBcult to find out exactly what these eight

prakrtts are. Ibid. 4. 77-78.
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In Chapter viii it is said that rajas remains as the dynamic

principle inherent in sattva and tamas^ just as oil remains in seas

amum. It is further said that Mahesvara entered the pradhana

and purma^ and with the help of the dynamic principle of rajas

produced a disturbance in the equilibrium of the prakrti^. By the

disturbance of the gunas three gods are produced, from rajas

Brahma, from tamos Agni, and from sattva Visnu. The Agni is also

identified with kdla or Time.

The Vdyu Purana also describes the nature of mdhesvara^yoga^.

This is said to be constituted of five elements or dharmas^ such as

prdndydma^ dhydna^ pratydhdra^ dharana^ and smarana. Prdndydma
is of three kinds, manda^ madhyama^ and uttama. Manda is of

twelve mdtrds^ madhyama of twenty-four, and uttama of thirty-six.

When the vdyu is once controlled by gradual practice, then all sins

are burnt and all bodily imperfections are removed. By dhydna

one should contemplate the qualities of God. Then prdndydma is

said to bring about four kinds of results: (i) sdntiy (ii) prasdntiy

(iii) dtpti, and (iv) prasdda. Sdnti means the washing away of sins

derived from impurities from parents and from the association of

one’s relations. Praidnti means the destruction of personal sins, as

greed, egotism, etc. Dlpti means the rise of a mystical vision by
which one can see past, present and future and come in contact

with the wise sages of the past and become like Buddha. Prasdda

means the contentment and pacification of the senses, sense-objects,

mind, and the five vdyus.

The process of prdndydma beginning with dsana is also de-

scribed. Pratydhdra is regarded as the control of one’s desires and

dharma is regarded as the fixing of the mind on the tip of the nose,

or the middle of the eyebrows, or at a point slightly higher than

that. Through pratydhdra the influence of external objects is

negated. By dhydna one perceives oneself like the sun or the moon,
i.e. there is an unobstructed illumination. The various miraculous

powers that the yogi attains are called the upasargas and it is

urged that one should always try to keep oneself free from the

callings of these miraculous powers. The various objects of dhydna

^ It has been noted before that the creation of the material world proceeded
from the tdmasa ahamkdra, and that of the cognitive and conative senses from
the sdttmka ahamkdra. The rdjasa ahamkard was not regarded as producing any-
thing, but merely as a moment leading to disturbance of equilibrium. See also

Vdyu Purdnay 5. 9. ^ Ibid, chap, 11-15.
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are regarded as being the elements originating from the earth,

manas and buddhi. The Yogin has to take these objects one by one,

and then to leave them off, so that he may not be attached to any
one of them. When he does so and becomes unattached to any one
of these seven and concentrates on Mahe^vara associated with
omniscience, contentment, beginningless knowledge, absolute

freedom {svatantrya), unobstructed power, and infinite power, he
attains Brahman. So the ultimate object of Yoga realization is^ the

attainment of Brahmahood as Mahe^vara which is also called

apavarga^.

In the Marhan^ya Purarm, yoga is described as a cessation of

ajndna through knowledge, which is, on the one hand, emancipa-
tion and unity with Brahman, and, on the other, dissociation from
the gunas ofprakrti^. All sorrows are due to attachment. With the
cessation of attachment there is also the cessation of the feeling of
identifying all things with oneself {mamatvd)\ and this leads to

happiness. True knowledge is that which leads to emancipation,
all else is ajnana. By experiencing the fruits of virtues and vices

through the performance of duties and other actions, through the
accumulation of fruits of past karman (apurva), and through the
exhaustion of certain others, there is the bondage of karma. The
emancipation from karma, therefore, can only result from an
opposite procedure. The pranayama is supposed to destroy sins^.

In the ultimate stage the yogi becomes one with Brahman, just as
water thrown in water becomes one with it®. There is no reference
here to chitta-vrtii-nirodha as yoga.

Vasudeva is described here as the ultimate Brahman, who by
His creative" desire has created everything through the power of
time. Through this power He separated the two entities of pra-

There is no reference in the chapters on yoga of the Vdyu Purana to vrtti-
nirodha and kaivolya.

2 There is a chapter both in the Vdyu Purana and in the Mdrkandeya
Purana on arista, similar to what is foimd in th.Q Jaydkhya-samhitdYfheT& si&is
are described by which the yogin is to know the time of his death, though the
description of his death is entirely different from that given in the other two works.

® jndna-purvo viyogo ydjnanena saha yoginah
|
sd muktir hrahmand caVkyam

anaikyam prdkrtair guriaih.
|| Mdrkandeya Purdna, 39. i.

The method of pranayama and other processes of yoga is more or less the
same as that found in the Vdyu Purdna.

® Mdrkandeya Purdria, 40. 41.
The Mdrkandeya Purdna^ in this connection, says that the yogin should know

the approach of his death by the signs described in ch, 40, so that he may antici-
pate It and may not get dispirited.
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dhana and purusa from within Himself and connected them both.

The first entity that emerged from prdkrti in this creative process

was mahat^ from which emerged ahamkdra^ and from which again

emerged sattva^ rajas and tamos. From tamos came the five tan-

mdtras and the five hhutas\ from rajas came the ten senses and the

buddhL From sattva came the presiding gods of the senses and the

manas^. It is further said that Vasudeva exists in the prakrti and the

purusas and all the effects, both as pervading through them and also

separate from them, that is. He is both immanent and transcendent.

Even when He exists as pervading through them, He is not in any

way touched by their limitations and impurities. True knowledge is

that which takes account of the nature of all those which have

emanated from Vasudeva in their specific forms as prakrti^ purusa^

etc., and also of Vasudeva in His pure and transcendent form^.

It should be noted that in the Padma Purana there is a mention

of brahma-bhaktiy which is either kdyika^ vacika and mdnasika or

laukiki^ vaidikt and adhyatmikl. This ddhydtmiki-bhakti is further

subdivided into the sdrnkhya-bhakti and yoga-bhakti^. The know-
ledge of twenty-four principles and of their distinction from the

ultimate principle called purusa^ as also of the relation among
purusa and prakrti and the individual soul, is known as sdmkhya-*

bhakti^. Practice of prdnaydma and meditation upon the Lord
Brahma constitute the yoga-bhakti^. The term bhakti is here used

in a very special sense.

In Naradiya Purana Narayana is said to be the Ultimate

Reality, that is, if seen in theological perspective it may be said to

create from itself Brahma the creator, Visnu the protector and
preserver, and Rudra the destroyer®. This Ultimate Reality has

also been called Mahd-vimu^. It is through his characteristic

power that the universe is created. This sakti or power is said to be
both of the type of existence and non-existence, both vidya and
avidya^. When the universe is seen as dissociated from Maha-
visnuy the vision is clearly due to avidya ingrained in us; when, on
the other hand, the consciousness of the distinction between the

knower and the known disappears and only the consciousness of

^ Skanda Purana^ ii. 9. 24, verses i-io. ^ Ibid, verses 65-74,
^ Padma Purana^ i. 15, verses 164-177. ^ Ibid, verses 177-186.
® Ibid, verses 187-190. ^ Naradiya Purdi^ay i, 3. 4.
^ Ibid, verse 9. ® Ibid, verse 7.
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unity pervades, it is due to vidya (it is vidyd itself)^. And just as

Hari permeates or pervades through the universe, so also does His

saktP, Just as the quality of heat exists by pervading, i.e. as in and

through Agni its support, even so the sakti of Hari can never be

dissociated from Him®. This sakti exists in the form of vyaktd-

vyakta^ pervading the whole universe, prdkrti^ purusa and kdla are

her first manifestations^. As this sakti is not separate from Mahd-
visnu, it is said that at the time of first or original creation Mahd--

visnu, being desirous of creating the universe, becomes, i.e. takes

the forms of prakrti^ purusa and kdla. From prakrti^ disturbed by

the presence of thepurusa^ comes out mahat^ and from mahat comes

into existence buddhi, and from buddhiy ahamkdra^.

This Ultimate Principle has also been called Vasudeva, who is

said to be the ultimate knowledge and the ultimate goal®.

Sorrow or misery of three kinds is necessarily experienced by

all beings born in the universe—and the only remedy that sets them
free from misery is the final obtaining of the Lord (or God)"^. The
ways to find God are two, the way of knowledge (jndna) and that of

action (karma). This jndna springs up either from the learning of

scriptural texts or from viveka (discriminative knowledge)®.

^ Naradlya Pura^a, i. 3, verses 7-9.
^ Ibid, verse iz.

It should be distinctly noted here that the creation of the universe has been
attributed to Hari through the upadhi avidya, which is His own sakti. The whole
account sounds the note of the Vedanta philosophy. The following line should be
particularly noted

:

amdyo-padhi-yogena tathe^dam akhilarri jagat. Ibid. 3. 12.

And this line should be read with the previous verse

—

vimu-sakti’-samudbhutam etat sarvam card-‘CaYam
yasmdd bhinnam idam sarvarri yacce'gam yacca tengati
upddhibhir yathd^kdso bhinnatvena pratlyate.

Ibid, verses lo-ii.
® Ibid, verse 13. ^ Ibid, verse 17.
® Ibid, verses 28, 31. ® Ibid, verse 80.
’ For the concept of antarydmin see verse 26 of Adhydya 3 and also verse 48

of Adhydya 33.
® Ndradtya Purana, verses 4, 5.

utpattim pralayam caVva bhutdndm agatim gatim
vetti vidydm avidydrn ca sa vdcyo bhagavdn iti

jhdna-'Sakti’-balai-ivarya'-virya’-tejdrnsy asesatah
bhagavcLc^sabda-vdcyd^yarn vind heyair gund-dibhih
sarvam hi tatra bhutdni vasanti paramd-tmani
bhutem vasate sdntar vdsudevas tatoh smrtah.
bhute§u vasate sdntar vasanty atra ca tdni yat
dhdtd vidhatd jagatdm vdsudevas tatas smrtah.

Ibid. I. 46, verses 21-24,
The attributes of Vasudeva are described in following four verses. It should

also be noted that Bhagavan means Vasudeva. (Jbid. verse 19.)
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yoga is also defined in the next chapter. It is described as

Brahma-'laya, The manas is the cause of bondage and emancipation.

Bondage means association with sense-objects, and emancipation

means dissociation from them. When, like a magnet, the self draws

the mind inside and directs its activities in an inward direction and

ultimately unites with Brahman, that is called yoga?^.

Visnu is described as having three kinds of sakti (power)
:
para

or ultimate, the apard (which is identical with individual efforts),

and a third power which is called vidya and karma^. All energies

belong to Visnu, and it is through His energies that all living beings

are moved into activity^.

The word hhakti has also been used in another chapter in

the sense of sraddha^ and is held to be essential for all the various

actions of life^.

According to the Kurma Purdna it seems that God exists firstly

as the unmanifested, infinite, unknowable and ultimate director.

But He is also called the unmanifested, eternal, cosmic cause which

is both being and non-being and is identified with prakrtL In this

aspect He is regarded zspara-brahmariy the equilibrium of the three

gunas. In this state the purusa exists within Himself as it were, and

this is also called the state of prdkrta-pralaya. From this state of

unmanifestedness God begins to assert Himself as God and enters

into prakrti and purusa by His own inner intimate contact. This

existence of God may be compared with the sex-impulse in man or

woman which exists within them and manifests itself only as a

creative impulse although remaining one and the same with them

all the while. It is for this reason that God is regarded as both

passive (ksobhya) and dynamic {ksobhakd). It is therefore said that

God behaves as prakrti by self-contraction and dilatation. From
the disturbed prakrti and the purusa sprang up the seed of mahat,

which is of the nature of both pradhana and purusa {pradhana

1 dtma-prayatna^sdpeksd visistd yd mano-gatih
tasyd hrahmani samyogo yoga ity abkidhlyate,

Ndradtya Purdiy2y 47. 7.

There is also a description of prdndydma, yama^ and niyama^ etc., from
V. 8 to V. 20.

2 Ibid. I. 47, verses 36-38. ® Ibid, verses 47-49- ^
i, verse 4.

® Kurma PurdT^a contains the following verse

:

mahesvarah paro^vyaktas catur-vyuhah sandtanah
anantas cd^prameyai ca niyantd sarvato-mukhah. (4. 5.)

Two points should be noted here. Firstly, that the Ultimate Reality has been

called Mahesvara and not Visnu. Secondly, catur-vyuha is one of the ad-

jectives mentioned in this verse to explain the nature of that Ultimate Reality.
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purusat-makam). From this came into existence mahat, also called

atman, mati, hrahmd, prahuddhi, khyati, Isvara, prajna, dhrti,

smrti, samvit. From this mahat came out the threefold ahamkara-

•vaikdrika, taijasa and bhutadi (also called tdmasa ahamkdrd). This
ahamkdra is also called abkimdna, kartd, manta, and atman, for all

our efforts spring from this.

It is said that there is a sort of cosmic mind called manas which
springs directly from the avyakta and is regarded as the first pro-

duct which superintends the evolution of the tdmasa ahamkdra into

its products^. This manas is to be distinguished from the manas or

the sense which is the product of both the taijasa and vaikdrika

ahamkdra.

Two kinds of views regarding the evolution, the tarmdtras and
the hhutas, are given here in succession, which shows that the

Kurma Purdna must have been revised ; and the second view, which
is not compatible with the first, was incorporated at a later stage.

These two views are as follows

:

(1) Bhutadi has, in its development, created the sabda-matra,

from which sprang into existence the dkdsa, which has sound as its

quality. The sparsa-mdtra was created from the dkdsa, develop-

ing itself; and from the sparia-tanmdtra came out vdyu, which,
consequently has sparsa as its quality. Vdyu, in the state of de-
velopment, created the rupa-mdtra from which came into existence

jyoti (light-heat), which has colour (rupd) as its quality. From this

jyoti, in the condition of development, sprang up rasa-mdtra (taste-

potential), which created water, which has taste for its quality. The
water, in the state of development, created the smell-potential

{gandha-mdtra), from which came into existence the conglomera-
tion, which has smell as its quality.

(2) Akdsa as the sound-potential covered up the touch-
potential, and from this sprang up vdyu, which has therefore two
qualities—^the sound and touch. Both the qualities, sabda and
sparia, entered the colour-potential, whence sprang up the vahni
(fire), with three qualities—^the iabda, the sparia, and the rupa.
These qualities, viz. iahda, sparsa and rupa, entered the taste-

potential, whence came into existence water having four qualities

^ manas tv avyakta-jarp. pro'ktam vikarah prathamah smrtab
yens’sou jayate harta bhuta-dims ca’nupasyati.

KOrma Purana, 4. 21 .
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1

—sabda, spariOf riipa and rasa. These four qualities entered smell-

potential, from which sprang into existence gross bhurni (the earth),

which has all the five qualities of sabda, sparsa, rupa, rasa, and
gandha.

Mahat, ahamkara and the five tanmatras are in themselves un-

able to produce the orderly universe, which is effected through the

superintendence of the puru^a (purusa-dhisfhitatvac cd) and by the

help of avyakta (avyakta-nugrahena). The miiverse thus created has

seven coverings. The production of the universe, and its mainten-

ance and ultimate dissolution, are all effected through the playful

activity {sva-ltlayd) of God for the benefit of his devotees^.

^ The God is called Narayana, because He is the ultimate support of all

human beings

:

nardndm ayanani yasmdt tena ndrdyanas smrtah,
Kurma Purana^ iv. 62.



APPENDIX TO VOLUME I

THE LOKAYATA, NASTIKA AND CARVAKA

The materialistic philosophy known as the Lokdyata^ the Cdrvaka
or the BarJiaspatya is probably a very old school of thought. In the

Svetdivatara Upanisad a number of heretical views are referred to

and among these we find the doctrine which regarded matter or the

elements {bhutdni) as the ultimate principle. The name Lokdyata
is also fairly old. It is found in Kautilya’s Artha-idstra, where it is

counted with Samkhya and Yoga as a logical science {dnvikpkty.

Rhys Davids has collected a number of Pali passages in which the

word Lokdyata occurs and these have been utilized in the dis-

cussion below®. Buddhaghoso speaks of Lokdyata as a vitaiidd-

vdda-sattham^. Vitandd means tricky disputation and it is defined

in the Nydya-sutra, i. 2. 3, as that kind of tricky logical discussion

(jalpa) which is intended only to criticize the opponent’s thesis

without establishing any other counter-thesis (sd pratipaksa-

sthdpand-hlnd vitandd), and it is thus to be distinguished from
vdda which means a logical discussion undertaken in all fairness for

upholding a particular thesis. Vitandd, however, has no thesis to

uphold, butisakindofja/paortrickyargumentwhich seekstoimpose
a defeat on the opponent by wilfully giving a wrong interpretation

of his words and arguments {chala), by adopting false and puzzling
analogies (jdti), and thus to silence or drive him to self-contradic-

tion and undesirable conclusions {nigraha-sthdna) by creating an
atmosphere of confusion. But vitandd cannot then be a vdda, for

vdda is a logical discussion for the ascertainment of truth, and thus
the word vitandd-vdda would be self-contradictory. Jayanta, how-
ever, points out that the Buddhists did not make any distinction

^ Kautilya, Artha-sdstra, i. i,

® Dialogues of the Buddha, yol. i, p. 166. In recent times two Italian scholars,
Dr Fiszzagalli and Prof. Tucci, have written two works called Nastika, Cdrvaka
Lokdyatika and Linee di una storia del Materialismo Indiano respectively in which
theyattemptto discoverthemeaningofthe terms nastika^ cdrvaka and lokdyata and
also the doctrines of the sects. Most of the Pali passages which they consider are
those already collected by Rhys Davids.

® Abhidhana-ppadipika, v. 112, repeats Buddhaghoso’s words vitandd^
sattham vinneyarn yarn tarn lokdyatam,^^
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between a pure logical argument and a tricky disputation and used

the same word vada to denote both these forms of argument^. This
explains why Lokdyata^ though consisting merely of vitarda^ could

also be designated as vada in Buddhist literature. A few examples

of this vitanda are given by Buddhaghoso in the same commentary
in explaining the term loka-khdyikd^^ (lit. “popular story/* but

“popular philosophy” according to P.T.S. Pali Dictionary)
—^the crows are white because their bones are white, the geese are

red because their blood is red^. Such arguments are there

designated as being vitandd-sallapa-katha^ where salldpa and kathd

together mean conversational talk, salldpa being derived from sam
and lap. According to the definitions of the Nydya-sutra, z, 18^

these would not be regarded as instances of vitanda but oijdti^ i.e*

inference from false analogies where there is no proper con-

comitance, and not vitanda as just explained. Rhys Davids quotes

another passage from the Sadda-mti of the Aggavamsa (early twelfth

century) which, in his translation, runs as follows: ^^Loka means
‘the common world’ (bdla-loka). Lokdyata means ^dyatanti,

ussdhanti vdyamanti vadassadendtV ; that is, they exert themselves

about it, strive about it, through the pleasure they take in dis-

cussion. Or perhaps it means ‘the world does not make any effort

(yatati) by it,’ that it does not depend on it, move on by it (n<2

yatati na ihati va). For living beings [satta) do not stir up their

hearts {cittam na uppadenti) by reason of that book {tarn higandham
nissdycif'^ Now the Lokdyata is the book of the unbelievers

{titthia-satthamyam loke vitandd-sattham uccati), full of such useless

disputations as the following: “All is impure; all is not impure; the

crow is white, the crane is black; and for this reason or for that”

—

the book which is known in the world as the vitandd-sattha, of

which the Bodhisattva, the incomparable leader, Vidhura the

Pundit, said: “Follow not the Lokdyata^ that works not for the

^ ity uddhrtam idam kathd-trayam yat paraspara-vivikta-laksai^m
sthulam apy anavalokya kathyate vada eka iti sdkya-Usyakaih,

Nydya’-manja.'ny p. 596.
^ Sumangala’-vildsinty i, 90, 91.
® This translation is inexact. There is no reference to any book in the Pali

passage; in the previous sentence there was a word vadassadana which was
translated as “through the pleasure they take in discussion,*’ whereas the literal

translation would be “by the taste {assada) of the disputation,” and here it

means “pursuing that smell” people do not turn their minds to virtuous
deeds.

Dill 33
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progress in merit^.” Thus, from the above and from many other

passages from the Pali texts it is certain that the Lokdyata means a

kind of tricky disputation, sophistry or casuistry practised by the

non-Buddhists which not only did not lead to any useful results but

did not increase true wisdom and led us away from the path of

Heaven and of release. The common people were fond of such

tricky discourses and there was a systematic science {sdstra or

satfha) dealing with this subject, despised by the Buddhists and

called the vitandd-sattha^. Lokdyata is counted as a science along

with other sciences in Dighanikaya^ III. i. 3, and also in Anguttara^

I. 163, and in the Divyavadana it is regarded as a special branch of

study which had a bhdsya and a pravacana (commentaries and
annotations on it)^.

There seems to be a good deal of uncertainty regarding the

meaning of the word Lokdyata. It consists of two words, loka and

dyata or ayata\ dyata may be derived as d-\-yain-^kta or from

d-\-yat (to make effort) + either in the accusative sense or in the

sense of the verb itself, and ayata is formed with the negative

particle a and yat (to make effort). On the passage in the Agga-
vamsa which has already been referred to, it is derived firstly as

a+yatanti (makes great effort) and the synonyms given are

ussdhanti vdyamanti^ and secondly as a’^yatanti^ i.e. by which
people cease to make efforts (tena loko na yatati na lhati vd lokd-

yatam). But Prof. Tucci quotes a passage from Buddhaghoso’s

Sdrattha-pakdsim where the word dyata is taken in the sense of

See Dialogues of the Buddha, i. 168. The translation is inexact. The
phrase “All is impure; all is not impure*’ seems to be absent in the Pali text. The
last passage quoted from Vidhura-pandita-jataka (Fausboll, vi, p. 286) which is

one of the most ancient of the jdtakas runs as follows: ''na seve lokdyatikam na*
etampahhdya vaddhanamJ* The unknown commentator describes the lokdyatika
as “ lokaydtikan ti anattha-nissitam sagga-maggdndm addyakam aniyydnikam
vitanda-salldpam lokdyatika-vddam na seveyya** The Lokdyata leads to mis-
chievous things and cannot lead to the path of Heaven or that of release and is

only a tricky disputation which does not increase true wisdom.
^ Rhys Davids seems to make a mistake in supposing that the word Vidaddha

in Vtdaddhavadi is only the same word as vitandd wrongly spelt {Dialogues of the
Buddha, i. 167) in the Atthasdlinl, pp. 3, 90, 92, 241. The word vidaddha is

not vitandd but vidagdha which is entirely different from vitandd,
® lokdyatam hhasya-pravacanam, Divydvaddna, p. 630; also chandasi vd

vydkarane vd lokdyate vd pramdna-mtmdmsdydm vd na cai-sdm uhd-pohah pra-
jhdyate. Ibid. p. 633.

It is true, however, that lokdyata is not always used in the sense of a technical
logical science, but sometimes in its etymological sense (i.e. what is prevalent
among the people, lokesu dyato lokd-yataK) as in Divydvaddna, p. 619, where we
find the phrase " lokdyata~yajha~mantre§u nipidtah**



The Lokdyata^ Ndstika and Cdrvdka 515

dyatana (basis), and lokdyata according to this interpretation means
“the basis of the foolish and profane world^.” The other meaning
of lokdyata would be lokesu dyata^ i.e. that which is prevalent

among the common people, and this meaning has been accepted by-

Cowell in his translation of Sarva-darsana-samgraha and here the

derivation would be from a-\-yam-\-kta (spreading over)^. The
Amara-kosa only mentions the word and says that it is to be in the

neuter gender as lokdyatam. It seems that there are two lokdyata

words. One as adjective meaning “prevalent in the world or

among the common people” and another as a technical word
meaning ‘‘the science of disputation, sophistry and casuistry”

{vitanda-vdda-sattham)
;
but there seems to be no evidence that the

word was used to mean “nature-lore,” as suggested by Rhys
Davids and Franke, or “polity or political science” as suggested

by other scholars. The Sukra-mti gives a long enumeration of the

science and arts that were studied and in this it counts the ndstika-

sdstra as that which is very strong in logical arguments and regards

all things as proceeding out of their own nature and considers that

there are no Vedas and no god^. Medhatithi, in commenting upon
Manu^ VII. 43, also refers to the tarka-vidyd of the Carvakas, and all

the older references that have been discussed show that there was
a technical science of logic and sophistry called the Lokdyata.

Fortunately we have still further conclusive evidence that the

Lokdyata-sdstra with its commentary existed as early as the time
of Katyayana, i.e. about 300 B.c. There is a Vdrtika rule associated

with VII. 3. 45 varnaka-tdntave upasamkhydnam^^ that the word
varnaka becomes varnakd in the feminine to mean a blanket or a

wrapper {prdvarand)^ and Patahjali (about 150 B.c.), in inter-

preting this vdrtika sutra^ says that the object of restricting the

formation of the word varnaka only to the sense of a cotton or

woollen wrapper is that in other senses the feminine form would

^ Linee di una storia del Materialismo Indiana, p. 17. Sdrattha-pakdsint
(Bangkok), ii. 96.

^ Rhys Davids describes lokdyata as a branch of Brahmanic learning,
probably Nature-lore, wise sayings, riddles, rhymes and theories, handed down
by tradition, as to the cosmogony, the elements, the stars, the weather, scraps of
astronomy, of elementary physics, even of anatomy, and knowledge of the nature
of precious stones, and of birds and beasts and plants {Dialogues of the Buddha,
I. 171). Franke translates it as “logische beweisende Naturerklarung,** Digha, 19.

® yuktir valiyasi yatra sarvam svdhhavikam matam-kasyd^pi ne^svarah kartd na
vedo ndstikam hi tat, Sukra-nlti~sdra, iv. 3. 55.

33-2
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be varnika or varttika (e.g. meaning a commentary) as in the case

of the Bhaguri commentary on the Lokayata—varnika bhaguri-

lokayatasya, vartika bhaguri lokayatasya?-. Thus it seems to be
quite certain that there was a book called the Lokayata on which
there was at least one commentary earlier than 150 b.c. or even
earlier than 300 B.c., the probable date of Katyayana, the author of
the varttika-sutra. Probably this was the old logical work on dis-

putation and sophistry, for no earlier text is known to us in which
the Lokayata is associated with materialistic doctrines as may be
found in laterliterature,where Carvaka andLokayata are identified^.

Several sutras are found quoted in the commentaries of Kamala^lla,

Jayanta, Prabhacandra, Gunaratna, etc. from the seventh to the
fourteenth century and these are attributed by some to Carvaka
by others to Lokayata and by Gunaratna (fourteenth century) to
Brhaspati*. Kamala^ila speaks of two different commentaries on
these sutras on two slightly divergent lines which correspond to the
division of dhurta Carvaka and suHksita Carvaka in the Nyaya-
mahjari. Thus it seems fairly certain that there was at least one
commentary on the Lokayata which was probably anterior to
Patanjali and Katyayana; and by the seventh century the lokayata
or the Cdrvdka-sutras had at least two commentaries representing
two divergent schools of interpretation. In addition to this there
was a work in verse attributed to Brhaspati, quotations from which
have been utilized for the exposition of the Carvaka system in the
Sarva-dariana-sarngraha. It is difficult, however, to say how and
when this older science of sophistical logic or of the art of disputa-
tion became associated with materialistic theories and revolu-
tionary doctrines of morality, and came to be hated by Buddhism,
Jainism and Hinduism alike. Formerly it was hated only by the
Buddhists, whereas the Brahmins are said to have learnt tSig science
as one of the various auxiliary branches of study^.

It is well known that the cultivation of the art of disputation is

very old in India. The earliest systematic treatise of thig is to be
found in the Caraka-samhitd (first century a.d.) which is only a

^ Patafijali’s Maha-bhSsya on Paijim, vii. 3. 45, and Kaiyata’s commentary
on It.

® tan-nSmSni cSrvaka-lokayate-ty-adini. Guoaratna’s commentary on $ad-
^T^ana'-soTnuccaya^ p. 300. PokSyata according to Guparatna means those who
belMve like the common undisceming people

—

loM nirvicdrah samanya
lokSs tadvad Scaranti sma iti lokayata lokayatikd ity api.

® Ibid. p. 307, TatVoasan^dha, p. 520. * Anguttara, i. 163.
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revision of an earlier text {Agnweia-samhitd)^ which suggests the

existence of such a discussion in the first or the second century B.c.

if not earlier. The treatment of this art of disputation and sophistry

in the Nydya-sutras is well known. Both in the Xyur-veda and in

the Nyaya people made it a point to learn the sophistical modes of

disputation to protect themselves from the attacks of their op-

ponents. In the Kathd-vatthu also we find the practical use of this

art of disputation. We hear it also spoken of as hetu-vdda and copious

reference to it can be found in the Mahdbhdrata^, In the Asva--

medha-parvan of \h.^Mahdhhdratavfc\xt2itoi.hetu-vadins {sophists or

logicians) who were trying to defeat one another in logical disputes^.

Perhaps the word vdhovdkya in the Chandogya Upanisad, vii. 1.2,

VII. 2. I, VII. 7. I, also meant some art of disputation. Thus it seems

almost certain that the practice of the art of disputation is very old.

One other point suggested in this connection is that it is possible

that the doctrine of .the orthodox Hindu philosophy, that the

ultimate truth can be ascertained only by an appeal to the scriptural

texts, since no finality can be reached by arguments or inferences,

because what may be proved by one logician may be controverted

by another logician and that disproved by yet another logician, can

be traced to the negative influence of the sophists or logicians who
succeeded in proving theses which were disproved by others, whose
findings were further contradicted by more expert logicians®. There

were people who tried to refute by arguments the Vedic doctrines

of the immortality of souls, the existence of a future world either

as rebirth or as the pitr-ydna or the deva-yana^ the efficacy of the

Vedic sacrifices and the like, and these logicians or sophists

(haitukd) who reviled the Vedas were called ndstikas. Thus, Manu
says that the Brahmin who through a greater confidence in the

science of logic (hetu-sdstra) disregards the authority of the Vedas

and the smrti are but ndstikcLs who should be driven out by good

1 Mahdbhdrata, in. 13034, v. 1983; xiii. 789, etc.
2 Ibid, XIV. 85. 27.
® Compare Brahma^sutra “ tarkd-pratisthdndd apy anyathd-^nurndnam iti ced

evam api avimok^a-prasangahJ* ii. i. ii.

Sankara also says
:
yasmdn nirdgamdh puruso-preksd’-rndtra-nihandhandh

tarkdh a pratisthitd bhavanti utpreksdydh nirankusatvdt kair apy utpreksitdh

santah tato’nyair dhhdsyante iti na pratisthitatvam tarkdnam sakyam asrayitum,

Vacaspati, commenting on the commentary of Safikara, quotes from Vdkya-
padtya: yatnend' numitd* py arthah kusalair anumdtrbhih abhiyuktatarair anyair
anyathaVvo^papddyate,
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men’^. The Bhagavata-purana again says that one should neither

follow the Vedic cult, nor be a heretic {pasandi, by which the

Buddhists and Jains were meant), nor a logician {haituka) and take

the cause of one or the other party in dry logical disputations^.

Again
,
in Manu, iv. 30, it is said that one should not even speak

with the heretics {pasandino), transgressors of caste disciplines

(vikarmasthan), hypocrites {vaiddla-vratika), double-dealers and

sophists {haitukdf. These haitukas, sophists or logicians thus in-

dulged in all kinds of free discussions and controverted the Vedic

doctrines. They could not be the Naiyayikas or the Mimamsists

who were also sometimes called haituka and tarJd because they

employed their logical reasonings in accordance with the Vedic

doctrines*. Thus we reach another stage in our discussion in which

we discover that the haitukas used sophistical reasonings not only

in their discussions, but also for repudiating the Vedic, and pro-

bably also the Buddhistic doctrines, for which they were hated both

by the Vedic people and the Buddhists; and thus the sophistical or

logical science of disputation and criticism of Vedic or Buddhistic

doctrines grew among the Brahmanic people and was cultivated by
the Brahmins. This is testified by Manu, ll. ii, where Brahmins

are said to take this hetu-sastra, and this also agrees with Anguttara,

I. 163, and other Buddhistic texts.

But who were these ndstikas and were they identical with the

haitukas} The word is irregularly formed according to Panini’s

rule, rv. 460 {asti-nasti-distam matih). Patanjali, in his commentary,
explains the word dstika as meaning one who thinks “it exists” and
ndstika as one who thinks “it does not exist.” Jayaditya, in his

KaHkd commentary on the above siitra, explains dstika as one who
believes in the existence of the other world (para-loka), ndstika as

one who does not believe in its existence, and distika as one who
believes only what can be logically demonstrated®. But we have the

^ yo*vamanyeta te mule hetu-sastra-hayad dvijaht,
|
sa sadhuhhir vahis^kdryo

ndstiko veda-ninddkah, Manu, ii. ii.
® veda^-vada-rato na sydn na pasand ina haitukah

|
suska-vada-^vivade na

kan cit paksam samdsrayet. Bhdgavata, xi. i8. 30.
® Medhatithi here describes the haitukas as ndstikas, or those who do not

believe in the future world {para-loka) or in the sacrificial creed. Thus he says,
haituka ndstikd ndsti paraloko, ndsti dattam, ndsti hutam ity evam sthita-prajhdh,

^ Manu, XII. iii.
® paralokah asUHi yasya matir asti sa dstikah, tadviparlto ndstikah; pramd-

nd~nupdtini yasya mati^i sa di^tikah. Kdsikd on Panini, iv. 4. 60. Jayaditya lived
in the first half of the seventh century.
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definition of ndstika in Manu’s own words as one who controverts

the Vedic doctrines {yeda-nindaka^). Thus the word ndstika means,
firstly, those who do not believe in the existence of the other world
or life after death, and, secondly, those who repudiate the Vedic
doctrines. These two views, however, seem to be related to each

other, for a refusal to believe in the Vedic doctrines is equivalent to

the denial of an after-life for the soul and also of the efficacy of the

sacrifice. The ndstika view that there is no other life after the

present one and that all consciousness ceases with death seems to be
fairly well established in the Upanisadic period; and this view the

Upanisads sought to refute. Thus, in the Katha Upanisad Naciketa

says that there are grave doubts among the people whether one does

or does not exist after death, and he was extremely anxious to have

a final and conclusive answer from Yama, the lord of death^.

Further on Yama says that those who are blinded with greed think

only of this life and do not believe in the other life and thus con-

tinually fall victims to death®. Again, in the Brhad-aranyaka

Upanisad (ii. 4. 12, iv. 5. 13) a view is referred to by Yajnavalkya

that consciousness arises from the elements of matter and vanishes

along with them and that there is no consciousness after death^.

Jayanta says in his Nydya-manjan that the Lokdyata system was
based on views expressed in passages like the above which repre-

sent only the opponent’s {piirva-paksa) view®. Jayanta further states

in the same passage that no duties are prescribed in the lokdyata\

it is only a work of tricky disputation {vaitandika-kathai^vd^sau) and
not an dgama^.

References to the ndstikas are found also in the Buddhist litera-

^ Manu, II. II. Medhatithi in explaining ndstika*-krdntam {Manu^ viii. 32)
identifies ndstikas with lokdyatas who do not believe in the other world. Thus
he says, yathd ndstikaih para-lokd’-pavddihhir lokayatikd-dyair dkrdntam. But in

Manuy IV. 163, ndstikya is explained by him as meaning the view that the Vedic
doctrines are false: veda-pramanakanam arthdndm mithyatva-dhyavasayasya
ndstikya-iahdena pratipadanam,

2 ye*yam prete vicikitsd manure astCty eke nd*yam asVCti caVkey etad-vidyam
anusistas tvaya^ham vardnam esa varas trtJyah. Kathay i. 30.

® na sdmpardyahpratihhdti hdlampramady-antarnvitta-mohena mudham ; ayam
loko ndsti para iti mdnl punah punar vasam dpadyate me. Ibid, ii. 6.

^ vijndna-ghana eva etehhyah hhutehhyo samutthdya tdny evd*nuvinaiyatiy na
pretya samjnd*sti ity are bravvmi. Brhad-dranyakay ii. 4. 12.

® tad evam purva-paksa-vacana-'mulatvdt lokdyata-idstram api na svatantram,
Nydya-manjariy p. 271, V.S. Series, 1895.

® nahi lokdyate kin dt kartavyam upadisyate vaitandika-kaihaVva^san na
punch kas cid dgamah. Ibid. p. 270.
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ture. The P.T.S. Pali Dictionary explains the meaning of the word
nattkika as one who professes the motto of “natthi” a sceptic,

nihilist, and natthika-ditthi as scepticism or nihilistic view. It may,

however, seem desirable here to give brief accounts of some of the

heretics referred to in Buddhistic literature who could in some
sense or other be regarded as sceptics or nihilists. Let us first take

up the case of Purana Kassapa described in D^ha Nikaya, ii. i6,

17. Buddhaghoso, in commenting on the Dtgha Nikaya,

1

i. 2, in

his Sumangala-mlasim, says that, in a family which had ninety-nine

servants, Kassapa was the hundredth servant and he having thus

completed (purana) the hundredth number was called by his master

purana (the completer), and Kassapa was his family name. He fled

away from the family and on the way thieves robbed him of his

cloth and he somehow covered himself with grass and entered a

village. But the villagers finding him naked thought him to be a

great ascetic and began to treat him with respect. From that tim<>

he became an ascetic and five hundred people turned ascetics and
followed him. King Ajataiatru once went to this Purana Kassapa
and asked him what was the visible reward that could be had in this

life by becoming a recluse, and Purana Kassapa replied as follows

:

“To him who acts, O king, or causes another to act, to him who
mutilates or causes another to mutilate, to him who punishes or
causes another to punish, to him who causes grief or torment, to
him who trembles or causes others to tremble, to him who kills a
living creature, who takes what is not given, who breaks into houses,

who commits dacoity, or robbery, or highway robbery, or adultery,

or who speaks lies, to him thus acting there is no guilt. If with a
discus with an edge sharp as a razor he should make all the living

creatures on the earth one heap, one mass of flesh, there would be
no guilt thence resulting, no increase of guilt would ensue. Were he
to go along the south bank of the Ganges giving alms and ordering

gifts to be given, offering sacrifices or causing them to be offered,

there would be no merit thence resulting, no increase of merit. In
generosity, in self-mastery, in control of the senses, in speaking
truth, there is neither merit, nor increase of merit. Thus, Lord, did
Purana Kassapa, when asked what was the immediate advantage in

the life of a recluse, expound his theory of non-action (akiriyam)^’'

This theory definitely repudiates the doctrine of karma and holds
^ Dialogues of the Buddha^ i. 69-70.
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that there is neither virtue nor vice and thus no action can lead to

any fruit^. This is what is here called the doctrine of akiriya and it

is in a way an answer to the question what may be the visible re-

ward in this life of being a recluse. Since there is neither virtue nor

vice, no action can produce any meritorious or evil effect—^this is

one kind of natthikavada. But it is wrong to confuse this aMriya^

doctrine with the doctrine of inactivity {akaraka-vada) attributed

to Samkhya by Sllanka in his commentary on Sutra-krtdnga-sutra^

I. I. 13. That akdraka doctrine refers to the Samkhya view that the

souls do not participate in any kind of good or bad deeds®.

Let us now turn to another nihilistic teacher, viz. Ajita Ke^a-

kamball. His doctrines are briefly described in Dlgha^ ii. 22-24,

where Ajita says: “There is no such thing as alms or sacrifice or

offering. There is neither fruit nor result of good or evil deeds.

There is no such thing as this world or the next {rCatthi ayam loko

na paro loko). There is neither father nor mother, nor beings

springing into life without them. There are in the world no recluses

or Brahmins who have reached the highest point, who walk per-

fectly and who, having understood and realized, by themselves

alone, both this world and the next, make their wisdom known to

others. A human being is built up of the four elements; when he
dies the earth in him returns and relapses to the earth, the fluid to

the water, the heat to the fire, his wind to the air, and his faculties

pass into space. The four bearers, with the bier as the fifth, take the

dead body away; till they reach the burning ground men utter

eulogies, but there his bones are bleached and his offerings end in

ashes. It is a doctrine of fools, this talk of gifts. It is an empty lie,

mere idle talk, when men say there is profit therein. Fools and wise

alike, on the dissolution of the body, are cut off, annihilated and
after death they are not.”^ Ajita Kesakambali was so called because

he used to wear a garment made of human hair which was hot in

summer and cold in winter and was thus a source of suffering.^

It is easy to see that Ajita Kesakamball’s views were very similar to

^ Buddhaghoso, in commenting on it says, sabhathdpi pdpapunndnam
kiriyam eva patikkhipati, Sumangala-vildsinlf 1. 160.

^ This has been interpreted by Dr Barua as representing the doctrine of
Ptirana Kassapa, which is evidently a blunder, Prebuddhistic Indian Philosophy^
Calcutta, 1921, p. 279.

® bale ca pandite kdyassa hheda ucchijjanti vinassanti, na honti param marand
ti, Digha, II. 23. Dialogues of the Buddha^ pp. 73-74.

^ Sumahgala-vildsini^ i. 144,
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the views of the Carvakas as known to us from the fragments pre-

served as quotations and from accounts of them given by other

people. Thus, Ajita did not believe in the other world, in virtue or

vice, and denied that karmas produced any fruits. He, however,

believed in the view that the body was made up of four elements,

that there was no soul separate from the body, that with the de-

struction of the body everything of this life was finished, and that

there was no good in the Vedic sacrifices.

Let us nowturn to the doctrine of Makkhali Gosala or Mankhali-

putta Gosala or Makkhali Gosala who was a contemporary of the

Buddha and Mahavira. Buddhaghoso says that he was born in a

cow-shed (go-sdla). As he grew up he was employed as a servant;

while going in the mud to bring oil he was cautioned by his master

to take care not to let his feet slip {mdkhali) in the mud
;
but in spite

of the caution he slipped and ran away from his master, who,

following him in a rage, pulled the ends of his dhoti, which was left

in his hands, and Makkhali ran away naked. Thus left naked he

afterwards became an ascetic like Purana Kassapa^. According to

the Bhagavatl-sutra, xv. i, however, he was the son of Makkhali

who was a mankha (a mendicant who makes his living by show-

ing pictures from house to house) and his mother^s name was

Bhadda. He was born in a cow-shed and himself adopted the pro-

fession of a mankha in his youth. At his thirtieth year he met

Mahavira and after two years he became his disciple and lived with

him for six years practising penances. Then they fell out, and Mak-
khali Gosala, after practising penances for two years, obtained his

Jina-hood while Mahavira became a Jina two years after the attain-

ment of Jina-hoodby Gosala. After this Gosala continuedtobe a Jina

for sixteen years and Mahmra met him at the end of that period in

Savatthi where there was a quarrel between the two and Gosala

died through fever by the curse of Mahavira. Hoernle shows in his

edition of the text and translation of Uvdsagadasdo, pp. iio-iii,

that Mahavira died in 450-451 b.c. at the age of 56. Makkhali was
the founder of the Ajwaka sect. Ajwakas are mentioned in the

rock-hewn cave (which was given to them) on Barabar hills near

Gaya, in the seventh Pillar Edict of Asoka in 236 B.c. and in the

rock-hewn caves on Nagaijuni hill in 227 B.c. in the reign of

Asoka’s successor Dasaratha. They are also mentioned in the
^ Sumatigala-vilasinT, i. 143, 144.
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Brhaj’^jdtaka (xv. i) of Varaha Mihira in the middle of the sixth

century a.d. Silahka (ninth century) also refers to them in his

commentary on the Sutra-krtdnga-sutra (i. 1.3. 12 and i. 3. 3. ii),

in which the Ajwakas are mentioned along with Trai-rdsikas as

being followers of Makkhali Gosala^. Halayudha also mentions the

djwas as being the same as the Jains in general; but does not dis-

tinguish the nirgranthas from the Digambaras or identify the latter

with the Ajwakas as Hoernle says in his article on the Ajtvakas.

Hoernle further points out in the same article that in the thirteenth-

century inscriptions on the walls of the Perumal Temple at Poygai

near Virinchipuram reference is made to the taxes imposed on the

Ajwakas by the Chola king Rajaraja in the years a.d. 1238, 1239,

1243 and 1259. Thus it is clear that the Ajwaka school of Makkhali
which was started by Makkhali in the fifth century B.c. continued

to exist and spread not only in North India but also in South India,

and other schools also have developed out of it such as the Trai-

rdsikas, Panini’s grammarhas a rule (iv. i . 1 54), maskara-maskarinau

vermparivrdjakayoh^ which signifies that maskara means a bamboo
and maskarin a travelling ascetic. Patanjali, however, in com-
menting on it, says that maskarins were those who advised the non-
performance of actions and held that cessation (sdnti) was much
better (mdskrta karmdni sdntir vah sreyasi itydha ato maskariparivrd-

jokah). Theword, therefore, does not necessarilymean or

thosewho bore onebamboo staff. The identification of Makkhali with

maskarins is therefore doubtfuP. It is also very doubtful whether

the Ajwakas can be regarded as the same as Digambara Jains, as

Hoernle supposes, for neither Varaha nor Bhottolpala identifies the

Ajwakas with the Jains, and Sllanka treats them as different and
not as identicaP. Halayudha also does not speak of the Digambaras

^ The Trai-rdsikas are those who think that the self by good deeds becomes
pure and free from karma and thus attains mok§a, but seeing the success of its

favourite doctrines it becomes joyous and seeing them neglected it becomes
angry, and then being born again attains purity and freedom from karma by the
performance of good deeds and is again born through joy and antipathy as be-
fore. Their canonical work is one containing twenty-one sutras. In commenting
on I. 3. 3. II Silaiika mentions also the Digambaras along with the Afivakas, but
it does not seemj:hat he identifies them in the way Hoernle states in his scholarly

article on the Ajlvakas in the Encyclopcuedia of Religion and Ethics. The exact
phrase of Silahka is djivakd-dlnarn para-tlrthikdndm digamvaranarn ca asad-
dcaranair upaneyd.

^ Hoernle, in his article on the Ajlvakas in the Encyclopaedia of Religion and
Ethics^ says: ‘‘From this fact that Gosala is called Makkhaliputta or Mankhali
{Maskarin), i.e. the man of the bamboo staff, it is clear that originally hebelonged
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as Ajwakas^. It is, therefore, very doubtful whether the Ajwakas

could be identified with the Digamhara Jains unless by a confusion

in later times, probably on account of the fact that both the Digam-

baras and the Ajwakas went about naked^.

The fundamental tenet of Gosala appears in more or less the

same form in Uvasagadasao^ i. 97, 115, ii. in, 132, Samyutta

Nikaya, in. 210, Anguttara Nikaya^ i. 286 and the Digha Nikdya^

II. 20. In the last-mentioned work Gosala is reported to say to king

Ajatasatru: There is no cause for the sufferings of beings; they

therefore all suffer without any cause; there is no cause for the

purity (visuddhi) of beings ;
they all become pure without any cause

;

there is no efficiency in one’s own deeds or in the deeds of others

{rCatthi atta-kdre ncHtthi parakdre) or in one’s free efforts {purisa-

kdre) ; there is no power, no energy, no human strength or heroic

endeavours {pardkkamcif. All vertebrates {sabbe sattd), all animals

with one or more senses {sabbe pdnd)y all lives emanating from eggs

or ovaries {sabbe bhutd)y all vegetable lives, are without any power

or efficiency. They become transformed in various forms by their

inherent destiny, by their manifestation in various life-forms, and

by their different natures {niyati-sangati-bhava-parinati)y and it is

in accordance with their six kinds of life-states that they suffer

pains and enjoy pleasures.” Again, in the Sutra-krtdnga sutray ii.

6. 7, Gosala is reported to say that there is no sin for ascetics in

having intercourse with women^. These doctrines of Gosala

to the class of eka-dandins (or daitdin) ascetics; and, though he afterwards joined
Mahavira and adopted his system, he held some distinguishing tenets of his own,
and also retained his old distinguishing mark, the bamboo staff.” This is all very
doubtful, for firstly mankha and masharin cannot be identified ; secondly, mankha
means a beggar who carried pictures in his hands

—

mankhas dtra-phalaka-vyagra-
karo bhiksuka^visesah (Abhayadeva Suri’s comment on the Bhagavaft-sutra,

p. 662. Nimaya Sagara ed.). Gosala’s father was a mankha and his name was
Mankhali from which Gosala was callec^ Makkhaliputta. Both Jacobi {Jaina
Sutras

f

II. 267 footnote) and Hoernle (Ajtvaka, Encyclopaedia of Religion and
Ethics, p. 266) are here wrong, for the passage referred to is Silahka’s com-
mentary on Sutra-d^rtanga-sutra, III. 3. ii {dflvakd-dmam para-ttrthikdndm
digamvarandm cd), and the “ ca ” in the passage which is to be translated as “ and ”

and not as “or” distinguishes the Ajvvakas from the Digamvaras,
^ nagnd to dig~vdsdh k^apanah sramanas ca jlvaho jainahi djivo mala-dhdrz

nirgranthah kathyate sadbhih, ii. 190.
2 Divyavaddna, p. 427, refers to an episode where a Buddha image was dis-

honoured by a nirgrantha and in consequence of that 8000 Ajivakas were killed

in the city of Pundravardhana. Dr Barua also refers to this passage in his small
work. The Ajivakas.

® As Buddhaghoso says, these are all merely specifications of purisa-kdra
(sarvaiva puri^a-kdra-viv*ecanam evd), Sumahgala-vildsinl, ii. 20.

^ There is another passage in the Sutra-krtdhga-sutra, ill. 4. 9 {evamege u
asatthapannavanti andriyd; itthivdsam gayd bald jinasdsana-parammuha), where
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interest us only so far as they may be considered similar to the

other ndstika teachings. But unlike other ndstikas^ Gosala believed

not only in rebirths but also introduced a special doctrine of re-

animation^. Several other doctrines which are not of philosophical,

ethical or eschatological interest but which refer only to Ajwaka
dogmatics are related both in the Digha Nikdyay ii. 20, and in the

Bhagavatl'-sutray xVy and have been elaborately dealt with by
Hoernle in his article on the Ajwaka and his translation of the

Uvasagadasao, The two important points that we need take note of

here are that the Ajwakas who were an important sect did not be-

lieve in the efficiency of our will or our karma and regarded sex-

indulgence as unobjectionable to recluses. Other heretics are also

alluded to in the Sutra-krtdnga sutra, i. in. 4. 9-14, where they also

are alluded to as having similar tendencies^. Thus it is said: ‘‘ Some
unworthy heretics, slaves of women, ignorant men who are averse

to the Law of the Jainas, speak thus: ‘As the squeezing of a blister

or boil causes relief for some time, so it is with (the enjoyment of)

charming women. How could there be any sin in it? As a ram

it is said that some wrongdoers and others who belong to the Jaina circle have
turned their faces from the laws imposed upon them by Jina and are slaves of
women. Hoernle says (Ajtvakay Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics

y

p. 261) that
this passage refers to the followers of Gosala. But there is no evidence that it is

so, if at least we believe in Sllahka’s commentary. Silahka explains “ege** or
as hauddha-visesa nila'-patddayah ndtha-‘Vddika’‘mandala-pravistd vd

saiva-visesdh and pasattha as sad-anusthdnat pdrsve tisthanti iti parsvasthdh
sva-yuthyd vd pdrsvasthd~vasanna~kusa^ld~dayah stri-parisaha~pardjitdh. Thus,
according to him, it refers to some Buddhists wearing blue garments, the
ndtha-vadinSy the Saivas, or some Jains with bad characters, or bad people in

general.
^ Gosala thought that it was possible that one person’s soul could reanimate

other dead bodies. Thus, when he was challenged by Mahavira, who forbade his

disciples to hold any intercourse with him, he is reported to have said that the
Makkhaliputta GosSla who was the disciple of Mahavira was long dead and bom
in the abode of the gods while he was in reality Udayi-kundiyayaniya, who in the
seventh and the last change of body through reanimation had entered Gosala’s

body. According to Gosala, a soul must finish eighty-four thousand mahd-kalpas
during which it must be bom seven times in the abode of the gods and seven
times as men, undergoing seven reanimations, exhausting all kinds of karmas.
See Bhagavati’-sutray xv. 673, Nirnaya Sagaraed. See also Hoernle’s two Ap-
pendices to his translation of Uvasagadasao and the article on Ajlvikay Encyclo-
paedia of Religion and Ethics

y

p. 262. A mahd-kalpa is equal to 300,000 saras and
one Sara is the time required to exhaust the sands of the seven Ganges (each

Ganges being 500 yojanas or 2250 miles in length, 2i miles in breadth, and
50 dhanus or 100 yards in depth), at the rate of putting 100 years for the removal
of one grain of sand. See ibid,; also Rockhill’s Appendix i to his Life of the

Buddha,
^ According to Silahka they were a sect of Buddhists wearing blue garments,

Saivas, the Nathas, and some degraded Jains also.
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drinks the quiet water, so it is with (the enjoyment of) charming

women. How can there be any sin in it? ’ So say some unworthy
heretics who entertain false doctrines and who long for pleasures

as the ewe for her kid. Those who do not think of the future but

only enjoy the present will repent of it afterwards when their life

or their youth is gone^.”

Again, some heretics (identified by Sllahka with the Lokayata)

are reported in the Sutra-hrtdnga-sutra, il. i. 9-10, as instructing

others as follows; Upwards from the sole of the feet up to the

bottom of the tips of hair and in all transverse directions the soul

is up to the skin; so long as there is the body there is the soul and
there is no soul apart from this body, so the soul is identical with

the body; when the body is dead there is no soul. When the body
is burnt no soul is seen and all that is seen is but the white bones.

When one draws a sword from a scabbard, one can say that the

former lies within the latter, but one cannot say similarly of the soul

that it exists in the body
;
there is in reaUty no way of distinguishing

the soul from the body such that one may say that the former exists

in the latter. One can draw the pith from a grass stalk, or bones
from flesh or butter from curd, oil from sesamum and so forth, but
it is not possible to find any such relation between the soul and the
body. There is no separate soul which suffers pains and enjoys

pleasures and migrates to the other world after the death of the
body, for even if the body is cut into pieces no soul can be per-
ceived, just as no soul can be perceived in a jug even when it is

broken to pieces, whereas in the case of a sword it is found to be
different from the scabbard within which it is put. The Lokdyatas
thus think that there is no fault in killing living beings, since

striking a living body with a weapon is like striking the ground.
These Lokdyatas, therefore, cannot make any distinction between
good and bad deeds as they do not know of any principle on which
such a distinction can be made, and there is thus no morality ac-
cording to them. Some slight distinction is made between the
ordinary nihilists and the haughty ruhilists {pragalhha ndstika) who
say that if the soul was different from the body then it would have
some specific kind of colour, taste or the like, but no such separate
entity is discoverable, and therefore it cannot be believed that there
is a separate soul. The Sutra-hrtdnga-sutra, ii. 1.9 (p. 277), speaks

See Jacobi s translation of Sv.tra-hrtuiiQCL-sUtTCL, yainci Sutras, ii. 270.
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of these Pragalbha Ndstikas as renouncing {niskramyd) the world
and instructing other people to accept their doctrines. But Sllahka

says that the Lokayata system has no form of initiation and thus

there cannot be any ascetics of that school; it is the ascetics of other

schools such as the Buddhists who sometimes in their ascetic stage

rt2idth.eLokdyatay became converted to lokdyataVitws^ and preached

them to others^.

After the treatment of the views of the lokayata ndstikas the

Sutra-krtdngasutra treats of the Samkhyas. In this connection

Sllahka says that there is but little difference between the lokayata

and the Sarnkhya, for though the Samkhyas admit souls, these are

absolutely incapable of doing any work, and all the work is done by
prakrti which is potentially the same as the gross elements- The
body and the so-calledmind istherefore nothing butthe combination

of the gross elements, and the admission of separate purusas is only

nominal. Since such a soul cannot do anything and is of no use

{akimcitkara)^ the Lokdyatas flatly deny them. Silahka further says

that the Samkhyists, like the Lokdyattkas, do not find anything

wrong in injuring animal lives, for after all the living entities are

but all material products, the so-called soul being absolutely in-

capable of taking interest or part in all kinds of activities^. Neither

the ndstikas nor the Samkhyists can, therefore, think of the dis-

tinction between good and bad deeds or between Heaven and Hell,

and they therefore give themselves up to all kinds of enjoyments.

Speaking of the lokayata ndstikas^ the Sutra-^krtanga-sUtras say as

follows: ‘‘Thus some shameless men becoming monks propagate

a law of their own. And others believe it, put their faith in it, adopt

it (saying) : ‘Well you speak the truth, O Brahmana (or) O Sramana,

we shall present you with food, drink, spices and sweetmeats, with

a robe, a bowl, or a broom.’ Some have been induced to honour

them, some have made (their proselytes) to honour them. Before

(entering an order) they were determined to become Sramanas,

^ yady api lokayatikdndm ndsti dlksadikam tathd^pi aparena sakyd-dind
pravrajyd-vidhdnena pravrajyd pascdt lokdyatikam adhlydnasya tathavidha--

parinateh tad evd^hhirucitam, Sllanka’s commentary on the Sutra-krtdnga-sutra^

p. 280 a (Nirnaya Sagaraed).

In pp. 280-281 Silanka points out that the Bhdgavatas and other ascetics at the
time of their renouncement of the world take the vow of all kinds of self-

restraint, but as soon as they become converted to the lokayata views they begin

to live an unrestrained life. They then wear blue garments (mla-pata),
^ Ibid. pp. 281, 283.
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houseless, poor monks, who would have neither sons nor cattle, to

eat only what should be given them by others, and to commit no

sins. After having entered their Order they do not cease (from sins),

they themselves conomit sins and they assent to another’s com-

mitting sins. Then they are given to pleasures, amusements and

sensual lust; they are greedy, fettered, passionate, covetous, the

slaves of love and hate^.”

But we find references to the lokayata doctrines not only in the

Sutra-krtanga-sUtra but also in the Brhad-atanyaka, the Katha as

described above and in the Chandogya Upanisad, vill. 7, 8, where

Virocana, the representative of the demonswho came to Prajapati for

instruction regarding the nature of self, went away satisfied with the

view that the self was identical with the body. Prajapati asked both

Indra and Virocana to stand before a cup of water and they saw

their reflections, and Prajapati told them that it was that well

dressed and well adorned body that was the self and both Indra

and Virocana were satisfied
;
but Indra was later on dissatisfied and

returned for further instructions, whereas Virocana did not again

come back. The Chandogya Upanisad relates this as an old story

and says that it is for this reason that those, who at the present time

believe only in worldly pleasures and who have no faith (in the

efiiciency of deeds or in the doctrine of the immortality of the soul)

and who do not perform sacrifices, are called demons (asura)
;
and it

is therefore their custom to adorn the dead body with fine clothes,

good ornaments and provide food for it with which they probably

thought that the dead would conquer the other world.

This passage of the Chandogya seems to be of special import-

ance. It shows that there was a race diflFerent from the Aryans,

designated here as asuras, who dressed their dead bodies with

fine clothes, adorned them with ornaments, provided them with

food, so that when there was a resurrection of these dead bodies

they might with that food, clothes and ornaments prosper in the

other world and it is these people who believed that the body was
the only self. The later Lokayatas or Cdrvakas also believed that this

body was the self, but the difference between them and these

dehatmavadins referred to in the Chandogya is that they admitted

“another world” where the bodies rose from the dead and pro-

spered in the fine clothes, ornaments and food that were given to

^ See Jacobi, Jaina Sutras, n. 341-343.
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the dead body. This custom is said to be an asura custom. It seems

possible, therefore, that probably the lokdyata doctrines had their

beginnings in the preceding Sumerian civilization in the then pre-

vailing customs of adorning the dead and the doctrine of bodily

survival after death. This later on became so far changed that it was

argued that since the self and the body were identical and since the

body was burnt after death, there could not be any survival after

death and hence there could not be another world after death.

Already in the Katha and the Brhad-‘dranyaka we had proof of the

existence of people who did not believe in the existence of any

consciousness after death and thought that everything ended with

death; and in the Chandogya we find that Virocana believed in the

doctrine that the body was the dtman and this doctrine is traced

here to the custom of adorning the dead body among the asuras.

The tenets and doctrines of these asuras are described in

the Gita, xvi. 7-18, as follows: The asuras cannot distinguish be-

tween right and wrong conduct; they do not have any purity, truth-

fulness and proper behaviour. They do not think that the world is

based on any truth and reality
;
they do not believe in God and con-

sider all beings to have come out from the desires of the^ sexes and
from nothing more than from mutual sex-relations. These foolish

people with such views do harm to the world, engage themselves

in ferocious deeds and destroy their own selves (as they have no
faith in the other world or in the means thereto)^. Full of insatiable

desire, egoism, vanity and pride, they take the wrong course

through ignorance and live an impure life. They think that ex-

istence ends finally at death and that there is nothing beyond this

world and its enjoyments, and they therefore give themselves up to

earthly enjoyments. Bound with innumerable desires, anger, at-

tachment, etc., they busy themselves in collecting materials of

earthly enjoyments through wrong means. They always think of

their riches, which they earn daily, and which they accumulate, with

which they fulfil their desires in the present or wish to fulfil in the

future; of the enemies whom they have destroyed, or whom they

wish to destroy; of their powers, their success, their joys, their

strength, and so forth.

A doctrine similar to that of the Lokayatikas is preached by
Jabali in Rdmdyana, li. 108, where he says that it is a pity that there

^ Sridhara says that these refer to the Lokayatikas. Gita, xvi. 9.

34am
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should be some people who prefer virtue in the other world to

earthly goods of this world; the performance of the different

sacrifices for the satisfaction of the dead is but waste of food, for

being dead no one can eat. If food eaten by people here should be
of use to other bodies, then it is better to perform hraddhas for people

who make a sojourn to distant countries than to arrange for their

meals. Though intelligent men wrote books praising the merit of

gifts, sacrifices, initiation and asceticism, in reality there is nothing
more than what is directly perceived by the senses.

In the Vimu Purana (l, 6. 39-31) certain people are alluded to

who did not believe in the efficacy of the performance of sacrifices

and spoke against the Vedas and the sacrifices
;
and in the Mahd-

bhdrata, xii. 186, it has been urged by Bharadvaja that life-func-

tions can be explained by purely physical and physiological reasons

and that the assumption of a soul is quite unnecessary. In the

Mahdbhdrata references are made also to haitukas who did not
believe in the other world; they were people with strong old con-
victions {drdha-purve) who could hardly change their views; they
were learned in the Vedas {vahidrutd), were well read in older
idstras, made gifts, performed sacrifices, hated falsehood, were
great orators in assemblies, and went among the people explaining
their views. This passage reveals a curious fact that even in the
Vedic circles there were people who performed sacrifices, made
gifts and were well read in the Vedas and in older literature, who
despised falsehood, were great logicians and speakers and yet did
not believe in anything except what exists in this world {nai’tad

asti’ti-vadinah). We know from the Buddhistic sources that the
Brahmins were well versed in the lokdyata learning; we know also

that in the Upanisadic circles the views of those who did not believe
in life after death are referred to and reproached, and the Chdndogya
refers to people among whom the doctrine that the self and the
body were identical was current as a corollary underlying their
custom of adorning the dead. In the Rdmdyana we find that Javali
taught the doctrine that there was no life after death and that the
ritualistic offerings for the satisfaction of the deadwere unnecessary.
In the Gttd we find also the holders of such views referred to, and
they are there reported as performing sacrifices only in name, as
they did not adhere to the proper ritualistic course^. But in the

^ yiyante nama-jqfnais te dambhenS’vidhi-pQrvakam. Gits, xvi. 17.
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Mahdbharata certain people are referred to who were well read in

the Vedas and other older literature and yet did not believe in the

other world and in the immortality of the soul. This shows that this

heterodox view (that there was no life after death) was gradually

spreading amongst certain sections of the Vedic people, and that

though some of them were worthless people who utilized the

doctrine only to indulge in sense-gratifications and to live in a

lower plane of life, there were others who performed the Vedic

practices, were well read in Vedic and other literature and yet did

not believe in the doctrine of immortality or in a world beyond the

present. Thus, even in those early times, on the one hand there

were in the Vedic circle many moral and learned people who be-

lieved in these heretical views, whereas there were also immoral

and bad people who lived a vicious life and held such heretical

views either tacitly or openly^.

We thus know that the lokdyata views were very old, probably

as early as the Vedas, or still earlier, being current among the

Sumerian people of pre-Aryan times. We know further that a com-
mentary on the Lokdyata-sdstra by Bhagurl was very well known
in 200 or 300 B.C., but it is exceedingly difficult to say anything re-

garding the author of the Lokdyata-idstra. It is attributed to

Brhaspati or to Carvaka^. But it is difficult to say who this Brhas-

pati may have been. One Brhaspati-sutra^ a work on polity, has

been edited with translation by Dr F. W. Thomas and published

from Lahore. In this work the lokdyatas have been mentioned in

II. 5, 8, 12, 16, 29, and in. 15. Here they are very severely abused

as thieves who regard religion as a mere means of advantage and

who are destined to go to Hell. It is therefore absolutely certain

^ The Maitrdyana Upanisad, vii. 8, 9, says that there are many others who
by adopting useless arguments, illustrations, false analogies and illusory demon-
strations wish to oppose the Vedic ways of conduct; they do not believe in the

self and are like thieves who would never go to Heaven and with whom no one
should associate. One sometimes forgets that the doctrine of these people is nothing
new but is only a different kind of Vedic science {veda-vidya^ntaran tu tat),

Brhaspati became Sukra and taught the Asuras this doctrine so that they might
be inclined to despise the Vedic duties and consider bad to be good and good to

be bad.
2 The Maitrdyaniya attributes these doctrines to Brhaspati and Sukra

; the
Prahodha-candro-daya of Krsna Misra says that these were first formulated by
Brhaspati and then handed overto CarvSkawho spreadthemamongpeoplethrough
his pupils.

See also Mr D. Sastri’s Cdyvaka-^sastiy pp. 11-13, where he refers to a
number of authorities who attribute this to Brhaspati.

34-2
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that the Brhaspati who was the author of these sutras on polity

could not have been the author of the lokayata science. Nor could

it have been the legal writer Brhaspati. In Kautilya’s Artha-sdstra

a Brhaspati is referred to as a writer on polity, but this must be a

different one from the Bdrhaspatya-sutra publishedby DrThomas^.
The Brhaspati of Kautilya’s Artha-sdstra is reported there as ad-

mitting agriculture, trade and commerce {vdrtd), law and statecraft

{danda-nlti), as the only sciences; in the next passage of the same
chapter {Vidya-samuddesa) danda-nlti is regarded as the one subject

of study by Usanas. In the Prabodha-candro-daya Krsna Misra
makes Carvaka hold the view that law and statecraft are the only

sciences and that the science of vdrtd (i.e. agriculture, commerce,
trade, dairy, poultry, etc.) falls within them. According to this

report the Carvakas took only danda-nlti and vdrtd into account,

and thus their views agreed with those of Brhaspati and Usanas,
and more particularly with those of the latter. But we cannot from
this assume that either Brhaspati or Usanas mentioned by Kautilya
could be regarded as the author of the original lokdyata. Brhaspati,

the author of the Lokdyata-sdstra, is thus a m5rthical figure, and we
have practically no information regarding the originator of the
lokdyata system. It is probable that the original lokdyata work was
written in the form of sutras which had at least two commentaries,
the earliest of which was probably as early as 300 or 400 B.c. There
was at least one metrical version of the main contents of this system
from which extracts are found quoted in Madhava’s Sarva-dar-
iana-satngraha and in other places.

It is difficult to say whether Carvaka was the name of a real

person or not. The earliest mention of the name is probably to be
found in the Mahdbhdrata, xii. 38 and 39, where Carvaka is de-
scribed as a Raksasa in the garb of an ascetic Brahmin with three
staffs {tridandi), but nothing is said there about the doctrine that
he professed. In most of the early texts the lokdyata doctrines are
either mentioned as the lokdyata view or attributed to Brhaspati.
Thus, in the Padma Purdna in the Srst-kha^a, xii. 318-340, some
of the lokdyata doctrines are described as being the instructions of
Brhaspati. Kamalasila, of the eighth century, refers to the Carvakas
as being the adherents of the hMyata doctrine; the Prabodha-
candro-daya speaks of Carvaka as being the great teacher who

^ KautUya’s Artha-iSstra, pp. 6, 39, 63, lyy, 193, Mysore ed. 1934.
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propagated through a succession of pupils and pupils of pupils the

Lokayata-sastra written by Vacaspati and handed over to him.

Madhava, in his Sarva-darsana-samgrdha, describes him as one who
follows the views of Brhaspati and the chief of the nihilists

(brhaspati-matd-nusdrind ndstika-siromanind). Gunaratna, how-

ever, in his commentary on the Sad-darsana-samuccaya, speaks of

the Carvakas as being a nihilistic sectwho only eat but do not regard

the existence of virtue and vice and do not trust anything else but

what can be directly perceived. They drank wines and ate meat and

were given to unrestricted sex-indulgence. Each year they gathered

together on a particular day and had unrestricted intercourse with

women. They behaved like common people and for this reason they

were called lokdyata and because they held views originally framed

by Brhaspati they were also called Bdrhaspatya, Thus it is dif-

ficult to say whether the word Carvaka was the name of a real

personage or a mere allusive term applied to the adherents of the

lokdyata view.

Both Haribhadra and Madhava have counted the Lokayata or

Carvaka philosophy as a darsana or system of philosophy. It had

a new logic, a destructive criticism of most of the cherished views

of other systems of Indian philosophy, a materialistic philosophy,

and it denied morality, moral responsibility and religion of every

kind.

Let us, therefore, first take up the Carvaka logic. The Carvakas

admitted the validity only of perception. There is nothing else but

what can be perceived by the five senses. No inference can be

regarded as a valid means of knowledge, for inference is possible

only when the universal concomitance of the reason Qietus) with the

probandum is known, and such a reason is known to be existing

in the object of the minor term (yyapti-paksa’-dharmata^sdli hi

lingam gamakam). Such a concomitance is possible when it is

known not only to be unconditional but when there is no doubt in

the mind that it could be conditional. Such a concomitance must

first be known before an inference is possible; but how can it be

known? Not by perception, for concomitance is not an objective

entity with which the senses can come in contact. Moreover, the

concomitance of one entity with another means that the entities

are associated with each other in the past, present and future

{sarvo-pasarnhdrayatn vydptih), and the sense-organs can have no
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scope with regard to future associations or even with regard to all

past time. If it is urged that the concomitance is between the class-

character {samdnya-gocaram) of the probandum (e.g. fire) and the

class-character of the reason (e.g. smoke), then it is not necessary

that the concomitance of the reason with the probandum should

have actually to be perceived at all times by the sense-organs. But

if the concomitance is between the class-character of smoke and

fire, why should any individual fire be associated with every case

of smoke? If the concomitance cannot be perceived by the sense-

organs, it cannot be perceived by the mind either, for the mind

cannot associate itself with the external objects except through the

sense-organs. The concomitance cannot be known through in-

ference, for all inference presupposes it. Thus, there being no way

of perceiving concomitance, inference becomes impossible. Again,

a concomitance which can lead to a valid inference must be devoid

of all conditions; but the absence of such conditions in the past or

in the future cannot be perceived at the time of making the in-

ference. Moreover, a condition (upadhi) is defined as that which,

having an unfailing concomitance with the probandum, has not the

same concomitance with the reason {sadhana-vyapakatve sati

sadhya-sama-vyaptih)^.

Again it is said that an inference is possible only when the reason

(e.g. smoke) is perceived to be associated with the object denoted

by the minor term {paksa, e.g. hill), but in reality there is no

association of the smoke with the hill nor can it be a character of it,

for it is a quality of fire. There is no universal agreement between

smoke and hill so that one can say that wherever there is a hill there

is smoke. Nor can it be said that wherever there is smoke there is

both the hill and the fire. When the smoke is first seen it is not per-

ceived as the quality of fire associated with a hill; therefore it is not

enough to say that the reason (e.g. smoke) belongs to the minor

term {paksa, e.g. hill) as its character {paksa-dharma), but that the

reason belongs to the minor term associated with the probandum.

The assertion that in an inference the reason must be known as a

quality of the minor term {paksa) has therefore to be interpreted

as being a quality of a part of the minor term as associated with the

probandum.

A valid inference can be made when the two following con-

^ Sawa-darsana-samgrdhay i.
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ditions are satisfied: (i) An invariable and unconditional con-

comitance is known between the reason and the probandum such
that in every case when the reason is present the probandum must
also be present in all places and in all times, without the association

of any determining condition. (2) That a reason having such a

concomitance with the probandum must be known to exist in the

minor term {paksd) in which the probandum is asserted. Now the

Carvaka contention is that none of these conditions can be fulfilled

and that therefore valid inference is impossible. Firstly, con-

comitance is ascertained through an experience of a very large

number of cases (bhuyo-darsana) of agreement between the reason

{hetu) and the probandum (sadhya). But according to the difference

of circumstances, time and place, things differ in their power or

capacity and thus since the nature and qualities of things are not

constant it is not possible that any two entities should be found to

agree with each other under all circumstances in all times and in

all places^. Again, an experience of a large number of cases caimot

eliminate the possibility of a future failure of agreement. It is not

possible to witness all cases of fire and smoke and thus root out all

chances of a failure of their agreement, and if that were possible

there would be no need of any inference®. The Carvakas do not

admit “universals,” and therefore they do not admit that the con-

comitance is not between smoke and fire but between smoke-ness

(dhumatva) and fire-ness (yahnitvdf. Again, it is impossible to

assure oneself that there are no conditions [upadhi) which would

vitiate the concomitance between the hetu and the sadhya, for

though they may not now be perceivable they may still exist

imperceivably*. Without a knowledge of agreement in absence

(i.e. in a case where there is no fire there is no smoke), there cannot

be any assurance of concomitance. It is impossible to exhaust in

^ desa-kala^dasd-hheda-vicitra-tmasu vastu§u

avind-hhava-niyamo na sakyo vastum dha ca,

Nydya-manjarl, p. 119,
^ na pratyaksl’-krtd yavad dhUmd’-gni-vyaktayo^khildfi

tdvat sydd apt dhumo* sau yo^ nagner iti sankyate

ye tu pratyaksato viivam pasyanti hi bhavadriah
kirn divya-caksusam esdm anumdna-prayojanam Ibid.

® sdmdnya-dvdrako* py asti nd^vindbhdva-niscayalt

vdstavam hi na sdmdnyam ndma kihcana vidyate. Ibid,
^ Compare Khandana-dzhanda-khddya^ p. 693

:

vydghdto yadi sahkd’sti na cec chahkd tatastardm

vydghdtd-vadhir aiahkd tarkak sahkd-vadhik kutak.
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experience all cases of absence of fire as being also the cases of

the absence of smoke. Thus since without such a joint method of

agreement in presence and absence the universal invariable con-

comitance caimot be determined, and since it is not possible to

assure oneself of the universal agreement in presence or in absence,

the concomitance itself cannot be determined^.

Purandara, however, a follower of Carvaka (probably of the

seventh century), admits the usefulness of inference in determining
the nature of all worldly things where perceptual experience is

available; but inference cannot be employed for establishing any
dogma regarding the transcendental world, or life after death or the
laws of Karma which cannot be available to ordinary perceptual

experience®. The main reason for upholding such a distinction be-
tween the validity of inference in our practical life of ordinary ex-
perience, and in ascertaining transcending truths beyond ex-

perience, lies in this, that an inductive generalization is made by
observing a large number of cases of agreement in presence to-

gether with agreement in absence, and no cases of agreement in
presence can be observed in the transcendent sphere; for even if

such spheres existed they could not be perceived by the senses.

Thus," since in the supposed supra-sensuous transcendent world
no case of a hetu agreeing with the presence of its sadhya can be
observed, no inductive generalization or law of concomitance can
be made relating to this sphere®. In reply to this contention
Vadideva says that such a change may be valid against the Mlm-
amsists who depend upon the joint method of agreement and dif-

ference for making any inductive generalization, but this cannot

^ niyamas cd^numdnd-ngam grhitah pratipadyate
grahanam cd'sya nd^nyatra ndstitd-niscayam vind
darsand^darsandbhyam hi niyama-grahanam yadi
tad apy asad anagnau hi dhumasye*stam adarsanam
anagnis ca kiydn sarvam jagaj-jvalana-varjitam
tatra dhumasya ndstitvam naVva pasyanty ayoginah,

2 „ . . _ Nydya-manjart, p. 120.
He IS mentioned m Kamala^ila’s Panjikd, p. 431, Purandaras tv aha loka-

pr(^tddham anumdnam cdrvdkair aptsyate eva, yat tu kais cit laukikam mdrgam
aukramya anumdnam ucyate tan nisidhyate, Vadideva Suri also quotes a sutra
ofI^andara in hiscommentarySyddvdda-ratndkaraon hisPramdna~naya~tattva^
lokd-lahkdra^ ii, 131 : pramdnasya gaunatvdd anumdndd artha-nUcaya-durlabhdt.

avyabhicdrd-‘Vagamo hi laukika-hetundm
anumeyd^vagame nimittarri sa ndsti tantra-siddhe^u
iti na tebhyah parok^d-rthd^vagamo nydyyo^ta idam
uktam anumdndd artha'-niscayo durlabhah*
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apply against the Jaina view of inference which is based on the

principle ofnecessary implication{anyatha-^nupapattdveva taUsvaru-^

patvena svikdrdt).

Other objections also made against the possibility of a valid in-

ference are as follows: (i) impressions made by inferential know-
ledge are dim and not so vivid (aspastatvdt) as those produced by
perception; (2) inference has to depend on other things for the de-

termination of its object (svdrtha-niscaye pard-peksatvdt); (3) in-

ference has to depend on perception (pratyaksa-purvakatvdt);

(4) inferential cognitions are not directly produced by the objects

{arihad anupajdyamanatvdt)
; (5) inference is not concrete {avastu-

visayatvdt)\ (6) it is often found contradicted {bddhyamdnatvdt')\

(7) there is no proof which may establish the law that every case of

the presence of the hetu should also be a case of the presence of the

sadhya {sadhya-sadhanayoh pratihandha-sddhaka-pramdnd-hhdvdd

vdY. None of these can be regarded as a reason why inference

should be regarded as invalid from the Jaina point of view. For in

reply to the first objection it may be pointed out that vividness has

never been accepted as a definition of pramdnay and therefore its

absence cannot take away the validity of an inference; illusory per-

ceptions of two moons are vivid, but are not on that account re-

garded as valid. Again, an inference does not always depend on
perception, and even if it did, it utilized its materials only for its

own use and nothing more. Perception also is produced from
certain materials, but is not on that account regarded as invalid.

The inference is also produced from objects and is as concrete as

perception since like it it involves universals and particulars.

Again, false inferences are indeed contradicted, but that is no
charge against right inferences. The invariable relationship be-

tween a hetu and a sadhya can be established through mental

reasoning {tarkcPf.

Jayanta points out in this connection that a law of universal

agreement of the sadhya with the hetu has to be admitted. For an

inference cannot be due to any mere instinctive flash of intelligence

{pratibhd). If a knowledge of invariable and unconditional agree-

ment was not regarded as indispensable for an inference, and if it

was due to a mere instinctive flash, then the people of the Cocoanut

^ 'V^6idQ\2LS\}xi*s Syadvada-ratnakara^'P^, 13 1, 132. Nirnaya Sagara Press,

1914, ^ Ibid.
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island who do not know how to make fire would have been able to

infer fire from smoke. Some say that the invariable association of

the hetu with the sadhya is perceived by mental perception (manasa’-

pratyaksa). They hold that in perceiving the association of smoke
with fire and the absence of the former when the latter is absent,

the mind understands the invariable association of smoke with fire.

It is not necessary in order to come to such a generalization that one
should perceive the agreement of smoke and fire in all the infinite

number of cases in which they exist together, for the agreement

observed in the mind is not between smoke and fire but between
smoke-ness and fire-ness {jvalanatva-^di-^samdnya'-purahsarataya

vydpti-grahandt). The objection against this view would be the

denial of class-concepts as held by the Carvakas, Buddhists, and
others. There are others, again, who say that even if universals are

admitted, it is impossible that there should be universals of all cases

of absence of fire as associated with the absence of smoke, and
under the circumstances unless all positive and negative instances

could be perceived the inductive generalization would be im-
possible. They, therefore, hold that there is some kind of mystic

intuition like that of a yogin {yogi-pratyaksa~kalpam) by which the

invariable relation {pratibandhd) is realized. Others hold that an
experience of a large number of positive instances unaccompanied
by any experience of any case of failure produces the notion of

concomitance. But the Nyaya insists on the necessity of an ex-

perience of a large number of instances of agreement in presence
and absence for arriving at any inductive generalization of con-
comitance^. The Carvakas, of course, say to this that in deter-

mining the unconditional invariable agreement of every case of a
hetu with its sadhya the absence of visible conditions may be
realized by perception; but the possibility of the existence of in-

visible conditions cannot be eliminated even by the widest ex-
perience of agreement in presence, and thus there would always be
the fear that the invariable concomitance of the hetu with the
sadhya may be conditional, and thus all inference has the value of
more or less probability but not of certainty, and it is only through
perceptual corroboration that the inferences come to be regarded
as valid^. The reply of Nyaya to this is that the assertion that in-

^ Nydya’-manjarif p. 122.
2 athd~numdnarn napramdtj.ani yogyo-padhtndm yogya-nupalabdhya^hhava-nU^

caye' py^ ayogyo-‘pddhi-sankaya vyabhicara-sanisaydt satasoh sahacaritayor apt
vyabhtcaro-palabdhes ca loke dhuma^di-darsana-ntaram vahnya!'di^vyavahdras ca
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ference is not valid is itself an inference based on the similarity of
inferential processes with other invalid mental processes. But thig

does not properly refute the Carvaka position that inductive

generalizations are only probable, and that therefore (as Purandara
says) they acquire some amount of validity by being corroborated

by experience and that they have no force in spheres where they
cannot be corroborated by perceptual experience.

Since the Carvakas do not attribute any more validity to in-

ference than probability, other forms of pramanas, such as the

testimony of trusty persons or the scriptures, analogy or implica-

tion, also were not regarded as valid. According to Udayana’s
statement, the Carvakas denied the existence of anything that was
not perceived, and Udayana points out that if this doctrine is con-
sistently applied and people begin to disbelieve all that they do not
perceive at any particular time, then all our practical life will be
seriously disturbed and upset’-. The school of dhurta Carvakas, in

their Sutra work, not only denied the validity of inference but
criticized the Nyaya categories as enunciated in the Nydya-sutra,

I. I. I, and tried to establish the view that no such enumeration of

categories was possible®. It is no doubt true that the Carv^as ad-

mitted perception as the only valid pramana, but since illusions

occurred in perception also, ultimately all pramanas were regarded

as indeterminable by them.

The Carvakas had to contend on the one hand with those who
admitted a permanent soul, such as the Jains, the Naiyayikas, the

Samkhya-yoga and the Mimamsa, and on the other hand with the

idealistic Buddhists who believed in a permanent series of con-

scious states; for the Carvakas denied all kinds of existence after

death. Thus they say that since there is no permanent entity that

abides after death, there is no existence after death. As the body,
understanding and sense-functions, are continually changing, there

cannot be any existence after death, and hence no separate soul can
be admitted. According to some, Carvakas consciousness is pro-

sambhdvana’-mdtrdt samvadena ca prdmdtjyd-hhimdndd, Tattva-cintamard
Annumitu For a similar view see Russel, ‘*On the notion of Cause” in his
Mysticism and Logic.

^ Udayana’s Nydya-kusumdnjali, iii. 5, 6.

^ cdrvdka-dhurtas tu athd^tas tattvam vydkhydsydma iti pratijndya pramana^-
prameya’’Sa7nkhyd-lak§ana~niyamd-sakya-karaifiyatvam eva tattvam vydkhyd-^
tavdn; pramana-’Samkhyd-niyam’-dsakya-kararCiyatva-^siddhaye ca pramiti-bheddn
pratyaksd’-di-pramaiidn upajanydn Xdrsan upadarsayat, Nydya-manjariy p. 64.
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duced (utpadyate) from the four elements, and according to others

it is manifested {abhivyajyate) from them like fermenting intoxica-

tion {surd) or acids. It is on account of diverse kinds of arrange-

ments and rearrangements of the atoms of air, water, fire and earth

that consciousness is either produced or manifested and the bodies

and senses are formed or produced. There is nothing else but
these atomic arrangements, and there is also no further separate

category^.

The school of Susiksita Carvakas holds that, so long as the body
remains, there is an entity which remains as the constant perceiver

and enjoyer of all experiences. But no such thing exists after the
destruction of the body. If there was anything like a permanent
self that migrated from one body to another, then it would have
remembered the incidents of the past life just as a man remembers
the experiences of his childhood or youth®. Arguing against the
Buddhist view that the series of conscious states in any life cannot
be due to the last conscious state before death in a previous life,

or that no state of consciousness in any life can be the cause of the
series of conscious states in another future life, the Carvakas say
that no consciousness that belongs to a different body and a dif-

ferent series can be regarded as the cause of a different series of
conscious states belonging to a different body. Like cognitions be-
longing to a different series, no cognition can be caused by the
ultimate state of consciousness of a past body®. Again, since the
last mental state of a saint cannot produce other mental states in a
separate birth, it is wrong to suppose that the last mental state of a
dying man should be able to produce any series of mental states in
a new birth. For this reason the Carvaka teacher Kambalasvatara
says that consciousness is produced from the body through the
operation of the vital functions oipruna, apunu and other bio-motor
faculties. It is also wrong to suppose that there is any dormant
consciousness in the early stages of the foetal life, for consciousness
means the cognition of objects, and there cannot be any con-
sciousness in the foetal state when no sense-organs are properly
developed; so also there is no consciousness in a state of swoon, and

^ Uit-samudaye visaye-ndriya-satnjna. CSrvSka-sutra quoted in KamalaMa’s
Panpka, p. 520.

^ Nydya-TTianjan, p. 467.
® yadi jndnam na tad vivaksita-tita-deha-varti-^caram ajndna-janyam,

jndnatvdt yathd^nya-santdna-varti-jfidnam, Kamalasila’s Panjikd, p, 521.
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it is wrong to suppose that even in these stages consciousness exists

as a potential power, for power presupposes something in which it

exists and there is no other support for consciousness excepting the

body, and, therefore, when the body is destroyed, all consciousness

ceases with it. It cannot also be admitted that at death conscious-

ness is transferred to another intermediary body, for no such body
is ever perceived and cannot therefore be accepted. There cannot

also be the same series of consciousness in two different bodies;

thus the mental states of an elephant cannot be in the body of a

horse.

The Buddhist reply to this objection of the Carvakas is that if

by discarding after-life the Carvakas wish to repudiate the existence

of any permanent entity that is bom and reborn, then that is no

objection to the Buddhists, for they also do not admit any such

permanent soul. The Buddhist view is that there is a beginningless

and endless series of states of conscious states which, taken as a

period of seventy, eighty or a hundred years, is called the present,

past or future life. It is wrong on the part of the Carvakas to deny

the character of this series as beginningless and endless ;
for if it is

so admitted, then a state of consciousness at birth has to be regarded

as the first and that would mean that it had no cause and it would

thus be eternal, for since it existed without any cause there is no

reason why it should ever cease to exist. It could not also have been

produced by some eternal consciousness or god, for no such eternal

entities are admitted; it cannot be admitted as being eternal by

itself; it cannot be produced by eternal atoms of earth, water, etc.,

for it may be shown that no eternal entities can produce anything.

Thus, the last alternative is that it must have been produced by the

previous states of consciousness. Even if the atoms are regarded

as momentary it would be difficult to prove that consciousness was

produced by them. The principle which determines causation is,

firstly, that something is the cause which, being present, that which

was worthy of being seen but was not seen before becomes seen^.

Secondly, when two instances are such that though all the other

conditions are present in them both, yet with the introduction of

one element there happens a new phenomenon in the one which

does not happen in the other, then that element is the cause of that

^ yesdm upalambhe sati upalabdhi-laksana-prdptam purvam anupalabdham sad

upalahhyate ity evam dsrayai^tyam, Kamala^ila, Panjikd, p. 5^5,
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phenomenon^. The two instances, which differ from each other

only in this that there is the effect in the one and not in the other,

agree with each other in all other respects excepting that that in

which there is the effect has also a new element which is not present

in the other, and it is only in such a case that that element may be
regarded as the cause ofthat effect. Otherwise, ifthe cause is defined

as that which being absent the effect is also absent, then there is the

alternative possibility of the presence of another element which was
also absent, and it might be that it was on account of the absence of

this element that the effect was absent. Thus, the two instances

where an effect occurs and where it does not occur must be such

that they are absolutely the same in every respect, except the fact

that there is one element in the case where there is the effect which
was absent in the other instance. The causal relation between body
and mind cannot be established by such a rigorous appUcation of

the joint method of agreement and difference. It is not possible to

employ the method of agreement to determine the nature of rela-

tion between one’s own body and mind, for it is not possible to

observe the body in the early foetal stage before the rise of mind,
for without mind there cannot be any observation. In other bodies

also the mind cannot be directly observed and so it is not possible

to say that the body is prior to mind. The method of difference also

cannot be employed, for no one can perceive whether with the

cessation of the body his mind also ceases or not; and since the

minds of other people cannot be directly perceived, such a negative

observation cannot be made with reference to other people, and no
assertion can therefore be made as to whether with the cessation of

other people’s bodies their minds also ceased or not. No inference

can be drawn from the immobility of the body at death that it must
be due to the destruction of mind, for it may still exist and yet
remain inoperative in moving the body. Moreover, the fact that
a particular body is not moved by it, is due to the fact that the de-
sires and false notions which were operative with reference to that

body were then absent.

Again, there are other reasons why the body cannot be regarded
as the cause of mind; for if the body as a whole was the cause of

^ Mfju tad-anyesu samarthesu ta-dhetit^u yasyai’kasya’bhdve na bhavatfty
evam ahaycoilyam anyathS hi kevake^ tad-abhSve na bhavan'ty upadarsane
zandigdham. atra tasya sOmarthyairi sySt anyasya’pi tat-samarthasy&'bhav&t.
Kamalasila, Panjika, p. 526.
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mind, then slight deformities of the body would have changed the

character of the mind, or noinds associated with big bodies like

those of elephants would be greater than those of men. If with the

change of one there is no change in the other, the two cannot be said

to be related as cause and effect. Nor can it be said that the body

with the complete set of senses is the cause of mind, for in that case

with the loss of any sense the nature and character of the mind

would also be changed. But we know that this is not so, and when

by paralysis all the motor organs are rendered inoperative, the mind

may still continue to work with unabated vigour^. Again, though

the body may remain the same, yet the mental temperament,

character or tone might considerably change, or sudden emotions

might easily unhinge the mind though the body might remain the

same. Even if instances are found which prove that the conditions

of the body affect the conditions of the mind, yet that is no reason

why the mind or soul should cease to exist with the destruction of

the body. If on account of co-existence {saha-sthiti-niyamd) of

body and mind they may be said to be connected with each other in

bonds of causation, then since body is as much co-existent with

mind as mind with body, the mind may as well be said to be the

cause of body. Co-existence does not prove causation, for co-

existence of two things may be due to a third cause. Heated copper

melts, so through heat the foetal elements may be supposed to pro-

duce on the one hand the body and on the other hand to manifest

mind or consciousness. So the co-existence of body and mind does

not necessarily mean that the former is the material cause of the

latter.

It is said that though the later mental states are perceived to be

produced by the previous ones, yet the first manifested conscious-

ness has a beginning and it is produced by the body, and thus the

theory of the Buddhists that the series of conscious states k without

beginning is false. But if the mental states are in the first instance

produced by the body, then these could not in later cases be pro-

duced in other ways through the visual or other sense organs. If it

is urged that the body is the cause of the first origin of knowledge,

but not of the later mental states, then the later mental states ought

to be able to raise themselves without being in any way dependent

1 prasuptika-di-rogS-dind karye-ttdriyd-dindm upaghate'pi mano-dhsr avi-

kftaikd.-vikaldiji sva-sattdm antAhavati. Kamalasila, Panjikd, p. 527-
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on the body. If it is held that a mental state can produce a series of

other mental states only with the help of the body, then each of

them would produce an infinite series of such mental states, but

such an infinite number of infinite series is never experienced. It

cannot also be said that the body generates consciousness only at

the first stage and that in all later stages the body remains only as

an accessory cause, for that which once behaves as a generating

cause cannot behave as an accessory cause. Thus, even if the

physical elements be admitted to be impermanent, they cannot be

regarded as the cause. If the mental states be regarded as having a

beginning, it may be asked whether by mental states the sense-

knowledge or the mental ideas are meant. It cannot be the former,

for during sleep, swoon or inattentive conditions there is no sense-

knowledge, even though the sense-organs are present, and it has

therefore to be admitted that attention is the necessary pre-condi-

tion of knowledge, and the sense-organs or the sense-faculties

cannot be regarded as the sole cause of sense-knowledge. The mind

cannot also be regarded as the sole cause, for unless the sense-data

or the sense-objects are perceived by the senses, the mind cannot

work on them. If the mind could by itself know objects, then there

would have been no blind or deaf people. Admitting for argu-

ment’s sake that mind produces the cognitions, it may be asked

whether this cognition is savikalpa or nirvikalpa
; but there cannot

be any savikalpa unless the association of names and objects

(sanketa) is previously learnt. It cannot be also nirvikalpa know-

ledge, for nirvikalpa represents the objects as they are in their

unique character, which cannot be grasped by the mind alone

without the help of the sense-organs. If it is held that even the

sense-data are produced by the mind, then that would be the ad-

mission of extreme idealism and the giving up of the Carvaka

position. Thus, the conscious states are to be regarded as beginning-

less and without any origin. Their specific characters are determined

by experiences of past lives, and it is as a reminiscence of these ex-

periences that the instincts of sucking or fear show themselves even

with the newly-bom baby^. It has therefore to be admitted that the

conscious states are produced neither by the body nor by the mind,

but that they are beginningless and are generated by the previous

^ tasmdt purvd-hhydsa~krta evd^yam hdldndm i§td-nisto-pdddna~paritydga--

ld^aw> vyavahdra iti siddhd buddher anddita. Kamalasila, Panjikd, p, 53a.
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states, and these by other previous states, and so on. The parental

consciousness cannot be regarded as being the cause of the con-

sciousness of the offspring, for the latter are not similar in nature,

and there are many beings which are not of parental origin. It has,

therefore, to be admitted that the conscious states of this life must

be produced by the states of another life previous to it. Thus, the

existence of a past life is proved. And since the mental states of this

life are determined by the mental states of other lives, the mental

states of this life also are bound to determine other mental states,

and this establishes the existence of future lives; provided, how-

ever, that these mental states are associated with the emotions of

attachment, anger, antipathy, etc. For the mental states can pro-

duce other mental states only when they are affected by the emo-

tions of attachment, anger, etc., and these are inherited by the

new-born baby from the mental states of his previous life which

determined the series of experiences of his present life. Though the

past experiences are transferred to the present life, yet owing to a

severe shock due to the intervention of the foetal period these ex-

periences do not at once show themselves in infancy, but reveal

themselves gradually with age. One does not always remember

what one experienced before; thus, in dreams and deliriums,

though the elements of the past experience are present, yet they are

reconstructed in a distorted form and do not present themselves in

the form of memory. So the past experiences cannot ordinarily be

remembered by the infant, though there are some gifted beings who

can remember their past lives. It is wrong to suppose that the mind

is supported by the body or inheres in it, for the mind is formless.

Again, if the mind inhered in the body and was of the same stuff

as the body, then the mental states should be as perceptible by the

visual organ as the body itself. The mental states can be perceived

only by the mind in which they occur, but the body can be per-

ceived both by that mind as well as by others; therefore, these two

are of entirely different character and are hence entirely different.

The body is continually changing, and it is the unitary series of

conscious states that produces the impression of the identity of the

body. For though the individual consciousnesses are being de-

stroyed every moment, yet the series remains one in its continuity

in the past lives, the present life and the future. When the series is

different, as in that of a cow and a horse or between two different

D Til 35
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persons, the states of the one series cannot affect those in the other.

One conscious state is thus admitted to be determining another

conscious state, and that another, and so on, within the series.

Thus it has to be admitted that consciousness exists, even in the

unconscious state
;
for had it not been so, then there would be a

lapse of consciousness at that time and this would mean the

breaking up of the series. States of consciousness are independent

of the sense-organs and the sense-objects, as they are determined by
the previous states; in dreams, when the sense-organs are not

operating and when there is no sense-object contact, the conscious

states continue to be produced
;
and in the case of the knowledge of

past or future events, or the knowledge of chimerical things like

the hare’s horn, the independence of conscious states is clearly

demonstrated. Thus it is proved that consciousness is neither pro-

duced by the body nor is in any way determined or conditioned by
it, and it is determined only by its past states and itself determines

the future states. Thus also the existence of the past and the future

lives is proved.

The arguments of the Jains and of the Naiyayikas against the

Carvakas are somewhat of a different nature from those of the

idealistic Buddhists just described, as the former admitted per-

manent souls which the latter denied. Thus Vidyanandi, in his

Tattvartha-sloka-vartika, says that the chief reason why the soul

cannot be regarded as a product of matter is the fact of undisputed,

unintermittent and universal self-consciousness unlimited by
time or space. Such perceptions as “this is blue” or “ I am white”
depend upon external objects or the sense-organs, and cannot

therefore be regarded as typical cases of self-consciousness. But
such perceptions as “I am happy” which directly refer to the self-

perception of the ego do not depend on the operation of any ex-

ternal instruments such as the sense-organs or the like. If this self-

consciousness were not admitted to be established by itself, no other

doctrine, not even the Carvaka doctrine which seeks to demolish all

attested convictions, could be asserted, for all assertions are made
by virtue of this self-consciousness. If any consciousness required

another consciousness to have itself attested, then that would in-

volve a vicious infinite and the first consciousness would have to be
admitted as unconscious. Thus, since the self manifests itself in

self-consciousness (sva-samvedand), and since the body is perceived
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through the operation of the senses like all other physical things,

the former is entirely different from the latter and cannot be pro-

duced by the latter, and because it is eternal it cannot also be mani-
fested by the latter. Again, since consciousness exists even without

the senses, and since it may not exist even when there is the body
and the senses (as in a dead body), the consciousness cannot be re-

garded as depending on the body. Thus, the self is directly known
as different from the body by the testimony of self-consciousness.

The other arguments of Vidyanandi are directed against the ideal-

istic Buddhists who do not believe in a permanent self but believe

in the beginningless series of conscious states, and this discussion

had better be omitted here^,

Jayanta argues in the Nyaya-manjart that the body is con-

tinually changing from infancy to old age, and therefore the ex-

periences of one body cannot belong to the new body that has been
formed through growth or decay, and therefore the identity of the

ego and recognition which form the essential constitutive elements

of knowledge cannot belong to the body^. It is true no doubt that

good diet and medicine which are helpful to the body are also

helpful to the proper functioning of the intellect. It is also true that

curds and vegetable products and damp places soon begin to

germinate into insects. But this is no proof that matter is the cause

of consciousness. The selves are all-pervading, and when there is

appropriate modifications of physical elements they manifest them-

selves through them according to the conditions of their own
karmas. Again, consciousness cannot also be admitted to belong to

the senses, for apart from the diverse sense-cognitions there is the

apperception of the ego or the self which co-ordinates these diverse

sense-cognitions. Thus I feel that whatever I perceive by the eyes

I touch by the hand, which shows distinctly that apart from the

sense-cognitions there is the individual perceiver or the ego who
co-ordinates these sensations, and without such a co-ordinator the

unity of the different sensations could not be attained. The
Susiksita Carvakas, however, hold that there is one perceiver so

long as the body exists, but that this perceiver {^ramatr-tattva)

does not transmigrate, but is destroyed with the destruction of the

body; the soul is thus not immortal, and there is no after-world

after the destruction of this body®. To this Jayanta’s reply is that if

^ Tattvdrtha-sloka-vdrtika, pp. 26—53. ® Nydya-manjarl, pp. 439—441,
® Ibid. pp. 467, 468.
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a self is admitted to exist during the lifetime of this body, then since

this self is different from the body, and since it is partless and non-

physical by nature, there cannot be anything which can destroy it.

No one has ever perceived the self to be burnt or torn to pieces by

birds or animals as a dead body can be. Thus, since it has never

been found to be destroyed, and since it is not possible to infer any

cause which can destroy it, it is to be regarded as immortal. Since

the self is eternal, and since it has a present and past association

with a body, it is not difficult to prove that it will have also a future

association with a body. Thus, self does not reside either in any

part of the body or throughout the body, but is all-pervading and

behaves as the possessor of that body with which it becomes as-

sociated through the bonds of karma. Para-loka or after-life is

defined by Jayanta as rebirth or the association of the soul with

other bodies after death. The proofs that are adduced in favour of

such rebirths are, firstly, from the instinctive behaviour of infants

in sucking the mother’s breast or from their unaccountable joys and

miseries which are supposed to be due to the memory of their past

experiences in another birth; and, secondly, from the inequalities

of powers, intelligence, temper, character and habits, inequalities

in the reaping of fruits from the same kind of efforts. These can be

explained only on the supposition of the effects of karma performed

in other births^.

Sankara, in interpreting the Brahma-sutra, iii. 3. 53, 54, tries

to refute the lokayatika doctrine of soullessness. The main points

in the lokayatika argument here described are that since conscious-

ness exists only when there is a body, and does not exist when there

is no body, this consciousness must be a product of the body. Life-

movements, consciousness, memory and other intellectual func-

tions also belong to the body, since they are experienced only in the

body and not outside of it^. To this Sankara’s reply is that life-

movements, memory, etc., do not sometimes exist even when the

body exists (at death), therefore they cannot be the products of the

body. The qualities of the body, such as colour, form, etc., can be

^ Nydya’-manjarl, pp. 470—473.
^ yad dhi yasmin sati bhavaty asati ca na bhavati tat tad-dharmatvena ad-

hyavanyate yathd*gni^dharmav ausnya-prakdsau
; prdna-ce^ta^caitanya-smrtyd-

dayas cdHma-dharmatvend^bhmiatd dtma-‘Vd-dindm te* py antar eva deha upala-
bhyamdnd bahts cd^nupalabhyamand asiddhe deha^vyat irikte dharmini deha-dharma
eva bhavitum arhanti; tasmdd avyatireko dehdd dtmdna itL Sahkara-bhdsya on
Brahma-sutra, in. 3. 53.
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perceived by everyone, but there are some who cannot perceive

consciousness, memory, etc. Again, though these are perceived so

long as the living body exists, yet there is no proof that it does not
exist when this body is destroyed. Further, if consciousness is a
product of the body, it could not grasp the body; no fire can burn
itself and no dancer can mount his own shoulders. Consciousness
is always one and unchangeable and is therefore to be regarded as

the immortal self. Though ordinarily the self is found to manifest

itself in association with a body, that only shows that the body is

its instrument, but it does not prove that the self is the product of

the body, as is contended by the Carvakas. The Carvakas criticized

the entire social, moral and religious programme of orthodox
Hindus. Thus Sriharsa, in representing their views in his Naisadh^
acarita^ says as follows: “The scriptural view that the performance

of sacrifices produces wonderful results is directly contradicted by
experience, and is as false as the Puranic story of the floating of

stones. It is only those who are devoid of wisdom and capacity

for work who earn a livelihood by the Vedic sacrifices, or the

carrying of three sticks {tridandd)^ or the besmearing of the fore-

head with ashes. There is no certainty of the purity of castes, for,

considering the irrepressible sex-emotions of men and women, it

is impossible to say that any particular lineage has been kept pure

throughout its history in the many families on its maternal and
paternal sides. Men are not particular in keeping themselves

pure, and the reason why they are so keen to keep the women in

the harem is nothing but jealousy; it is unjustifiable to think that

unbridled sex-indulgence brings any sin or that sins bring suffering

and virtues happiness in another birth; for who knows what will

happen in the other birth when in this life we often see that sinful

men prosper and virtuous people suffer.^ ’’ The Vedic and the smrti

texts are continually coming into conflict with one another, and are

reconciled only by the trickery of the commentators; if that is so,

why not accept a view in which one may act as one pleases? It is

held that the sense of ego is associated with the body, but when this

body is burnt, what remains there of virtue or vice, and even if there

is anything that will be experienced by another ego and in another

body and as such that cannot hurt me. It is ridiculous to suppose

that any one should remember anything after death, or that after

death the fruits of karma will be reaped, or that by feeding

Brahmins after death the so-called departed soul will have any
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satisfaction. The image-worship, or the worship of stones with

flowers, or of bathing in the Ganges as a religious practice is abso-

lutely ridiculous. The practice of performing sraddha ceremonies

for the satisfaction of the departed is useless, for if the offering of

food could satisfy the dead then the hunger of travellers could also

be removed by their relations offering them food at home. In

reality with death and destruction of the body everything ends, for

nothing returns when the body is reduced to ashes. Since there is

no soul, no rebirth, no god and no after-life, and since all the scrip-

tures are but the instructions of priests interested in cheating the

people, and the Puranas are but false mythical accounts and fanciful

stories, the one ideal of our conduct is nothing but sense-pleasures.

Sins and virtues have no meaning, they are only the words with

which people are scared to behave in a particular manner ad-

vantageous to the priests. In the field of metaphysics the Carvakas

are materialists and believe in nothing beyond the purely sensible

elements of the atoms of earth, water, air and fire and their com-
binations

;
in the field of logic they believe in nothing but what can

be directly perceived; they deny karma, fruits of karma, rebirth or

souls. The only thing that the Carvakas cared for was the momen-
tary sense-pleasures, unrestrained enjoyment of sensual joys. They
did not believe in sacrificing present joys to obtain happiness in the

future, they did not aim at increasing the total happiness and well-

being of the whole life as we find in the ethical scheme of Caraka

;

with them a pigeon to-day was better than a peacock to-morrow,
better to have a sure copper coin to-day than a doubtful gold coin

in the future^. Thus, immediate sense-pleasures were all that they
wanted and any display of prudence, restraint, or other considera-

tions which might lead to the sacrifice of present pleasures was re-

garded by them as foolish and unwise. It does not seem that there

was any element of pessimism in their doctrine. Their whole
ethical position followed from their general metaphysical and
logical doctrine that sense-objects or sense-pleasures were all that
existed, that there was no supra-sensible or transcendent reality,

and thus there was no gradation or qualitative difference between
the pleasures and no reason why any restraint should be put upon
our normal tendency to indulge in sense-pleasures.

^ varam adya kapotaJ^ wo mayurat
varam sanisayikan ni^kad asanisayikah
karsdpatia iti lokayatikdh. Kdma-sutray i. a. 29, 30.
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stituents, 367; diverse supposition
of it refuted by Ramanuja, 177 et

seq , ;
its assumption leads to vicious

infinity, 17772,; its criticism by
Venkata, 327 et seq.; Nimbarka’s
conception of^, 407 et seq , ; refuted by
Ramanuja, 177; stuff, 366; San-
kara’s view of it criticized by
Mahacarya, 361 et seq,; Sankarite
view criticized by Madhava
Mukunda, 424 et seq.

;

unspeakable,
367; whole, 372
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ajndtatayd jndtatayaVva^ 249
akdla, 447
akdrakU’-vada^ 521
Akhanddrthatva'-hhanga, 126
akhydti, 47, 180, 181, 182, 183, 184,

185, 186, 187, 237, 239, 341, 343,

245; view, 186 n.y 244, 245
akimcitkaray 527
akiriyay 521
akiriyaniy 520
Akkaialvan, 97 n,

aksaray 46, 503
alamhusay 59
alarka-sdkay 97 n,

alaukikay 426
’Ala-ud-dln, 120
Allahabad, 10 1, 401 n.

All-complete, 303
All-illuminating, 451
All-merciful, 85, 99, 412
All-perceiving, 27
All-pervading, 393, 405, 413
All-pervasive, 23, 24, 262, 291, 292,

299, 426, 432; entities, 263
All-pervasiveness, 157, 450
Allegorical drama, 121

Alms, 102, 1 19
alpdy 292
Alternative, 180, 207, 209, 210, 312,

430
Alagarkoil, 103
Amalan’^ddipirdriy 69, 134 w.

Amara-kosay 515
Ambrosial sweetness, 84
Ammahgi, 105
Amorous, 73 ;

longings, 83
amrtdy 502
amumtilay 505
amsay 194, 485
amsd-mnbhdvay 484
amsdvatdray 475
an-adhigatd-rtha-’gantr, 215
an-adhyavasdyay 214
Analogy, 5, 128, 144, 192, 216, 219,

230, 269, 276, 298, 301, 315, 322,

341, 371, 410, 434, 452, 455> 469*

S12, 513, 531 «•! 539
Analysis, 52, 180, 207, 297
Analytic, 31
Analytical, 497
Ananda Press, 94 n,

Ananta, 3971., 351
Ananta Bhatta, 98, 102

Ananta Diksita, 98, 162 n.

Anantaguru, 112
Anantarama, 408, 409* 4^o;lcds criticism

of the mdyd of Saiikara, 410 et seq.

Ananta-suri, 94 w., 98 w., no, 119
Anantacarya, 98, 105, 188, 241, 242 w.,

246, 247, 305; supports corre-

spondence theory, 246-7; theory of

illusion, 188
Anantarya, 102, no, 112, 131, i33»

209, 297, 298, 395; his notion of

class-concepts, 297; his view of re-

lations of souls with God, 297
an-anuhhdvyatvay 230, 231
ari’-anyathd-’siddhatvay 390
an-^anyathd^siddha-niyata-purva-vartitdy

397
Anatomy, 515 w.

anaupddhikay 485
anavadhdranay 369
anavadhdrariatvam eva dvaranam, 370
anavasthdy 9, 176
anavasthd-parihdrdyay 249
anddy-anantay 61
a-ndmakay 25
andhatamisray 500
Andhrapurna, 104, 105, 109
aneka-dharmay 212
anekdntay 210
Anger, 32, 48» 61, 545
Animals, 221, 441 n.

Animate, 116
Aniruddha, 13, 37) 3^) 39) 4^) 43> 44>

5^) 56,57) 157, 1 5^,443 w., 448^2.) 475
Aniruddha“Samhitd-‘mahopanisady 23
anirvacanlyay 179, 238, 239, 243) 435
anirvacanlya’-khydtiy 183, 188, 242, 245

anityatvay 199
aniyamay 227
Annihilation, 276, 324, 377
Antagonism, 437
Antagonistic, 374
antahy 483
antahkarana, 142, 152, 172, i73) 361,

364, 366, 368, 369, 370, 420, 434,

444, 453, 486, 499 «-

antahkarana-vrttiy 41

1

antaranga, 377
antarydmiy 483
antarydmy-avatdray 39
Antarydmi’-brahmanay 390
antarydmiriy 40, 41, 200
Antecedent, 203, 342
Antipathy, 29, 30, 5i, 87, 148, 449,

470, 488
Antiquity, 99
anubhavay 8, 9
anubhavd-numdnay 229
anubhdvyay 231
anubhutiy 143, 168, 170, 171, 177,

230 231, 318, 348
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anugraha, 51, 52
anugrahasarga^ 50a
anumdna, 426, 427, 487
anumiti, 178
anupalabdhiy 426, 428
anusdsana parva, 447
anuvrtti, 224
anuvrtti-visayakai 224
anuvrtty-avisasayaka^jndnat 224
anu-vyavasdya, 467
anvaya, 231
anvaya-vyatirehi, 227, 228, 229, 427
Anvaydrtha-prakdsikdi 197 w.

Anvayarya, 384
Anvayarya Diksita, 384
anvita-bhidhana, 233 ;

Venkata, its up-
holder, 233

anvita-bhidhana-^vada^ 233
anyathd'-jndna, 485
anyathd-khydti, 179, 180, 181, 183,

184, 185, 186, 187, 210, 237, 239,

241, 243, 244, 245, 398
anyathdvabhdsahy 179
anvyayiy 229
anyonyd-bhdvay 428
anyonyd^srayay 329
anyUndnatiriktay 46
Ahgirdy 482
Anguttara Nikdyay 516 w, 518, 524
Anjali-vaibhavay 127
Anna-guruy 115
Annavayyahgacarya, 133
Anjjayacarya, iii, 137
Annayarya, 115, 130, 132, 133, 396
anuy 498
apy 49 w.

aparUy 489
apard, 509
aparigrahUy 61 n,

aparoksUy 227, 367, 442
Aparydtmdmrtdcdryay 112
Apathy, 73
apavarga, 506

59, 540
afidria vdyu, 59
apdramdrthikdy 477
Aperture, 59
Apostolic, 66
Appayacarya, 122
Apyaya-diksita, 114, 116, 121, 131,

133
Appeal, 56
Appearance, 52, 179, 180, 182, 187,

188, 193, 196, 199, 207, 218, 268,
290, 306, 32s, 332, 333, 336, 337,
366, 367, 369, 407, 422, 471

Apperception, 80, 368, 465

Apprehension, 177, 183, 186, 215, 219,

239
apramdtiay 247
aprameyatvay 230 n,

apravrttimaty 46
aprdkrta’-vapuhy 73
a’-prdmdnyay 202
aprthak-siddhay 299
a-prthak^sihitay 35
apurvay 303, 506
apurvavidkiy 405 m.

arcdvatdray 39 41
Arcir^ddiy 135 n,

Argximent, 124, 184, 190, 289, 291,

313. 314, 503, 51a, S13, 517, 546,

547; in a circle, 17
ansta, 506 n.

Arjuna, 39, 158
arthay 62
artha-kriyd-kdritvay 436, 458
Artha-pancakay 135 w.

artha-pariccheddkay 240
artha-^pariccheda^kdriy 240
arthdpatti, 128, 234, 235, 314, 426;
upheld by Meghanadari, 234-5

artha-prakdsdy 356
Artha’-sdstray 512, 532
Articles of worship, 70
Arunaghati, 416
Aru^iddhikarana-sarana^vivarakt, 392
arvdksrotasy 501, 502
Ajragiyas, 68, 85, 88, 89, 94, 105, 138
asamavdyiy 456
asamprajndtay 488
asamprajndta-'samddhiy 446, 487
asamprajndta yogay 446
asamsargdgrahay 186
asafiga, 453, 469
asat, 4S7
asativay 339
CLsadhdraxia-kdranay 224
Ascetic, 293, 305, 520, 523, 524, 527
Ash, 186
asmitdy 470
Asoka, 522
aspa§tatvdty 537
Aspects, 31 1, 414, 419, 4S4
assSda, 513
Assembly, 482
Assertion, 313, 343, 344, 431, 432
Association, 26, 185 n., 186, 187, 199,

224, 233. 284, 299, 300, 303, 308,
326, 327, 345. 389, 408, 412, 441,
469, 470, 474. 489, 493 . 503, 509.
534. 535; of body, 389

Assumptions, 186 n., 297, 298, 323,
338, 350, 434. 437. 439
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asteya, 6i
asthira, 292
Asti-brahmeti-‘h‘uty^artha-vicdra, 1 3

1

Astronomy, 515 w.

asura, 528, 529, S3i
Astadasa-bheda-nirnayay 85, 86, 88,

89 w., gon.y 91, gzn.y 93 w., 132,

138; its contents, 88 et seq.

Astddasa-rahasydrtha-nirnaya, 1 17
Astddasa^rahasydrtha-vivaranay 85, 86,

87 n,

a§tdnga yogay 24, 96, 98
Astdvimsad-‘vidhdtmikd, 501
Asvamedha-parvafiy 517
a’-tathd-bhutd-rtha-jndnamy 247
Atharva-Veday 447
Atheism, 473, 479
Atheistic, 472, 480
atiprakasa, 503
atisayay 203
allndriyay 225, 354
Atomic, 7, 51, 89, 100 7z., 194, 281,

413, 433, 443> 444; individuals, 93;
individual souls, 93; theory, 262

Atomists, 21 1, 264
Atoms, 128, 152, 155, 163, 183, 262,

264, 540, 541, 550
Attachment, 10, 29, 32, 34, 7i> 14S,

287, 437, 441, 449, 450, 462, 464,

470, 506, 545
Attainment, 32, 60, 62, 70, 290, 429,

443, 445
Attention, 31, 310
Atthasdliniy 514 w.

Attitude, 344
Attribute, 80, 192, 193, 195, 222, 407,

413
Attribution, 325, 472
Attutayi, 98
Auditory, 308 ;

knowledge, 5 ;
percep-

tion, 281
Aufrecht, 127
aupadhika, 434
Author, 130
Authoritativeness, 20
Authority, 175, 517
Auto-intoxication, 82
avatdra, 38, 39, 40 w., 129, 302, 401,

avayavay 227, 232, 263
avayavly 263
avayavo-pacayd-pacayayoTy 386
avdcyatvUy 230 n.

avdntara^vydpdra, 203
avdstavay 436
avedinahy 501
a-vedyatva, 231, 367

avibhdga, 455, 460
a-vidhi-gocaratvay 88 n,

avidyS, 4, 5, zg, 44, 46, 159, 160, 161,

163, 16s, 169, 173, 174, 17s, 176,

177, 178, 194. 196, 198 n., 395, 396,

308, 316, 317, 319, 321, 322, 324,
326, 330, 331, 333, 333, 334, 335,

337, 338, 339. 343. 345. 364. 365.

366, 371, 372, 373. 374. 375. 393.

414. 421, 422, 423, 436, 441, 443,

444, 445. 468, 469, 470, 476, 477,
478, 487, 492, 500, 507, 508 K.;

Brahman cannot assume diverse

forms on account of, 176 ;
Brahman

cannot be dsraya of it, 176; concep-
tion of its cessation criticized, 338
seq,; in relation to self-luminosity,

as treated by Vijhana-Bhiksu, 468 et

seq.; it cannot veil Brahman, 176;
its criticism by Venkata, 330 et seq.;

its opposition to vidydy 176; Nim-
barka’s idea of, 41 1; Sankara’s con-
ception refuted, 175 et seq,; the

view of its difference from mdyd
criticized, 334 et seq.

avidydydm Jtvah jivada vidydy 177 n.

a^visaiTivdditvay 216
a-‘Viiada’‘Svarupay 177
avise^Uy 499, 504
avivekuy 449
avuddhipurvakay 502
avyakttty 34, 36, 45, 257, 476, 477, 488,

497, 504, 510, 5 1
1.

Avyakta-nrsimhopanisady 13

avyaktiy 52
Avydktopanisady 13
a-vyavahitUy 136
Awakened state, 178
Awareness, 184, 185 205, 217, 220,

248, 255, 319, 320, 321, 322, 340,

341, 344, 439
Ayodhya, 103, 120
ayoniy 46
Ayyanna, 133
Ayyar, Sir Subrahmanya, Lectures,

64 n.y 65 n,

Acdra-locana, 133
dearyUy 102
Acdrya-dik^ita, 130
Aedrya^hrdayeZy 137, 138
Aedrya-panedsaty 117
Aedrya-vimiatiy 133
ddharay 454
adhard-kdro-padhiy 333
adheyatvay 298
^hydsika-sambandhay 423
ddhydtmikly 507
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Aditya, 20
Adivarahacarya, 132
Adivaraha Vedantacarya, 13

1

agama, 14, 487, 519
Agama--prdmdnya, 14, 17, 98, 154, 155
^antuka^dharmavattvam, 393
Aganga, 96
^neya-mandala^ 59
Ajivaka sect, 522
ajlvakas, 523, 524, 525
Ajivakas, their views, 522
ajtvas, 523
dkdsa, 6, 48, 49 w., 163, 164, 252, 260,

261, 263, 280, 282, 283, 284, 498,

.499, 504, 510
j^zasadhikarana^vicara, 133
Alaya-^vijndna^ 274, 275
Alavandar, 67 w., 97
Alvartirunagari, 68
dnanda, 35, 154, 344, 444, 445,
^486

Ananda-dayinly 122, 123, 13

1

Anandagiri, 105, 106, 107
Ananda’-tdratamya-khandanay 129, 133,

« 392
Ananda-vallarl, 122
dnukulyasya samkalpay 92
^vTksikly 512
Ahgirasa, 21
Anbillai, 105
Anbillai-Kandadai-yappan, 64
Andal, 63, 64, 65, 66 n., 67, 69, 77, 97,

_ ro9, no, 134 n.

Andan lineage, 129
dparoksyay 309
Arddhana-kramay 122
Arddhand-saingrahay 125, 352
dijavay 61
Artti-^prabandhUy 138
Arvar and Ramanuja, difference of

outlook, 1 12
Arvar Kula-sSkhara, 80 n,

Arvar literature, 91
Arvars, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 74,

75, 78, 79, 83, 84, 8s, 86, 88 89,
102, 105, 112, 124, 134, 138, 376;
Andal* s filial love, 77; Andal’s love
for God as GopI, 77; the Aragiyas
generally followed Arvars, though
there were differences in religious

dogmas, 85; as Avataras of, 64;
castes of, 64; cessation of inclina-
tions leads to God, 72; chronology
of, 64-8 ; conception of bridegroom
and bride, 79; difference of their
devotion with that of ^e Saivas,

83; difference between Arvars and

Aragiyas on religious dogmas, 85-6

;

distinguished from the Aragiyas, 68

;

episode of the King Kula-sekhara,
feeling oneself as wife of God, 73;
fifth centum, 72-3; fourth centum,
72 ;

God constantly wooing the
devotee, 78; God fettered by His
mercy, 78 ;

God’s grace, only means
of sivation, 78; influence of the
Puranic religion on the Arvars, 8 1

;

lamentation for God, 73 ; lamentation
illustrated, 74, 75, 76; love of God,
ever growing, 79; meaning of, 68;
Namm’-arvar’s conception of soul,

79—80; Namm’-arvar’s third centum,
71 ;

ninth centum, 73 ;
pangs for God,

71; pathological symptoms of love
similar to those of the Vai§navas of
the Gaudiya school, 83 ; Periy-
arvar’s conception of himself as

Yo^oda, 77 ; philosophy of, 69 et seq. ;

Radha (Nappinai) referred to as the
consort of Krsna, 8 1 ;

reference to in

Bhagavata, 63 ; sources of, 64; stages

of God’s love, 79; summary of
Sathakopa’s works, 70 et seq,; their

auto-intoxication, 82; their contro-
versy with the Vaisnavas regarding
religious dogmas, 84; their distinc-

tion from the Aragiyas, 94; their

love ecstatic but not philosophic,

79 ; their love of God does not show
signs of gross criticism, 83; their

relation with the love of the Gaudiya
school, 81—2; their works divided
into three rahasyas, 92 ;

the Tehgalai
and Vadagalai schools represent
the difference between the Arvars
and the Aragiyas, 86; they identify
themselves as legendary personages
associated with the life of Krsna un-
like Bhagavata, 81; they reveal a
knowledge of Puranic religion of
Krsna, 80; they reveal in the devo-
tion all the principal types of
emotion, 83; they visualized God
everywhere through intoxication of
love, 83; Tiru-mahgaiy’s filial love,

77 ; Tiru-mahgaiy and Namm’arvar,
difference of their love, 79 ; vision of
God, 72 ; works of, 68-9

Arvar-Tirunagari, 103
Arvaric Tehgalai school, 86
dsana, 30, 60, 61, 505
dstikuy 471, 518
dstikyay 62
Asuri Kesava, 98, 100
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dsaya^ 44
dsrama^ z, ii, 91? 293
ahaya, 176, 407
Asvaldyana^smrity 20
dtma-caitanyaj 8

dtma-khydti, 238
dtma^niksepah, 92
dtma-samarpana^ 60
Atma-siddhiy 207, 227
Atman, 30, 34, 142, i73, 33^, 4S3» 4^6,

502, 510, 529
dtma, 80, 483, 485
dtmd-nubhava-laksana-kaivalyd-khya-^

purusdrthah, 382
dtmdsraya, 255
atma z;a tzre drastavyah, 8

Atreya, 39, 106, 107, 119

Atreys. gotra, 109, no, 118

Atreyanatha, ii4«., 125

Atreyanatha stiri, 346
Atreya Ramanuja, 119
Atreya varada, 132
Atri, 21; lineage, 352
dtyantika, 502, 503
dvarana, 283, 369, 372
dvarand-hhdva, 282
dvesdvatdra, 38, 39, 475
dyata, 514
dyatana, 515
Ayur-veda, 517

Bad, 80, 4sa, 521 ;
actions, 414: deeds,

41s. 444. 527
Badarl, 103
Badarl-natha, 96
bala, 37, 56
Balabhadracarya, 401
Baladeva, 496
Balarama, 392, 429
bandha, 136
Bangkok, 515 ”•

Baptism, 19
Barabar hills, 522
Barua, Dr, 521 n,, 524 n.

Basic, 475; cause, 365; consciousness,

362; reality, 449
Basis, 46, 182, 192, 332, 334* 422, 423,

439, 44o> 4S4» 45^, 4^8, 471, 4^9,

494, 515
Bath, 104
Badarayana, 15, 17, 125, 235, 381; his

so-called refutation of Pancaratra is

not correct, 17; refutes the Pan-

caratras, 15

bddha, 459 ,

bddhaka-samsarga-grahdnam, i»o

Badhula Srinivasacarya, 361

hdla-loka, 513
Bdla-sarasvati, 133
Bdrhaspatya, 512, 533
Bdrhaspatya-sutra, 532
Beauty, 71, 98
Becoming, 457
Before and after, 284
Beginning, 343, 544
Beginningless, 5, 6, 26, 27, 34, 43, 5i,

54, 177, 19871., 279, 284, 285, 330,

331, 339, 354, 367, 372, 373, 409,

413, 422, 423, 424, 425, 426, 444,

446, 448, 452, 467, 474, 477, 489,

497, 506, 544, 547; time, 316
Behaviour, 5, 179, 185, 187, 236, 240,

244, 246, 287
Behaviouristic action, 288

Beings, 30, 34, 42, 49, 54, 154, 190,

195, 239, 243, 312, 313, 314, 325,

339, 413, 421, 431, 436, 443 «*, 447,

448, 450, 452, 454, 456, 457, 465,

474, 477, 480, 483, 488, 489, 509,

524
Belief, 55, 187, 204, 290
Bell, 1 19 71.

Bellary, 399
Benares, 103
Benediction, 42
Beneficent, 52
Beneficial, 51, 62; effects, 335
Bengal, 94, 112

Bengal Asiatic Society, 401

Besnagar Column, 19
Bhadantabhaskara, 3 n.

Bhadda, 522
bhadra, 30, 60
Bhagavad-drddhana-hrama, 1 1

3

Bhagavad-gUa, 97, 105, 379, 402, 482,

485
Bhagavad-guna-darpana, 11971.

Bhagavad-vishayam, 78 n., 79, 79
bhagavanmaya, 51
Bhagavat, 107
bhagavaUprlty^artham, 92
Bhagavat Senapati Misra, 117, 132

Bhagavatl-sutra, 522, 524 «*, 525

bhagavdn, 34, 107 71., 475, 508 n.

Bhaktagramapurna, no
Bhaktahghrirenu, 63

hhakti, 17, 19, 32, 33, 63, 63 w., 93, 100,

139, 161, 292, 293, 378, 380, 382,

450, 451, 507, 509; as conjugal love,

70; as ddsya, 70; cult, 63; in

Vijhana Bhiksu, 450 et seq.; Ven-

kata’s views, 292 et seq.

bhakti’-ex.iAtoXion, 78
Bhakti-sara, 63, 96 71.
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bhakti-yoga^ 89, 91, 100
Bhandarkar, Sir R. G., 6472., 66, 67,

80 72., 399, 4-02; Report of the Search
for Sanskrit Manuscripts 1882—
J883, 401

bhantikas, 182
Bharadvaja, 530
Bharadvaja 98
Bharadvaja lineage, 133, 440
Bharadvaja Samhitd, 379
Bhartrhari, 108
Bhartpuitra, 108
Bhartr-prapanca, 108, 471
Bharuchi, 139
Bhatta Bhaskara, i, 2, 3 72,

Bhattanatha, 137, 138
Bhattarakaguru, 210, 214 72., 226, 229,

234; his view of doubt, 210
Bhattapra, 134
Bhattoji Dik§ita, i, 1972.; speaking of

Bhaskara, i

BhSgavata cult, 19
Bhagavata school, 3 n.

Bhdgavata-’mdhdtmyay 63
Bhdgavata-purdnay 40 72., 63, 63 72., 66,

67, 80 72., 81, 402, 451, 518
Bhagavata-yogUy 24, 32
Bhagavatas, 2, 15, 17, 19, 20, 71, 450,

475 72., 518 72., 527 72. ; not low castes,

17
Bhdguriy 516, 531
Bhdmatiy 4, 196, 196 tz., 476
Bhaskara, i, 2, 3, 3 72., 4, 6, 8, 9, 10, ii,

106, 108, 113, 124, 155, 192, 193,

194, 195, 197, 200, 201, 301, 305,
413, 429, 433, 434, .472, 497; a
tri-dandin, i ; bhakti, nature of,

10; Brahman as transcendent, 10;
Brahman not exhausted in trans-

formation, 10; deeds, relation of,

with knowledge, 7; difference be-
tween his view and that of Sankara,

2; epistemology distinguished from
Sankara, 9; his bhedabheda concept,

6; his causality view of, 4-5; his

date, 3; his difference with Kum-
arila, 8; his sea and wave illustra-

tion, 6; his view, God and soul re-
lation of, 6; his view of Brahman,
301 ; his view of God, 155 ; his views
contrasted with those of Ramanuja,
192 et seq.

; his views criticized from
the Nimbarka point of view, 43 1 et
seq.; jzvan-muktiy denial of, lo-ii;
jhdna-samuccita karma, his view of,

8 ; knowledge, his view of, 8; libera-
tion, nature of, 9; liberation of

duties, 9; mukti, way to, 10; relation
of Brahma-sutra with Mimdmsd-
sutra, his concept of, 7; relation to
Pancaratras, p, z; sat cit and ananta,
identity of, 10; soul nature of, 7;
soul relation with God, 7 ; substance
and qualities, view of, 10; Sankara,
refutation of, 4-5 ; transcendent
Brahman, nature of, 10; world as
spiritual, 10

Bhaskara Bhatta, 3
Bhdskara-bhdsya, 2 72., 4, 6 72., 7,

8 72 .

Bhaskaradeva, 3 72.

Bhaskaradiksita, 3 72.

Bhaskaramisra, 3 n.

Bhaskaranrsimha, 3 tz.

Bhaskarasena, 3 72.

Bhaskarasastri, 3 tz.

Bhaskaracarya, 3
Bhaskaracarya, Pandita, 3 72.

Bhaskaranandanatha, 3 72.

Bhaskararanya, 3 72.

Bhaskarites, 431
bhdsya, 8872., 10772., 108, 109, 113,

II4, II5, I16, I18, 138, 139, 181 72 .,

196, 298, 352, 395, 400, 514
bhd^ya-kdra, 108
Bhdsya-prakdsikd-dusanoddhdra, 1 14
Bhdsya-vivara7j.a, 128
bhd§yopodghdta, 106
Bhatta, 248
Bhaudaji, Dr 3
bhdva, 52
bhdva-fd, 29
bhdvaka, 50, 51, 53
Bhava^prabodha, 11472., 125
Bhava-pradlpikd, 116, 13

1

Bhdva-‘prakdsa, 122
Bhdva-^prakdsikd, 114, 122, 13

1

Bhdva^prakdsika-dusanoddhdra, 130
bhdva-rupd^-jhdna, 361
bhdvya, 50, 51, 53
bheda, 6, 194, 223, 417
Bheda-darpana, 115, 384, 388, 392
Bheda-mani, 115 72., 384
Bheda-vada, 133
bheda-vadl, 401
bhedabheda, i, 28, 105, 107, 406, 413,

471, 472
Bhedd^bheda-vada, 405
Bheda-dhikkara-nyakkara, 1 22
bhedagraha, 186
Bhiksu, aSiB., 448, 450, 451, 453,

456, 460,-465, 466, 467, 468, 471,
472, 473, 474, 477, 478, 479, 487,
488
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hhinnatve satyabhinna-sattdkatvam, 373

bhoga, 300, 464, 485, 495
bhogya-saktif 6

bhoktYy 6
Bhranta-yogindra, 63 w.

Bhrgu, 482
Bhutan, 68 n.

Bhu-gola-'nirnaya, izz

Bhumi, 41, 57* SI I

Bhuri Bhatta, 402
Bhuri Srisailapurna, 98, 109
fe/jiZta-modifications, 183

Bhutapuri, 100, loi

bhutaSf 163, 182, 260 261, 504>

507, 510
bhuta-sargay 502 n,

Bhutatt’-arvar, 63, 64, 65, 68, 66

68 72., 134 «•

Bhutayogindra, 63 n.

bhuta-yoniy 25
bhutadiy 48, 163, 259, 260, 261, 498,

499> ,504, 5 10

bhutdniy 512
bhutdtmd, 25
bhutiy 44
bhuti-bheddhy 44
bhuti-iaktiy 42
hhuty-amiahy 44
bhuyo-darsana-gamyay 228
Bibliotheca Indica, 483 n.

Bile, 182
binduy 58
Bio-motor, 59, 258; faculties, 540

Birth, 33, SI. 287, ago, 294, 37o, 382,

431, 46a, 549
Bison, 234
Bittideva, 104, 113

bljdnkura, 177
Black Rati, 38
Blind, 367 ;

man, 390
Bliss, 16, 34 , 35 , 4 i, 5®, 5 i, 5 ^, 7 i,

144, 154, 175, ^95, 302, 304, 3ii»

365, 366, 404, 408, 413, 414, 441,

442, 443 , 445 , 448, 463, 474, 4^5 ,

486, 4S9, 494
Blissful, 62; emotion, 71; nature,

383
Blissfulness, 325
Blue colour, 153
Boar, 38
boddhd, 48
bodha-laksanay 10
Bodhayana, 105, 108, 109, 139, 180,

181 72., 192, 350
Bodhdyana-vrttiy 102, 103 72.

Bodhisattva. *5 13
Bodily charms, 83

Body, 7, 31 , 33. 4i, SS, $ 8, S9, 6o, 8o,

139, igi, 19a, 194, I9S, 199, 201,

a88, aSg, agi, ags, 297, 398, 300,

301, 303, 308, 333, 327, 352, 365,

369, 391, 412, 414, 444, 448, 450,

451. 456, 462, 475, S°4, 523, 526,

538, 539, 540, 541, 542, 543, 544,

546, 348, 349, 550; of God, 71

Bombay, 200 tz.

Bond 26; of sympathy, 71

Bondage, 5, 7, 24, 27, 44, 5i, 57, 13^,

201, 29a, 29s, 334, 364, 365, 370,

407, 410, 412, 414, 421, 43^, 433,

437, 453, 457, 4^0, 47^, 477, 49i,

495, 506, 509
Brahma, 306, 473, 474
brahma-hhakti 507
brahma-’Caryay 61
Brahma-causality, 116, 388, 396
brahma-cdririy 124
Brahma-character, 366
Brahmadatta, 108, 291; his view of

Brahman, 291
Brahma-experience, 465 ;

treatment by

Vijhana Bhiksu, 465
Brahmahood, 17, 4^5 5^6

Brahma’-jndna’-nirdsay 130
Brahma-knowledge, 2, 4, 89, 305, 308,

326, 336, 337, 435, 466
Brahma-laksaiia-vada, 133

Brahma’-laksana-vdkydrtha, 130

Brahma-laksana -vdkydrtha-samgraha,

130
brahma-laya, sog
Brahma-manifestation, 373
Brahman, i, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12,

20, 26, 28, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 37, 39,

68, 89, 93, 106, 1 16, 126, 13671.,

153, 154, 155, 156, 165, 166, 174,

175, 176, 177, 178, 192, 193, 194,

195, 196, 197, 198, 199,

208, 211, 224, 239, 291, 295, 299,

30072., 301, 302, 303, 307, 309, 312,

313, 314, 31S, 316, 317, 319, 320,

322, 323, 325, 326, 328, 329, 330,

331, 332, 333, 334, 335, 330, 337,

338, 340, 343, 345, 350, 351, 352,

36s, 366, 367, 369 371, 372, 3^,
374, 381, 383, 384, 385, 386, 387,

388, 389, 391, 392, 394, 395, 396,

397, 398, 404, 405, 406, 407, 408,

409, 412, 415, 416, 417, 418, 419,

420, 421, 422, 423, 424, 429, 430,

432, 433, 434, 435, 43^, 437, 438,

439, 440, 445, 446, 447, 448, 452,

454, 455. 456, 457, 458, 460, 461,

462, 464, 465, 466, 477, 483, 484,
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Brahman {cont.)

485, 486, 487, 492, 493, 494, 495,

497, 5c>6, 509; material and efficient

cause, 301
Brahmanandin, 106, 107
Brahman-consciousness, 317
Brahmanhood, 383 n.

Brahmanic, 515 w.

Brahman of Sankara, 396
Brahman’s nature, 397
Brahmana, 527
brahma’-randhray 31, 59
Brahma-rdtra, 23
brahma-samasattdka-vikdrd - ngikdrdt,

396
Brahma-samhitdf 40 n . ; avatdras in,

40 n.

Brahma-sarga, 25
Brahma-state, 468
Brahma-sutrat i, 3, 4, 7 15, 17, 102,

105, 107, 108, 113, 116, 117, ii8,

134, 12s, 126, 133, 139, 19s, 196,

305. 349. 350. 381. 402, 404, 405
406 n., 440, 454, 465, 466, 472, 478,

479. 480, 482, 496, Si7r., 548
Brahma - sutra - bhdsya-purva-pak§a-

samgraha-kdrikd, 117
Brahma -sutra - hhd^yd -rambha-prayo -

yana-samarthana, 118
Brahma-sUtra -bhd^ya-samgraha-viva-

rana, 118
Brahma - sutra - bhd§ya - vydhhyd, 1 1 7,

130
Brakma-sutra-bhdsyopa-nydsay 1 1 7,

125
Brahma-sutra-dlpikdy 118, 133
Brakma-sutrdrtha-sarngrahay 108, 116,

130
Brahma-sabddrtha-vicdray 130, 131
Brahma-sakti-vada, 133
Brahmatantra-jiyar, iii
Brahma-vidya-kaumudl, 1 1

5

Brakma-vidyd-vijaya, 117, 126
Brahma-visnu, 497
Brahma, 12, 13, 35, 38, 40 n., 43, 45,

52, 332, 475. 499. S03. S04. S05. 5°?.
510

Brahma-jndna-vadiy 177 n.

brahmdnda, 38
Brahmanda-purdna, 20
brakmdtmatva, 431
Brahminic, 2, 19
Brahmins, 14, 17, i n., 97, 441 72., 516,

517, 518, 521, 549
brahmly 47
brahmopdsanamy 382
brdhma, 502

Breath, 60
Breath-control, 23
Brhad-dranyaka Upanisady 494, 519,

519 w., 528, 529
Brhad-dranyako-panisat-prakdsikdy 126
Brhaj-jdtakay 523
Brhaspati, 12, 140 w., 516, 531, 532,

533
Brhaspati-sutray 531
Bridegroom, 79, 378
Brindaban, 63, 120, 440
Buddha, 39, 505, 522
Buddhaghoso, 512, 513, 520, 521 w.,

522, 524 w.

buddhiy 7, 43, 47, 49, 5^, 80, 144, 147,
148, 163, 449, 453, 464, 465, 466,
467, 468, 469, 470, 476, 480, 486,
490, 491, 494, 495, 499 503, 506,

507, 508; in relation to sukha-
duhkha in Vijnana Bhiksu, 464

Buddhism, 143, 516
buddhi-st2.tesy 467
Buddhist doctrine of momentariness,

refutation by Venkata, 268 et seq,

Buddhist theory, 262
Buddhist view, 251-2, 541
Buddhistic doctrines, 518
Buddhistic literature, 520
Buddhistic texts, 518
Buddhists, i, 129, 205, 216, 236, 238,

254, 255, 268, 269, 270, 271, 275,
276, 282, 398, 424, 443, 471, 512,

513, 518, 519, 525, 527, 538, 539,
540, 541, 543, 546; view of in-
validity inadmissible, 236

buddhi-tattva, 25
Bukka I, King, 12

1

Bukka’s son Kampana, 121
Burning capacity, 249
Burning object, 249

Caitanya, 403
caitanya, 8, 81, 141, 451
Caitanya-caritdmrtay 403 n.

Cakdra-samarthanay 123
cakray 58, 60, 64
caksuSy 502
Calmness, 52
Campakesa, 115, 117, 131
Canda-mdrutay 117, 123, 126, 129
Capacity, 149, 349, 354; of fire, 349
Caraka-samhitdy 516
caramay 135
Carama-guru-niriTLayay 125
Carama-sloka-churukkuy 94
Caramopdya-tdtparya, 122
Cardinal faith, 86
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Cardinal points, 85, 86
Carnaticay 104 w.

Carnatik, 63
Case, 288
Case-ending, 239
Case-relation, 233
Caste, 17, 42, 43, 49, 293, 416, 441 n.,

S18, 549
Caste-distinction, 44
Caste-duties, 33, 414
Casuistry, 514, 515
Catalogue, 400
Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts in

the Private Libraries of the North-
Western Provinces^ 379, 400
401 n.

Catalogus Catalogorum^ 127
Category, 2, 30, 36, 37, 45, 46, 47, 48,

49, 80, 89, 98, 128, 129, ISO, 223,

224, 239, 257) 258, 297, 328, 339,

340, 350, 351, 353, 354, 355, 4i7,

428, 429, 435, 480, 503, 540; of dif-

ference, 417; of time, 284
Catholic, 104
Catuh-slokii 94 98, 99, 123
Catuh-slokl-vydkhyd, 131
Catur-vyuhay 509 w
Causal, 46, 265, 341, 344, 470, 473,

484; agents, 267; constituent, 267;
doctrine, 199; efficiency, 268, 271,

276, 436, 458; entity, 371; instru-

ments, 203 ; material, 465 ;
moment,

273; movement, 502; nature, 395;
operation, 205, 263, 265, 266, 267,

270, 272, 276, 343; principle, 192;
qualities, 256; relations, 279, 342;
state, 42, 200, 344; substance, 344,

391
Causality, 53, 128, 205, 206, 276, 278,

299, 300, 389, 396, 455, 456, 459,
470

Causation, 354, 397, 45^, 54i, 543
Cause, 4, 8, 9, 24, 42, 46, 58, i74, i79,

181, 184, 186, 187, 189, 190, 192,

193, 194, 19s, 197, 198, 199, S04,

206, 232, 256, 257, 260 266, 267,

270, 271, 276, 277, 278, 279, 293,

295, 299, 306, 310, 330, 333, 339,

341, 342, 343, 350, 354, 365, 366,

38s, 388, 389, 396, 406, 410, 413,

433, 441, 447 w., 448, 452, 454, 455,

456, 460, 465, 469, 470, 472, 473,

479, 483, 493, 495, 503, 509, 520,

524, 539 «*, 541, 542, 543, 545, 547;
and effect, 258; qualities, 257

Causeless, 46, 354
Cause-moment, 273

Cause-space, 273
Cause-time, 273
Carvaka, 139, 140, 276, 280, 282, 286,

288, 289, 432, 512, 515, 516, 522,

528, 531, 533, 536, 538, 539, 541,

544, 546, 549, 550; contention, 535;
criticisms against by Jains and
NaiySyikas, 546; criticisms of the
Buddhists, against, 541 et seq ,

;

doctrine, 546; his logic, 533 et seq.;

his logic criticized by Jayanta,

Udayana, etc., 537 et seq,
;
logic, 533

;

other criticisms against, 548 et seq ,

;

reference to, 531 et seq.; their argu-
ments for denying soul, 289 n.

;

types of, 539
Cdrvdrka-sa^tiy 531 n.

Cdrvdkism, 139
Cease, 310
Central question, 50
Centum, 72
Ceremonial duties, 160
Ceremonials, 41
Cessation, 27, 28, 52, 61, 136, 177,

287, 292, 293, 295> 310, 321, 338,

339, 365, 366, 369, 371, 372, 374,

393, 445, 453, 4^3, 47°, 486, 506,

523, 572; of bondage, 364; of re-

birth, 70
cestd, 300
chala, 512
Chaldri-smrtiy 103
Change, 196, 313, 3i4, 321, 325, 338,

344, 443 n.y 445, 447, 456, 457, 458,

485, 488, 489, 490, 493, 495
Changeable, 313, 323
Changeless, 34, 61, 195, 389, 396, 457
Character, 46, 180, 181, 193, 194, I95,

209, 210, 297, 311, 312, 315, 319,

323, 324, 331, 332, 333, 334, 336,

351, 407, 408, 411, 430, 46s, 534,

548
Characteristic, 185, 207, 209, 212, 300,

317, 325, 350, 426, 450; quality, 317
Characterless, 166, 195, 356
Charity, 86, 87
Charm of God, 83
Chdndoagyopanisad-bhd^yay 117
Chdndogyay loi, 106, 528, 529, 53©
Chandogya Upanisad, 3, 106, 107, 126,

517, 528 ;
heretics referred to, in, 528

Chdndogyo-panisad-prakasikdy 1 26

Chemical change, 141
Chimerical, 179, 191, 241, 271, 312,

314. 319. 331. 339. 406, 435 ;

entities, 239, 243, 271, 333, 344,

440; objects, 274; theory, 266
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Choice, 304
Chowldiamba, 202 n,, 209 n.

Chronological, 68
cic-chaktif 32, 416
ddamia, 301
cin-'indtram, 165
cintandtmdkam indriyam, 48
Circular, 255
Circulation, 59
Circumstances, 182, 320, 323, 349,

430
city 154, 391, 396, 397> 444
citiy 503, 504
CiUprakaranay 160 w.

Citsukha, iii, 468
citsukhacarya, 318, 482
cittay 281 n.y 480, 499 w.

citta-vrtti-'nirodhay 62, 506
Class-characters, 167, 232, 534
Class-concept, 224, 226 n.y 297, 436
Class-notions, 61
Classification, 30, 129, 212
Clay, 3, 4«., 199; materials, 3

Clearness, 217
Clinging to God, 87
Closed souls, 501
Cloth, 190, 193, 256, 265
Clouds, 50
Code of duties, 88
Coeval, 183
Co-existence, 273, 543
Co-existent, 286, 423
Co-extensive, 291, 292
Cognate, 43
Cognition, 8, 9, 217, 218, 248, 289,

310, 3ii» 31S, 318, 320, 323, 325,

335> 347> 360, 368, 410, 41 1, 428
Cognitive, 31, 49, 61, 318, 466; ex-

periences, 300; characters, 241;
operation, 359; process, 467; rela-

tion, 358; sense, 25, 48, 280; situa-

tion, 467
Coherence, 300; of qualities, 254
Coimbatore, 121

Cola, 65, 67, 94, 98, 103, 1 1 3, 523;
kings, 104

Collocating entities, 275
Collocation, 141, 152, 204, 206, 264,

292, 3 S4> 360* 473; of accessories,

354; of causes, 203
Collocative agents, 342
Collocative causes, 248
Colony, 42, 43
Colophon of Mitra, 403
Colour, 61, 141, 167, 182, 251, 389;

perception, 280
Colour-data, 253

Colour-datum, 253
Combinations, 326
Commands, 303
Commentary, i n,y 3, 99, 102 106,

107, 108, 114, 115, 116, 117, 120,

122, 123, 125, 126, 127, 130, 131,

132, i34» 138, 214, 260 w., 305, 349,

402, 403, 440, 460, 476, 482, 516,

S1772., 518, 523, 532; literature, 86

Commentator, 107 w., 196, 444
Commission, 398
Common, 207
Communication, 309, 428
Communion, 70, 99, 376
Companions, 83
Compendium, 135
Complete, 36, 296
Complex, 188, 193; feeling, 90
Comprehension, 419
Computation, 96
Conative, 49; organs, 412; senses, 31,

61, 280, 504
Conceit, 173
Concentration, 30
Concept, 42, 53, 185, 186, 195, 254,

264, 297, 340> 344» 390, 406, 434,

435
Conception, 45, 192, i95» 295, 297,

301, 321, 328, 333, 335> 34i» 35i»

389, 397, 398, 447, 448, 451, 456,

462, 468, 504
Conceptual cognitions, 341
Conceptual forms, 3 1

1

Conch-shell, 179, 180, 181, 182, 183,

184, 185, 186, 187, 188, 208, 210,

21 1, 241, 244, 247, 253, 254, 270,

337, 346, 368, 371, 408; silver, 179,

184, 237, 246, 312, 314, 335, 336,

340, 343, 344, 398; silver illusion,

185 n.y 186, 188
Conciliatory, 20
Conclusions, 21 1, 319, 409, 451, 458,

469, 486, 495
Concomitance, 225, 226, 228, 229, 230,

263, 273, 319, 427, 438, 513, 533,

534, 535, 536, 538
Concrete, 49, 187
Condition, 51, 180, 181, 193, 211, 301,

306, 310, 312, 318, 323, 333, 344,

346, 412, 413, 416, 420, 421, 422,

428, 432, 433, 434, 461, 463, 468,

473, 476, 489, 492, 493, 534, 535*, oi

reality, 243
Conditional, 289, 390, 533, 538; quali-

ties, 285, 286
Conditioned, 193, 446, 474
Conduct, 16, 550
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Conflict of knowledge, 212 tz.

Confusion, 25, 140
Conglomeration, 37, 163, 252, 262,

275, 278, 288
Conjeevaram, 68
Connection, 43 n.

Connotation, 299
Conscious, 27, 31, 41, 290, 416, 467,

491; energy, 459; entities, 89; prin-

ciple, 29; state, 540, 543, 546
Consciousness, 368, 369, 373, 377,

406, 407, 413, 420, 429, 43S, 439,
440, 452, 454, 459, 460, 46s, 463,
467, 469, 479, 486, 507, 519, 529,

540, 541, 543, 545, 546, 547, 548,

549; its character, 141, 142
Considerations, 420
Consonance, 44, 58
Consort, 70, 81
Constancy, 29
Constituent conscious-entities, 287
Constituents, 188, 256, 310, 323, 335,

414, 41S, 419, 424, 430, 455 , 458
Constituted entity, 256
Construction, 191, 195
Contact, 263, 270, 281 w., 316, 453,
466

Container, 456
Contemplation, 68
Contemporary, 131 w., 135
Content, 250 310, 329, 336, 439;

of awareness, 185 w. ; of knowledge,

242, 247, 314
Contentions, 211, 311, 315, 348
Contentless, 250, 310, 31

1

Contentment, 61, 506
Contents of thoughts, 198
Contiguity, 46, 296, 316, 324, 325, 421

;

of consciousness, 240, 420
Contraction, 393
Contradiction, 9, 186, 192, 210, 239,

269, 314, 318, 321, 327, 336, 337,

342, 374, 386, 398, 435, 436, 451,

459, 470, 498, 502 w.; of knowledge,

179
Contradictory, 17, 207, 21 1, 269, 310,

319, 337, 421
Contrary, 322; conclusion, 230
Contributions, 346
Control, 30, 32, 58, 303, 430, 443 n.,

444, 499; of mind, 29
Controller, 99, 200, 386, 415, 429, 43^,

451,478
Controversialist, 406
Controversy, 68, 128, 130, 328, 416
Conviction, 54, 55
Co-operation, 409

Corporeal structure, 43

1

Correct, 180
Correction, 179
Correspondence, 247, 348, 357; theory,

246
Corroboration, 340, 341, 357
Cosmic, 443 475, 482, 492, 509,

510; affairs, 475; egg, 504; matter,

163
Cosmogony, 5 1

5

Cosmological, 474
Cotton-seed, 273
Counterpart, 58
Couples, 38
Course, 31, 34, 51, 52, 56, 57
Cow, 234
Cowell, 515
Creation, 25, 27, 36, 38, 42, 45, 50, 51,

52, 56, 58, 116, 158, 182, 188, 192,

195, 196, 302, 443 w., 444, 449, 452,
458, 460, 476, 498, 500, 501, 502,

504, 508
Creative, 50, 465, 473; activity, 452,

454; desire, 48; moment, 472
Creator, 16, 412, 476, 507
Creatures, 447 n.

Creed, 433
Criterion, 314
Criticism, 76, 112, 116, 179, 215, 217,

304, 339, 342, 429, 433, 478, 479>
518, 533

Crooked, 158
Cults, 81
Currency, 95
Customs, 2
Culikopanisadf 480
Cycle, 41, 51, 446, 481, 490
Cymbals, 80

ddksina, 381 «.

Daksina-kaldrya, 381, 382, 383,

384
Dancer, 85
Dantivarman, 67
danda-nltiy 532
dandiny 524 w.

Darkness, 178
dariana, 463, 533
Dasaratha, 429, 522
Dasa-slokif 399» 400, 403
dasavaty z$i
Data, 210, 428
Dattatreya, 40 w.

Dattatreyopanisady 13
Date-juice, 226
Datum, 287
Davids, 515
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daya, 57, 61
Dayaramadeva, 402
DSmodara, 39
Damodara Gosvami, 399
ddnay 33, 61
Dasarathi, 98, 102, 104, 109, no, 113
Dasarya, 63 w.

dasya^ 70
Dead, 550
Death, 69, 291, 43i> 447» 5i9, 53©, 53i,

536, 539, 548, 550
Death-coma, 79
Decay, 447 tz., 454, 547
Decision, 210
Deduction, 314
Deeds, 7, 15, 33, 54, 61, 290, 292, 299,

301, 303, 349, 388, 415, 429, 444,

452, 489, 513 «•, 521, 524, 528
Deep concentration, 22
Deep emotion, 378
Deep sleep, 142, 151, 178
Defect, 17s, 177, 179, 182, 184, 185

203, 230, 238, 331, 332, 334, 336,

338, 356, 430, 437. 439. 44a
Defectlessness, 250
Defects of organs, 181

Defence, 300
Definable, 230
Definite effects, 279
Definition, 128, 217 221, 232, 295,

298, 299, 300, 318, 345, 348, 373,
390, 424, 448, 462, 519, 537; of
error, 247 ; of validity, 248

dehatmavadins^ 528
Deity, 3 1, 38, 39, 4i , S8, 60, 126, 295, 303
Delirious, 79
Deliverance, 376
Delusion, 325
Delusive, 45
Demerit, 15, 153, 453
Demons, 25
Demonstrable, 230
Denial, 186
Dependence, 55, 272, 299
Descartes, 202 n.

Description, 52, 436
Desires, 7, 33, 34, 44, 4S. 48, 61, 92,

146, 160, 191, 296, 298, 303, 3SO,
416, 429, 441, 463, 472, 503, 504,
SOS, 506, sa9

Destiny, 43, 4s, 444, 461, 501, S02
Destroyer, ,^99, 507
Destructible, 199, 373, 425
Destruction, 26, 33, 38, 51, 52, 58,

178, 239, 271, 272, 308, 314, 344,
353, 365, 407, 410, 428, 442, 443
454, 469, 476, 550

Destructive agents, 266
Desikacarya, 116, 13

1

Detachment, 442
Determinate, 166, 220, 31 1, 466;

knowledge, 216, 217, 221, 224, 340;
object, 177

Determinateness, 218
Determination of validity, 357
Determinations, 42, 113, 504
Deussen, 108 «.

devadatta, 59, 60
Devaki Sri, 95
Devamannatha, 102 no
Devanatha, 133
Deva-ndyaka-pancdsat, 122
Devaraja, no, in, 114, 138
Devarajaguru, 137, 138
Devaraja Suri, 122
Devarajacarya, 123, 127
Devarat, 102 tz., no
deva-ydna, 517
Devacarya, 401, 404
Devacarya, Pandita Anantarama, 399
Devadevi, 69
Development, 42, 49
Deviprasad Pandita, 400 n.

Devi, 57
Devotee, 28, 38, 39 55, 7o, 82, 89, 90,

99, 129, 337, 378, 379, 405, 442, 491
Devotion, 10, 13, 32, 61, 70, 78, 82,

84, 88, 89, 100, 129, 134, 16 1, 442,

450, 451 ;
to God, 89

Devotional, 69, 293 ;
development, 81

;

faiths, 81 ;
Devotional songs, 83

dhananjaya, 59
Dhanurdasa, 104
Dhanvantari, 40 n.

Dharma, 40 w., 47, 62, 124, 125, 153,

254,294, 349, 394, 405, 453, 503, 505
Dharmadevacarya, 404
Dharmakuresa, 133
Dharmarajadhvarindra, 9, 204, 216
dharma-sadrsya, 224
Dharma-sdstras, 21
dharmatvay 254
Dharmaraja, 228
dharana^ 61
dhdrandy 30, 505
Dhenu, 52
dhl'-sphutatdy 217
dhotiy 522
Dhruva, 39 n,

dhruvd-'TitLsmrtiy 293
dhrtiy 57, 61, 510
dhuma-dhUmatvay 226 m
dhumatvay 535
dhurta carvakUy 516, 539
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dhvamsd-’hhdvay 428
dhydna, 10, 30, 61, 388, 487, 505
dhyanadina paricaryd, 10
Dialectic, 339, 426
Dialectical, 1 1 1, 194, 304, 437 ;

analysis,

1 12; criticism, 277
Dialogues of the Buddha^ 512 w., 5i4«.,

51S w., 520 7Z., 521 w.

Dictum, 320
Didactic poem, 121

Difference, 6, 28, 30, 180, 181, 182,

184, 185, 186, 187, 188, 192, 193,

194, 195, 204, 220 ?2., 228, 266, 303,

312, 322, 330, 331, 342, 343, 350,

351. 353. 354. 3SS. 356, 359. 383.

405, 411, 413, 417. 418, 419, 422!,

433. 434. 435. 436, 443, 448, 455.

456, 471. 480, 485, 486, 489, 536,

542, 550; conception of the Nim-
barkas school of, 417 et seq.

Difference-in-identity, 432, 433
Differenceless, 406, 420
Differencelessness, 167
Different, 42, 302, 330, 33^, 339, 397,

406, 413, 416, 441; order, 419
Different-from- existent-and -non -ex-

istent, 339
Differentia, 212, 429
Differentiating characteristic, 185 «.

Differentiation, 200, 462, 479
Difficulty, 192
Digamvara Jains, 523, 524
Digamvaras, 523
dik, 163, 283, 284
Dilation, 444
Dina-carydf 137
Direct, 309, 465 ; intuition, 363 ; know-

ledge, 217, 312; perception, 308
Disappearance, 309
Disciple, 98, 102, no, 114, 122, 123,

126, 138, 522
Discipline, 28, 29, 33, 442
Disciplined, 32
Discrimination, 292
Discriminative, 49; knowledge, 52
Discussions, 123, 352, 418
Disfavour, 51, 52, 159^ 160, 164
Disinclination, 33, 47, 52, 292, 442; of

mind, 29
Displeasure, 291, 303, 304
Disposition, 54
Disputation, 515, 5i7» 519
Dissipation, 287
Dissociation, 393
Dissolution, 36, 45, 49, 5o» 158, 196,

301, 314, 450, 458, 461, 466, 469,

493, 498, 521 ; of doubt, 390

Distant perception, 254
Distinct perception, 254
Distinction, 47, 181, 185 n., 186

288, 307, 331, 41 1, 419, 434, 449,
485, 491, 494

Distinctive differences, 167
Distinctness, 254
distika, 518
Diverse forms, 36
Diversity, 196
Divine, 41, 472; beauty, 136; entity,

485; functions, 38; grace, 84, 378;
love, 451

Divine Wisdom, 80 n.

Divine Wisdom of the Drdvida Saints,

78, 79 n.

Divinity, 450
Division, 208
divya, 214 n.

Divya-prabandha, 64, 130, 134, 135,

137, 138
Divya-prabandha-vydkhyd, 131
Divya-suri-carita, 64, 94, 95, 105,

113W.
Divya-suri-^prabhdva^dtpikd, 118, 132
Divyavadana, 514, 524/2.

Dlgha, 515 521
DlghaNikdya, 514, 520, 524, 525
Dik§ita, 19 72.

Dtpa-prakdsa, 135
Dipa-^sdra, 128 n.

dlpti, 505
Docility, 54
Doctrinal, 305
Doctrine, 28, 43, 50, 55, 86, 192, 195,

196, 297, 330, 334, 338, 340, 346,

349, 406, 422, 427, 430, 434, 472,

483, 484, 512 n,, 516, 517, 518, 519,

521, 522, 523, 525, 526, 527, 528,

529, 530, 539, 546, 548, 550;
bhakti, 450; of causality, 276; of

kdla, 448 n.
;
of prakrti, 478

Doddyacarya, 121
Dogmas, 303
Domestic life, 62
Dormant, 56
dosa, 165, 175, 184, 188, 238
Doubt, 207, 208, 209, 210, 21 1, 212,

213, 215, 236, 241, 251 ;
its analysis,

21 1 ;
its classification, 213; itself in-

dubitable, 236; Nyaya view of it,

207 n. ;
Venkata’s conclusive re-

marks on, 208 et seq.; Venkata’s

criticism of Nyaya view, 207-8;

Venkata’s special treatment of it,

207 et seq.; Venkata’s treatment

similar to that of Descartes, 202



566 Index

Doubtful property, 213
Dramatic action, 82
Dramida, 108, 139
Dramidacarya, 105, 106, 107, 108
Dramidopani§ad-bhdsyay 126
Dramidopanisat-tdtparyaj 69, 70 n.,

71 72 w., 73 w.

Dravida - - tattvdrtha - prakdsikdy

127
Dravidian, 132, 383 «.

Dravidopanisat-sdray 124
Dravidoponisat - - ratndvall - -

127
"DravidopanisaUtdtparyavail

y

124
dravya, 212 w., 251* 343 j 4^4
dravyatvay 431
Dravida, 63
Drdvida-bhd§yay 106
Dravida texts, 383
Dravida'-vedantay 137
Dravidacarya, 106
Dream, 4, 5, 182, 258, 325, 415, 440;

experiences, 5
Dreamless sleep, 258, 310, 311, 321,

324, 325, 326, 327, 344» 362, 363,

364, 41 1 , 412, 420, 443 , 453 , 467
Drunkenness, 169
drdha-purvey 530
driyay 438, 463
Drsyatvd-numdna-nirdsay 133
Dualism, 330, 332, 337, 338, 339, 347,
407

Dualistic, 352, 406, 486; texts, 422
Duality, 4, 37, i 54, 218, 344, 375,

417, 419, 420, 422, 431, 432, 455,
495

Duality-texts, 486
Dubrenil, Professor, 65
dukhka, 464, 485
duhkha-nivrttihy 486
Dulling, 256
Dullness, 328
Durupadesa-dhikkaray 127
Duties, 8, II, 19, 293, 294i 307, 379 ,

441, 519
Durdrtha--durikaranay 13

1

Dvaitd-dvaitay 413
Dvaya^churukkuy 94
Dvayanty 135
dvesa, 470
Dvivedin Pandita Vindhyesvari Pra-

sada, I n,

dvyanukay 263
Dvapara-yuga, 401
Dvaraka, 96
dvdrdntara-nirapek^ay 277
Dvarasamudra, 120

Dynamic, 29, 44, 45^, 500; agency,

446; function, 448 w.; operation,

261 ;
power, 448

Dynasty, 67
Dyutimati, 98, 100

Ear, 167
Earliest devotees, 82
Early History of Vai§navism in South

IndiUy 64 n.y 67 w., 81 n.

Earth, 41, 46, 128, 181, 208, 212, 349,

393, 447, 500, 506, 521, 540, 541, 550
Earth-matter, 342
Earth-particles, 188
Earth-substances, 188
Earthiness, 258
Ecstasy, 63 n,

;
of joy, 376

Ecstatic delight, 83
Ecstatic experiences, 79
Ecstatic joy, 376
Eddies, 83
Effect, 4, 15, 35, 49, 56, 153 , 184, 189,

190, 191, 192, 193, 194, 195 , 199,

229, 256, 257, 265, 266, 267, 276,
277, 291, 293, 294, 299, 303, 306,

332, 339 , 341, 342, 343 . 344 , 359,

365, 434, 435 . 443 , 446 , 455 , 456,
460, 465, 488, 489, 493, 521, 542,

543; moment, 272, 273; state, 200,

344
EfFectness, 300
Effect-stage, 299
Effect-thing, 199
Effectuation, 54
Efficacious, 28, 29
Efficiency, 203, 268, 341, 458, 524, 528
Efficient, 203; causes, 301, 386
Efforts, 56, 58, 190, 249, 290, 298, 300,

304, 333 , 374, 475 , 503
Ego, 13, 42, 56, 144, 208, 21 1, 257,

290, 345, 366, 367, 408, 409, 41 1,

412, 443 , 547, 549
Ego-consciousness, 362, 367
Ego-entity, 325, 362, 408
Ego-experience, 334, 366, 368, 370
Ego-intuition, 409, 410, 41 1, 412
Ego-notion, 324, 325
Ego-substratum, 425
Egohood, 325
Egoism, 31, 51, 90, 91, 317, 375, 378,

379, 408, 468, 470, 485, 494, 505, 539
Egoistic desire, 378
ekadandinSy 523, 524 w.

Ekasrhgatanu, 40 «.

ekdntinSy 21, 87
ekdntitvay 87
Ekarnavasayin, 40 «.
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ekdtma-rupa, 40 n.

Ekayana, 21
Ekdyana veda, 21
Element, 25, 30, 42, 4S» 4^, 49, iSi,

182, 196, 205, 337, 462, 467, 50s,
506, 512, SIS n., 519, 521, 522, 527,
541, 542. 544. 545. 547. 55®

Elementary, 127
Emanated, 37
Emanation, 37, 198 w., 447, 488, 495
Emancipated, 296, 300, 476 ;

souls,

177 n.
\
stage, 301

Emancipation, 29, 32, 50, 52, 57, 61,

62, 71, 88, 136, 143, I4S, 146, IS9.
161, 177, 292, 293, 294. 295. 304.
314. 316, 324, 326, 327, 336,' 364,
365, 366, 371, 374, 382, 383, 384.
388, 408, 412, 414, 420, 421, 429,
433. 442, 445. 446, 450. 453, 457.
460, 463, 476, 477, 479, 483, 485,
486, 487, 488, 491, 494, 495, S06,
509; attainable by God’s grace, 304;
view of the Nimbarka school of,

420 et seq.

Embrace, 72, 73
Emergence, 45, 48, 196
Emergents, 45, 494, 495
Emerges, 47
Emotion, 29, 82, 83, 377, 450, 451;

of love, 79
Emotional analysis, 82
Emotional stage, 82
Emotional transformation, 82
Emphasis, 31 1, 348, 413, 434
Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics,

523 524 w., 525
End, 41, 42, 51, 54, 298, 343, 352, 420,

441, 443, 486, 502
Endearment, 90
Enemy, 70
Energy, 30, 3^, 37, 42, 44, 45, 48, 49,

53, 56, 57, 79, 414, 416, 418, 424,

447, 454, 458, 489, 500, 502, 524*,

of God, 404
Enjoyable, 6
Enjoyed, 37
Enjoyer, 6, 32, 37
Enjoyment, 291, 292, 412, 464, 485,

486, 490, 503, 529
Enlightened, 80
Enlightenment, 53
Enquiry, 197
Entirely, 194
Entirety, 432, 434
Entity, 5, 8, 9, 26, 27, 41, 42, 44, 163,

178, 179, 186, 193, 206, 210, 211,

235, 243, 253, 274, 27s, 289, 299,

567

306, 311, 312, 313, 314, 315, 316,

317, 319. 321. 324, 325. 327. 328,

330, 332, 333. 335. 337. 339. 341.

342, 343. 344. 345, 351. 352, 353,
389, 408, 410, 416, 421, 423, 42s,
430, 436, 439, 440, 448, 4SI, 457,
463, 464, 474, 487. 497, 503, S04.
506, 507, 539, S4I

Environments, 30
Epigraphia Carnatica, 104 w.

Epigraphica Indica, 121 «.

Epigraphical, 64, 105
Epigraphists, 67
Epistemological, 9, 80, 467
Epithets, 450
Epitome, 53
Equilibrium, 29, 36, 46, 259, 460, 503,

505, 509
Equinox, 295
Erroneous, 335 ; manifestation, 360
Error, 179, 180, 182, 185, 186, 187,

210, 240, 241, 253, 307, 330, 334,

337, 346, 383 «•, 441, 469, 500; of
conception, 398

Eschatological, 295, 525
Esoteric, 57, 583; doctrine, 134
Essence, 28, 31, 35, 329, 345, 393, 4i3,

415, 424, 426, 431, 433, 434, 436,
442, 445, 449, 455, 461, 49o; of in-

tuition, 177
Essential characteristic, 151
Essential qualities, 70
Eternal, 5, 9, 34, 35, 36, 52, 128, 16 1,

169, 172, 177, 192, 195, 204, 208,

209, 212, 213, 267, 279, 284, 285,
286, 291, 299, 321, 325, 330, 33b,

337, 339, 345, 347, 354, 365, 373,
386, 387, 393, 394, 404, 409, 426,

433, 447, 448, 452, 454, 457, 47o,

473, 481, 482, 489, 497; bliss, 404;
power, 198; world, 80

Eternity, 314, 345, 393 ; of souls, 177/1.

Ethical, 525; position, 550
ElSrembavay, 77
Events, 448
Evidence, 181, 390
Evil, 5, 26, 34, 293, 294, 302, 446,

521
Evolutes, 26, 487
Evolution, 25, 26, 30, 31, 36, 49, 58,

196, 280, 299, 317, 456, 475, 482,

492, S03, 510
Evolutionary, 37, 45, 46, 445, 447, 455,

481; cause, 47; changes, 24
Excitement, 61
Excommunicated, 20
Exercises, 293



568 Index

Existence, 31, 33, 41, 42, 50, 51, 182
184, 189, 190, 191, 192, 19s, 196,

199, 297, 311, 312, 314, 315, 316,

317, 319, 323, 327, 332, 339, 345,
346, 347, 350, 352, 353, 358, 359,
406, 410, 412, 413, 415, 416, 419,
427, 430, 431, 433, 434, 435, 43^,
437, 442, 443, 445, 454, 455, 459,
464, 476, 477, 489, 497, 507, 509,
518, 533

Existent, 47, 182 313, 339, 343, 445,
486; entity, 358

Existent-and-non-existence, 339
Expansion, 393, 444
Experience, 8, 9, 29, 34, 4i, 45, 79, 83,

87, 142, 152, 166, 170, 178, 182,

185 w., 186, 187, 188, 235, 236, 238,
243, 251, 253, 254, 255, 258, 262,
269, 274, 277, 287, 288, 290, 292,
301, 302, 307, 312, 315, 316, 317,
323, 324, 32s, 326, 327, 328, 334,
344, 347, 360, 363, 364, 370, 383,
398, 413, 414, 415, 420, 421, 437,
441, 443, 444, 445, 448, 461, 462,
463, 464, 46s, 468, 469, 474, 485,
486, 490, 495, 497, 503, 535, 538,
539, 540, 544, 545 ;

treatment of by
Vij^ana Bhiksu, 466 et seq .

Experienced, 37
Experiencer, 37
Experiency, 168
Experiential, 185 w.; knowledge, 468,

470, 471
Expiation, 22, 23
Explanation, 212, 235, 301
Exposition, 387
Expressions, 3, 4, 34, 53, 443
Extension, 85
External, 44, 53, 341, 426; data, 253;

objects, 189, 204, 205; perception,
426; world, 154, 423

Extra-mental, 204, 205
Eye, 167, 182

Fact, 189, 195, 201, 309
Factor, 204, 205, 209, 322, 453, 454,

463, 477
Faculty, 28, 462
Failure, 535
Faith, 54, 98, 304, 380 n .

Fallacies, 128
False, 4, 153, 155, IS7, i73, i74, 180,

181, 188, 194, 19S, 208, 210, 235,
252, 254, 291, 293, 296, 306, 307,
313, 313, 314, 315, 317, 324, 325,
326, 327, 329, 333, 333, 337, 340,
341, 343, 350, 351, 364, 371, 397,

406, 407, 408, 418, 434, 433, 437,
438, 440, 457, 470, 485, 486, 543,
549; appearance, 283, 325, 431, 435,
437; association, 186; avidyd

^ 332;
effect, 365 ; imposition, 320, 325 ; in-

dividuality, 376; knowledge, 5, 310,

378, 408, 423, 441, 485, 491, 495;
means, 326; notion, 370, 420, 437;
perception, 244, 310; things, 371

Falsehood, 5, 165, 174, 186, 199, 314,
317, 326, 332, 337, 341, 357, 398,
410, 530

Falsity, 186, 309, 3io, 312, 313, 314,

315, 316, 326, 350, 398, 410, 437,
436, 438, 457, 486; of the world,

199, 239
Fasting, 33
Fathomless, 79
Fault, 70
Faultless character, 248
Faulty reason, 178
Fausboll, 514
Favour, 51, 159, 160, 164, 303
Favourable, 292
Fear, 5, 56
Features, 46 209
Feeling, 52, 289, 464; of dullness, 256
Female lover, 83
Females, 42
Filial affection, 83, 89, 90
Finger-ring, 186
Finite, 44, 263, 461, 483; forms, 467
Finiteness, 194
Fire, 6, 42, 181, 184, 186, 193, 208,

211, 226 w., 295, 447, 451, 461, 484,
499, 500, 534, 536, 538, 540, 549, 550

Fish, 38
Fitness, 429
Five elements, 183
Flames, 276
Flow, 442
Foetus, 44, 287
Food, 80
Force, 50, 59
Forehead, 120
Forgiveness, 29
Form, 5, 34, 41, 49, 52, 56, 193, 299,

310, 322, 339, 343, 389, 445, 447 w.,

454, 456, 457, 458, 459, 466, 468,
476, 477, 486, 493, 495, 499, 500;
of activity, 158

Formal, 364
Formless, 10, 193, 197, 310, 332,
447

Foundation, 475; oi prapatti
, 380 w.;

stone, 12
Fragrance, 27, 221, 222
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Franke, 515
Free, 317, 461, 533 n.

Freedom, 78, 441, 452, 506; of will,

160
Free-will, 45, 292
Friendliness, 70
Friends, 83
Friendship, 87, 375
Fructification, 414
Fructify, 415
Fruition, 32, 33, 265, 291, 303, 443
Fruits, 26, 28, 33, 55, 290, 294, 349>

441 w., 444, 445, 454, 488, 489, 504,

506, 521, 522, 548, 550
Fulfilment, 29
Fullness, 406
Function, 36, 37, 38, 49, 56 60, 188,

196, 312, 326, 459, 463, 465, 484,

489, 499 «*, 504 530, 548; of

Laksmiy 379
Fundamental, 47, 524; tenets, 21

Funeral sacrifices, 23
Future, 446, 447, 457, 533! lives, 545

Gadd, 64
Gadya-trayam, 86 102, 113, 118,

123
Gaekwad, 26 n,

gandha, 49 51

1

GandhamSdana, 25
gandha-mdtra, 510
gandha-tanmdtra, 163, 260, 499
gandhavattva, 227
Ganges, 520, 525, 550
Gangaikonda§odapuram, 96
Gangaikondasola, 96
Gangala Bhatta, 402
Garbhopanisad, 480
Garga, 482
Garuda, 364
Garudavaha, 105
Garuda-vahana, 64, 94
Garuda purana, 450
Garudopani§ad, 13
Gauda-brahmanandl, 133
Gaudiya, 13, 50 n,

Gaudiya school, 51, 81, 82, 83; patho-

logical symptoms of love similar to

that of the Alvars, 83

Gaudiya vai§navas, 82, 475 ;
their ana-

lysis of love follows the analysis of

the rhetorical school, 82 ;
their rela-

tion with the Ajvars, 82
gauh, 47
Gauri, 52
Gautama, 96 w., 119
Gautami, 447

Gaya, 522
Gandhatf, 59
Garuda, 20
Gdyatn-sata-^dusant, 133
General character, 185 w.

General idea, 445
General opposition, 226
Generalization, 536, 538
Generator, 481
Generosity, 520
Genesis, 128, 163
Genus, 193
Germs, 44
ghatatva-prakdrakam, 224
ghatatvdt, 230
ghora, 499
Ghosa, 102 n.

Gifts, 33, 54, 55, 450
Gttd, 20, 33, 40, 51, 91, 100, 1 18, 138,

214, 379, 380, 383, 473, 474, 5^9,

530; heretics referred to, in, 529
Gitd-bhd^ya, 123, 137, 214 w.

Gftdrtha-samgraha, 98, 99, 100, 123,

131
Gitdrtha-samgraha-raksd, 98 72., 99 n,,

123
Gdtd-samgraha’-vibhdga, 13

1

Gltd-sdra->rak§d, 13

1

Gltd-tatparya-dlpa, 138
Glittering, 181
Goal, so, 445, 5o8
God, 5, 6, 7, 10, II, 13, 14, 16, 26, 27,

28, 29, 30, 3», 41, 42, 44, 45, 46, 47,

48, 50, SI, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 62,

69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 78, 79, 83, 84,

85, 86 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93,

95, 100, 106, 112, 11972., 125, 128,

129, 132, 135, 136, 182, 189, 190,

192, 196, 200, 203, 225, 232, 261,

286, 291, 2^92, 294, 295, 296, 297,

298, 299, 301, 302, 303, 307, 335,

349, 351, 352, 364, 374, 375, 376,

377, 378, 379, 380, 382, 383, 384,

385, 387, 388, 389, 391, 392, 394,

395, 398, 404, 412, 413, 414, 415,

416, 420, 422, 424, 426, 428, 429,

430, 431, 434, 437, 440, 441, 442,

443, 444, 445, 446, 447 , 448, 450,

451, 452, 453 , 454, 455 , 45^, 458,

459, 460, 462, 465, 468, 472, 473 ,

474, 475, 476, 478, 479, 480, 481,

482, 483, 484, 488, 489, 491, 492,

493, 498, 499, 500, 502, 505, 508,

509, 5 1 177., 5 1

5

;
Bhaskara’s view, 155;

His nature in VijnSna Bhiksu, 474 et

seq,; in Ramanuja’s school, 296 et

seqr, in Vdyu Purarta, 502 et seq . ;
in
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God (cont.)

Visnu Purdna^ 498 et seq. ; Isvaragita,

490 et seq.; proof of His existence

available only from scriptural testi-

mony, 189; Ramanuja’s view, 155
et seq. ;

refutation of Sankara’s view
of, 153, 154; refutation of the

Nyaya and Yoga view of, 157;
theistic proofs, failure of, 1 89 et seq .

;

Venkata’s view of, 157 et seq.;

Yadavapraksa’s view of, 156; Yam-
una’s view of it, 152 et seq.; Yam-
una’s ultimate conclusion about,

154, 155
God Krsna, 73
God, Nimbarka’s idea of, 472 et seq.

God Rahgahatha, 121
God’s grace, 380
God’s manifestation, 392
God’s mercy, 376
God’s relation with man, 70
Godhood, 50
Gods, 27, 58, 293, 474, 501, 502, 505,

525; dispute regarding the relative

superiority of, 304
Goda, 63
Gold, 343
Gomatham Sitiyarvan, 104
Gomathattut-tiruvinnagar-appan, 97 n.

gomukhay 60
Good, 5, 26, 29, 34, 62, 80, 158, 293,

304, 414, 415, 444, 452, sai. 527;
deeds, 523 n.

Gopalacariyar, 109 n,

Gopana, 121 '

Gopala Bhatta, 402
Gopalasuri, 18
Gopdlatdpard Upanisady 13
GopSlatata, 133
Gopalacarya, 401
Gopdlottaratdpani Upanisady 13
Gopika, 378
Gopl, 69, 74, 77. 81, 82
Gopi-natha, 96
Goppanarya, 12 1 w., 135
goptrtva-varanarriy 92
Gosthipurna, 95, 98, 102, 109
Gosala, 522, 523, 524, 525
Gotama, 235; logic, 234
gotray 3
Government Oriental Manuscripts,

203
Government Oriental Manuscript

Library, 69 n.

Govinda, 39, loi, 102 109
Govinda Bhatta, 100
Govinda Bhattacarya, 402

Govindadasa, 102 n.

Govindacarya, 102 iiiw., 113

133
Govindacarya’s Life of Rdmdnujay
no n.

Govindananda, 107
Govindarya, 127
Govindesa, 109
Govindacharyar, 78, 94, 97 tz., 105 n.

Grace, 28, 32, 52, 55» 68, 70, 72, 86,

99, 161, 413, 442, 452; of God, 70,

214 n.y 380
Gradation, 486
Grandson, 130, 13

1

Grantha, Si n.

Gratitude, 109
Grama-purna, 102
Greatness, 99, 195
Greed, 48, 87, 505
Greeks, 19
Grief, 71
Gross, 24, 31, 46, 47> 48; dimension,

264; elements, 25, 43, 498; objects,

449
Grossness, 264
Ground, 190, 192, 196, 334, 338,

420, 423, 431, 454, 456, 464, 490;
cause, 197, 456, 486, 488, 493, 494,

495
Giound-ajndnay 367
Groundless, 366
Grow, 447 n.

Growth, 547
guda, 226
guka, 502
Guhadeva, i n.

gulmay 500
gunay 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 31, 34, 36, 37,

42, 43, 45, 46, 56, 147, 148, 156, 157,
212 n.y 259, 469, 471, 475, 480, 484,
488, 491, 491, 499, 504, 505, 506,

509
Guna-darpanay 115 w., 384
guna-guhyay 25
gwTza-potential, 45
Gunaratna, 516, 533
guna reals, 156
guna-sdmyay 46
guna-yoniy 46
gundvatdraSy 40 n.

Guru, 28, 45
Guru-bhakti-mandakinly 403
Guru - hhdva - prakdsikdy 1 1 5 , 1 27,

13 1 w.

Guru^hhd'va-‘prakdsikd--vydkhydy 1 1

5

Guru-parampardy 64, 65, 66, 94, 95,
1 12, 121, 399, 400, 401
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Guru^parampard-prabhavanif 64, 94«.,

105
Guru-samanddhikaranya-vada, 133
Guru-tattva-prakdsikdy 115, 131

Gurupasatti’-vijaya, 126

Guzerat, 63

Habit, 29, 32, 54S
Hagiologists, 94, 96
haituka, 517, 518 w., 530
haitukdn, 518
Halabhuti, 105 n.

Halayudha, 523
Hall, 69
Hamsa, 40 w., 401
Hamsa-samdesa, 12 1, 122

Happiness, 9, 16, 164, 365, 441 > 4^3>

494, 506, 549, 550
Hare’s horn, 5, 312, 407, 435, 478
Hari, 40 w., 497 «•» Soo, 508
Haribhadra, 533
Haribhaskara, 3 n.

Harideva, 402
Hari-dina-tilaka^ 122
Haridvara, 94
Hari-guna^fnaniTTidldy 130
Hari-guru-stava-mdldt 401
Harivamsa, 20, 81

Harivyasadeva, 399* 4^^
Harivyasa muni, 403
Harmful, 294, 335; results, 5^

Harmony, 452, 459
Hastigiri-mdhdtmyaj 124
Hasti-jihvd, 59
Hastisaila, loi

Hastyadrinatha, ii4«., 125

Hatred, 87
Haya-grtva-stotra, 122
Hayasirsa, 39 w.

Hayastrsa-samhltdf 22 ;
its contents, 2‘.

Hdrda-sancaya, 416
HdrUa^ 20, 130
He, 498
Head, 239» 295
Heart, 7, 58, 59, 7i, 158

Heat, 128, 198
Heaven, 13, M, 4°, 43 ^94, 34S

441 447, 514 w., 5^7

Hell, 40, 349, 441 w., 527, 531

Helpless surrender, 379, 380

Helplessness, 99
Hemadri, 20
Heretics, 103, 518, 520, 526

Heretical views, 531

Heterodox view, 531

hetu, iszy 217, 225, 227, 228, 230, 23

427, 533, 535, 536, 537, 538

hetu-idstra, 517
ketu-vddaf 517
heya-gundn prati^idhyay 175
High faith, 380 n.

Higher form, 37
Highest soul, 61

Hill, 208, 21 1, 534
Hindu life, 47 1 ;

thought, 47 1 ; view, 47

1

Hinduism, 516
Hindus, 549
Hiranyagarbha, 296, 381, 452, 504
Hiranya-garbha-samhitdy 24
hita, 62
Hoemle, 522, 523, 524 w., 525

Holiness, 22
Holy Lives of the AzhvdrSy 78, 94
Homogeneous, 307, 332, 396, 397,432,

462, 463

.

Homoiomeriae, theory of, 246

Honeycomb, 43
Hooper, 68 77 78 w.

Horse, 167
Householder, 103

Hoysala, 103, 104, 113

hrd-ydgay 60
hrJy 62
Hr§ikesa, 39 . . o
Human, 444; beings, 191*, body, 189;

lover, 73; soul, 87, 89, 122, 413

Humanity, 70, 71
Humbleness, 376
Husband, 90
Hymns, 69, 99 _ ,

_ _ _ ,

Hymns of the Alvars, by J. b. M.
Hooper, 74 n.

Hyper-logical, 255
Hypocrites, 518
Hypothesis, 332

icchdy 41, 57
icchd-saktiy 42 n,

idam vdcyarn, 230
idam vdcyarn prameyatvat, 230 n.

Idea, 34. 42. Si. 54. i8o, 182, 185

205, 206, 210, 300, 317, 352, 353,

412, 439, 440, 441, 451, 455, 400,

472, 473, 490, 494, 496, 544

Ideal, 53, 420, 550
Idealistic, 205, 253, 54^; Buddhist,

238
Ideality, 288
Ideational, 438
Identical, 28, 302, 309, 313, 33b, 341,

345, 35^, 40b, 41b, 418, 419, 420,

432, 433, 434, 4bb

I, Identification, 53, 66, 180, 374, 4i7,

420
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Identity, 6, 37, 58, 193, 194, rgs. 198,

256, 369, 290, 303, 308, 312, 330,
336, 337> 345. 346, 406, 411, 417,
418, 419, 420, 444, 445, 4SS, 458,
460, 466, 485, 495 ; of consciousness,

141 ; texts, 403
Identity-in-difference, 445
Idol, 31

59, 60
Idu^ 138
Ignorance, 4, 6, 7, 44, 46, 51, 160, 173,

177, 178, 194, 317, 318, 324, 327,
328, 331, 334, 361, 362, 363, 365,
368, 369, 371, 376, 377, 378, 386,

409, 414, 420, 421, 422, 425, 436,
437, 439, 441, 445, 4^8, 469, 470,
495, 502, 529

Ignorant, 51
Ilaya Perumal, 100
Illness, 396
Illumination, 149, 217, 316, 320, 331,

373, 374, 416, 463, 466
Illusion, 30, 142, 147, 171, 175, 177 w.,

179, 180, 181, 184, 185, 186, 187,
188, 195, 196, 210, 211, 237, 240,
241, 242, 243, 244, 246, 264, 270,
307, 308, 310, 314, 32s, 330, 331,
334, 335, 336, 338, 341, 374, 388,

398, 407, 408, 409, 410, 41 1, 418,
422, 423, 42s, 426, 438, 439, 440,
441, 457, 467, 491, 539; akhydti and
yathdrtha-khyati contrasted, 182;
Anantacarya’s treatment of it, 188;
as akhydti, 237; as akhydti refuted
by Meghanadari, 243—4; 2s a-nirva’-

canlya'-khydti, 238-9; as a-nirva-
canlya-khydti refuted by Meghana-
dari, 242-3 ; as anyathd-khydti, 237

;

as anyathd-khydti and akhydti com-
pared, 244-5 ; as anyathd-khydti and
yathdrtha-khydti, 241; as anyathd-
khydti refuted by Meghanadari,
341—2; as dreams, 182; as nirvisaya-
khydti refuted, 239; as yathdrtha-
khydti, 2,2^7

\
as yathdrtha-khydti and

trivrt-karana, 182-3; as yathdrtha-
khydti supported, 245-6; Buddhist
theory of dtma-khydti refuted, 238;
condition of, 237; different interpre-
tation

—

khydtis, 237; its relation
with maxim of pratinidhi-nydya,
183; its relation with trivrt-karana,
240-1; Prabhakara’s view, 185 n.

;

Ramanuja’s sat-khydti supported by
Vadihainsambuvaha, 183; Sudar-
sana’s comment on the akhydti
view, 18671.; Sahkarite view criti-

cized by Madhavamukunda, 422 et

seq, \
theory of akhydti refuted, 180;

theory of anyathd-khydti, 179;
theory of anyathd-khydti favoured
by Ramanuja and Venkata, 180;
theory of yathdrtha-khydti, 180;
theory of yathdrtha-khydti advo-
cated by Bodhayana, etc., 180;
theory of yathdrtha-khydti also ac-
cepted by Ramanuja, 180-1; treat-

ment by Vadihainsambuvaha, 184 et

seq . ; Vadihamsambuvaha’s criticism

of anirvacanlya-khydti, 188; Vadi-
harnsambuvaha’s wavering between
akhydti and anyathd-khydti, 187

Illusoriness, 418
Illusory, 176, 182, 184, 187, 208, 21 1,

239, 344, 365, 367, 374, 388, 395,
410, 422, 423, 424, 439, 456, 467,
469, 531 «•, 537; appearance, 154,
246, 331, 343, 423, 455 ; Brahman,
422; cognition, 246; construction,

331, 370; entity, 246; experiences,

371; imposition, 320, 331, 333, 423,
438, 440; knowledge, 185; notion,

242; object, 398; percept, 246; per-
ception, 237, 243, 244, 246, 321 ; re-
lations, 424; series, 177 silver,

18572., 341, 368; world-creation,

339
Illustration, 209, 311, 326, 334
Image, 18, 28, 39 n., 41, 182, 185 n,,

186 72., 21 1, 234, 336
Image-building, 17
Image-incarnations, 41
Image-worship, 17, 19, 22, 23, 550; its

antiquity, 19
Imaginary, 419, 423, 446, 477; identi-

fication, 81; imposition, 423
Imagination, 49, 163
Immanent, 195, 448, 472, 507
Immaterial, 281
Immediacy, 367, 439; of succession of,

273
Immediate, 203, 266, 308, 309, 319,

369; emancipation, 378; intuition,

230» 231, 318, 319; perception,
18572., 308, 318, 465; realization,

309; reference, 369; succession,

273
Immortal, 198, 547, 548, 549
Immortality, 381, 382, 384, 463, 517,

5^8, 531
Immutable, 457
Imparting agents, 357
Imperfect souls, 430
Imperfection, 194, 415
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Impermanent, 292
Implication, 128, 183, 216, 234, 310,

314. 347. 3S3 . 365. 366, 436, 474,

537 . 539
Imposed, 182
Imposition, 185, 186, 333, 406, 422,

423, 43 S» 439 , 440
Impressions, 8, 209, 227, 287, 290,

410, 423, 437, 537
Improbable, 404 n.

Impulse, 44, 452
Impulsion, 40
Impure, 42, 44, 50, 56, 438, 470;

nature, 338
Impurity, 46, 51, 54, 80, 156, 505
Inactivity, 451
Inanimate, 57, 429; creation, 194
Incantations, 23
Incarnation, 39, 64, 69, 70, 119 w., 302,

472, 475 , 482
Inclination, 32, 61

Incompatible, 325
Incomprehensible, 218, 238
Incongruity, 269
Indefinability, 410, 435, 436
Indefinable, 177, 218, 230 n., 239, 243,

316, 340, 410, 436; silver, 242
Indefinite, 2
Indefiniteness, 370
Independence, 51, 54, 55 , 455
Independent, 443
Indescribability, 340
Indescribable, 179
Indeterminate, 270; cognition, 128;

knowledge, 31 1; matter, 164; per-

ception, 166
India, 401
Indian Antiquary, 66 n.

Indian philosophy, 96 n,

Indians, 19
Indispensable, i8o, 201; condition,

180
Indistinctness, 254
Individual, 30, 190, 193, 206, 21 1, 232,

287, 289, 291, 303, 323, 370, 377 ,

403, 413, 414, 416, 417, 429, 431,

433 , 434, 441, 443 , 444, 45

1

, 452,

459 , 462, 485, 492, 493 , 4945

capacity, 288; cognition, 318, 319,

358; experiences, 82; limitations,

82; self, 79, 170; selves, 335, 37o,

413, 426, 464; souls, 2, 6, 7, 26, 38,

56, 158, 159, 176, 190, 191, ^94,

198 199, 200, 297, 298, 299, 301,

377 , 385, 387, 395 , 396, 4p, 420,

423, 429, 432, 434, 460, 461, 472,

483 ;
units, 287

Individuality, 90, 461
Individuation, 462
Indra, 295, 528
Indra^rdtra, 23
indriya, 300
Indubitable, 370
Inductive generalization, 536
Inert, 408
Inexpressible, 179
Infatuation, 76
Inference, 14, 16, 128, 146, 152, 168,

169, 179, 185 w., 190, 192, 211, 214,

215, 216, 217, 225, 226, 227, 229,

230, 231, 232, 233, 235, 256, 296,

309, 313, 315, 337, 328, 329, 340,

353, 360, 361, 364, 406, 426, 427,

428, 465, 517, 534, 535 , 536, 537 ,

539; Venkata's treatment of it, 225
et seq.

Inferential, 62, 310, 41 1; process, 427
Inferior, 53 , 54
Inferred, 341
Infinite, 10, 27, 34, 51, I49 , 161, 165,

176, 196, 200, 255, 296, 306, 320,

340, 351, 353, 413, 431, 467, 503,

506, 509, 544; individuals, 421; joy,

16 1 ;
knowledge, 153; nature, 304;

regress, 248, 249, 250, 255, 256, 259,

262, 267, 277, 329, 330, 463; series,

177 w.; universe, 191

Infiniteness, 194
Infinitude, 51, 71
Influence, 47, 56, 61, 205, 293, 304,

366, 437, 500; of love, 378
Influx, 38
Inherence, 128, 308, 423
Inherent, 261
Initiation, 19, 22, 23, 87, 104, 139

Injunctions, 14, 123, 124

Injury, 61

Inner Controller, 27, 39 w-, 40 , 4i, ^59

200, 450, 451
Inner dynamic, 47
Inner microcosm, 29
Inner organ, 172
Inquiry, 28, 209, 212, 306, 307
Inscriptions, 64, 523
Inseparable, 423; characteristic, 150

quality, 150; relation, 222

Insignia, 2
Insignificance, 54
Insincerity, 379
Inspiration, 80, iii, 130, 47

1

Inspired persons, 39
Installation, 22, 23
Instinctive, 287; root-desire, 253

Instructions, 25, 38, 413, 55©
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Instrumental, z66, 303, 388, 389, 459;
agencies, 396; agent, 397, 456;
cause, Zy 204, 266, 301, 388, 389,

391, 481, 489
Instrumentality, 247, 308, 391
Instruments, 191, 204, 205, 336, 470,

479 ; of knowledge, 203
Insult, 173
Integrity, 405
Intellect, 295, 304, 465, 547
Intellectual, 32, 45, 548; operation, 8,

9; powers, 288; state, 387, 438
Intelligence, 10, 26, 154, 166, 175, 178,

192, 193, 483, S37> 548
Intelligent, 26, 29; being, 191, 192
Intelligibility, 438
Intelligible, 419
Intelligizing, 47
Intense self-surrender, 89
Intention, 124
Interest, 89, 441
Intermediary, 203, 257
Intermediate causes, 397
Intermingling, 18

1

Intermixture, 182
Internal, 426 ;

action, 8 ; situation, 377

;

structure, 389
Interpretation, 40, 108, 195, 196, 306,

35I1 471, 475 486, 496, SiZy 515,
5x6

Intimate knowledge, 80
Intoxicated, 79
Intoxicating, 141 ; emotion, 377
Intoxication, 63 n , ; 377 ;

by love, 378
Introspection, 141
Intuited, 442
Intuition, 27, 34, 62, 167, 168, 170,

176, 227, 318, 319, 348, 364, 372,
409, 412, 442, 464, 465, 538

Intuitional experience, 175
Intuitive, 168, 369, 466; experience,

361; knowledge, 68, 214 216;
wisdom, 61

Invalid, 236, 278, 326, 41 1, 417, 440,
477> 479> 537; inference, 208; know-
ledge, 247; propositions, 202

Invalidity, 201, 202, 248, 347, 348,
356, 458

Invariable, 203, 251, 266, 278, 535,
536, 539; antecedence, 279; ante-
cedent, 277; association, 226, 538;
concomitance, 538; priority, 278

Inverse, 37
Involution, 37
Irai}dam^tiru-‘Vantddi, 134 «.

Irrational, 177 n.

Irrationality, 177 n.

Itihdsasamuccaya, 20
ittham-bhdva, 254
iyad~gunaka, 157
iksana, 413
Iksaty-adhikarana-Tjicaray 133
Isopanisat, 123
tsvara, 47, 128, 129, 152, 153, 154,

155, 156, 157, 158, 160, 161, 163,

225, 335, 443, 446, 473, 474, 475,
480, 481, 488, 498, 503, 504, sio

Isvara Bhatta, 94
Isvara*s body, 157
livara^gltd, 460, 47477., 482, 49477.,

496; its philosophy, 460 et seq,,

482 et seq.

Isvara-gltd’-bhd^ya^ 285 72 ., 456 77., 482,
483 77., 484 77.

Isvara-gitd'-tikd, 450 n.

Isvara-kpsna, 30, 478, 501 72.

Isvara-mlmdmsd, 124 n.

Isvaramuni, 94, 97
tsvara-pranidhana, 62 77.

tsvara-pujana, 61
Isvara-samhitdf 21, 22; its contents, 22
Isvara*

s

will, 159

Jacobi, 524 77., 526 72., 528 77.

jada, 452
Jagannatha, 103, 399
Jagannatha Yati, 118, 133
Jaimini, 124, 125, 381
Jain king, 104
Jaina, 304, 525, 537; objection, 393;

view,_S37
yaina sutras, 524 77., 526 n.

Jainism, 516
Jains, 104, 206, 302, 393, 518, 523,

525 n,y 539, 546
jalpa, 512
janye-ivara, 473
japa, 13, 62
Jaundiced, 182
Jayanta, 203, 206, 512, 516, 519, 537,

547, 54B
Jayatirtha, iii
Jayaditya, 518
Jaydkhya, 21, 22
Jaydkhya-samhitd, 24, 25, 2672., 2777.,

28, 29, 30, 31 77., 506 77.; conscious-
ness how possible, 26; creation as
Sainkhya evolution, 25 ; emanations
ofVasudeva in, 29 ; God-function of,

29; God, nature of, 27; guna and
avidydy 29; knowledge as static and
dynamic, 29 ; liberation only possible
through knowledge of ultimate
reality, 24; prakrti appears as in-
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Jaydkhya^samhitd {cont,)

telligent, how, 26 ;
Samddhi, nature,

of, 29; Sdmkhya, difference with,

30; soul, progress of, 28; soul, ulti-

mate realization of, 28 ; suddha-sarga
in, 27; theory of vdsand, 26; two
kinds of creation in, 25; ultimate
reality can be known only through
teacher, 25; ultimate reality is be-
yond the gunasj 25 ;

yama and
niyama in, 29; yoga, different ways
of> 30; yoga leading to final emanci-
pation, 31

Jabali, 529
jdtakas, 514 «.

jdti, 297, 354, 355, 5^^
jdti-rupa, 216
Jati-Vadihamsa’s conception of it, 354
Jati-Venkata’s conception of it, 355
Javali, 530
Jealousy, 87
Jewish Christian, 50 w.

jijndsdy 307
Jijndsd-darpanay 115, 392
Jina-hood, 522
jlvay 26, 44, 49, 5©, 5i, 52, 128, 129,

158, 177 187, 193, 194, 208, 301,

329, 330, 336, 346, 407, 418, 443,

444, 451, 453, 476, 486, 493
Jiva Goswami, 496
jiva-hrahmai-kyay 417
jivanmukta, 295, 442
jlvan-mukti, 10, 327, 437, 441, 448
jivd-jndna-vddz, 177 n.

jfvdtman, 498
jlvdtmd, 483
jlvesvaraikya-bhanga, 126
jndnay 8, 37, 41, 47, 5^, 62, 63, 80, 160,

206, 351, 357, 371, 470, 504, 508
jndna-dasa, 379
jndna-'gundsraya, 172
jndna-janyay 371
jitana^-karma-samuccayay 307
jndna-kriyd, 148
jnanam, 178 w.

Jndna-ratna^darpanay 115 384
jndna-rupay 61
jridna’-samuccita’-karmay 8

jndnasddhyatvdt, 371
jndna-sdmdnya^virodhty 362
Jndna'-sdray 102, no, 138
jndna-svabkdva, 216
jndna-svarupay 172
jndna-vydpdray 205
jndna-visesa, 161
Jndna-ydthdrthya-vaday 133, 209 w.,

210, 241 246 n.y 247 n.

jndna-yogay 22, 33, 34, 89, 91; its

meaning, 22
jndnd-bhdvay 178 n., 425
Jndnd-karanaka^jndnatvamy 220
jndtatd, 148
jndtd, 41

1

jndtrtva, 172
jneya, 28
Joint causality, 197
Joint method of agreement, 536
Joint method of agreement and dif-

ference, 542
Joy. 485, 550
Judgment, 210
Judgmental form, 250 «.

Jug, 168, 190, 199, 220, 221, 224, 230,
243, 258, 362, 363, 397

Just will, 78
Justice, 195, 374
Jydyany 53
jyotiy 499, 5 10

Kadanmallai, 64
kainkaryay 136
Kaitabha, 25
Kaivalyuy 93, 136, 161, 382, 383, 384,

506 «.

Kaivalya^iata^dU^aijdy 127
Kaiyata, 516 w.

kalanUy 45
kalana'-kdranay 47
Kali, 65
Kalijit, no, in, 122, 134
Kali-santaranopard^ady 13
Kalivairi, no
Kalki, 39 n.

Kalkin, 40 n,

kamalay 30
Kamalasila, 516, 532
Kamala^ila’s Panjikd, 536 w., 540 w.,

541 n.y 542 543 n.

Kamala, 114
Kamalaksa Bhatta, 100
Kamathesvara, 40 n,

Kambalasvatara, 540
Kampana, 121
Kanikr§na, 96 w.

Kanjivaram, 119
Kannada, 81 «.

Kanada, 482
Kandadanatha, 98
Kandadaiyappan, 105
Kannan, 74 n,

Kanninnu-nrattdmbu-vydkhydnaj 1 27
Kanninun-^siruttdmbu, 13477.

kaphUy 475
Kapila, 21, 40 tz., 479, 482
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Kapydsa text, 353
Kapydsam pundartkam, loi
karana^ 280
Karimara, 95
Karimaran, 94
karma, 8, ii, 26, 49, 51, 52, 61, 152,

153, 157, 159, 161, 172, 201, 212 w.,

258, 291, 292, 293, 295, 301, 349,
366, 375, 383, 38s, 386, 393, 409,
411, 412, 413, 443, 444, 445, 446,
448, 452, 453, 454, 481, 484, 487,
489, 508, 509, 520, 522, 523 525,
536, 547 , 548, 549 , 550; Vijnana
Bhiksu, 452 ; Nimbarka’s conception
of, 41 1 et seq.; Nimbarka’s idea of,

414 seq,

Karmaharadeva, 402
Karman, 303, 504
Karma-yoga, 22, 33, 34, 89, 91; its

meaning, 22
kartd, 387, 41 1, 510
kartrtva, 35, 485
Karukanatha, 96
Kasturi Rangacarya, 381, 383; his

general view, 381 ei seq,; his treat-

ment of the sectarian differences of
Badgolai and Tehgalai, 381 et seq.

Kapha, 519 «•, 528, 529
Kapha Upanisad, 519
Kaphavally-upanisat-pakdsikd, 127
kathd, 201, 513
Kathd-sarit-sdgara, 108 n,

Kathd-vatthu, 517
Kaphopanisad, 379
Kattur-argiya-vanavalapillai, no
kaumdra-sarga, 502
Kaundinya Srinivasa Dik§ita, 384
Kausika-Sribhasya-Srinivasa, 122
Kausitdkopanisat-prakdsikd, 127
Kautilya, 512, 532
Kautilya, Artha-sdstra, 512 «.

Kavicakravarti Trivikrama, 3
Kavilologu, 12

1

Kaviraja Gopinatha, 482
Kavitarkikasimha, 119
Kdla, 36, 42, 43, 45 , 46, 47, 52, 389,

446, 447 , 448, 479 , 486, 488, 489,
492, 497, 505, 508; different con-
ceptions of, 447; in relation to
Karma, 448 ;

in Vijnana Bhik§u, 446
kdla-ghapa-sarnyogd-dikarjt, 389
Kalamnkhas, 16
Kalanemighna, 40 n,

kdla-sakti, 45
kdlatraye^pi, 428
Kama, 40 n., 62
kdma, as nitya and naimittika, 293—4

Kdma-sutra, 550/7.
kdmya, 294
Kantatman, 40 n,

kdnti, 57
Kantimati, 98, 100
Kahci, 63 n., 65, 66, 78, loi, 102,

120
Kahcipurna, 98, loi, 102, 109
kanda, 59
Kapalika, 3/2., 16

kdraka-cakra, 206
kdrana, 156, 204
kdrana-brahma, 474
kdranam aprameyam, 502
kdra7}dnumdna, 229
kdrandvasthd, 200
Kdrikd, 440, 501/7.
Kari, 65
Karimaran, 65
kdrpanya, 54, 92
kdrya, 4, 189, 265
kdrya-hrahma, 474
karya-karana-dhikarana-vada, 381/7.
kdrya-prdga-bhdva-samanvita, 27

5

kdryddhikaraiia-tattva, 132, 381, 384
karyddhikarana-vada, 132, 381, 383,

384
kdryd-numdna, 229
kdrydvasthd, 200
Kasarayogin, 63 /z.

kdsikd, 518, 518/7.

Kdhmrdgama-prdmdnya, 17
Kdsyapa, 20
Kdsyapa-samhitd, 23
Katyayana, 302, 515, 516; his view of
God, 302

Kathaka-siddhantin, 3 n,

Kaveri, 63
kdyika, 507
Kerala, 67
Kernel, 2
Kesara-bhdsana, 133
Kesava, 39, 402
Kesava Kasmiri, 402
Kesava Kasmiri Bhatta, 402, 403 n.

Kesava Yajvan, 98, 100
Ketti ammais, 104
kevald-nvayi, 228, 229, 230, 427; in-

ference, 230
kevala-vyatireki, 226, 227, 229, 230,

231, 232, 427
Khandana-khanda-khadya, 201, 535/7,
khydtis, 184, 410, 503, 510
khydty-ayogdt, 243
Kidambi Ramanuja Pillan, no
Kid^bi-Tirumalai-Nayinar, 137
Kilaiyagattarvar, 95
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kincit-kara, Z77
Kisoradasa Pandit, 399, 404
kirtiy 57
klesa, 44
Knots, 437
Knower, 17a, 315, 335, 326, 333, 411,

423, 466, 467, 468, 489, 507
Knowing relation, 250 w.

Knowledge, 4, 7, 8, 9, 28, 29, 32, 33,

34, 35, 37, 41, 47, 49, 5i, 54, 9i, i29,

146, 176, 178, 179, 181, 184, 185 n.,

187, 188, 193, 204, 205, 206, 210,

238, 250 72., 292, 293, 295, 300, 307,

308, 309, 310, 312, 317, 318, 321,

323, 324, 3^5, 327, 328, 329, 335,

336, 340, 346, 347, 348, 352, 357,

361, 369, 371, 386, 409, 410, 411,

412, 418, 423, 424, 425, 426, 427,

430, 436, 437, 440, 443, 445, 449,

453, 461, 462, 465, 466, 467, 469,

470, 471, 472, 473, 474, 475, 479,
481, 482, 48s, 486, 488, 490, 491,

492, 493, 500, 501, 502, 503, 504,

506, 507, 508, 533, 537, 547; and the

known, 423; its self-validity, 247 et

seq.

Known, 466
Kolli, 67
Kollikavaladasar, 137
Koluttuhga I, 103, 104
Koluttuhga II, 104
Kondinna, 115
Kongu, 67
Koyilkandadaiannan, in
Krama-dlpika, 403
Kratu, 21
kraurya, 376, 379
kriyamdna karma, 443
kriyd, 36, 37, 41, 51, 57
kriydkhya, 29, 44
kriydkhya-jndna, 29
kriyd-sakti, 42
Krodatman, 40 n,

krkara, 59
Knnikantha, 104, 105
Krpacdrya, 401
Kr§na, 38, 39 n., 40 n., 69, 70, 71, 72,

74W., 77, 80, 81, 82, 83, 121, 304;

378, 401, 40s, 442 474, 475; his

life, 83
Kr§na Bhatta, 401
Krsnadesika, 18, 137
Krsnamahgala, 96
Krsna Miira, 531 n., 532
Krsnapada, no, in, 118, 134, 135
Krsnapada-lokaguru, i3i.'

Kr§na-samahbhaya, no ;

Krsim-stava-rdja, 400
Krsnasuri, in, 112
Krsnatatacarya, 123, 13

1

K.rmopanisad, 13
Krtakoti, 105
Krtamala, 63
krtsna-dndna-pratitis tdvad asiddhd, 361
Krttika, 279; constellation, 229
ksamd, 57, 61
Ksamd-sodasi-stava, in
ksana, 274
ksana^dvaya-samhandha-^sunyatva, 273
ksana-kdla-'Samhandhatvam, 273
ksana-kdlatvam, 273
k§ana~mdtra~vartitvay 273
ksana-sambandhitva, 269
k^ana-pddhitvam, 274
Ksattriya, 64
Ksetra, 31, 32, 502, 504
Ksetrajna, 31, 498, 503
Ksetrajna^sakti, 51
ksohha, 498
ksobhaka, 509
ksobhya, 498, 509
Ku-drsti-dhvdnta-martaxLda, 396, 39771.

kuhu, 59
kukkuta, 60
Kula-sgkhara, 64, 66 67, 68, 69, 76,

82, 134
Kula-sgkhara Peru-mal, 63, 65, 66,

96 n.

Kula-sekharahka, 66, 67
Kularka, 229
Kumara, 401
Kumara-Vedanta-de4ika, in, 122

Kumara Vedantacarya, son of Ven-
kata, 123, 126; his works, 125

Kumarila, 8, 148, 205, 347, 348, 357
Kumbakonam, 68, 73, 95, 103, 116 «.

Kumbha-kona TataySrya, 126, 127
kundala, 67, 416, 434
Kundalinl, 36
Kui^dali, 58
Ejundall-sakti, 58
Kuraka, 95
Kuranatha, 102
Kuresa, 98, 102, 103, 104, 109, no,
in, 113, 1 14, 134; his contribution

in writing Srlbhdsya, 103; his eyes

put out, 103
Kuresa-vijaya, 11372.

Kurugai-kkaval-appan, 98
Kurukd, 98
Kurukanatha, 98
Kurukesvara, 109
Kurukur, 68
Kuruttalvan, 66, 102
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Kuruttama, 66
Kuvera, 39
Kuyil, 77
Kurma, 39 w., 40 59, 60, 475
Kurmapurdna^ 19, 20, 480, 482, 483,

488, 496, 502 509, 510, 511W.;

philosophical elements in, 509 et seq.

kutastha, 49, 484
hUtastha purusay 50

Laghu-hhagavatamytay 40 w.; avatdras

in, 40 n.

Laghu-bhdva‘-prakdsikdy 129
Laghu-mdnjusdy 403
Laghu^prakdsikdy 116
Laghu-samanddhikaranya-vada, 133
Laghustava-raja-stotra, 403
laksand, 306
JLaksmandrya-siddhdnta-samgrahay 130

Laksmty 36, 4i> 45> 52, 53, 5^, 57, 7o,

99, 100 n.y 157, 375, 379
Laksmi Dasarathi, 98
Laksmi-devi, 115
Lak§minatha, 96
Lak§ml-tantra, 39 w., 56 n,, 57, 379
Ldksmitantray avatdras in, 39-40 n.

laksyay 340
Lamentation, 72, 73
Lamp, 25, 444
Lanka, 82
lata, 500
Laug^sibhaskara, 3 n,

laukika, 426
laukikiy 507
Law, 412, 448, 474; of Excluded

Middle, 242; of Contradiction, 242
Idghava, 180
Legendary account, 83
Legendary life, 81, 83

Legendary lovers, 8i

Legendary personages, 81, 82

Lesser gods, 475
Letters, 4
Liberation, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 24, 39, 170,

173, 257, 450; during lifetime, 10

Life, 41 , 293 , 327 , 420 , 443, 461 , 47i,

509, 519, 521, 522, 526, 530, 531,

536, 545
Life-force, 59
Life-functions, 7
Life-history, 82
Life-movements, 548
Life of Rdmdnuja, 113 w.

Light, 46, 178, 198, 280; and heat,

163
Light-heat-potential, 48, 260
Light-potential, 163

Limitation, 194, 195, 432
Limited, 292; sense, 43; time, 285
Lineage, 3, 129, 132
Linee di una storia del Materialismo

IndianOy 512
Linguistic, 218; usage, 239, 282
Linga, 16, 22
Linga-purana, 20
linga-sarlray 487
Literary, 69
Literature, 43, 56, 58, 112, 531
Living, 456
llldy 51, 158
lild-vatdra, 40 n., 475
Location, 41
Locus, 58, 283, 290, 328, 351, 417, 435,

437; its negation, 255; of subsis-

tence, 397; of the negation, 283
Logic, 1 19, 235, 236, 533; depends on

admission of objective realities, 236;
in Bengal, 133

Logical, 80, III, 183, 194, 442, S13;
apparatus, 256; argunient, 113;
categories, 236; criticism, 154;
doctrine, 550; implications, 184;
proof, 313; situation, 341

Logically valid, 236, 253
Logicians, 517, 518
Loka, 513, 514
Lokabhaskara, 3 w.

loka~khdyikdy 513
Lokanatha, 40 n.

loka-pildinaha, 503
loka-sarngraha, 92
Lokacarya, no, 122, 134, 136, 137,

155, 157, 160, 163, 260, 374, 380,

381 ;
his views, 136

lokdcarya-tad-anubandhindniy 381 n.

Lokacarya I, 134, 135
Lokayata, 512, 513, 514, 515, 516, 519,

526, 530, 532, 533; its significance,

$12. et seq,

lokayata doctrines, 528, 529, 532
lokdyata view, 532
Lokdyata-sdstra, 515, 531, 533
Lokdyatika, 51272., 527, 529, 548
lokesu dyata, 515
Loneliness, 79
Longings, 70
Lord, 22, 27, 31, 33, 4i, 42, 44, 5°, 5i,

53, 54, 56, 83, 87, 88, 307, 412, 430,
508

Lord (Bkagavdn), 21
Lord Krsna, 99
Lost objects, 89
Lost soul, 88
Lotus, 58, 153, 271
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Love, 136, 394, 376, 377. 4i4, 45°.
451. 472. 491: stricken, 378

Love-sickness, 83
Lover, 70, 83, 84, 377
Loving embraces, 73
Lower caste, 93
Lower form, 37
Lower order, 88
Lowliness, 54
Lucidity, 79
Lump of clay, 46, 259, 332; of salt, 10
Lunar, 295

Madan Mohan Library, Benares, 399
Madhu, 25, 47
Madhura-kavihrdayay 1 24
Madhura-kavi, 69
Madhura-kaviy-arvar, 63, 64, 65, 66«.,

67, 94, 95, 134 «•

Madhurantakam, 103
Madhusudana, 39, 40 w.

Madhva, iii, 112, 113, 125, 304, 305,

387. 399. 400, 401, 403, 475, 496
Madhva-mukha-mardana, 399, 400
madhya^ 58
madhyama^ 505
Madhya Pratoli Bhattarya, 109
madhyasthay 201
Madhya-vlthi BhattSrya, 109
Madras, 69 w., 94 104 n., 106 n,

Madras Govt. Oriental MS., 239 n.

Madras Presidency, 64
Madura, 65, 67, 120
Magical creation, 394
Magician, 335
Mahadyogin, 63
mahaty 46, 47, 63 w., 163, 256, 257,

258, 259, 260 w., 446, 473, 475, 489,

490, 499, 502, 504, 507, 509, 510, 51

1

mahatmariy 504
mahat prajndy 503
mahattattvay 475, 480, 489, 498
Mahdbhdratay 12, 17, 19, 20, 21, 40 w.,

260 w., 379, 443 w., 447> 479> 5i7»

530, 531, 532; Nara and Narayana
in, 12; reference to heretics in, 530

Mahacarya, 117, 125, 127, 130, 13 1,

135, 305» 361, 364? 365, 366, 367,

368, 370, 371, 373; his works, 125,

126
Mahadevi, 98
mahd-kalpasy 525
Mahalaksmi, 41, 67 n.

mahdmohay 500
mahdriy 503, 504
Mahanada, 63
Mahanadi, 63

579

Mahaptirna, 98, 100, loi, 102, 103,
109, 139

JMahd-purusa’-nirnayay 98, 99 n.

mahd-piirva^paksay 175 n.

Mahara§tra, 63
Maharya, 63 w., 96
Mahd-sanatkumdra-samhitdy 23, 37
maha-siddhantay 175 «.

Mahd-vidya doctrines, 229
mahd-viivdsay 54
Maha-visnu, 56, 507, 508
Mahavira, 522, 524 n., 525 n.

Mahayana, i n,

Mahesvara, 39 473, 497 n., 506,
509 n.

Mahomedans, 12 1, 135
Maintenance, 38, 51, 52, 56, 195, 196,

454
Maitrdyaniya Upanisad, 531 w.

Maitreyo-panisady 480
Maitri Upanisad, 447
Majesty, 35, 136
Makkhali, 522
Makkhali Gosala, 522; his views, 522
Makkhaliputta Gosala, 525 k.

Males, 42
Malik Kaftir, 120
Mallipura, 63 n.

Mal-observation, 279
Mamallai, 65
mamatvay 506
mamdtmdy 140
Manaldial, 67 n.

Manakkal-lambej, 97
mananay 405, 422
manas, 8, 9, 13, 25, 38, 48, 49, $6. 57.

80, 139, 142, 144, 148, 151, 153, 158,

163, 191, 257, 258. 280, 281, 499,
503. 504. 506. 507. 509. 510

Manavalamahamuni, no
manday 505
Mandangudi, 69
Mandates, 441
Manhood, 70
Manifest, 36
Manifestation, 4, 17, 26, 32, 35, 36, 37,

38, 39 w., Aon,y 42, 44, 45, 47, 51,

53, 57, 150, 163, 198, 215, 218, 247,

250, 26s, 267, 311, 336, 338, 355,

356, 359, 360, 361, 365, 367, 373,

387, 412, 447, 449, 451, 473, 4^7,

497, 498, 500, 508, 524
Manifested condition, 156
Manifesting, 39; power, 41
Manifold, 32, 197
Mani-sdra-dhikkaray 122
Manisideva, 402
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marikhay 522, 524 n,

Mankhaii, 523
Mankhaliputta Gosala, 522
Man-lion, 38
Manner, 60
mano-dosat, 185 w.

manomaya, 57
manta, 510
mantras, 13, 22, 23, 25, 28, 29, 30, 31,

57, 58, 60, 69, 102, 403
Manu, I 14, 17, 21, 146, 479, S^S,

518,519; denies the Pancaratrlns, 14
mantis, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 56, 57
Manu^samhttd, 16
Manuscripts, 119, 126, 135, 138, 305,

346, 399
Manu Vaivasvata, 40 n.

Mangala-dtpika, 126
Mahgacarya, 127 n.

Mahgacarya Srinivasa, 118
Manavala, 94 w.

Manavala Ma-muni, 64, 65, 137
matii-pravdla, 64, 105, 123, 137, 138
Maraner, 98
Maraner Nambi, 98
Marici, 21
Mark, 17, 20, 524 «.

Marriage, 69
Marudha-grama-ptirna, 102, no
Maskarin, 523, 524 w.

Masters, 83
Material, 10, 25, 26, 29, 49, 181, 189,

190, 208, 288, 388, 389, 418, 449,
481, 495 ;

cause, 2, 37, 46, 55, 188,

196, 197, 266, 286, 301, 302, 341,

342, 365, 385, 388, 389, 397, 404,

454, 459, 46s, 500, 543; changes,

301; element, 489; energy, 459;
forms, 37; identity, 252; impurities,

384; part, 301; products, 527; stuff,

329
Material world, 181, 194, 199, 200,

291, 297, 384, 385, 416
Materialistic, 512
Materialists, 550
Materiality, 195, 256, 383
Maternal grandfather, 122
Maternal uncle, 109, 183
Mathuradeva, 402
Mathura, 94, 96, 103, 120
mati, 47, 57, 61, 503, 510
Matsya, 39 w., 40 n,, 475
Matsya Purdna, 16, 479
Matter, 26, 49, 125, 157, 193, 200, 21 1,

299, 406, 430, 431, 434, 435, 457,
458, 459, 465, 492, 495, SOI, 519;
Venkata’s view of it, 162 et seq.

Matter-stuff, 385
matha, 103, 104, in
Maxim of determining similarity by

real representation, 183
maydra, 60
Mayilai, 64
Madhava, 39, 103, no, 127, 400, 532,

533, 632
Madhavadasa, 109, no
Madhava Mulmnda, 416, 420, 426,

437; controversy with the monist,

416 et seq.\ his criticism of jtva-

brahmai-kya, 417; his criticism of

Ramanuja and Bhaskara, 429 et seq.

;

his criticism of Sankarite ajndna,

424 et seq . ;
his criticism of Sahkarite

emancipation, 420 et seq.', his criti-

cism of the category of “ difference ”,

417 et seq.; his criticism of the
theory of illusion of Sankara, 422 et

seq.; his refutation of the falsity of
the world, 435 et seq.

;

his treatment
of pramdnas, 426 et seq.

Madhavacarya, 2
mddhyamika, 201, 238, 340
Madhyamika Buddhists, 238
Mddhyamika-pakfa, 177
Mahe^vara, 3 n., 505
mdhesvara yoga, 505
mdkhali, 522
Maladhara, 98, 109
mdnasa-pratyaksa, 220, 359, 361, 538
mdnasika, 507
mdnavas, 49
Mdna-yathdtmya-nirnaya, 119, 1 28 w

.

,

216, 229, 234
Mdndukyopanisat-prakdiikd, 127
Manikka-vachakar, 84
Maratha, 3
Mdrkandeya Purdna, 501 w., 502 n. 506

;

philosophical treatment in, 506
Mdrkandeya-samhitd, 24
Mara, 65
MarankSri, 65
Marah-jadaiyan, 65
Mdthara vrtti, 448
mdya, 1, 2, 4, 5. 26, 29. 42, 52, 100 n.,

129, 132, 16s, 196, 197, 198, 334,
335. 336, 383. 393. 396. 410. 412,

424. 434. 440, 454. 457. 472, 476,
485, 486, 491, 492, 494; in Isvara-
gttd, 497 ; in relation to pradhana as
treated by Vijfiana Bhiksu, 476 et

seq.

Mdyd-kosa, 38
Mdydvdda, 484
mayavadin, 4, 443
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mdydvly 472
Meals, 105
Meaning, 195, 233
Meaningless, 99
Means, 55, 298, 310
Measure, 264
medhdy 57
Medhatithi, 515, 518 w., 519
Mediate knowledge, 425
Mediate process, 247
Meditation, 10, ii, 22, 23, 30» 3i, 3^

39, 40 41, 42, 58, 60, 69, 80, 137,

219, 292* 293, 295, 364, 388, 405,

414, 415, 437, 442, 446, 450, 45i>

46s, 474
Medium, 449
Meghanadari, m, 114, 115, 125, 2i4»

215, 216, 217, 229, 234, 239, 240,

241, 242, 243; adopts only yath-

drtha-khydti, 241, 245, 246, 247 w.,

248, 249, 346, 348, 349; arguments

in favour of validity of knowledge,

247 ;
his admission of five pramdnasy

216; his admission of upamdna, 234;

his arguments in favour ofyathdrtha-

khydti, 245-6; his conception of

various categories connected with

conception, 218 ei seq , ;
his definition

of perception, 217; his refutation of

akhydti, 243; his refutation of

anirvacaniya-khydti, 242-3 ;
his

refutation of anyathd-khydti, 241—2

;

his refutation of nirvisaya-khydti,

246; his refutation of objections

against self-validity, 248—50; his re-

futation of the Nyaya view of

paratah prdmdnya^ 347 J
treat-

ment of memory, 214 et seq.; his

treatment of nature validity, 215-16;

his treatment of object, 217; his

treatment of perception in relation

to validity, 215-16; his view of

karma and fruits, 349; his view of

perception contrasted with that of

Ramanuja, 218; his view oi svatah-

prdmdnya-vdday 346; his view that

intuition is self-valid, 348; his view

of time, 348; his works, 125;

pramdtT^ and artha^pariccheda’-katva,

240; supports arthd-patti, 234-5

Melody, 80
Melukot, 104, 1 13
Melaiyagattarvar, 95
Memory, 5, 8, 128, 150, 151, 167, 168,

178, 180, 181, 184, 185 n.y 186 w.,

209, 210, 2i4» ^^5> 216, 220 n.y 223,

234. *39 . *45 . *49 . *50. *68. 287,

348, 360, 363, 364, 376, 410, 420,

545, 548, 549; its treatment by
Verikata and Meghanadari, 214-15;
its validity, 237

Memory-image, 244, 245, 247
Memory-knowledge, 248
Mental, 204, 205; intuition, 359, 361;

modes, 364; organs, 445; percep-

tion, 426, 538; powers, 47; process,

185 n.y 539; state, 310, 334, 339» 373,

373, 439, 465, 469, 470, 495, 540,

541, 543, 544, 545; temperament,

543
Merciful, 54, 374
Mercy, 78, 85, 99, 393, 375 , 4i 3 , 474 ;

of God, 374, 375
Merit, 15, 153, 191, 453, 530
Meritorious, 521; actions, 294
Messengers, 83
Metals, 41
Metaphysical, 237; position, 451;

views, 450
Metaphysico-cosmological theory, 246
Metaphysics, 550
Method, 55, 183, 195; of agreement,

228, 356
Microcosm, 26
Microscopic, 390
Mind, 28, 30, 31, 33, 33, 34, 38, 48, 54,

60, 152, lyzy 182, 189, 191, 193, ao7,

209, 291, 394, 395, 308, 420, 423,

437, 434, 440, 443, 444, 490, 498,

505, 537, 543, 543; contact, 202;

substance, 194
Minimum assumption, 186 n.

Minor, 427; gods, 22; term, 533, 534,

535
Minor Religions, 01 n.

Minor Religioics Systems, 64 n., 399
Minority sect, 20
Miraculous, 505 ;

power, 30, 60

Mirage, 282, 369
Mirror, 27, I44> 334
Misapprehension, 182, 183, 185, 251

Mis-association, 245
Misconception, 456
Mis-correspondence. 357
Mis-perception, 418
Misery, 28, 87, 164, 295, 303, 303, 3o8

Mistake, 5

Mistress, 75, 377
Mi^ra, 139
miha-varga, 57
miha’‘varga-srstim ca karoU, 38
Mita-^prakdsikdy 115

mitahara, 61

Mithila, 112
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Mithyatva^khandana, 133
Mitra, Dr Rajendra Lai, 400
Mimamsa, 107, 108 w., 124, 247, 357,

350, 358* 539
Mtmdmsakas, 15, 347
Mimdmsaka school, 205
Mtmdmsd'-pddukd, 124
Mimamsa theory of error as non-

discriminating memory-image and
perception refuted, 247

Mlmdmsd’-sutra, 7 107 w., 108 n.,

124, 125
Mimamsists, 152, 429, 518, 536
mleccha, 93, 441 n.

Mode, 42, 53, 194, 419; of syllogism,

364
Modification, 2, 3, 4, 6, 80, 183, 260 n.,

299, 323, 367, 423, 435, 454, 455,
459, 463, 468, 471, 495, 503

moha, 464, 500
mohana^ 46
mohdtmaka, 256
mok^a^ 62, 71, 523 n,

Moksa^dharma^ 260 n,

Moksa-karanata-vdday 133
Moksa-siddhiy 118, 352
Molecular, 206
Molecule, 183, 262
Moment, 47, 273, 277, 285, 286
Momentariness, 252, 268, 269, 272,

274
Momentarists, 271
Momentary, 268, 270, 275, 284;

entities, 270; unit, 268, 269
Monetarist, 273
Monetary, 273
Monism, 4, 176, 308, 316, 320, 340,

371, 391, 477, 490, 495
Monist, 100, 106, 129, 416, 419
Monistic, loi, 196, 422, 486, 495;

doctrine, 197, 477, 480; identity,

336; interpretation, 351, 417; texts,

5, 352, 406, 431; view, 406
Monotheistic, 13; God, 43 n.

Moon, 42, 59, 210, 228, 295, 310, 340,
447, 537

Moral, 29, 32, 33, 472, SOI, 549;
apprehension, 32; freedom, 472;
heroes, 88; responsibility, 291, 533;
sphere, 273; values, 457, 460

Morality, 303, 516, 533
Mother’s breast, 77
Motion, 206
Motivation, 44
Motive, 54, 293, 294
Motor organs, 543
Mouth, 59

Movement, 44, 45, 53, 56, 189, 210,

446, 449, 481, 493, 504
mrd-dravya, 258
mrttva, 258
mrtyUy 447
Much, 494
Mud, 397
Mudal-arvars, 68
MudaUtiru-vantadiy I34W.
mugdha, 328
mukta, 60
mukti, II, 50, 51, 89, 487
Mukti-darpana, 115 w., 384
Mukti-sabda-vicdra^ 127
Mukunda, 425, 426
Mukunda-mdldf 66, 67, 80 n.

Mumuksii-ppadiy 135 «.

Mumuksu-pdya-samgraha, 114 w., 125
Mundane, 16, 34, 41, 295, 452;

bondage, 414; forms, 40; gods, 38;
life, 43 n.y 292

Muni-vdhana-hhogay 124
Munram-tiru-vantddiy 13472.
Mundakopanisat^prakdsikdy 127
Muttering, 23 ;

of mantras, 62
Mutual agreement, 201
mudhay 499
miilay 46
Miila^bhdva-prakdstkdy 115, 117 .126

mula-dosdpeksdy 177 n,

muld-dhdray 58
murdhanya-nddi, 295
Mysore, 113, 121, 12477,

Mysore Gazetteer

y

104 72.

Mystic, 53 ;
cognition, 168

Mysticism and Logic, 539 72.

Mythical, 364, 550
Mythological, 25

na, 476
na caVkyarn ndsa-badhayoh, 239
Nacchiydry 69
Naciketa, 519
Nadadur Ajnmal, no
Nadadur Arvan, 104
naimittika, 293, 294, 502, 503
naimittika pralaya, 502
Nainaracarya, in
NaisadhacaritUy 549
NaiySyikas, 146, 152, 155, 21 1, 219,

221, 225, 230, 233, 262, 263, 264,

26s, 280, 291, 300, 347, 35S, 358,
3S9. 393, S18, 539, 546

Ndksatya-malikd, 138
namahy 53
Nambi, 67 72., 100
Nambilla, no
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Namburi Varada, no
Namburi Varadarya, no, in
Namburi Varadaraja, 134, 135
Names, 3, 4, 34, 47, 48, 209, 457, 544
Namm’-arvar, 63, 64, 65, 66, 68, 69,

74. 78, 79, 83, 94, 9S, 98, no, 134
Nandagopal, 77
Nandivarman, 67
Nanjiar, no, 134, 135
Nan-mukham Tiru-vantadi^ 68
Nappmnai, 77, 81
Nara, 12, 40 n,

Naraharideva, 402
Narasiinha, 40 n,

Narasirnha-suri, 122
Narasimhavarman I, 65, 67
Narasimhiengar, MrM.T., 134/2., 138
Narcotic, 79
Nasik, 3
Natesan and Co,, 104 n,

natthi, 520
natthika, 520
natthika-ditthi, 520
natthikavada, 521
Natural, 51; omniscience, 214/2.

Nature, 35, 42, 44, 45, 4^, 5®, 53,

54, 56, 57, 100 «•, 128, 146, 166, 180,

193, 195, 197, 206, 253, 256, 306,

310, 315, 317, 325, 331, 334, 344,

350, 389, 407, 408, 41 1, 413, 414,

415, 420, 428, 431, 439, 442, 448,

499, 450, 461, 466, 483, 48s, 545; of

Laksmi, 375 ; of soul, 79
Navaratna-mdld, 135/2.
Nava-vidha^sambandha, 135/2,

Navel, 58
Navel-wheel, 59
Navyarahge^a, 122
Naya-dyu-manif 114/2., 115, 116, 125,

215 n.y 216 w., 217 n.y 219 n,y 220 n.,

234 /2., 239 n.y 242 n,y 243 n.y 245 n.y

247 «•, 346, 347 «•, 348/2., 349 «•,

392
Naya-dyu-mani~dlpikdy 115, 116, 392
Naya-dyu-mani of Naya-dyu^mani-

dlpikdy 115
Naya-dyu~mazii-samgrahay 115, 116,

392
Naya-kulisay 118
Naya~mdlikdy 116/2.

Naya~mani^kalikdy 130
Naya’-mukha-mdlikdy 114, 116, 133
Naya-prakdHkdy 114, 346
Naya-vlthiy 186 n.

ndbhi-cakray 59
Ndcchiydr-tirumoliy 134/2.

ndda, 58

nddlSy 59, 60
ndgay 59
Nagarjuna, 307, 522
ndga^vdyuy 60
Ndl-ayira-divya-prabandhanty 64, 66,

69, 77
Ndl-ayira-prabandhamy 69
namadheyay 4
nama-dheyamy 3
ndma-sankirtana-ratahy 96
Ndm-mukamy 1 34 n.

Narada, 13, 25, 40 /2., 401 ;
his journey

to Sveta-dvipa, 13
Ndradlya, 20
Ndradlya-purdnUy 507, 508/2.; philo-

sophical elements in, 507
Narayana, 12, 13, 16, 17, 19, 21, 39,

40 n.y 42 n.y 68 n.y 86, 89 n., 100 n.y

loi, 126, 128, 129, 132, 136, 157,

304, 352 n.y 375, 379, 401, 474, 475,
482, 507, 51 1 n.'y alone, 126; as

highest God, 12; associated with
Pahcaratra, 12; his worship in the

Svetadvipa, 13
NarSyariadeva, 402
Narayana muni, 116, 13

1

Narayana Sarma, 404
Narayanlya, 40 n.y 443 n.

Ndrayanopanisady 13
Nastika, 512, 517, 518, 519, 52s, 527;

its significance, 517 af seq.

Nastika cdrvdkay 512/2.

ndstikaidstray 515
Nathamuni, 66, 67 n.y 85, 94, 95, 96,

97, 98, 119, 180, 181 n.y 233, 235;
practised astdnga yoga, 96 /z.

;
his

life, 94 et seq.

Nathas, 525 n.

natha-vadinSy 525
Negation, 5, 169, 186, 202, 214, 230,

232, 243, 255, 271, 272, 283, 312,

314, 327, 330, 331, 332, 339, 342,

344, 351, 352, 353, 354, 412, 420,

424, 428, 431, 445, 467, 476; ante-

cedent to being, 279*, of occupation,

282 ; of vdcyatvay 230 n.

Negation-precedent-to, 328, 330, 351;
production, 338, 341, 344, 345, 353,

369
Negative, 181, 183, 186, 187, 252, 343;

causes, 354; characters, 170; con-

cept, 282; concomitance, 229; en-

tity, 341 ;
instance, 228, 229; means,

376; pain, 364; qualifications, 323;
relation, 231

Nerve, 59, 295
Nervous system, 58
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Nescience, 177, 311, 316, 361, 362,

441, 442, 460, 465
netii 431
Neutral datum, 253
New knowledge, 184
New measure, 264
nididhydsana, 405, 442
nidrd, 57
Nigamaparimalay 124
nigraha^ 51
nigrahasthdna^ 512
Nihilism, 177, 269, 307, 320, 332, 334,
419

Nihilist, 350, 520, 533
Nihilistic, 520, 521; Buddhists, 201;

philosophy, 177 n.; sect, 533
nihsamhandhah, ii

nihsvabhdva^ 356
Nikdia^ 123
Nikdya, 524
Niksepa-raksdy 122
Nimba, 399
Nimbapura, 399
Nimbaditya, 399, 400, 401
Nimbarka, 399, 400, 402, 403, 404,

405, 409, 420, 422, 424, 426, 427,
428, 433, 434, 440, 472, 497, $06;
his bhdsya, 400; his conception of
ahankdra^ 41 1 et seq . ; his conception
of ajndna, 404 et seq . ; his conception
of karma, 41 1 ; his criticism of San-
kara, 409 et seq . ;

his idea of avidyd,

414; his idea of God, 412 et seq.; his
idea of karma, 414 et seq . ; his philo-
sophy, 400, 404 et seq.; his works?,
400-2; Nature of self, 41 1 et seq.;

school, 401, 408, ^o; system, 413;
teachers and pupils of the school,

379 seq . ;
view, 430

Nimbdrka-matam, 401
Ninibarkists, 410, 41 1, 434, 440
nimitta, 2, 388, 456
nimitta-kdrana, 157, 191, 398
nimitta’-kdranatd, 396
nimittamdtram, 500
Nineteenth century, 188
Ninru kumirume, 78
nir - adhisthdna - bhramd ~nupapattih,

338
nirarwaya-mndsa, 274, 276
nirapek^ataydnanda, 36
niravayava, 201
nirbharatva, 86
nirgranthas, 523
nirguna, 25
nirhetuka, 85
Nirvdrin, 28

nirvikalpa, 217, 219, 220, 221, 224,
270, 31 1, 544; knowledge, 544

nirvikalpa jitdna, 22

1

nirvikalpa’-pratyaksa, 166, 223
nirvisesa, 165, 195
nirvisesa caitanya, 420
Nirvisesa-pramdna-vyudasa, 133
nir-visaya^khydti, 239, 246
niskala, 31
niskramya, 527
nisprapanca brahman, 10
nitya, 36, 293, 294, 502
nitya-rangitva, 87 n.

nitya-suratva, 88 w.

nivartaka, 61
nivrtta, 165
niyama, 29, 33, 61, 62 n., 509 n.

Niyamananda, 399, 403
niyati, 42, 43, 45, 57, 448 n.

Nilameghatatacarya, 133
rdla-pata, 527 n.

Nila, 41, 42, 57
nlrupa, 238 n.

Nlti, 235
Noble qualities, 70, 71
Non-appearance, 365
Non-apprehension, 180, 181, 182, 183,

184, 185, 186, 187, 188, 237, 284
Non-being, 239, 312, 314, 456, 457,

509
Non-Buddhists, 514
Non-dependence, 37
Non-difference, 487
Non-different, 484
Non-discrimination, 247 «

Non-distinction, 449, 491
Non-duality, 488
Non-earthiness, 227
Non-eternal, 199, 208, 209, 212, 213,

386, 446, 470, 478
Non-eternality, 386
Non-eternity, 394
Non-existence, 27, 177, 21 1, 229, 235,

344, 410, 428, 435, 436, 473, 476,
478, 507

Non-existent, 5, 47, 177, 266, 284, 327,
339, 344, 407, 423, 433, 43^, 440,
445, 457, 477, 486

Non-existing, 184
Non-illumination, 314
Non-illusory, 246
Non-living, 456
Non-material, 146, 171
Non-materiality, 171
Non-mundane, 39
Non-observation, 279, 334
Non-occupiedness, 164
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Non-perception, 128, 182, 207, 241,

342, 35 1 » 426
Non-performance, 523
Non-physical, 548
Non-production, 449
Non-relational, 455
Non-sensible, 354
Non-sentient, 54
Non-spiritual characteristics, 172
Non-substance, 251
Non-vedic, 15, 16, 17, 19
Normal caste, 379
Normal duties, 92, 380
North India, 63, 523
Northern India, 103
Nothingness, 36
Notices

y

400 ; of Sanskrit Manu-
scripts^ 403

Notion, 297, 298, 300, 310, 324, 337 ,

341. 343, 349, 351. 353. 418, 443,

538, 542; of validity, 248
Not-self, 409
Not-silver, 183
Nrsitpha, 39 40 n,

Nrsirnhadeva, 122, 123
Nrsiixiharaja, 123, 131
Nrsirnha-rdjiya, 122
Nrsimhasuri, 131
Nrsimha-tdpinJ Upanisad, 13
Nrsirnharya, 109, no
Nrsimhottara-tdpini Upanisad, 13

Nuns, 104
nukhya varga, 502
N.W* Provinces Catalogue, 400
Nyagrodhasayin, 40 n.

nyasa, 55, 90, 131
Nydsa-kdrikd, 380
Nydsa-tilaka, 122, 125, 131, 380
Nydsa-tilaka-vydkhyd, 122, 125, 380
Nydsa-vidyd-bhusana, 132
Nyasa-vidydrtha-vicdra, 133
Nydsa-vidyd-vijaya, 127
Nydsa-vimsati, 122, 380
Nydsavivrti, 13

1

Nyaya, 9, 128, 131, 153, i54, ^57, 203,

204, 206, 207 w., 208, 212 234,

235, 262, 263, 300, 358, 471, 517,

538; categories, 539; logic, 226; ob-

jection, 249; refutation of the doc-

trine of whole and parts by Venkata,

263 et seq.; Venkata’s refutation of

atomic theory, 262 et seq.

Nydya-bhdskara, 133
Nydya-kulisa, 118, 128 w., 184, 186

250 w., 251 w., 352, 353 «•, 354”-,

355 n., 356 w., 357 n., 358 w., 360 n.

Nydya-kusumdnjali, i, 539

Nydya-manjart, 203, 204 w., 205 n.,

206 n., 513 w*, 516, 519, 535 «•,

536 w., 538 539, 540 w., 547, 548
Nyaya-parisuddhi, 96 119, 123, 125,

127, 128 131, 180, 202 M., 208 M.,

20972., 210, 21372., zi6 n., 21972.,

220 72., 222 72., 223 72., 225 72., 226,

227 72., 228 72., 232 72., 233 72., 234 72.,

235, 236 72., 237 W-, 239 72.

Nydya-pariiuddhi-vydkhyd, 1 3

1

Nydya-ratndvall, 131
Nydya-sdra, 123, 127, 128 72., 202 72.,

203 72., 222 72., 223 72., 237 72., 238 72.

Nyaya-siddhanjana, 117, 123, 126,

12872., -LSI n ., 251, 25972., 26172.,

280 72 ., 297, 382, 383 w.

Nyaya-siddhdnjana-vydkhya, 117, 126
Nydya-sudarsana, 11972., 12822.

Nydya-sutra, 7672., 208, 211-12,

300 72., 512, 513, S17, 539
Nydya-tattva, 96, 119, 128 72., 233, 235
Nyaya-Vaisesika, 162, 471
Nydydmrta-taranginJ, 138
Nattva-tattva-vihhusana, 133
Nattvopapatti-hhanga, 133
Natva-candrikd, 131
Natva-darpariay 115
Natva-tattva-paritrdna, 129

Object(s), 30, 33, 4i, 47, 49, 5°, 178,

179, 181, 182, 184, 185 72., 189, 190,

205, 206, 210, 244, 280, 289, 297 72.,

398, 307, 309, 311, 313, 315, 316,

317, 318, 319, 320, 343, 347, 348,

351, 415, 419, 433, 436, 427, 439,

442, 444, 457, 458, 466, 467, 474,

477, 500, 506, 544; its matter ac-

cording to Venkata and Meg-
hanadari, 217; of awareness, 231,

318, 319; of knowledge, 241, 243; of

perception, 246, 346
Objection, 298, 299, 303, 308, 315,

316, 317, 330, 321, 333, 343, 393,

408, 409, 417, 418, 422, 437, 477, 537
Objective, 53, 58, 179, 182, 490;

awarenesses, 238; cognition, 9;

entities, 188, 247, 360, 362; factors,

236; world, 246
Objectively, 182 72.

Objectivity, 315, 325
Obligatory, 441; duty, 124, 137, 293
Observation, 209, 257
Obstacles, 33
Obstruction, 183, 282, 449, 466, 481
Obstructive attitude, 376
Occasion, 47, 60
Occasionalism, 159
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Occupation, 28s
Occurrence, 205
Ocean, 52, 301, 302, 304> 44S» 447>

450, 45 453
Odorousness, 212 w.

Odour-potential, 48
Offering, 23, 550
Older school, 91, 92
Omnipotence, 24, 51, 200, 450, 462,

473
Omnipotent, 10, ii, 15, 34» 3^3 » 443 5

being, 336
Omniscience, 24, 50, 51, 158, 195, 198,

200, 432, 433, 473, 506
Omniscient, 9, ii, 27, 44, 152, 303,

318, 335, 405, 430, 443
Omkdra-vadartha^ 392
Ontological, 118, 180, 185 w., 195, 497;

argument, 231
Ontologically, 180
Openings, 59
Operation, 45, 46, 56, 185, 204, 205,

206, 267, 297, 312, 318, 329, 331,

411, 412, 413, 433, 437» 433» 446,

448, 459, 460, 470, 475, 547
Opinion, 93, 210
Opponent, 116 230, 249
Opportunity, 292
Opposites, 230
Opposition, 208
Order, 49, 58, i95
Ordinary, 43; methods, 58; person-

ality, 82
Organ, 48, 490
Organic, 151, 455
Organs of sight, 182
Origin, 212, 466, 468, 490; of Bhakti

in Bhagavata-mahatya, 63 ; ofknow-
ledge, 543

Original, 42, 58; course, 396
Origination, 321
Oscillation, 264
Otherness, 351
Oudh Catalogue

f

400 n.

Padma, 20, 60
Padmalocana Bha^ta, 98
Padmanabha, 39, no, 118
Padmanabhacarya, 401
Padmanabharya, 352, 361
Padma Purana, 484, 507, 532
Padmapurana, reference to Bhakti in,

507
Padma Sarnhita, 23
Padma-tantra, 39 w., 42 w.

;
avataras in,

29 n,

PadmScarya, 401

Padmakara Bha^ta, 401
Pain, 146, 148, I7i> 189, 256, 259, 290,

301, 302, 344, 349, 413, 427, 443,

449, 463, 464, 485, 486, 489, 490,

493, 494
Painful, 256, 389, 41S, 416, 452
Pairs, 42
pak^a, 231, 427, 534, 535
paksadharma, 534
Palar, 63
Pallava king, 67
Pallavamalla, 65
Pallava-matha, 137
Pallavas, 65, 67
Pamphlet, 123, 124
Panar, 64, 69
Panentheism, 497
Pangs, of love, 72 ; of separation, 73

;

of sorrow, 70
Pantheism, 497, 498
Pantheistic, 498
pancama, 15, 17
Panca-pddihd’-vivarana, 196, 197 w.,

198 n,

Pancaratra(s), 2, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18,

19, 20, 22, 38 w., 40 w., 42 n,, 50, 56,

57, 58, 62, 103, 105, 122, 125, 132,

157, 303, 379, 448 w., 471, 475;
antiquity of, 12; conflict between
Brahminic authorities about, 19;
contents of, i8-*i9; doctrine, 503;
instructed by God, 14; its antiquity,

19; its ideal different from the
Vedas, 17; its relation with the
Vedas, 18; its validity attested in
Purusa-nirnaya of Yamuna, 16; not
polytheistic, 17; originated how, 21

;

Purdnas that are favourable and un-
favourable to it, 20; purusa-sukta,
associated with, 12; regarded as
tantra, 18 relation with the
Vedas, 12; religion, 20; rituals not
non-Vedic, 17; sacrifice, 12; texts,

13; valid as the injunction of God,
14; worship, 19

Paficaratra literature, 18, 21, 24; its

validity attested by Yamuna, 16;
works enumerated, 2,1 et seq.

Pancardtra^raksd, i8, 122
Pancardtra-rak§d-samgraha, 1

8

Pancardtra-sarrihitd, 12 w., 155
Pancardtra-sdstra, 21
Pancardtrins, 14, 19, 20; denounced in

smrti and Parana, 19-20; identical
with Bhdgavatas and Sdtvatas, 1 5

;

possess a lower stage, 15
panca-samskdra, 102
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Paficadhyayi-sastra, 3 n,

Pancagni^vidydy 382, 384
Pancl-karana, 182, 237, 240
Panjikdy 131
Pandita, 94, 130, 177 w.

para, 41, 42, 489
para-brahma, 474, 509
Parakala, 63
Parakaladasa, iii

Parakala Yati, 115, 117, 126, 127,

305
para-loka, 518, 548
Parama, 32
Parama-pdda-sopdna, 124
Parama-samhitd, 22, 24, 32, 33 J

Bhakti,

rise of, in, 33-4; its contents, 22;

karma Bn&jndna-yoga in, 33 ;
karma-

yoga zxidjhdna-yogain, 22; vairdgya,

nature of, in, 33; yoga in, 32
Para-mata-bhanga, 123, 124, 128 n.

Parama-tattva-nirnaya, 23
paramdriha, 165, 378
paramdtman, 7, 34, 445, 45

4

S2 » 453 >

487, 489, 502.

paramesvara, 89, 475, 489
Paramesvara-samhitd, 23
Parame^varvarman 11 , 65
paramesthin, 447
Paranda-padi, 135 w.

Para-paksa-giri-vajra, 403, 414 w., 416,

417 w., 418 n., 425 n,, 428 n., 429 n.,

430 w., 431 432 M., 433 w-* 434 w.,

435 437 w., 440 n

Parasurama, 38, 40 n., 429
Parasuramadeva, 402
paratah pramdna, 9
paratah-prdmdnya, 248, 249
para-tantra-sattvd, 430
Para-tattva, 24
Para-tattva-dlpikd, 122
Para-tattva-niriiaya, 138
Para-tattva-prakdsa, 23
Para-tattva-prakdsikd, 127
Paravastu Prativadibhayankara Airna-

yacarya, iii

Paravadibhayankara, 112
5*09

pard-kdsatva, 88 n.

pardmar^a, 225, 427
Parankusa, 65, 78
Parankusa-purharya, 102 w.

Parantaka, 67
Parantaka Cola I, 96
Parantaka, King, 65
Parantaka Pandya, 65
pardrthdnumdna, 427
Parasara, 134, 260 479

Parasara Bhatta, 235
Parasara Bhattaraka, 119
Parasara Bhattarya, 102 w., 104, 109,

no, 134, 135
Pardsara purana, 19
Parasara samhitd, 22 ;

its contents,

22“3
pardtman, 486
Parents, 70
Parikara-vijaya, 13 1, 361

parimdna, 254, 264, 397
parimita-gambhira-bhdsird, 108
parindma, 6, 106, 197
parindma kdrana, 365
parindmi kdrana, 365, 366
parindmi-rupa, 484
paritrdna, 40
paroksa, 62
parok§a-vrtti, 425
Part, 30, 49, 178, 189, 1 91, 19^^, 194,

195, 262, 286, 291, 295, zoo, 301,

307, 308, 312, 408, 409» 41 4^2,

430, 432, 433, 434 > 444> 447 n., 453,

456, 462, 464. 47S» 493 » 494
Particles, 263, 264; of consciousness,

141
Particular, 193, 299, 537; proposition,

202
Partless, 201, 263, 306, 358, 365, 422,

432? 548 ;
atoms, 263 ;

real, 372
Paryamka, 30
Passionate lover, 82

Passionate yearning, 83

Passions, 32, 51, 54 ? 3 ^7 ? 3^8, 488

Past, 182, 446, 447 ? 457 ? 533 ;
ex-

perience, 184, 185 w.

pasyanti, 58
Patanjali, 61 n., 62, 239, 444 ? 47®? 473 ?

479, 480, 515, 516, 518, 523; his

Mahd-bhdsya, 516 «.

Patahjali-sutra, 478
Paternal affection, 158

Path, of bhakti, 380 ; of knowledge,

89; of right, 61; of virtue, 158

Pathological symptoms, 83

Paths of duties, 91

Pattars, 104
pauranic, 482
Pauranic emotionalism, 451

paurusa, 30
Pauskara, 21, 22
Pauskara-samhitd, 23, 24
Payasmnl, 59, 63
Pazhanadai-vilakkan, 94 «•

Paduka-sahasra-nama, 122

Pdli, 512, 513 «•; texts, 514

Pali Dictionary, 520
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Pali-English Dictionary, 513
Pancaratrikas, 3 n.

Pandya, 65, 67, 98
Panini, 108 516 n., 518, 523
pdramdrthikay 313
pdramdrthikly 371
pdratantryay 87
Pdrdsaray 20
Pardiary 125
Pdrdsarya-vijayay 117, 305
Pardsaryya-vijayd'di-purvd'cdrya-pra-

handha-nusdrena, 128 n.

Parijatahara, 40 n,

Pdrijdta-saurabhay 406 «.

pdsandly 518
pasandinOy 518
Pasupata, 3 w., i6

Pdsupata-tantray 155
Patalasayana, 40 w.

PSvaka, 39
Pela Puradesika, 132
Penance, 13, 24, 29, 34, 160
People, 43 n.

Perceivability, 438, 439
Perceived qualities, 252
Perceiver, 284, 315, 321, 398, 547
Percept, 185 n.

Perception, 14, 80, 128, 141, 151, 152,

166, 168, 174, i77» i79> iSi, 182,

184, 185, 187, 188, 199, 202, 208,

210, 211, 212, 214, 215, 216, 217,

218, 220, 221, 222, 224, 237, 241,

242, 252, 254, 268, 269, 270, 280,

284, 306, 307, 310, 311, 312, 313,

315, 324, 326, 327, 328, 334, 343,

351, 353, 356, 368, 390, 398, 40^,

412, 426, 427, 465, 472, 533, 537;
its definition, 216-17; savikalpa and
nirvikalpa, 220—4; treatment by
Venkatanatha and Meghanadari, 216
et seq. ;

view on, by later members of
the Ramanuja school, 220 et seq.

Perceptual, 79, 309, 41 1 ; cognition,

250/2.; evidence, 298; experience,

320, 326, 327, 328, 390, 536; know-
ledge, 212, 326; form, 246

Perfect, 295; knowledge, 50
Perfection, 31, 122, 194
Performance, 33, 293, 530
Periya-jiyar, 9422., no, in, 137
Periyalnambi, 103
Periya Nambi, 67 n,

Periyar, 63
Periya-tiru-madal, 69, 13422.
Periya-tirumoli, 1 34 n.

Periya-tirU’-moriy 69
Periya-tiru'-mudiy-adaivu, 64, 105

Periya tiru^vantddi, 69, 134/2.

Periy-arvar, 63, 64, 65, 66 72., 68, 69, 77
Periy-drvdr-tirumoriy 134/2.

Periy-arvar-tiruppalandiLy 1 34 n.

Permanent, 144, 198, 291, 343, 541,

546 ;
world, 1 98 n.

Permadi, 66
per scy 431
Person, 49, 189, 19 1, 401, 472
Personal continuity, 143
Personal effort, 378
Personal God, 472
Personal identity, 142
Personal service, 104
Personality, 49, 100/2.

Peru-mal, 64, 1 34 n.

Peru-mal Jiyar, 64
Perumal Temple, 523
Periimdl-tirumoliy 134/2.
Peru-mdl-tiru-moriy 69
Pervasive entities, 263
Pessimism, 550
Pgy, 68
Pgy-arvar, 63, 64, 65, 66 //., 68 /z

,

134 n,

Phala-bheda-khandanay 125
Phenomena, 205, 238, 340, 365, 407,

456
Phenomenal, 454; world, 155, 164
Phenomenalism, 238, 285
Phenomenon, 142, 180, 266, 272, 302,

467, 542
Philosopher, 202, 449
Philosophical, 120, 126, 18 1, 305, 307,

364, 395, 525; doctrines, 22; ele-

ments, 24; importance, 21; reality,

377; speculation, 79; topics, 23;
wisdom, 89

Philosophy, 34, 107, 112, 119, 195,

235, 305, 319, 4 i 3 > 445 , 471, 472,
482, 496, 508 n,y 512, 513

Phraseology, 196
Phrases, 309
Physical, 205, 310, 530; elements, 547;

practices, 60
Physico-biological, 298
Physics, 515/2.
Physiological, 530; change, 140
Pictorial, 455
Piece of iron, A, 26
Pilgrimage, 55, 120
Pillai Lokacarya, no, in, 120, 134,

135, 137, 138
Pillai Lokamjiyar, 105
Pijjai Lokacaryar, 64
Pillar edict, 522
Pillan, 66
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Pinb*-aragiya, 64
Pinb'-aragiya Peru-mal Jiyar, 94«.,

105
Pingaldy 59, 60
Pioneers, 84
Piran, 63
Piszzagalli, Dr, 513 w.

pitr-ydna, 517
pittay 475
Pity, 52
Piyaruli’-ceyalare’-rahasyay 135

Piyu^aharana, 40 n.

Place, 185 n.

Playful, 51 ^ ^ .

Pleasurable, 46, 256, 289, 415, 4i«>

452; ends, 294
Pleasure, 71, 146, 14^, i54> ^7i>

256, 259, 282, 290, 291, 292, 301,

302, 303, 304, 326, 349. 365> 412,

427, 442, 444> 449> 463) 404> 47°>

48s, 486, 489. 490. 493. 494. 513,

528, 550
Plurality, 165, i74. 194. 264, 39S

Poetry, 68, 121

Point, 19a. 195. 209, 4to

Poison, 364
Polemic, 403
Polemical discussions, 305

Polemical work, 123

Political science, 515
Polity, 515, 532
Pollution, 303
Pontifical, iii; chair, 134

Pope, 8472.

Position, 194, 195, 33i> 339, 349,

35^
Positive, 178, 183, 186, 187, 252, 323,

343, 35 1, 3^2i» 441 ;
cijndnay 364, 305;

bliss, 136; category, 243; defects,

331; entity, 164, i77, ^71, 272,

317, 327, 339, 341, 345, 353, 354,

424; experience, 238, 282; ignor-

ance, 330, 332, 336; inference, 329;

instances, 230; means, 37b j
mo-

ment, 27a; nescience, 361, 362; per-

ception, 363; pleasure, 294; propo-

sition, 229; state, 344 J
stuff, 33^,

364
Positivity, 282
Possibilities, 207
Posture, 30, 60

Potency, 347
Potential, 35, 37, a66, 445, 461; effect,

266; form, 50, 56; power, 541

Pots, 453
Potter, 453
Potter’s wheel, 342

Power, 35, 41, 42, 43, 44, 4^, 5^, Si,

52, 53, 5b, 57, bo, 136, 153, 155, 184,

190, 193, 197, 301, 441, 445, 471,

473, 475, 477, Soo, 505, 5ob, 509,

524, 540, 548
Poygaiy, 64, b8, 523
Poygaiy-arvSr, 63, 65, 66 60 w.,

134 n.

Prabandhaniy 67
prabandhasy 91
Prabandha-sdra, 94 n,

Prabandha-sdraniy 66
Prabhacandra, 206, 516
Prabhakara, 181, 18572.; his view,

185 72.

prabhd-tadvatoriva 41b
Prabodha^candro-daycLy 122, 531 532

prabuddhiy 510
Practical, 265, 458; behaviour, 4, 4b6;

conduct, 5; experiences, 341, 37^;

philosophy, 22
Practice, 29, 30, 3i, 33, 293

Pradhanay 25, 34, 472, 475, 47b, 477,

478, 485, 489, 492, 497, 498, 502,

505, 506, 509
Pradhand-satakay 124
pradhvamsd-hhdvay 353
Pradyumna, 13, 37, 39, 42, 43, 52, 5b,

57, 157, 158, 443 475*, stage, 57

pragalbha ndstikay 526, 527
Pragmatic value, 335
prajdpatiy 48, 295, 447, 528

prajndy 47, 503, 5io

Prajnanidhi, 126
Prajnd-paritrdnay 119, 12872., 208,

212, 214 72., 234_^
Prakarana-pcincikd, 185 72., 186 72.

prakdray 156
prakdia, 358, 373, 4ib

Prakdsa-samhitdy 23
Prakasatman, 19b, i97, 198 criti-

cized by Ramanuja, i97j bis view or

relation between mdyd and Brah-

man, 198 72.

Prakdsdtmdy 25
prakrtiy 24, 25, 26, 28, 30, 31, 32, 34,

36. 38, 43. 45. 46. 47. 49 . 56, 57. 61,

144, 147. 156, 158. 163. 164, 172.

173. 239. 256, 257. 258. 259. 26o«.,

a6i, 266, 280, 296, 3°i. 381, 384.

444, 445, 446, 449. 453. 454. 455.

456, 459. 460, 463. 464. 469. 472.

, 473. 474. 476. 477. 479. 480, 481.

482, 484, 485. 486. 487. 489. 491.

492, 493. 494. 495. 498. 502, S03.

504, 505. 506, 507. 508, S09

prakrti-prasati, 502
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pralaya, 13, 36. 56, 156, 169, 446,459,
477 , 481, 493 , 503 , 503

pramd, 62, 203, 467
pramdna, 62, 125, 201, 202, 203, 204,

205, 206, 214, 215, 216, 234, 235,

236, 239, 240, 247, 248, 249, 346,

351, 361, 390, 423, 426, 427, 428,

468, 469, 503 537, 539; as artha-

paricchedakatva, 240 ;
Buddhist view

of it, 205 ;
difference between Rama-

nuja Nyaya and Sankara, 204; dif-

ference of view regarding it between
Venkata and Meghanadari, 240;
Jaina view, 205 ; Jayanta’s view,

203; Rumania’s view, 205; Megh-
anadari’ s definition of, 239; re-

futation of it by Srihar§a, 201;
Vatsya-Srinivasa’s treatment of it,

203; Venkata’s definition, 236;
Venkata’s treatment of it, 201 et seq.

pramdna-phala^ 205, 467
Pramdna-samgraha^ 20
Pramdna-sdra, 133, 138
Pramanas, treatment by Madhava
Mukunda, 426 et seq,

pramdndrthay 62
pramdtd, 368
pramdtr^tattva, 547
prameyay 248
Prameya^kamala^mdrtanday 206
Prarmya-mdldy 349, 351
Prameya-samgrdhay 128 w., 214 w.,

216 w., 234
Prameya-sdray no
Prameya-sekharay 135 w,

prameyatvay 230 n,

prameyatvdty 230
Pranatartihara, 109
Pranatartihara Pillan, no
Prapannay meanings of, 91
Prapanna^paritranUy 135 w.

Prapanna-pdrijdtay 352, 380
Prapanna-sdvitriy 137
Prapannd-mrta, 63 w., 94, 97 w., 98,

ICO, 102 w., 105, 108, 109 w,, now.,
138 n.

Prapanndmrta relates, 97 n.

Prapanca-mithydtva-bhangay 126
prapattiy 54, 55, 68, 86, 89, 90, 91, 92,

96, 99, loi, 120, 122, 136, 137, 375,
376, 377, 378, 379, 380; according
to Saumyajamatr Muni, 374 et seq,

;

its accessories, 92; its angaSy 91 w.;

its history, 379 ; its meaning, 90 ; its

schools, 92 et seq , ;
its stages, 379

Prapatti-^kdrikdy 125
Prapatti-nai^thikamy 86 n.

Prapatti-prayogay 380
prapathaka, 106
Prasanga^ratndkara, 396 w.

prasada, 505
prasdntiy 505
Prasnay 480
Prasnopanisat-prakdsikdy 127
prasutiy 502
pratibandha, 538
pratibhdy 537
pratijiidy 427
Pratijila-vaday 133
pratinidhi-nydyay 183
pratisancaray 497
Pratistha^kanday 22
Prativadibhakesarl, 117
Prativadibhayankara, 112, 138
pratlter apahnava eva sydt, 238
pratyaksUy 220, 224, 426
Pratyahara, 30, 61, 505
pravacanay 514
pravartakay 61
pravdhd^ndditvay 177 n.

Prayoga-rat7ia-mdldy 116, 131
prayojanay 420
Prabhakara view, 248
prdga-bhdvay 169, 177, 279, 328, 338,

353 , 428
Prdjdpatya-smrtiy 20
prdkatyay 148
prdkrtay 30
prakrta-mandala, 415
prdkrta-pralayay 509
prdkrtd-tmdy 483
prakrtika, 502, 503
prdmdmkay 313
prdmd7iyay 202, 346, 347
prana, 7, 47, 49, 59, 80, 405, 540
prana vdyu, 59
prdndydmay 22, 23, 30, 32, 60, 61, 505,

506, 509 n.

Prapti-dasdy 379
Prapya-nubhava-dasdy 379
prarabdhay 445, 487, 488
prarabdha karma, 378, 389, 414, 443,

487 _
prdtikulyasya varjanam, 92
pravarana, 515
prdyascittay 92, 294; Venkata’s view,

294
Pre-Aryan, 531
Pre^BuddhisticIndianPhilosophy, 521 w.

Preceptor, 28, 87, 89, 139, 156
Pre-condition, 253
Predicate, 80, 193, 271, 283, 438
Prediction, 345
Pre-existent effect, 265
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Preferences, 34
Prejudices, 317
prema-bhaktiy 401
Prema-sdray loz
Premises, 178
Prerogative grace, 85
Presence, 54
Present, 181, 384, 285, 446, 533
Presentation, 180, 182

Pride, 529
Priest, 104, 550
Primary, 41; cause, 179 w.; entities,

440; forms, 39; sense, 306
Primeval, 42 w.

Primordial, 44, 45, 4475 elements,

128
Principle, 31, 32» 47, 57, aoi, 502, 505,

507, 508, 512; of agreement, 226;

of consciousness, 322, 463
Pringle Pattison, 451
prioriy 305
Priority, 419
Prior moment, 278
Priydlvar-tiru-moriy 138

prlti, 1 61
Priti-kdritay 136
prlti’-rupo’-pasantatva-laksaitam, 382
Probability, 314
Probandum, 225, 228, 229, 231

427, 534, 535 ^ ,

Proceedings and Transactions of the

Third Oriental Conferencey 106 n.

Process, 30, 32, 42, 49, 50, 52, 54, 55,

56, 205, 292, 442, 453, 455, 458,

475, 495
Procession, 69
Product, 36, 29, 34, 3^, so8, 331, 409,

433, 448, 449. 45S. 477. 5^°> 54®
Production, 184, i99, 204, 200, 265,

267, 368, 277, 278, 284. 293, 300,

328, 330, 331, 341, 342, 344, 411,

416, 428, 447, 454, 473, 481

Productive capacity, 354
Productivity, 465
Progress, 464, 514
Progressive, 37
Prohibited actions, 62

Proofs, 189, 406, 407, 457, 458
Proportion, 46, 54
Propositions, 190, ^93, 201, 303, 223,

225, 237, 319
Protection, 54
Protector, 499, 507
Proximity, 316, 498
Prudence, 550
prthivly 49 n.

Psychical, 469; elements, 29

Psychological, 180, 185 w., 210, 237;
state, 380 transformations, 395

Psychologically, 180
Psychosis, 29, 30, 15 1, 412, 464
Publicity, 120
Pulaha, 31

Pulastya, 31
Pwn-saktiy 51
Punamali, 98
Punishment, 51, 92, 415
Pundarikaksa, 95, 96, 97, 98, 103

109, 1 18

Pundravardhana, 524 w.

puxiyay 294
Pupil, 117, 127, 130, 131

puTy 503
Purandara, 536, 539
Purana, 16, 19, 20, 71, 72, 99, 105,

125, 445, 448, 471, 479, 486, 496,

497, 520, 550
Purana Kassapa, 520, 522; his views,

520
Puranic, 453, 497, 549 ;

legends, 80

Puranika, 122
Pure,' 33, 34, 4^, 44, 5o, 3ii, 4i3, 420,

423, 430, 454, 467, 469, 470, 479,

490, 499, 500; action, 56; being, 10,

167, 175, 192, 193, 200, 291, 302,

31 1 ; bliss, 27, 344, 444, 494;
brahman, 333, 432, 440; conscious-

ness, 24, 26, 28, 29, 35, 51, 57, 143,

145, 166, 170, 171, 309, 3x1, 3x9,

320, 323, 323, 324, 325, 345, 362,

363, 367, 368, 369, 370, 372, 373,

374, 408, 409, 419, 42X, 423, 445,

446, 448, 449, 450, 45X, 453, 455,

457, 458, 460, 46X, 462, 485, 492,

494; creation, 27; energy, 447;
existence, 497; experience, 169;

form, 438; illumination, 195, 407;
impure-creation, 57; indeterminate,

344; intelligence, 26, 147, 148, 154;

knowledge, 176, 408, 439, 44x;

nature, 302, 306, 338; revelation,

169; self, 408; soul, 453; space, 283

Purest qualities, 430
Purification, 60, 442
Purificatory rites, 22
Purity, 6, 39, 160, 406, 438, 441, 524
Puri, 94, 96, 103, 120

purovarti vastUy 241
Purpose, 452, 474
Purusay 23, 37, 29, 30, 31, 32, 30, 42,

43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 49, 52, 57, X47,

148, 259, 266, 296, 445, 446, 448,

449. 451. 453. 454. 455. 456. 459.

460, 461, 464, 466, 467, 468, 469,
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Puruga icont.)

470, 471. 473. 474. 47S. 477. 479.
480, 484, 485. 486, 487. 488, 489.

490. 491. 492. 493. 495. 497, 498,

503, 504. 505. 507, 508, 509. 511,

527; conception of in Vijnana
Bhiksu, 448; consciousness of, 464

purusakdrUf 378
Purusa^ninnayay 16, 96, 139, 352
purusa-suktay 12, 44, 105, 155
purufdrthay 136
Purusdrtha’-ratndkaray 132
purusdvatdray 40 n.

**puruso ha ndrdyanah^\ 12
Purusottama, 38, 70, 116, 132, 403
Purusottama prasada, 403
Puru?ottamanya, ii2, 41

1

purydtn sete, 504
purnay 36
pi^tiy 57
Purnadeva, 402
Purva-mlmamsa, 350
purva-paksuy 519
purvd-nubhuta-‘rajata~samskdra-‘dvdrd,

246
Pusdy 58
Putayogin, 63

Qualifications, 28, 305, 308, 323
Qualified, 165, 193, 430; concept, 244;

entity, 255, 279; monism, 430
Qualifying relation, 252
Qualitative, 550
Quality, 10, 25, 30, 34, 35, 36, 48, 53,

54, 56, 61, 156, 181, 197, 207, 208,

209, 212 n,y 254, 255, 256, 284, 288,

306, 3H, 317, 324, 336, 340, 343,
348, 351, 356, 357, 361, 411, 426,
429, 430, 433, 435, 441, 442, 455,
463, 465, 489, 493, 503, 505, 508,
510, 548

Qualityless, 31, 306, 406, 407, 408,
423, 430, 435, 499

Queen, 98
Question, 195

Raghunathacarya, 133
Raghunatharya, 117
Raghuttama, 137, 138
Rahasya'-mdtYkdy 124
Rahasya-navanitamy 123
Rahasya-padavly 123
Rahasya-raksdy 99 w., 123, 380 w,
Rahasya-raindvally 126
Rahasya-ratnavall-krdaya, 124
rahasyaSy 94
Rahasya^sandesay 124

Rahasya-sandesa-vivaranay 124
Rahasya-sikhd-ynaniy 124
Rahasya-^trayay now., 138
Rahasya-traya-culukay 124, 125
Rahasya-traya-jlvdtUy 131
Rahasya-traya-kdrikdy 132
Rahasya-traya-ynlmdmsdy 117
Rahasya-traya-mlmdmsd’-bhdsyay 1 26,

131
Rahasya-traya-sdray 18, 63 w., 124,

125 132
Rahasya-traya-sdra-samgrahay 133
Rahasya^traya-sdra-vydkhydy 132
Rahasya-traya-sdrdrtha-sayngrahay 1 25
rajas, 25, 43. 45. 46, 47, 48, 129,

156, 163. 259, 447. 473. 474, 475.
480, 481, 482, 501, 503, 504, 505. 507

Rajendracola, 96, 104
rajogunay 448
raksisyatiti visvdsahy 92
Rallying, 79
Ramyajamatr-maha-muni, 94 w., 98 w.

Ramya-jdmdtr muniy 89, no, in, 112,

137; his works and relation to
Ramanuja, 137, 138

Rahgadasa, 130
Rahganatha, 69, 98, 121, 135
Rahganathacarya, 132
Rahgaraja, 132, 138
Rahga Ramanuja, 115, 116, 127; his

works, 126, 127
Rahga Ramanuja Muni, 126
Rahgacarya, no, 116, 130, 133, 382,

384, 395, 396, 398 w.

Rahge^a, 102
Rapturous, 73, 79; passions, 83
rasay 49 w., 226, 510, 511
Rasa-bhaumdmrtay 122
rasa’-mdtra, 510
rasa-tan-mdtray 163, 260, 261, 499
ratiy 57
Rational, 177 n,

Ratna^prahhdy 107 w.

Ratna-sdrinly 114, 116, 132, 352
Raurava hell, 20
Ravishing joy, 83
Ravishing love, 79
Ravishment of soul, 79
Ray of lamp, 384
Rays, 182, 444
Radha, 81, 82, 401
Radha-krsnasaranadeva, 402
rdgay 10, 470
rdga~prdpta~prapattiy 377
Raghavacarya, 94, 133
Rdhoh sirahy 4
Rahu, 4, 239
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Rahujit, 40 72.

Rajagopala, 95
Rajaraja, 523
rdjasa, 31, 163, 498
rdjasa ahamkdra, 31, 259, 50472.
Rdjasa-sdstra, 21, 22
Raksasa, 532
Rama, 38, 39, 40 tz., 82, 429
Ramacandra Bhatta, 401
Ramade^ika, 102 tz.

Ramakr§na, 204
Rama Misra, 95>97,98, 114, 125, iSitz.,

395 n.

Rama-misra-desika, 114
Ramanatha Yogi, 133
Rdma-rahasya Upanisad, 13
Rama Subrahmanyasastri, 132
Rdmatdpini Upanisad, 13
Ramatirtha, 106, 107, 197 tz.

Ramanuja, i tz., 3, 24, 64, 66, 67, 80, 85,
86, 88 TZ., 89, 94, 99, loi, 102, 103,

104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, no,
III, 112, 113, 114, 115 72 ., 116, 117,

119, 123, 125, 130, 132, 133, 134,
137, 138, 139, ISS, 156, IS7. 159,
161, 165, 168, 171, 172, 173, 176,

177, 179, 180, 181, 182, 185 n.,

186 n., 187, 192, 193, 194, 195, 196,
198, 200, 201, 203, 204, 206, 210,

214, 218, 219, 220, 22s, 226, 227,
229 n., 233, 237, 239, 240, 251, 261,

264, 274, 277, 281, 285, 295, 296,

*97, 298, 305, 313.315,317, 321, 348,

352, 354. 379, 380, 381,385,386,387,
388, 395, 396, 399, 400,404,429,430,
45 1 , 472, 496, 497 ;

avidyd of Sankara
refuted, 175 et seq, ; criticism of San-
kara’s ontological views, 196 ;

his con-
ceptionofindividualvolitions, 298—9

;

his controversy with Sankara on the
nature of reality, 16$ et seq.

;
his criti-

cism of mdyd, 1 97 ;
his criticism of

Prakasatman, 197; his criticism of
theistic proofs, iSgetseq.

;
his life, 100

et seq.; his ontological views, 195 et

seq.; his principal disciples, 109 et

seq.

;

his refutation of Sankara’s
theory of illusion, 179; his sat-

kdrya-vdda, 199-200; his theory of

illusion, 179 et seq.; his view criti-

cized from the Nimbarka point of
view, 429 et seq.; his view of God,
155 seq.

;

his view of God in rela-

tion to self, 159 et seq.

;

his view that

all knowledge is real, 179 et seq.; his

view of perception contrasted with
that of Meghanadari, 218; his views

of pramdna contrasted with those of
Sankara and Nyaya, 204 ; his view of
relation of cause and effect, 198-9;
his views contrasted with those of
Bhaskara, 192 et seq.; literature of
the school, 114; logic, 226, 229;
philosophy, 346; principal episodes
of his life, 113; theory, 346; view^

270; view of self-validity of know-
ledge, 247 et seq.

Ramanuja, Life of, 97 tz., 105 tz.

Ramanuja school, 202, 209, 281, 317,
318, 340, 346, 352, 364; refutation

by the Sahkarites, 113
Rdmdnuja-bhdsya, 157, 180, 298, 380TZ.

Rdmdnuja-carita^culuka, 117, 126
Ramanujadasa, 98, no, 117, 123, 125,

305, 361 ;
his works, 125, 126

Ramanujadasa (Mahacarya), his re-

futation of ajndna being Bhavarupa,
361 seq.

Ramanujadasabhiksu, 132
Ramanujaguru, 138
Rdmanuja-murandadi, 66 tz., 137
Rdmdnuja-nava’-ratna-mdlikd, 133
Rdmdnuja^siddhdnta-^samgraha, 129,

204 TZ., 224 TZ., 226, 227, 297
Rdmdnujasiddhanta^iara, 117, 126
Ramanujacarya, in, 117, 131, 183,

250, 251, 354, 355, 356, 358; his re-

futation of the objections against

self-validity, 250 tz., 251
Ramanujacarya II, 352, 361
Ramanujarya, 137
Rdmdnujdrya^divya-charitai, 103, 104,

105
Ramanujists, 86, 239, 265, 291, 301,

322, 325, 327, 388, 435
Ramayana, 82, 379, 396 tz., 530; re-

ference to heretics in, 530
Ramayana, 529
Rdmottarottara-tdpinl Upanisad, 13
rdsis, 39
Rau, Mr T. A. Gopl-natha, 65, 66, 68,

96, 103, 104; Lectures, 103
Ravana, 82
Real, 4, 166, 179, 181, 182, 183, 193,

194, 195, 196, 208, 306, 309, 313,

314, 315, 316, 325, 330, 332, 333,

337, 338, 339, 343, 353, 3^4, 373,

388, 417, 419, 423, 435, 437, 441,

454, 457, 486, 495 ;
agent, 411 ;

basis,

182, 210; fact, 365; knower, 411;
knowledge, 237, 371; nature, 337;
object, 1 81, 240; silver, 244; world,

350
Realism, 184, 210

Dill 38
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Reality, lo, i6, 27, 28, 34, 42, 60, 173,

179. 194. 198, 301 , 210, 21 1, 300,

310, 313, 332 . 32s. 326, 333, 386,

417. 435. 445. 449. 454. 455. 456,

457, 458, 460, 465, 473, 476, 482,

483, 487, 52s »•, 526, 529, 55°; as
qualified or unqualified—Sankara
and Ramanuja’s controversy on,

115 seq^.

Realization, 70, 106,295, 304, 306, 308,

310,311,339, 382, 383,414,415,437,
441, 442, 443, 464, 485, 492, 502

Reason, 53, 178, 189, 212, 231 n., 264,
326, 437, 438, 533, 534, 535

Reasoning, 255, 437; in a circle, 409
Rebirths, 7, 28, 51, 299, 3^9, 37^, 382,

407, 441, 483, 517, 525, 548, 550
Receptacle, 333
Reception, 359
Receptive, 48
Recluse, 520, 521
Recognition, 128, 142, 143, 221, 269,

437
Recollection, 79, 290
Red goddess, 37
Reference, 30, 344, 351, 447, 454, 489,

519, 5 S3
Reflections, 29, 31, 147, 211, 411,421,

422, 440, 448, 453, 460, 464, 467,
485, 490, 528

Refutation of the Buddhist view of
soul, 142

Refutation of the Sankara view of
soul, 142 et seq.

Refutations, 133, 177 n., 252, 305, 422,
424

Regression, 330
Relata, 218, 315, 424
Relation, 50, 53, 54, 193, 206, 218, 299,

301, 314, 31S, 316, 335, 416, 423,
424, 4^6, 444, 448, 451, 455, 456,
459, 460, 462, 471, 500, 539, 542; of
contact, 129; of inherence, 55

Relationless, ii

Relative existence, 198
Relative pluralism, 302
Relative positions, 349
Relatively real, 197
Relativistic, 210
Release, 514
Religion, 81, 86, 303, 471, 531, 533
Religious, 120, 501, 549; duties, 91;

faith, 86; festivities, 23; marks, 19;
performances, 38; practices, 19;
stages, 2; value, 305

Reminiscence, 79, 105
Remoteness, 316

Representation, 180, 480
Repression, 62
Reproduction, 245
Researches, 64
Resolve, 54
Respiration, 59
Responsibility, 472
Restraint, 550
Resultant, 37
Results, 294, 442
Retention, 60
Revelation, 171, 215, 250 w., 270, 307,

309> 3:53, 336, 347, 41 1, 4t3, 449; of
knowledge, 169

Reverence, 404
Reward, 51, 415
Rhetorical school, 82; their analysis of

art communication as influenced in

the Gaudiya Vai§navas, 82
Rhys Davids, 512, 513, 514 5^5 ”•

Rice, Mr, 104 «.

Right actions, 327
Right apprehension, 183
Right conditions, 246
Right feelings, 327
Right knowledge, 5, 203, 204, 245* 3^9 *

326, 327, 41 423
Rites, 16, 19, 39 n.f 103
Ritual, 2, 18, 19, 22, 23, 70; cere-

monies, 17
Ritualistic, 8, 16, 24, 120, 132; dif-

ferences, 381 ;
worship, 22, 23

Rival sects, 120
Rohinl, 229, 279
Root, 34, 46, 59
Root-ajwana, 369
Root-cause, 187, 244
Root-elements, 45
Root-ignorance, 369
Root-impressions, 43, 44, 54, 258, 281,

287, 308, 372
Root-instincts, 29, 30, 33, 34, 51, 469
Rudra, 16, 475, 507
Rules, 128
Russel, 539 w.

Rupa, 40 w., 49 w., 510, 51

1

Rupa Gosvami, 82
rupa-matraf 510
rupa^tan^mdtra, 163, 260, 261, 499
Rg-veda, X2
rju-vivarana, 106
§.§i Narayana, 482
J^si-rdtra, 23
rns, 21

sabbe hhutd, 524
sabbe pdnd, 524
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sahhe sattd, 524
Sac-caritra-raksd, 122
Sacrifice, 23, 29, 55, ^93, 35o, 384,

450, 519, 520, 530; of Narayana, in

Sata-patha, 12
Sad-artha-samksepa, 128 n,

sad-asad-anirvacantydy 165
sad-asad-dtmakay 497
sad^asadrupay 456
sad-asad-vilaksanay 177
sad-asad-vyatirekahy 239 w.

Sada-carahodha, 133
Sadda-nttiy 513
Sad-vidya-vijayay 126, 361, 365

366 M., 370 n., 372
sad-darsana-samuccayay 516 w., 533
Sages, 13, 21, 25, 45, 220, 474, 483
Sahasra-gJtiy 102 w., 104, 109 w., 134
Sahasra-glti-bhdsyay 113 n.

Sahasra-glti-vydkhydy no
Sahasra-kiraniy 123
sahetukay 85
sahopalambhay 146
Saint, 13, 40, 71, 189
Sainthood, 414, 441
Saintliness, 448
sajdtlya-gunavattvaniy 257
sakalay 30, 31
sal-laksanuy 10
salldpay 513
salldpa-kathdy 513
Salvation, 24, 32, 44, 55, 56, 78, 89,

129, 292, 307, 421, 432, 444, 463,

473
Samara-pungavdcdryay 'lz^ n,

samavdyay 219, 222, 256, 301, 455,

456; relation, 256
samavdya-samavdyi-'bhinnam, 388
samavdyiy 456
samddhiy 22, 29, 33,
samdnay 59, 60
samana-dharmay 211, 212, 213
samdrddhana, 10
Samasa-^vaday 133
sarnhandha'-jndnitvaniy 87 n.

sambhavay 426, 428
Sameness, 142; of quality, 16

1

sampraddya, 400
Sampradaya-'parihiddhi, 123

samuccayay 8
samghdtay 252, 262
SamgUa-mdldy 128 n,

Samgrahay 119
SamhitdSy 21, 24, 39
samkalpUy 34, 36, 45, 191, 5^4
samkalpa-suryodayay 120, 121, 122

samkalpamayl murtiy 42

Samkar§ana, 13, 21, 22, 34, 37, 39, 52,

56, 57, 157, 158, 443 w., 475
Samksepa-sdrirakay 106, 107, 197 n.

samsargay 187
samsarga-vydpdray 185
samsdray 43 w., 477
Samsdra-sdmrdjyamy 135 m.

samskdra, 8, 63 w., 98, 209, 223, 372,

423
samsthdnay 356
samsaya-dvaya-samahara, 213
Samvat 1112, 399
Samvat 1806, 399
samvin’-ndndt'va-samarthanay 133
samvity 168, 170, 503, 504, 510
samvrtd-tmafiy 501
samyogay zzs
samyuktdsrayay 225
Sarriyuttay 524
Sana, 21

Sanaka, 21, 40 w., 400, 482
Sanandana, 21, 482
Sanatkumara, 21, 482, 502
Sanatsujati, 21

Sanatana, 21
Sandal, 221; paste, 7
Sandhya-vandana-bhdsyay 118, 130
San-marga-dipay 395 w., 398 n,

san-mdtray zoo
san-mdtra-grdhly 167
sannydsiriy 102, 137
Sanskrit, i w., 9, 64, 107, 123, 125, 134,

13s, 137, 138; literature, 3 n.; texts,

132
Sanskrit Manuscripts

y

401 w.

Sanskritic, 383 n.

santosay 61, 62 w.

Sahgati-mala, 119, 234, 383 w.

Sangati-sdray 133
sanketa, 544
safikucita-svarupamy 172
sancitUy 443
sankocavikdsdrhamy 172
sa-paksay 230, 231
saprakdiatva, 358
Sapta-gdthdy 138
Saptati’-ratna-mdlikdy 133
Sarasvati, 52, 57, 59, 399
5arga, 502
sarga-pratisargUy 496
Saroyogin, 63
sarvdbhrty 61
Sarva-darsanu’-samgrahay 120, 400,

515, 516, 532,. 533, 534 «•

Sarva-darsana’-siromaniy 118, 132
sarva^dharma-vahiskrtay 20
sarva~gay 61

38-2
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Sarvajnatma muni, io6, 107, 197
sarva-svahhava-virdha^ 271
sarva-vittvay 231
sarvd^ntara, 483
Sarvartha-siddhi, 122, 128 n., 209,

251 n.y 252 n.y 255 n.y 256 w., 257 w.,

264 w., 265 n.y 266 w., 267 n., 268 w.,

269 270 w., 272 274 n.y 276 M.,

277 M., 278 279 281 282 w.,

283 286 n., 288 w., 289 n.y 290 w.,

291 W., 292 72., 293 72., 294 72., 29s 72.,

296 72., 302 72., 346, 352, 353 n.,

354 355
154, 444, 457

satatam kurvato jagat, 36
Satisfaction, 92
saUkdrya-vada, 43, 200, 265, 267;

other views contrasted with those of
Ramanuja, 200

saukdrya’-vadin, zoo
sat-khydtiy 128, 183, 184, 410
sattd, 243
sattdkhyay 29
sattdkhya-jndnay 29
satthay 513, 514
sattva, 25, 30, 42, 43, 45, 46, 47, 48,

57, 128, 129, 156, 163, 259, 446,

447. 470. 471, 473. 475. 479. 480,

481, 482, 488, 491, 504, 505, 507;
part. 473; quality, 454; body, 472,
481

sattva-gunay 45, 448
sattvamayay 448, 451
sattva-stuffy 472
sattvo-pddhiy 481
sattvdy 358, 513
Satya, 27, 29, 6i, 351
satyam, 503
satyam jndnam anantam hrahmay

165
Saugandhakulya, 97
Saumya Jamatr muni, 24, no, iii,

115, 120, 131W., 132, 134, 135. 137,
138, 374, 380, 381 *, his conception of
Laksmi, 375; his conception of
prapattiy bhakti and premay 377; his

doctrine of prapattiy 376 et seq,

Saura^kanda; 22
Sauri-rdja-carandra~vinda--sarandgati-

sdra, 132
sausadrsyay 297, 355
sa-vigraha, 31
savikalpay 217, 220, 221, 222, 223, 224,

311, 544 ; knowledge, 219
sa-mkalpa-pratyak§ay 166
Saviour, 86 n.

sadhanUy 62

sadhandy 487
sadhya, 62, 228, 230, 231, 427, 535,

536, 537. 538
sddrsya, 355, 427; Vadihamsa*s con-

ception of it as sarnsthdnay 356;
Venkata’s conception of it, 355

saksdd-avataray 38, 39
sdksdtkdra, 62, 485
sdksdtkdri-pramdy 216
sdksdt-saktij 41, 42 w., 57
sdksdttvay 217
5aA5z-consciousness, 325, 326, 337,

363. 367
saksin, 325, 326
sdksty 144, 173, 483
sdlokyay 443 n.

sdlokya-muktiy 50
sdmagrly 204, 220
sdmdnya-gocaramy 534
sdmtpyay 443 n.

sdmpra ddyika, 18 1 w.

Sdmkhyay 18, 23, 30, 43, 52, 62, 144,

148, 156, 200, 256, 258, 259, 261,

26s, 266, 296, 440, 445, 449, 459,
461, 462, 464* 471, 472, 473» 476,

479, 480, 481, 482, 485, 496, 498,
512, 521, 527; categories, 25; doc-
trine, 479, 480; inference, 256; in

relation to Vedanta according to

Vijnana Bhik§u, 471 et seq.; mode,
157; philosophy, 501 n.’y theory,

265; theory of sat-kdrya^-vaday re-

futation by Venkata, 365 et seq.;

view, 281 n.

Sdmkhya-kdrikdy 448, 501 «.

Samkhya-Patahjala, 45
Sdmkhya-pravacana-bhdsya, 482
Sdmkhya-sdra, 482
Sdmkhya-sutra, 448, 473
Sarnkhya-yoga, 466, 539; VijnSlna

Bhiksu’s criticism of, 479 et seq,

Samkhyist, 46, 147, 163, 256, 257, 259,
261, 265, 266, 343, 386, 462, 476,
537

Sdra-darpanay 115, 384, 389 n., 392
Sdra~dlpay 124
Sdra-ni^karsa-tlppanty 127
Sdra’-samgrahay 124, 135 w.

Sdra-sdrOy 124
Sdrattha-pakdsirdy 514, 515
Sdrd-rtha-catustayay 352
Sdrd-rtha-samgrakay non.
sdrupyay 442 n.

sdttvikay 31, 163, 498
sdttvika aharnkdray 259, 504
Sdttvika purdnaSy 20
sdtvatay 12, 15, 17, 19, 22
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Sdtvata^samhitdy 12 21, 40 w., 42
57

sdtvata^sdsana, 62
Satvika-sdstrUy 21
Savatthi, 522
sdyujya, 161, 443 w.

sdyujya-muktiy 474
Scepticism, 244, 520
Sceptics, 520
Scholars, 86, 104
Scholarship, 94
Scholastic, 133, 373; criticism, 364
School, in; of logic, 112
Schrader, 37, 38, 40 41, 42 w.,

50
Science, 34, 512, 514, 516, 518
Scientific, 181

Scope, 328, 422
Scriptural, 33, 180, 223; criticism,

388; duties, 61, 89, 90, 91, 92, 100,

293, 307; injunctions, 303; interpre-

tation, 326; knowledge, 307, 326;
testimony, 136, 21 1, 214, 296, 306,

326, 327, 352, 406, 426, 468 ; texts, 5,

15, 16, 17, 181, 192, 199, 208, 280,

302, 329, 338, 340, 383* 385 > 387,

388, 392, 396, 397» 407> 426, 429,

43 1 » 438, 448, 458, 465, 468, 486,

490, 508, 517; view, 549
Scriptures, 4, 7» 8, 9, 25, 50, 52, S4>

146, i66, 168, 174, 189, 203, 216,

256, 259, 281, 289, 294, 296, 302,

303, 306, 319, 326, 340, 350, 361,

371, 380 406, 407, 428, 437, 442,

452, 465, 472, 494, 539
Sea, 6, 487
Secondary, 38, 41 ;

sense, 306
Sectarian, 305; authors, 18; difference,

381; quarrels, 120
Section, 305
Sect of Brahmins, 2

Sects, 512 w.

Seed, 184, 330, 429, 509
Self, 12, 26, 129, 140, 143, 146, 148,

149, 150, 151, 172, 208, 287, 288,

289, 290, 292, 306, 308, 315, 323,

324, 327, 330, 345 » 346, 361, 365,

369, 408, 409, 41 1, 412, 426, 428,

439 , 441, 442, 443 , 444 , 445 , 453 ,

459 , 463, 464, 469, 470, 483, 485,

486, 487, 494 , 495 , 509, 523 w., 5^8,

529, 547, 548, 549; how its know-

ledge rises according to Ramanuja,

159; in relation to God according to

Ramanuja, 159 seq.\ Nimbarka’s

conception of, 41 1 Bt seq.i Venkata’s

view of self in relation to God, 16

1

et seq,; according to Yamuna, its

nature, 140 et seq , ;
and the problem

of consciousness, 149 et seq . ; refuta-

tion of Kumarila’s view, 148; refuta-

tion of the Samkhya view, 147
Self-abnegation, 55, 60, 62, 414
Self-apperception, 93
Self-conscious, 27, 412; entities,

159
Self-consciousness, 9, 140, 146, 151,

154, 155, 173, 316, 274, 31S, 324,

369, 466, 546, 547
Self-contradiction, 90, 239, 269
Self-contradictory, 193, 202, 230, 231,

239, 256, 266, 272, 334, 342, 398,

469, 486, 512
Self-control, 22, 33, 160
Self-criticism, 32
Self-dependent, 36
Self-destruction, 324
Self-discriminative, 382
Self-dynamism, 433
Self-ejected idea, 244
Self-evident, 315
Self-existent, 297
Self-fulfilment, 382
Self-identification, 475
Self-identity, 269
Self-illuminating, 35, 358
Self-illumination, 176, 358
Self-introspection, 141
Self-invalidity, 249
Self-knowledge, 290, 383, 384, 466,

467, 468, 487
Self-love, 443, 470
Self-luminosity, 317, 325 » 345 > 358,

359, 367, 407,. 438, 468; its treat-

ment by Vijnana Bhiksu, 468
et seq.

Self-luminous, 61, 171, 176, 178, 243,

290, 310, 315, 316, 319, 325, 340,

347, 360, 361, 370, 407, 408, 438,

439, 466, 468
Self-luminousness, 439
Self-manifestation, 214, 248
Self-manifesting, 142, 149, 150
Self-mastery, 520
Self-offering, 60, 62
Self-perceiving, 413
Self-realized, 24
Self-realization, 28, 29, 302, 382, 383,

487
Self-revealed, 315
Self-revealing, 160, 166, 168, 1 71, 230,

240, 249, 306, 315, 358
Self-revelation, 170, 306, 318
Self-shining, 332
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Self-sufficiency, 35
Self-surrender, 86, 87, 89, 112, 120,

136, 379
.

Self-surrendering, 78; association, 91

Self-valid, 9, 247, 250, 348, 357
Self-validity, 240, 249, 250 251,

389, 347, 348, 356. 3S7. 428; of cog-

nition, 340; of knowledge, Bhatta

and Prabhakara view, 249
Selves, 44, 345, 346, 411, 451, 465,

476, 477; as inseparable from God,
298-300

Semi-conscious, 83
Senai Nathan, 67 n,

Senanatha, 117
Senda, 66
Seniors, 185 186 n.

Sensations, 253, 386
Sense, 7, 8, 9, 27, 30, 32, 33, 43, 47,

48, 49, 80, 181, 182, 189, 196, 280,

281 n., 289, 300, 306, 311, 317, 325,

414, 427, 435, 462, 466, 502, 505,

540, 543, 545, 547
Sense-appearances, 290
Sense-character, 254, 284, 285
Sense-cognitions, 289, 547
Sense-consciousness, 450
Sense-contact, 189, 203, 204, 206, 270,

280, 31

1

Sense-data, 251, 291, 544
Sense-facully, 280, 463
Sense-function, 281, 539
Sense-gratifications, 531
Sense-impressions, 223
Sense-inclinations, 22
Sense-knowledge, 206, 217, 544
Sense-objects, 32, 152, 41 1, 449, 546,

550
Sense-organ, 8, 9, 13, 28, 172, 179,

184, 185 n., 189, 204, 205, 206, 222,

223, 270, 280, 290, 295, 347, 41 1,

533, 534, 540, 543, 544, 546
Sense-perception, 31, 151, 217, 223,

503
Sense-pleasures, 550
Sense-qualities, 251, 252, 253
Sense of possession, 71

Sensible, 288, 290; qualities, 27, 31
Sensory, 467
Sensual joys, 550
Sensuous, 325
Sentient, 54
Separate ajndnas, 369
Separate wholes, 263, 264
Separateness, 264
Separation, 71, 72, 327
Sequence, 184, 273

Series, 310, 353, 540, 543, 544, 545,

546, 547
Servants, 83, 84, 87; of God, 89
Service, 54, 88
Servitude, 136, 161, 377; of God,

89
Sesvara-mtmdmsd, 18 w, 124
Sevadeva, 402
Sex-emotions, 549
Sex-indulgence, 549
Shapes, 5

Shining, 336; character, 232, 243, 244;
entity, 242

Shop, 1 81

siddha-prema, 378
siddha-vastu-virodhi, 354 n.

Siddhanta-cintamani, 115, 116, 388,

389 n., 390 n., 391 n., 392
Siddhanta-jahnavl, 404
Siddhanta-nirnaya,122
Siddhanta-ratna, 403
Siddhanta-ratnavall, 12, 18, 132
Siddhanta^samgraha, 130, 203 n.

Siddhdnta-'Setuka, 404
Siddhanta^siddhanjana, 133
Siddhanta-^iromani, 3
Siddhanta-sravaxia, 6

1

Siddhanta-vaijayantl, 1

8

Siddhi'-traya, 98, 105, 108, 109, 128 w.,

154, 155, 229 w*

Siddhy-upaya-sudarsana, 127
Significance, 53, 293, 297
Silver, 179, 180, 181, 182, 183, 184,

185, 186, 187, 188, 241, 242, 244,

^45, 310, 336, 337, 346, 408; ele-

ments, 241 ;
image, 245

Similar, 298
Similarity, 142, 179, 182, 183, 234,

297, 298, 351, 355, 423, 426, 427, 428
Simplicity, 180, 186 n.

Simultaneity, 142, 254
Simultaneous, 276; perception, 281
simha, 60
Sin, 34, 295, 303, 388, 441, 446, 505,

524, 526, 528, 550
Sincerity, 158
Sinful, 294, 304, 549
Sinner, 99
Sirup-pullur-udaya-Pillai, 97 n.

Situation, 332, 434, 455
Six qualities, 37
Sitd->upani^ad, 41, 42 w., 57
skanda, 402
Skanda-purdna, 19 w., 507 w.

Skill, 194
Sky, 128* 447
Sleep, 169, 240, 257
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smarana, 505
smaranam, 178 «.

Smell, 251
Smell-potential, 163, 510
Smoke, 21 1, 226 w., 534, 536, 538
smrti, 14, 15, 16, 20, 57, 125, 471, 503,

504, 510, S17, 549; literature, 19
Sneha-purti, 395 n.

Social, 472, 549
Sophistry, 514, 515, 516, 517
Sophists, 518
Sorrow, 52, 441, 443 «•> 444, 445, 4^3,

464, 470, 486, 491, 506, 508
Sorrowful, 46
Sottanambi, 109 n.

Souls, 6, 7, 10, 35, 57, 59, 60, 61, 62,

80, 83, 125, 139, 140, 147, 151, 154,

155, 157, 177 «•, 189, 194, 200, 286,

291, 295, 298, 299, 300, 301, 302,

381, 385, 393, 395, 412, 413, 422,

430, 431, 434, 435, 441, 443, 444,

451, 453, 457, 458, 483, 485, 489,

503, 517, 519, 5^5, 526, 527, 530,

531, 539, 543, 546, 547, 549, 55^
Sound, 5, 33, 48, 58, 167
Sound-potential, 504, 510
Source, 292, 295, 303, 348, 494, 521,

530; of knowledge, 185 465
South, 18
South India, 19, 80, 138, 523
South Indian, 81 w.

Southern India, 63
Space, 6, 27, 34, 48, 82, 163, 195, 199,

228, 252, 264, 273, 277, 282, 301,

521; relations, 284
Spaceless, 72
Sparks, 6
sparsa, 49 w., 261, 510, 51

1

sparsa-tan-mdtrat 163, 260, 261, 499,

510
Spatial, 313, 324, 343, 353*, character,

353; contiguity, 316; difference,

245 ;
qualification, 238 ;

quality, 245

;

units, 264
Spatial-temporal, 489
Spatio-temporal, 226
Special, 43, 208; powers, 38; quality,

393
Species, 173
Specific cause, 279
Specific characters, 46 n.

Specific effect, 279
Specific modes, 364
Specific nature, 356
Specific qualities, 263
Spectator, 82
Speculations, 496

Speech, 3, 4, 34, 48, 53, 168
sphota, 107 n., 108 n.

Spider, 59, 406
Spirit, 32, 55, 298, 299, 302, 350, 406,

460, 472, 492; part, 301, 302; of
service, 70

Spiritual, 10, 28, 35, 41, 44, 47, 48, 60,

373> 385, 386; emancipation, 378;
energy, 51; entities, 36; fact, 377;
form, 37, 38; love, 81; nature, 406;
transformation, 10; zeal, 72

Spirituality, 472
Spontaneity, 56, 85, 442
Spontaneous, 27, 34, 35, 36, 85, 214,

215, 292, 452; agency, 37; grace, 88;
production, 277

Sportive, 444
Srsti-khanda^ 532
Staffs, 532
Stage, 44, 46 47, 48, 50, 56, 58, 60,

79, 292, 311, 422, 458, 486, 491, S03,

541, 544; of life, II, 416; of love,

82
Stars, 515
State, 35, 41, so, 52, 56, 290, 295, 339»

344, 414, 438, 439, 441, 443» 444,

445, 446, 457, 458, 469, 47X, 476,

486, 488, 494, 495, 503, 545, 54^
Static, 29, 446, 492; entities, 36
Statical, 46
Status, 437
Stick, I w., 2, 342, 549
Stone, 41
Stotra-ratnam, 98, 99, 10

1

Stotra'-ratndkara, 123
Stotra-trayl, 403
Strength, 35, 404
Structural Brahman, 434
Structural cause, 47
Structure, 500
Study of the Vedas, 29
Sub-commentary, 137, 138
Sub-conscious image, 237; impres-

sions, 228, 268
Sub-consciousness, 8, 222, 227, 258,

270, 281, 437
Subhdsita-nlviy izi

Subject, 178, 193, 194, 204, 280, 283,

297 «•, 368
Subjective, 170, 179, 238, 268,

490
Subjectivity, 325
Submission, 54
Subodhinl, 116, 132
Subserviency, 299
Subsidiary, 27, 39, 58, 90
Subsistence, 256
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Substance, lo, 34, 35, 80, 129, 147,

183, 193, I95» 199, 208, 209, 211,

212, 222, 224, 245> 251, 252, 253,

254> 256, 258, 288, 299, 303> 334,

343, 344, 361, 425, 430, 431, 4SS,

463, 464, 493, 500
Substantiality, 431
Substantive, 385
Substitution, 210
Substratum, 142, 188, 238, 408, 456,

475, 484
Subtle, 35, 42, 45, 58, 61, 298, 415,

445, 475, 504; aspects, 194; body,

24; cause, 476; constituents, 299;
essence, 80; form, 29, 301; matter,

414; state, 396, 397
Succession, 142, 207, 310, 353
Sudarsana, 34, 35, 41, 5^, S3, 57, 126,

130, 132, 401, 448 n,

Sudarsana Bhatta, iii

Sudar^anaguru, 126, 130
Sudarsanasamhitdy 23
Sudarsana-sura-drumay 133
Sudarsana Sun, 109 113, 114, 115,

118, 120, 130, 13s, 176 n., 177
181 n,y 182, 1^6 nr, his refutation of
ajndna, 177 his works, 130

Sudarsana idktiy 50
Sudarsanicarya, 118, 126, 298; his

view of relation of souls to God, 297
Suffering, 52, 291, 292, 303, 304, 412,

464, 521, 524
Suffix, 166, 233
Suggestion, 343, 344
sukha, 463, 464, 485
Sumangala-vildsim, 513 520, 521 w.,

522 n., 524 n,

Sumerian, 531; civilization, 529
summum bonum, 136, 379, 420
Sun, 6, 42, 59, 153, 228, 295, 349, 447
Sundara Bhatta, 404
Sundaradesika, 112
Sundararaja-desika, 117, 130
Super-consciousness, 450, 490
Superintendence, 31, 152, 189
Superintendent, 56, 58, 104
Superintending, 38
Superior, 53, 54; devotees, 380
Superiority, 53
Supplementary, 123
Support, 34, 56, 300, 330, 333, 334,

338, 350, 432, 477
Supposition, 322, 330, 332, 406, 408,

410, 423, 439
Supra-sensible, 550
Supreme, 28, 33, 42, 49, 54, 55, 475;

bliss, 136; cause, 191 ; energy, 45;

excellence, 136; intoxication, 83;
person, 189, 190, 191 ;

power, 36,

52; resignation, 86

surd, 540
susadrsa-samsthdna, 355
susadrsatvam, 224
Sustained, 455
Sustainer, 455
susiksita cdrvdka, 516, 540, 547
susumndy 59, 415
susumnd nddi, 58
susupti, 144, 178
Suta, 482
Sutakhya, 138
sukpna, 61, 281
suksma-kdla-gund’-vasthdy 42
Suta-samhitd, 19
sutra, I, loS w., 109, 116, 125, 140,

195, 196, 472, 480, 516, 518, 523 n.y

532, 539; of Jaimini, 124
Siitra-’krtdnga, 524, 527, 528
Sutra-krtdnga-’Sutray 521, 523, 524, 525,

526, 527; heretics referred to, in,

526
svabhdvCy 46
Svabhu, 402
Sva~dharmd~dhva^bodha, 400 n,, 401
svajanyatvam, 372
svalaksanUy 255, 271
sva-lilayd, 51

1

sva^murtdv api svayam eva ketufi, 240
sva^prakdsay 230
svaprakdsatva, 468
svarupa, 217 w., 347
svarupa-dhiy 217
svarupa-sddrsyay 224
Svartipacarya, 401
svarupdvesa, 38
svastikuy 30, 60
svatah-pramdnay 9; upheld by the
Ramanuja school, 247 et seq.

svatah-prdmdnya, 240, 347, 348, 356,
428

svatah-^pramanya-vada, 346; Meghan-
adari’s view, 346

svatastva, 428
sva-vildsa, 40 n,

svavildsa-avatdra, 40 n,

svayambhuy 504
Svayambhuva, 21
svayam-prakdsa, 167
svayam-rupa, 40 w.

svayam-siddha, 214 w.

svdbhdvikay 434
svdbhdvika bhedd'-bheda-vada, 406
svadhydya, 62 «.

svdlaksanyUy 255
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svdmi-krpdy 85
svdmi, 86
svdmsa, 40 n.

svdmsa-avatdraf 40 n.

svdYUsihu-hddhd-dYSter cmctfiycLthd-sid-

dhesca, 251
svdYthd-numdnay 427
svdtaYitYyay 506
svdtantYya-mula icchdtmdy 45
Sweetness, 226
Swoon, 169, 240
syddvdda-YatnakdYa, 53^ ^*9 537
Syllogism, 321
Symbol, 53, 326
Sympathy, 73, lao
Synonymous, 277
Synthesis, 187
Synthetic, 31, 47, 185, 501; associa-

tion, 187
System, 32, 192, 297, 304j 347> 422,

451, 471, 482, 495> 516 524 w-,

527; of philosophy, 533
Systematic doctrine, 68

Sahara, 124
SabaYa Bhdsya, 349
Sahara Svamin, 107
iahday 31, 49 129, 233, 260 71 ., 426,

510,511
Sahda-hYahman, 58
sabda-matra, 510
sabda-pYamana, 233
sabda-tan-Yndtra, 48, 163,259, 260, 261,

499, 504
^

Saila-rahgesa, 94
Saila-rahgesa-guru, 98 n,

Saila Srinivasa, 384, 385, 386, 388; his

conception of causality, 385 et seq.;

his criticism of Uma-Mahes^ra,

396 et seq.\ his refutation of Sah-

karite attacks on Ramanuja doc-

trine, 385 et seq,*f his refutation of

the objections to Ramanuja’s doc-

trine by various opponents, 392 et

seq.

Saiva, 3 n.y 18, 19, 1^5, i^3, ^55, 3®4»

525; hymns, 84; king, 104

Saivism, 18, 64, 81 n.y loz n 399; its

love of God distinguished from

Arvars, 84; Manikka-vachakar’s love

of God, 84; of South India, 84

saktiy 35, 36, 37, 3^, 41, 43, 44, 45, 5i,

=52, 53, 56, 57, 15s, 156, 197, 354,

507, 508, 509
Saktyatman, 40 72 .

sakty-dvesay 38
Salikanatha, 185 n.

saucuy 61, 62 71.

Sankara, i, 2, 3, 7, 8, 65, 105, 107, 108,

III, 112, 124, 125, 130, 165, 166,

173, 174, 195, 196, 198, 200, 204,

304, 305, 306, 307, 308, 309, 317,

320, 322, 350, 381, 395, 417, 456,

471, 472, 476, 480, 484, 486, 487,

494, 496, 548; a crypto-Buddhist, i

;

his avidyd refuted, 175 et seq, \ his

controversy with Ramanuja on the

nature of reality, 165 et seq.
\
his in-

terpretation of causality, 3 ;
his

theory of illusion refuted, 179;

literature, 405; philosophy. 198,

316; school, 123, 142, 304, 312;

system, 422; Theory

y

422; view,

396
Sankara-bhasyay 198 n.y 548 72.

Sankara Vedanta, 228, 403, 456
Sankara-vijayay 2
Sahkarism, 143
Sahkarite epistemology, 9

Sahkarite view, 293, 387, 424
Sahkarites, 102, ]

153, 154, 155,

179, 188, 201,

239, 311, 313,

322, 323, 324,

3^9, 330, 334,

343, 345, 346,

364, 365, 366,

394, 398, 409,

421, 428, 430,

478, 486
Sankhinly 59
Sarand-gati, 55
Sarand-gati-gadyay 379, 380 n.

SaYand-gati-gadyaniy 86 72
.

^ ^ •

iariruy 297, 298, 300, 389; its defini-

tion, 297 et seq,

SaYiYa-bhdvadhikaYana-vicdYay 1 3 1

Santadasa Vavaji, 402
SdriYaka-mlmdmsd-vrttiy 117

SdYiYaka-nydya-kaldpa, 117, 132

SdrlYaka-idstrdrtha-dipikdy 117, 127

Sdnraka-sdstra-samgati-sdr61,
1

1

7

Sarira’-vaday 133, 29772., 29872., 299 n.y

300 72.

ia^tray 21, 25, 56, 102, 161, 413, 503,

^ 514, 530
^

SdstYoikya-vdday 133
sdstra-sampYaddya-pYavartakay 7 n.

Sdstrdrambha-samarthanay 133

Sastrl, Mr D., 53 i .

Sastri, M. M. S. Kuppasvami, 106 72.

Sata-dusaniy 117, 123, 126, 130,

131, 30s, 319 396
Sata-dusanl-vydkhydy 13

1
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Sola- diisanl - vyakhya -sakasra - kiraia,

137
sataka, 70
§atakoti-dusana--parihdra, 133
Satakoti-khandana, 133
Sata-patha Brdhmana^ 12
Sathakopa, 63, 65, 67 n., 69, 70, 71,

78, 94> 102 w., 108, 116, 138
Sathakopa muni, 130
Sathakopa Yati, 112, 123, 130
Sathakopacarya, 114, 139
Satha-marsana, 94 129, 132
Sathari Suri, 130
Savara, 107, io8 n,

sakha^candra^darsana, 340
Saktas, 19
Samha-purdna^ 19
idnta, 499
Santatman, 40 «.

ganti, 37, SOS, S33
Sdnti-parvan, 12, 260 w., 479
gan^ilya, 3, 17, 31, 33
Sandilyabhaskara, 3 «.

Sdndilya-smrti, 20
Sarada-matha, 102
Sdtdtapay 20
iesa-^ie^ita^ 53
ie^a-vrtti’-paratva^ 87 n.

§e§arya, 297
160

Silpdrtha’-sdra, 122
Siriya-tiru-^madal, 69, 134 «.

giva, 13, 16, 37, 38, 39, 40 sa, 84,
133, 33a, 304. 475, 48a, 483

Siva^rdtra, 23
gllanka, sai, sa3, SaS, Sa6, Sa7
Sloka-vdrttika, 206 w.

Sottha-purna, 97
""

sraddha, 57, 382, 509, 550
Sramana, 527
hravanay 405, 442
Sravana Bhatta, 402
haddhasy 530, 550
Srantabhaskara, 3 n,

Srimadhura, 98
Sriyah-pati-ppadiy 135 w.

§ri, 37, 41, 57, 89, 99; its meaning, 89
Sfl-bhdsyay 103, 113, 114, 115, 116,

117, 118, 120, 123, 125, 126, 128 w.,

131, I37> 175 «•> 19s «•> 200 n.y

383
Srt-bhdsya-hhdvdnkuray 133
Srl-bhd^opanydsay 117
Sr%-hh&syd-rathay 138
Srl’-bhdsya-sdray 117
i5rt - bhd^ya - sdrdrtha - sanigrahay 1 1 6,

117, 129

Srl-bhasya-siddhanta-saray 117
Srl-hhdsya~vdrttikay 1 1

7

Sri^bhdsya-vivrtiy 1 14
Sri-bhdsya-vydkhydy 1 1

7

Sribittiputtur, 69
Sri Brahma, 400
Sridhara, 39, 529
Sriharsa, iii, 201, 549
Srikrsna, 96, 430, 474
Srikrsna-desika, 112
Sri-krsnastava, 403
Srimad-bhagavad-gltdy 1 1

3

Sri-natha, 96
Srinivasa, 109, 115, 116, 118, 127, 129,

130, 236 297, 386, 387, 392, 393,
399, 401, 402, 403, 406 n.\ pupil of
Mahacarya, his works, 127, 128

Srinivasadasa, 123, 127, 129; his

works, 127
Srinivasa-diksita, 115, 130, 396
Srinivasa Raghavadasa, 129
Srinivasa Suri, 12

1

Srinivasa Tatac^rya, 116, 384
Srinivasa-taySrya, 396
Srinivasa-yati, 138
SrinivasScarya, 114, 117, 123
Srl^panca^rdtra-rak^dy 1 22
Sripati, 40 n.

Srirahgam, 69, 97, 98, loi, 102, 103,

104, no, 113, 120, 121, 135, 137
Sri-rahga-natha, 94 w., 12 1 n.

Srirahganatha-gayaka, 109
Srirahganayaki, no
Sri Rahgasuri, 381
Srirahgacarya, in, 117
Srirama, 39 «.

Sri Rama Pillai, 109 72., ni
Sri Ramanuja Pillan, no
Sri-rdmdnuja-yogi-paday 395 n,

Sri RdmdnujdearyUy 104 w.

Sriiailadasay 130
Sri^aila lineage, 109, 115, 122, 131
Srisailanatha, no, ni
Sri^ailapurna, 98, 102 109
Srisaila Raghavarya, 130
Srisaila Srinivasa, 18, in, 115, 127,

133, 388, 389 n.y 392
Srisaila T^tayarya, 18, 130, 13

1

Srisaila Yogendra, 129
Srisailesa, 137
Srisudarsana Press, 305
Sri'-tattva^darpanay 133
Srlvacana - bhusana - vydkhydy 135,

375 n.y 376_w., 377 «*, 378 n.y 379 n.

Srivacana-'hhusanay 90 w., 135, 137,
138, 374, 375 n.y 380 w.

Srivai§nava, 18, 19, 24, 95, 99, 102,
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Srivaisnava {cont,)

107, 108, 113, 120, 125, i35> 13S,

304» 305 » 379; many works written
in defence against the Saivas, 18;
philosophy, 22; school, 134; system,

136; their quarrel with the Saivas, 18
Sri-vaisnavism, 89, 102 105, 127
Srivallabhadeva, 65
Srivatsa, 57
Srlvatsa-siddhanta-sdra, 113, 116
Srivatsahka, 139
Srivatsahka Misra, 102, 105, 108, 109,

129
Srlvatsdnka Srinivasa, 116
Srivatsahka Srinivasacarya, 117
SrSvanacala Yogindra, 138
Srivasaguru, 112
Srivehkataguru, 112
Srivehkatacarya, 112
Srivehkate^a, 112
Srivisnucitta, 114
Sruta-bhdva-prakdsikd, 127
Sruta-pradipikd, 130
Sruta-prakdsikd, 109 in, 113, 114,

115, 120, 126, 127, 128 w., 130, 131,

136, 137, 157, 176 177 «•» 179 «•>

180, 181 w., 186 n., 188, 298
Sruta-prakasikacarya, 135
Sruta-prakdiikd. of Sudar^ana Suri,

392
Sruta-prakdsikd^sdra-sarngraha, 1 14
Sruti, 352 Hy 371; texts, 390
Sruti-dipika, 115
Sruti^siddhdnta-manjarl, 403 w.

Sruti-siddhanta-samgraha, 240, 441 n.,

442 n,y 443 n,

Sruty’-anta^sura-druma, 403, 404
suddha’-hrahma, 197
iuddha^sarga, 27
Suddhasattva Lak§manacarya, 115

SuddhasattvalaksanSrya, 131 w.

Suddhasattva Yoglndra, 115
Suddhasattvacarya, 131 w-

suddhetara-sr^ti, 42
suddhi, 464
suddhy’-asuddhimaya, 44
Sukra, 482, 503, 531 «.

Sukraniti, 515
Sukra-niti-sdra, 515 w.

Suktyamsa, 183
Sudra, 20, 64, 68, 98, 104
iunyatvarupinl, 36
Sunya-vdda, 177, 206 «,

sunya-vddi, 201
Sveta-dvipa, 13, 19, 443 «•

Svetdsvatara, 379, 472, 473, 51^

Svetdsvatara Upani§ad, 447

603

Svetdsvataropanisat-prakdsikd, 127
Syama Bhatfa, 402
Syamadeva, 402
SySmacarya, 401
sad^-anga-yoga, 24
sad-guna, 37

Tactile, 253, 254; organ, 459; sensa-

tion, 253
tad-dyatta-sthiti-purvikd, 406
tad^bhdvd-pattiy 420
tadvikdratva, 266
tad-vydpyatva, 431
taijasa, 25, 48, 498, 510
Taittirlya-^prakdsikd, 402
Taittirlya Upanisad, 402
Taittirlyo-panisaty 131, 379
Taittiriyo-panisat-bhdsya, 138
Taittirlyo-panisat-prakdUkd, 127
Taivattuk-k-arasu-Nambi, 97 w.

tajjanyatva, 266

25, 43, 45> 46, 47, 48, 129, 163,

259, 447, 466, 469, 471, 473 , 474,

475, 480, 482, 49X, 500» 501, 513,

504, 505, 507
tamasa mahat, 498
Tamil, 63 w., 64, 66, 95, 9^, 102, 105,

107, no. III M., 121, 124, 125, 131,

134, 137
Tamil Veda, 95
tamoguno, 448 n,

tamomaya, 46
Tangible, 5,

Tani-pranava, 135
Tanjore, 67
tanmdtra, 25, 43, 156, 163, 256, 259,

260 445, 499, 502, 504, 507, 510,

511
tantra, 107
tantu-samavetatvdt, 256
tapah, 62 n.

tapas, 55, 450, 5^3
Tapta-mudra-vidrdvana, 396 w.

tarka, 227, 537
tarkavidya, 515
tarJn, 518
Taste, 251
Taste-potential, 48, 163, 510
Tatar-annar, 137
tathd-bhuta, 348
tathdtva, 357
Tat-kratu-nydya~vicdra, 131, 133
Tattva-hhaskara, 132
Tattva-candrika, 396 «.

Tattva-dipa, 89, 132
Tattva-'dlpana, 128 «.

Tattva-dipa-samgraha-karikd, 1 32
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tattva^jndnay 143
Tattva-kaustubha, 19 w., 20
Tattva-mdrtariday 115
Tattva^-mdtrkd, 123, 124
Tattva-muktd-kaldpa, 119, 120, 122,

124, 131, 251, 256 w., 257 n.y 303 w.,

304 n., 346
Tattva-navanltam, 123
Tattva-nirnaya, 128 w., 133, 352,

Tattva-nirupanay 261
Tattva-padavly 123
Tattva-pradfpikdy 318
Tattva-prakdsikdy 402
Tattva-prakasikd-veda^stuti^tlkay 402
Tattva-ratnakara, 119, 128 210,

214 w., 216 w., 226, 227, 228, 229,
232 w., 234

Tattva-ratndvahy 124
Tattva-ratndvall-samgrahay 124
Tattva-samgrahay 516 544 w.

Tattva-samkhydnay 23
Tattva-sandesa, 124
Tattva-sdray 114, 116, 132, 352
Tattva^sekharay 135, 136, 137
Tattva^sikhd~maniy 124
Tattva--tikdy 105 114, 120, 123
Tattva-trayOy 39, 40 41, 43 56,

57, 125 w., 13s, 137, 138, 157, 159W.,

160 260 261 w.; vyuha doc-
trine in, 39 w.

Tattva-traya-hhdsyay 135
Tattva-traya-culukay 124, 125, 128 w.

Tattva-traya-culuka-samgraha, 125
Tattva-traya-nirupanay 128 w.

Tattua-traya-pracanda-mdruta, 128 «.

Tattva-viveka-Ukd-vivaranay i

Tattvdriha^sdray 96 w.

Tattvdrtha-sloka-vdrtikay 546, 547 n.

tatasthay 51, 377
tdddtmyd-dhyasay 334
Idmasa, 31, 163, 510
tdmasa aharnkdra, 259, 260
tdmasa sdstra, 22
IdmisrUy 500
Tamraparni, 63, 95
Tantric system, 57
Tantric works, 58
Tdrasaropanisady 13
Tatacarya, 98, 109, 131, 132
Tdtdcdrya-dina-carydy 1 3

1

Tatarya, 129
Tatayarya, 115, 126
Tdtparya-candrikd, 123
Tdtparya-dlpikdy 114, 116, 118, 123,

132, 380 n.

Tautology, 372

Teacher, 62, 102, 122, 124, 182, 235,
400, 405

tejasy 35, 37, 4© w*, 49 n.y 56, 163, i8i,

260, 261; substance, 188
Teleological, 470
Teleology, 30, 261, 459, 472, 47^
Telugu Brahmin, 399
Temper, 548
Temple, 17, 18, 58, 69, 96, 104, m,

121
Temple-building, 17
Temple-gods, 18
Temple-keepers, 121
Temporal, 42, 313, 3i4, 324, 353;

character, 284, 285, 331, 353; con-
ditions, 343; contiguity, 316; iden-
tity, 252; relations, 321; succession,

274
Temporary, 495
Tendency, 30, 34, 45, 51, 210, 288,

349, 449, 550
Tender equality, 84
Tenets, 524 n.

Tehgalai, 120, 380, 381, 382; school,

120; their difference with the Vada-
galai is based on the greater or less

emphasis on prapatti, 86-7
Terms of reference, 419
Test, 341
Testimony, 192, 196, 203, 21 1, 247,

289, 296, 303, 310, 326, 390, 426,
465, 485, 547

“ Tettarumtiraly* 67
Text, 340, 350, 398, 438, 446
Textual criticism, 388
Theism, 451, 472
Theistic, 189, 196, 480; tendency,

451
Theological, 303 ;

dogma, 395
Theory, 28, 30, 179, 180, 18 1, 183,

184, 187, 210, 291, 296, 308, 331,
348, 351, 352, 413, 421, 426, 515 n.y

516, 520, 543; illusion, 237, 238,
239, 241 ; of knowledge, 238

Thesis, 315, 322, 416, 419, 420, 427,
512

Thief, 213
Thing itself, 186
Things, 34, 45 n.y 48, 190, 192, 193,

195
“This,’* 180, 184, 185 w.

Thomas, Dr F. W., 531, 532
Thought, 32, 46, 47, 53, 61, 304,

460
Thought-activity, 44, 50, 51, 53
Thought-experiences, 385
Thought-movement, 44
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Threads, 197
Tides, 228
Tikalakkidandan-tirunavirudaiyapiran-

Tatar-annar, 137
tilakdlaka, 56
Time, 27, 34> 35> 4^, 43 » 45 » 4^, 47»

51, 56, 82, 185 M., 195, 199, 228,

252» 273, 277> 278, 279> 284, 285,

286, 287, 309, 348, 349, 389* 447,

448, 47a, 473, 489, 504, 51S
Time-conception, 285
Time-energy, 45
Timeless, 72, 447, 473
Time-moments, 274
Time-units, 286
Tinnevelly, 68, 137
Tiru-chanda-vruttanii 68, 134
Tirukkovalur, 103
Tirukkurgur, 65
Tirukkurukaippiran Pillai, 134
Tirukkurun-dandakam, 69, 134 w.

Tirukkurungudi, 103
Tirukurugaipiran Pillai, 109 w., no
Tirumalacarya, 133
Tirumal-Tiru^morif 76
Tiru-mantra^churukku, 94
Tiru-mahgaiy, 66, 69, 77
Tiru-mahgaiy-arvar, 63, 64, 65, 66 m,

67, 68, 79, 83, 134 w., 137

Tiru-marisai, 63
Tiru-marisai Piran, 63, 64, 65, 66 n.,

68, 96 w., 106 72., 134
TirU’-mdlaiy 69, 134
Tiru-morif 69
Tirunarayanapperumal, 104

TirU'-nedum-dandakam, 69, 1 34 w.

Tirunirmalai, 103
Tiru-paW’-andUy 69
Tiru-pcLlliy-eruchiy 69, 1 34
Tirupati, 103
Tiru-pan-a.tvar, 63, 64, 65, 66, 65, 69,

134 «•

Tiru-pdvai, 69, 77
Tiruppalavauvydkhydnay 127

Tiruppavai, 134 w.

Tiruppullani, 103
Tirupputkuli, 103

Tiruvaigundipuram, 103

Tiruvallikeni, 103

Tiruvanandapuram, 103

Tiru-vantadiy 68, 134
Tiruvanparisaram, 103

Tiruvarangattamudandr,
x 3

7

Tinivattar, 103

Tiru-vdcha kanty 84
Tiruvaradhana-krama, 138

Tiru-vd^inyarriy 69, ^34

Tiruvayrnori'-nurundddiy 138
Tiru-vdy-moriy 66, 69, 79, 80 105,

109 n.y 1x0, 134 n.y X37

Tiruvelukur^tirukkaiy 134 w.

Tiru^verugutt-irukkaty 69
Tiru-vruttaniy 69, 74, 134
tiryagy 501
tiryak-srotaSy 501, 502
Todappa, iio
Tondar-adi-podiy-arvar, 63, 64, 65,

66 n.y 68, 69, 134 w.

Tondanur, 104
Totality, 264
Totaramba, iio, X19, X22

Touch, 251
Touch-potential, 48, 260, 504
Toy, 167
Tradition, 57, 63, X04 496, 5^5

Traditional, 64, 65
traigunyay 46
Trai-rdsikasy 523
Traits, 195,
Trance, 30, 79
Transcendent, 39, 41, 44, 47, 99, ^5o,

175, 195, 197, 391, 426, 455, 507,

536; beauty, 83; Brahman, xo;

nature, 413; reality, 550; self, 468;

world, 536 00
Transcendental, 24, 30, 38> 44°, 453,

468; cause, 502; form, 73
Transformation, 2, 6, 10, 36, 37, 47,

156, 182, 196, X97, 199, 281, 286,

298, 302, 332, 341, 368, 371, 385,

386, 393, 395, 396, 397, 410, 440,

454, 456, 487
Transformer, 43 n.

Transforming entities, 385

Transition, 349
Transitoriness, 28
Transmigrations, 291

Transmission, 287
Transparent, 46
trasarenuy 155, 163, 263

Travancore, 66, 67
Treaties, 86
Treatment, 207, 297, 426

Tricky, 513
tridanday i, 549; its meaning, x n.

Tridandi Brahmins, their views, 2

tridandiy 2, 532
trigunUy 259, 497
triguTid-tmika prakrtiy 49 x

Trikdlikay 497
Trikandamandana, 3 n.

Trinity, 46, 47
Tripartite, 29, 47 200; umon,

46
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Tripdd-vihhuti-mahdndrdyana Upani^
sadi 13

Triplicane, 68
Trivikrama, 39, 40 n,

trivrUkarana, 182, 183, 188, 240
Triyaga, 440
True, 194, 208, 316, 331, 424, 437,

457, 471, 482, 507; adoration, 54;
cause, 338; knowledge, 160, 178,

330, 331, 347, 429, 450, 491, 492,
506; wisdom, 416

Trustworthy, 357
Truth, 5, 8, 202, 308, 313, 326, 335,

413, 478, 517, 529
Truthfulness, 29
Tryambaka, 130
Trmka-‘pYasnO’-ttara, 133
irnay 501
trsdj 48
tucchuy 239, 241
Tucci, Dr G., 512 n.

Tuppu, 1 18
tusti, 57
Tuvalu, 78
Tulikdy 126, 1 1 4, 1 31 n.

Twinkle, 378
Tydga-sabddrtha-tippanty 130
Types, 51; of soul, 61

Tanka, i n., 108, 139

Udak-pratoli-krsna, no
Udayana, i, 2, 539
uddharana, 427
uddna, 59, 60
Udayi-kundiyayaniya, 525
Uddyotakara, 212 w.

Ujjvala, 52
Ujjvala-ntla-ma^ty 82
Ukkalammal, 105
Ukkal A.i^an, 105
Ultimate, 42, 52, 509; antecedent, 397;

attainment, 38; consciousness, 420,
457 ; destiny, 383 ; emancipation, 38;
end, 136, 416; goal, 100, 136; ideal,

414; object, 464; principle, 451;
state, 445; truth, 196, 327, 426,
468; union, 429

Ultimate reality, 24, 25, 27, 31, 37,
165, 197, 406, 450,^ 457, 460, 497,
507, 509 n.

;

as nirvisesa and sarisesa,

165 et seq,; as unqualified, refuted,

173-5
Ultimately real, 197, 200, 371
Ultra-sensual, 225
Uma-Mahesvara, 395, 396; his criti-

cism of Ramanuja, 396
Unaffectedness, 37

Unassociated Brahman, 430
Unborn, 291
Uncaused, 299
Uncertainty, 370, 398
Unchangeable, 34, 46, 196, 301, 323,

469, 549; unity, 287
Unconditional, 203, 226, 272, 390,

485, 497, 533, 535
Unconditioned, 272
Unconscious, 26, 27, 29, 41, 79, 408,

416, 546; power, 43; world, 429
Unconsciousness, 150
Uncontradicted, 251, 314, 358; ex-

perience, 246
Uncontradictory, 236
Understanding, 462, 463, 539
Undifferentiated, 35, 200, 372, 495;

consciousness, 238
Unfavourable effects, 292
Uniformity, 278
Unintelligent, 25, 26
Unintelligible, 144
Union, 33, 38, 53
Unique, 189, 193, 316, 434, 454
Uniqueness, 255, 455
Unit of time, 273
Unitary, 545
Units, 420
Unity, 25, 26, 31, 42, 46, 53, 192, I93,

194, 413, 414, 418, 419, 434, 456,

459, 460, 461, 462, 506, 508; of a

flame, 343; of being, 175; of con-
sciousness, 345; texts, 307, 308, 309,
310

Unity-in-difference, 28, 30, 405
Universal, 45, 86, 193, 217, 218, 224,

243, 254, 279, 312, 323, 341, 355,
356, 387, 460, 493, 535, 536, 537,
538; agreement, 229; cognition, 358

;

concomitance, 228, 230, 533; con-
sciousness, 198; destruction, 169;
existence, 345 ;

experience, 219, 319;
illumination, 198; negation, 272,
328; proposition, 225

Universality, 298
Universe, 32, 35, 41, 45 n., 53, 56, 87,

190, 191, I9S, 197, 239. 31S. 412,

434. 454. 455. 456, 457, 459, 460,

472, 475. 484. 492. 499. 500. 507.
508, SI I

Unknowable, 230 499
Unlimited, 10; servitude, 88
Unproduced, 204
Unprohibited food, 61
Unqualified, 165, 430
Unreal, 2, 179, 181, 194, 314, 330, 332,

338, 339. 346. 433. 436. 456. 458, 487
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Unreality, s, 20i> ai®. 333. 438
Unreasonableness, 177 w.

Unrelatedness, 466
Unseen merit, 292
Unspeakable, 35
Untouchables, 104
Unvedic, 472
uncha-vrtti, 119
Upadesa-ratna-‘mdlaij 64, 94 n,

Upadesa-ratna-mala, 134, 135, 138, 482
upahitasvarupa, 306
Upakdra-samgrahay 124
upamdnay 234, 426, 427; upheld by

Meghanadari, 234
upamitif 128
Upanisad(s), 5, 12, 13, 16, loi, 105,

126, 146, 148, IS3, 154, 182, 196,

21 1, 291, 293, 296, 387, 394, 398,

442, 446, 447, 463, 464, 465, 468,

471, 480, 481, 496, 51a, 519
Upanisad-hhdsya, 127
Upanisad-brahmayogin, 13

Upanisadic, 112, 113, 1^6, 208, 240,

392, 519; texts, 201, 394, 405, 479,

480, 487
Upanisadists, 21

1

Upanisad-mangala-dlpika, 126

Upanisad texts, 381, 464
Upanisad-vdkya-vivarana, 127
Upanisat-prakdsikdt 127
upasargas, 505
Upavar§a, 7 105, 107, 108

Upavarsdcdrya, 7 n.

upavdsa, 33
updddna, 2, 191, 196, 388, 391
updddna-karnana, 157, 454, 484
upadhi, 269, ^78, 301, 386, 413, 422,

432, 453, 478, 479 , 481, 489, 492,

So8 «.,_ 534, 535, 5^1

upadhi-rupa, 216
updsaka, 89
updsand, 293, 381
updya, 376
updya-jndna, 55
updya stage, 377 n», 378
updya-svarupa-jndna, 88 n.

updya-sunyatd, 87
Upendra Bhatta, 401
upeya, 377
Upper India, 19
Uraipur, 67
Usage, 334
Usanas, 532
utpatti, 199
uttama, 505
Uttara-kaldrya, 381, 382, 383
uttara-mantrin, 65

Uttara-mimamsa, 350
Uttara-ndrdyana, 57
uttara-vihhdga, 482
Uvasagadasdo, 522, 524
U3ryakkondar, 67 n., 97
iiha, 214
urddhva-srotas, 501

Vacuity, 36, 353
Vadari, 77
Vadarika^rama, 482
vadhu, 47
Vadagalai, their difference with the

Tehgalai is based on the greater or

less emphasis on prapatti, 86—7
Vadakalai, 67, 120, 121, 381
Vadavavaktra, 40 «.

vahniy 510
vahnitua, 535
•vahuiruta, 530
Vaibhava-prakdhkdy izi n.

Vaibhasika Buddhists, 251
vaidhi, 378
vaidikty 507
vaiddla-'vratika, 518
Vaigai, 63
Vaijayantl, 105 w.

vaikdrikay 48, 498, 499, 504, 510
vaikdrika-indriya-sarga, 502 n.

Vaikhdnasay 22, 57
Vaikuntha, 50, 93
Vairamegha, 67
Vairamegha Pallava, 66
vairdgya, 33, 47, 63
Vaise§ika, 208, 456, 467 ;

supposed, 163
Vaisvadeva-kdrikdy 1 22
Vaisnava, 12, 39 m., 63, 65, 83, 87, 98,

104, 105, 293, 379; commentators,

I n.; literature, 10; marks, 22; rites,

102; systems, 139; temple, 65, 138;
tradition, 99 n,; writers, 192

Vaisnava Upanisads, 1 3 ;
division of, 13

Vaisnavism, 13, 63 64, 81 n., 96 w.,

105, no, 139, 399, 451
Vaipiavite Reformers of India^ 119 w.

Vakula-bharana, 139
Valadeva, 482
Valid, 185 n.y 202, 203, 208, 468, 533,

537, 539; inference, 537; know-
ledge, 236, 248, 467, 469; memory,
237; perception, 215

Validity, 16, 190, 201, 202, 203, 213,

216, 229, 230, 238, 247, 248, 250,

321, 326, 346, 347, 348, 356, 357,

428, 457, 458, 495, 534, 53^, 537,

539; its nature as treated by Me-
ghanadari, 215-16; of cognition, 249
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Vallabha, 400, 475, 496
Value, 464, 472
Vanamamalai-jiyar, iii

Vanamall Misra, ^o, 441 n . ; his inter-

pretation of Nimbarka philosophy,

440 et seq,

Vangi-puratt-acchi, 97 n.

Vanity, 529
Vahjikulam, 67
Varada, 98, 157, 159, 352
Varadadasa, 132
Varada Desikacarya, 125
Varadaguru, iii, 125
Varadakrsna, his definition of percep-

tion, 216
Varadanarayana, 208 ;

his view of

doubt, 208
Varada Narayana Bhattaraka, 119
Varadanatha, iii, 118, 123, 125, 380
Varadanayaka Suri, 125
Varadaraja, 78
Varadaraja Suri, 125
Varadarat, 114. n.j 125
Varadavisnu, 109, iii, 216
Varadavisnu Misra, 109, iii, 119, 180,

212 w., 214 w., 217, 226, 229, 234,

383 w.

Varada Vi§nu Suri, 13

1

Varadacarya, 93 n,, ro2, 119
Varadarya, 112, 118, 119, 125
Varagalaii 381
varanadasa, 379
Varavara, 39, 41, 94 w,, 157, 159

160, 163, 260, 261 ;
his view of time,

163
Varavara muni, 110, 135, 136, 137
Varavara-muni-campu, 138
Varavara-muni-dinacarydf 138
Varavara-muni-kdvyay 138
Varavara-muni-sataka, 138
Vardha, 16, 20, 39 w., 40 w., 523
Varaha Mihira, 523
Vararahga, 97, 109 n.

Variable, 243
Variability, 243
varnay 293
varnaka, 515
varnikdy 516
varttikd, 516
Varunay 59, 295
vastUy 250 n.

Va^istha, 21, 23, 482
Vanstha-samhitdy 1

9

Vatsabhaskara, 3 n.

Vatapurna, 104, 109
Vacaspati, 3, 196, 467, 476, 517 n,, 533
vdcdramhhai%amy 3

vdcika, 507
vaday 381, 512, 513
Vadadri-kuHsay 127
vadassadana, 513 w.

vadhuy 314, 501
Vadhula, 109
Y&dhvla gotray 98, no, ii4«.
Vadhula-kula-tilaka, 127 n.

Vadhula Narasimgha-guru, 114
Vadhula Narasirnha, 132
Vadhula Srinivasa, 114, 117, 123, 126,

131 n.y 135, 305
Vadhula Varadaguru, 114
Vadhula varada Narayanaguru, 138
Vadhula Vehkatacarya, 1 14
Vadideva, 536
Vadideva Suri, 536 537 n,

Vadihamsa, in; his conception of

jdtty 354; his view of svatah^

pramanya-vaday 356 seq.\ his view
of svaprakasatva, 358 seq.

Vadi-harnsa-navamvuda, 352, 361;
his notion of negation, 352

Vadihamsambuvaha, 117, 184, 185,

1 87 ;
his treatment of illusion, 1 84 et

seq.

Vadiharnsambuvaha Ramanujacaryr.,
186 n.

Vadiharnsambuvahacarya, 1 1 8 , 119,

183, 187
Vadiltesari, 135, 138
Vadikesari Misra, 132
Vadi-traya-khandana, 124, 193 n.y 305
Vadivijaya, ni
vadi-vipratipattihy 212 «.

Vagisvara, 40 n.

Vagvijaya, 118, 130
vdkovdkyay 517
vdkya-kdra, 106, 107
Vdkya-padiyay 517 w.

Vdkydrtha-samgrahay 130
Vamana, 39, 40 71.

Vamanadeva, 40 w., 146
Vanivilasa Press 1910, 380 «.

Varanadrisa, no, 11472.
vdrtdy 532
vdrttikay 515
vdrttikasutray 515, 516
vasana, a6, 27, 33, 34, 43, 51, S4. 253.

273, 308. 453. 487
Vasudeva, 2, 13, 16, 17, 21, 27, 29, 31,

34. 37. 38, 39. 42 n., 57. I55, I57.

158, 443 n., 474, 47S, 497, 506, S08
Vdsudeva-vyuhay 474
Vasudevendra, 13
Vdsud&vopanisady 13
Vdsisthay 20
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vdta, 475
vdtsalyay 89
Vatsiputriya, 251
Vatsya, 119, 297
Vatsya Anantarya, 126
Vatsya iii, 112
Vatsya Nrsimhadeva, 122
Vatsya Srinivasa, 112, 203; his notion

of class-concepts, 297 ; his treatment
of pramana, 203

Vatsya Varada, no, in, 114, 116, 118,
119, 130, 132, 349» 350, 351, 380;
his analysis of the concept of dif-

ference, 351; his notion of God, 351

;

his refutation of Sriharsa’s view of
the falsity of the world, 350; his re-

futation of the denial of the category
of difference, 350; his view of bidhi,

349-50
Vatsya Varadaguru, 109
VatsySyana, 208, 212 n., 235
Vdtsydyana-hhdsyay 207 w.

vdyuy 7, 48, 49 w., 59, 60, 163, 253,
261, 499, 504, 505, 510

Vdyupurdria, 20, 502, 503, 505, 506 w.;
its philosophy, 502 et seq.

Veda, 2, 14, 15, 16, 18, 21, 24, 25, 62,

88, 124, 165, 198 M., 203, 347, 349,
357, 401, 429, 441, 471, 515, 517,
530, 531

veda^nindaka, 519
Vedas instructed by God, 15
Vedavid, 40 «.

veda^viddm mataniy 181
Vedavyasa Bhafta, in, 130
Vedanta, i, 8, 96, 97, 100, 115, 117,

125, 130, 138, 197, 200, 305, 307,

352, 401, 403, 406, 416, 462, 466,

471, 480, 481, 482, 496, 508 in

relation to Samkhya according to

Vijhana Bhiksu, 471 et seq.; its

bhedabheda interpretation, 105 et

seq.; dialectic, 153; view, 335
Vedanta-desika, 119, 361
Vedanta - desika - vaibhava - prakdsikd,

121 n.y 131
Veddnta-ltpa, 103, 113, 118, 159, 201,

349
Vedantaguru, 112
Vedanta-kantako’-ddharay 1 3

1

Vedanta-kaustubhay 130, 132, 402
Veddnta-kaustubha-prabhdy 402, 4i5«.,

416
Veddntakdrikdvaliy 132
Vedantamanjusdy 404 n.

Veddnta-paribhdsdy 9, 204, 216
Veddnta-pdrijdta^sauralehay 400, 402

609

Vedanta-ratna-manjusa, 403, 41 1, 412
Vedanta Ramanuja, 18, 132, 380
Vedanta-samgrahay 113
Veddnta-samgraha-tdtparya-dlpikdy

130
Veddnta-sdray 103, 113, 118, 349
Vedanta-siddhanta-pradtpa, 400, 403
Vedanta-siddhanta’-samgrahay 440
Veddnta-sutray 3, 56 77., 476, 484
Vedanta-tattva-vodha, 400, 408, 409
410 n.y 411 n.

Veddnta-mjayay 117, 126, 128 n.y 130
Vedantacarya, 119, 132
Vedantic, ni, 438, 461, 467; instruc-

tions, 308; schools, 385; texts, 61,

337; view, 464; writers, 385
Vedantin, 109
Vedantists, 139, 156, 465, 477
Vedanti Madhava, 134, 135
Vedanti Madhavadasa, now.
Vedartha^samgrahay loi, 103, 106,

107, 118, i28w.,i 30, 160, 201,318, 305
Vedic, 16, 17, 18, 43 n.y 57, 293, 518,

549; circles, 530; cult, 518; doc-
trines, 517, 519; duties, 15, 165,

404, 416, 429; injunctions, 165, 349,
350, 441; people, 19, 20, 531; re-

ligion, 40, 95; rites, 14, 20; sacri-

fices, 517, 522, 549; school, 1 81;
science, 531 n.\ scriptures, 366;
sects, 20; texts, 17, 112, 390, 391,

394
Vegetables, 97 n.

Veil, 366, 371, 372, 374
Veiling, 369; agent, 369
Venkata, 18, 63 w., 66 w., 67, 94, 96 w.,

98 w., 99, 105 n.y 107, no, in, 114,

115, II7, II8, 119, 120, I2I n.y 122,

123. 124, 125. 126, 127, 130, 131,

132, 13s. 155. IS7. IS9, 161, 163.

183, 201, 203, 207, 208, 209, 210,
211, 212 n., 213, 214, 216, 217,
219 n., 220, 221, 223, 225, 226, 227,
228, 229, 232, 233, 234, 235, 236 n.,

238, 240, 241, 250 n., 251, 254, 355.
256, 257, 261, 262, 263, 265, 268 n.,

269, 270, 277, 280, 281, 282, 286,

288, 289, 290, 291, 292, 295, 296,

297. 301, 303. 303, 305, 306, 307,
308, 311. 313, 314. 316, 317, 318,

319. 333, 334, 335. 336, 327, 340,

342, 344. 346, 353, 353, 355. 356,
380, 381, 382, 383, 426; analysis

of momentariness, 273 et seq.; an
upholder of anvita-bhidhana^vaday

233; a constructor of Ramanuja
logic, 335; conclusive remarks on

Dill 39
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Venkata (cont,)

doubt, 208 et seq. \
decision, nature

of, 210; definition oi pramdna, 236;
doubt and uha, 214; error, defini-

tion of, 210; error and doubt,

relation, 208 et seq, ;
his agree-

ment with the Pancardtra view
of God, 303 ; his admission of

three pramdnas, 214; his admission

of three types of illusion from three

points of view, 241; his analysis of

doubt, 21 1 ; his classification of

doubt, 212-13; his conception of

jdti, 355 ; his conception of sadrsya,

355 ;
his criticism of BhSskara, 301

;

his criticism of Brahmadatta, 291;
his criticism of Nydya-sutra and
Prajnd'-paritrdna regarding doubt,

21 1 ; his criticism of Nyaya theory of

doubt, 207; his criticism of Samkhya
argument in favour of prakrtiy 256 et

seq. ; his criticism of the avidydy 330
et seq.

;
his criticism of the Samkhya

view of God, 296; his criticism of

the Sankara conception of the unity

of self, 345 ; his criticism of the view
that ajndna is a positive entity, 327
et seq.

;
his criticism of the view that

ajndna rests in the individual jlvasy

329; his criticism of the view that

all effects are false owing to their

contradiction, 341 et seq.; his criti-

cism of the view that avidyd and
mdyd are different, 334 et seq.; his

criticism of the view that Brahman
is pure bliss, 344; his criticism of
the view that consciousness cannot
be produced, 321 ;

his criticism of
the view that consciousness is

identical with self, 323 et seq.; his

criticism of the view that conscious-
ness is one, 322 ;

his criticism of the
view that emancipation is attained
by right knowledge, 326; his criti-

cism of the view that indeterminate
Brahman could be eternal, 345 ; his

criticism of the view that pure
consciousness is sak^in, 325 ; his
criticism of the view that pure con-
sciousness is unqualified, 323; his
criticism of the view that realization

of monistic identity produces eman-
cipation, 336 et seq.

;

his criticism of
the view diat scriptural testimony is

superior to perception, 326 ; his
criticism of the view that the notion
of the self as knower is false, 325;

his criticism of the Yoga view of

God, 296; his criticism of Ysdava
Praka^a, 302; his definition of per-

ception, 216; his doctrine of eman-
cipation, 292 ; his eschatological con-
ception, 295 ;

his life and literature,

119-25; his Nyaya theory, re-

futation of, 262 et seq.; his relation

of the view that consciousness is

identical with self, 290; his refuta-

tion of Buddhist and Carvaka theory

of dkdia, 282; his refutation of

Buddhist doctrines of momentari-
ness, 268 et seq.; his refutation of

Carvaka causality, 276; his refuta-

tion of contentless consciousness,

310—II ; his refutation of different

views of God, 302 ;
his refutation of

Katyayana’s views of God, 302; his

refutation of Samkhya-satkarya-
vada, 265 et seq.; his refutation of
nirvikalpajndna, 311; his refutation

of Sankara, 304 et seq.

;

his refutation

of Sankara^s theory of anubkuti, 318—
19; his refutation of Srlhar^a’s re-

futation of pramdnay 202; his refu-

tation of the denial of production of
individual cognitions, 319 et seq.;

his refutation of the Buddhist denial

of substance, 251 seq.; his refuta-

tion of the denial of the category of
difference, 312; his refutation of the

doctrine of the all-pervasiveness of

souls, 291; his refutation of the

falsity of the world on the ground of
validity, 31 3-14; his refutation of
the falsity of the world on the ground
of absence of relation between the
perceiver and the perceived, 314 et

seq.; his refutation of the Nyaya
doctrine of the formation of whole
from parts, 263 et seq.

;
his refutation

of the possibility of jijndsd according
to Sankara’s interpretation, 306; his

refutation of the view of the reflec-

tion of Brahman under avidydy 291

;

his refutation of the view that avidyd
rests in Brahman, 317-18; his re-

futation of the view that perception
refers to pure Being, 3 1 1 ; his re-

futation of the view that Brahman is

qualityless, 306 ; his refutation of the
view that the self-luminosity of
Brahman is contentless, 316-1*7; his

refutation of the view that the utter-

ance of unity texts can lead to im-
mediate perception, 308-10; his re-
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futation of the view that the world
is illusory, 312—13; his special

treatment of doubt, 207 et seq, \ his

support to the theory of jndnar
harma-samuccaya^ 307; his support
of the Vedic testimony, 203; his

theory of consciousness, a quality of

self^ 288; his treatment of avayava^

232; his treatment of doubt, 202;
his treatment of doubt compared
with that of Varada Narayana, 208;
his treatment of inference, 225 et

seq.’, his treatment of kevala-vyati-

rekin, 226-7; his treatment of

memory as pramdna, 214; his treat-

ment of object, 217; his treatment

of pardmarsa, 229 ;
his treatment of

pramdna, 201 et seq.; his treatment

of sahda-pramdna, 233; his treat-

ment of substance, 251 et seq,; his

treatment of tarka, 227; his treat-

ment of types of inference, 229 et

seq,; his treatment of vydptigraha,

228 ;
his treatment of vydpti, 225-6

;

his view of apurva or adrsta, 303 ;

his view of bhakti, 292 et seq,; his

views of emancipation attainable by
God’s grace, 304; his view of God,

157 seq,; his view of incarnation,

302-3 ;
his view of karma and mukti,

295; his view of karma and prdyas-

citta, 293-4; his view of matter, 162

et seq.; his view of prakrti, mahat,

tanmdtra, etc., 163 et seq,; his view

of self in relation to God, 161 seq.

;

his view of the relation of the souls

with God, 297; his view of validity

of memory, 237; bis view of virtue

and vice, 291 ;
his view that errors

cannot vanish by Brahma-know-
ledge, 307 ; his view that world ap-

pearance continues even after the

destruction of avidyd, 308; nature

of dkdsa, 282; nature of the senses,

280 et seq.; nature of time, 284;

nature of soul, 286 et seq.

;

offered a

critic of Gotama’s logic, 235; re-

futation of Carvaka theory of soul,

286 et seq.; refutation of the view

that consciousness belongs to the

senses, 289; refutation of the view

that scriptural texts cannot signify

Brahman, 340; Sankara’s conception

of cessation of avidya criticized, 338

et seq.

Vehkatadasa, 132
Vehka^a-desika, 112

VenkatanStharya, 117
Venkata Sudhi, 12, 18, 132
Vehkatacarya, 112, 117
VehkatadhvarJ, 13 1, 132
Vehkatarya, 112
Verbal knowledge, 216, 217, 308, 310
Verbal testimony, 128
Vernal, 295
Verse, 117, 18

1

vibhava, 39, 42, 129, 158
•oibhava-avataras, 40 n.

vihhava-devatd, 21
vihhavdvatdra, 41
vibhu, 262, 386
vihhuti, 475
Vibration, 206; potential, 163
Vice, 291, 304, 349, 441, 493» S06, 521,

52Z, 533
Vicious, 255, 267, 304, 349; circle, 419,

433; infinite, 9, 253, 267, 277, z86 ,

316, 320, 334, 341, 353, 355, 359,

417, 421, 424, 433; infinitude, 177 w.

Victor, 78
Vidaddha, 514 w.

Vidaddhavddi, 5i4«.
vidagdha, 51472.
videhl muktas, 441
vidhi, 8, 350
Vidhisudhdkara, 133
Vidhura, 513
Vidhura-pandita-jataka, 514 ”•

mdyd, 47, 49, 507 , 508, 509
Vidyadhideva, 40 n.

Vidyanandi, 546, 547
Vidyapati, 3
Vidyapati Bhaskara Bhatta, 3

Vidyaranya, 120
mdyd’-yoni-saftra, 41 s

View, 50, 56, 181, 182, 184, 185, 187,

192, 196,204,206,289,291,297, 30Z,

303, 305, 307, 318, 330, 335, 349,

350, 409, 410, 429, 433, 435, 450,

458,461,469,473,477, 496, 498, 510,

51a, 519,520, 521, 522, 532, 533, 538
Vihagendra sarnhita, 23, 24, 41, 57

Vihangama, 40 n.

Vijayanagara, 120, 12

1

vijayd, 57
Vijayindra, 127
Vijayindra Bhik§u, 117
Vijayindra-parajaya, 127, 305
Vijayolldsa, 126
Vijfiana Bhik§u, 445, 456, 480, 482,

483, 484, 485, 486, 493, 496, 497;

his conception of the individual, 460

et seq , ;
his conception of the relation

of the world wi^ God, 454 et seq,

;
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Vijnana Bhiksu {coiit.)

his criticism of Samkhya and Yoga,

479 et seq,; his notion of God, 461

;

his philosophy, 445 et seq.

;

his treat-

ment of avidydf 468 et seq. ;
his treat-

ment of bhaktij 450 et seq. ;
his treat-

ment of Brahma experience, 465 et

seq.; his treatment of experience,

467; his treatment of karma, 452 et

seq.
;
his treatment of the nature of

God, 474 et seq, ;
his treatment of the

relation of Samkhya to Vedanta, 471
et seq.; his view of gradation of

realities, ^45 ; hisview of karma, 445

;

kdla in, 446 ;
mdyd and pradhdna in,

476 et seq. ;
relation of self and ananda

in, 445; world and Brahman in, 446
et seq.

vijndnam, 185
vijnana-vadin, 142, 205
Vijndnd^mrta-bhdsya, 450, 451 n.,

453 454 455 457 458 n.,

459 w,, 461, 462 463 w., 468 w.,

472 n., 473 n., 477 n., 478 480 n.,

481 n., 482 n.

Vikalpa, 4
vikdra, 3, 260 386, 480
Vikdra-veda, 21
vikdri kdrariat 454
vikdrin, 61
vikarmasthdn, 518
Vikrania Cola, 104
vikriydtmaka, 172
vikrta, 342
vikrty-dtmd, 25
vilak§ana-mahatvd-dy’‘adhikaranatvdd,

257
'

Vimba-tattva-prakdsikd, 1 22
vindsa, 314
Vindhyesvarl Prasada, referring to

Vaisnava commentators, i n.

Vindhyesvarl Prasada Pandita, i n., 2,

3 n.

Violation, 128
vipratipattiJi, 212 n., 213
vipura, 503, 504
Virinchipuram, 523
Virocana, 528
Virodha-bhanjanl, 384
Virodha-nirodha, 115, 130, 384, 385,

386 n., 387, 392, 393 n., 394 n., 395
Virodha-parihara, 124
Virodha'-varuthim, 395, 396
Virodha-~varuthint^pramdthini, 130, 396
Virtues, 29, 33, 34, 47, ^91, 294, ^95,

303, 304, 349, 388, 441, 450, 493,
506, 5^1, 522, 530, 533, 549, 550

Virtuous, 51, 295, 304, 349, 437,

549
viruddha-dharma-^dhyasavan, 268

vlrut, 500
Viramsolaippillai, 138
Visible, 5, 5^0
Vision, 71, 459, 47 1, 5^5
Visual, 543; organ, 222, 240, 241, 243,

459, 545; perception, 219, 310;

sense, 217
visadd^vabhasa, 217
visesana, 429
viiista-jndna, 221
Vikstd-dvaita, iii, 118, 119,

120, 123, 125, 159, 234, 235, 351,

389, 392, 393, 395
Vin^td-dvaita logic, 234
Visista-dvaita-siddhanta, 1 27
Visistd-dvaitavada, 1 1

9

Visistd-dvaitins, 393
visi§tdrtha, 233
visistatva, 218
vUuddhi, 524
Visva-gunadaria, 1 3

1

Visvajaya, 118
Visvarupa, 40 n.

Vi^vScarya, 401
Visvdmitra, 23
Viivamitra gofm, 119
Visvodardy 59
Visayatd->vdda, 133
Visaya-vdkya^dtpikd, 117, 126

Visnu, 12, 19, 20, 24, 25, 31, 33, 37,

38, 39. 40 «•> 44. 45. so, 52, 57, 58,

61, 63, 64, 66, 67 n., 68, 69, 87, 89,

96, 15s, 304, 41S, 448 473, 475,

498, 499, 505, 507, S09
Visnucitta, 69, iii, 119, 137, 214 n.,

2207Z., 234, 235, 383 n.

;

apredecessor

of Venkata in the construction of

Ramanuja logic, 235
Visnucittan, 63
Visnudharmottara, 20
Visnu Misra, 159
Visnu Purdna, 20, 81, 260 n., 497,

498 w., 499 w., 500, 50in., 530; its

philosophy, 497 et seq.

Visnu-samhitd, 23, 24, 31, 32; aharn-

kdra in, 31 ;
Bhdgavata-yoga in, 32;

hhakti and yoga, 32; God, nature of,

31; philosophy of, 23-4; prakrti,

theory of, 31; Sarnkhya in, 23-4;
^ad-anga-^yoga in, 24; view of all-

pervasive soul different from the

Srivaisnavas, 24
Visnu-sakti, 36
Visnu-tattva-rahasya, 132
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VimU’-tattva^samhitd, 22; its contents,
22

Vimu^vardhanay 104 n.

Visvaksena, 63 w., 64, 67 w,

Visvaksena-samhitd, 24, 39, 41 72., 43,
56, 57; vyuha doctrine in, 39 n.

Vital energy, 462
Vital functions, 540
Vital spirit, 80
vitanda, 512, 513, 514
mta^da-sattha, 514
vitaridd-vdda-’Sattham, 512
vivarta-parampardy 332
Vivadarthasamgrahay 132
viveka, 449, 508
Vivid impression, 217
Vividness, 217
vlray 60
ViranSrSyana, 94
Vira-raghava-dasa, 114, n6, 132, 352
viryay 35, 37, 56
Void, 56
Volition, 298, 299
Volitional activity, 47
Vrajabhusanasaranadeva, 402
vratay 33, 62
Vrddha^manUy 20
vrddhi, 47
Vrhan-ndradXya-purdna, 20
vrksay 500
Vrksa-hhaumdmrtay 122
Vrndavana, 94
Vyndavanadeva, 402
vrtti, los, 281, 372, 373, 374. 411, 423.

439. 465. 466, 471, 48s, 494. 49S
vrtti-jndna, 204
vrtti~kdra, 105, 107, 108
vrtti-kdrasyay 105 n.

vrtti-nirodhay 506 w.

vrtti-prativimhitamy 373
vrtti stage, 363
Vucci Vefikatacarya, 132
vyaktUy 476, 497
vyaktd-vyakta, 497, 508
vyaktiy 52
vyangUy 265
vydpyOy 225
vyatirekiy 230; inference, 230 232;

type, 231
vyatireki anumdnay 231, 234
Vyavaharaika-satyatva-khandanay 125
vyavahdrikay 459, 477
vyavahdrikatvay 478
Vyavaharikatva-khandana-sdray 133
vyavahdrikly 371
vyavahita, 136
vyahata-sadhya-viparyayaty 229

vydkhydna-mandapa, 137
vydna, 59, 60
vyapakUy 225
vyapdrUy 204
vydptiy 225, 228, 427
Vyasa, 18 20, 39, 482
Vyasa Bhattar, 109 «.

Vydsa^-bhasya, 452
Vyasadeva, 402
Vydsa-tdtparya-nirnayay 133
VySsatirtha, iii, 426
vyomay 31
vyaha, 17, 37, 38, 39, 41, 42, 56, 157,

475; doctrine, 19; manifestations,

22

Waking consciousness, 363
Warangal, 120
Water, 42, 46, 128, 18 1, 369, 540, 541,

550
Waves, 6, 106, 302
Way of knowledge, 184
Ways, 60
Wedding, 377, 378
Western, 95
Wheel, 58, 60
Whirlpool, 83
White, 182, 256; goddess, 37
Whiteness, 193, 254
Whole, 189, 262, 263, 264, 298, 408,

413, 432, 433> 455, 456, 493, 494,

54^
Will, 41, 45, 46, 48, 49, 191, 295, 298,

375, 412, 41^, 441, 446, 448, 45t,

472, 473, 474, 475, 481, 48a, 488,

498, 500 n,y 525
Will-activity, 45
Wisdom, 33, 38, 54, 307, 384, 4i4,

416, 446, 476, 491, 514, 521
Wise, 53
Wish, 54, 192, 295
Women, 20
Wonderful entity, 79
Words, 5, 29, 53, 61, 194, 309, 3i8

Work, 42, 46, 53, 56, 60, 303, 350
World, 6, 27, 34, 35, 4i, 42, 53, 54, 55,

56, 57, 153, 174, 190, 191, 192, 193,

195, 196, 198 n.y 200, 20s, 293, 299,

301, 302, 312, 313, 314, 320, 321,

350, 365, 366, 388, 390, 391, 397,

413, 415, 416, 435, 438, 440, 442,

443 n.y 445, 446, 456, 457, 458, 472,

476, 482, 488, 515, 517, 518,

531 ;
of effects, 256; of matter, 200;

view of its falsity refuted from
the Nimbarka point of view, 435
et seq.
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World-appearance, 155, i75> i77> ^7^,

196, 197, 210, 239, 307, 308, 309,

310, 312, 313, 33 Ij 335» 337, 345,

367, 409, 423, 436, 439
World-creation, 296, 302, 330, 331,

365, 370
World-creator, 462
World-energy, 58, 459
World-existence, 490
World-experience, 374
World-force, 24
World-forms, 37, 456
World-illusion, 333, 337, 33^
Worldly bonds, 22

Worldly objects, 258
World-materials, 152
World-objects, 367, 371
World-order, 197
World-phenomena, 155, 196, 34^
World-process, 292, 458, 477
World-reality, 157
Worship, 10, 22, 32, 39, 40 5^,

104, 193; of God, 382
Wretchedness, 99
Writers, in, 196
Wrongful, 180

yad-artha-vyavahard-nuguna^ 244
Yajnamurti, 102, 104, 109, no
Yajha Varaha, 40 n.

Yajnesa, 102, no
YaJnopavUa-pratisthd, 122

yama, 29, 33, 61, 509 w., 519
Yama samhitdSj 20
Yamunackrya, his life and works, 97 et

seq.

Yasasviniy 59
Yasoda, 77, 81 n.

yathdrthay 180, 188
yathdrtha-khydtiy 180, 181, 182, i86w.,

237, 240, 243, 245, 246 n,

yathdrtham, 185 n,

yathdrthd-vadhdranam, 62
yathd - vasthita - vyavahdra - nugunaniy

236, 240
Yati-dharma-samuccayay 102 w.

Yati-linga-samarthanay 352
Yati^pati-mala-dipikdy 127
Yati-‘prativandana‘’khandanay 133
Yaturdja-vimhtiy 137, 138
Yatisekhara-bharata, 109
YaUndra'-mata-dipihdy 117, i^7, 128;

analysis of, 128, 129

Yatindrapravana, no, 121 w., 137
Yatlndra-pravana-hhadra’-campUy 138
YatJndra-pravana-prabhdvay 138
Yatlndra-pravana-prabhavaniy 64
Yatindrapravanacarya, 135

yaugapadyay 228
YavanaSy 441
yavanl, 47
Yadava, 100 w., loi

Yadava hill, 22
Yadavapraka^a, 100, loi, 102, 109,

113, 124, 156, 201, 280, 285, 301,

305; his view of Brahman, 301 ;
his

view of God, 156; his view of time,

285
Yadavabhyudaya, 120, 12

1

Yadavadri, 104, 137
Yadrcchika-ppadiy 135
Yajhavalkya, 519
Ydjnavalkya-smrtiy 484
Yamuna, 14, 16, 17, 18, 79, 85, 95,

98, 99, 100, loi, 102, 105, 108, 109,

113, 114, 123, 139, 140, 142, 152,

153, 154, 155, 157, 159, 227, 23s;
Carvaka's criticism of soul, 139; his

disciples, 109; his general position,

139; his theory of self, 140; his view

of God, p, 1S2 et seq.

Yamuna’s philosophy, 140
Yamunacarya, 97, 139, 229 n.

Yellow, 182, 254
Yoga, 18, 22, 24, 30, 31, 32, 33, 52, 60,

61, 62, 80, 96, 97, 100, 157, 220,

281 n.y 446, 449» 459> 465, 468, 471,

473, 474, 479, 480, 481, 482, 487,

491, 496, 506, 509, 512
yoga-hhaktiy 507
Yoga processes, 479
Yoga-rahasyay 96
Yoga-sutray 61 n., 62 n.y 470, 473,

482
Yoga-vdrttikay 482
Yoga-view, 296
yogdnusd.sanay 62
Yogic knowledge, 214
Yogic practice, 28

Yogin, 27, 30, 31, 42, 58, 60, 62, 96,

152, 446, 491, 506, 538
yogi~pratyak§ay 168, 189
Yogivaha, 63
yogiy 505
yoniy 46, 502
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