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INTRODUCTION

Philosophy has been considered as the most museful
area of quest in India. Among the six systems of Indian
philosophy, Vedanta has been the most popular system in
India. Among the various schools of Vedanta, the Nimbarka
School of Vedanta, has not attracted the attention of a number
of scholars, as that of Sankara, Ramanuja or Madhvacarya;
consequently, much work has not been done in this field.
Besides, the brief treatment of the Nimbarka School in the
general books on Indian philosophy, only two or three works
are—worth mentioning namely ‘Doctrines of Nimbarka and
his Followers’ by Dr. Roma Bose and ‘Nimbarka School of
Vedanta’ by Umesa Misra. But both deal with Nimbarka’s
philosophy in particular and that of his successors in general.
None of the works has given due importance to Vedanta-
Kaustubha of Srinivasa, the immediate disciple and successor
of Nimbarka, and therefore it requires separate treatment,
which I have tried to give in the present work ; pointing out
clearly its position, merits, demerits etc.

~ The first chapter deals with the personal life of
Srinivasacarya. I have tried to give, whatever, material I
obtained about his birth, education and personal life. His
date of birth with reference to that of Nimbarka has been
fixed on the basis of internal as well as external Pramanas.
The achievements of Srinivasa in philosophical field have
also been dealt with. Vedanta-Kaustubha-Prabha, the only

commentary available on Vedanta-Kaustubha has dealt with
in brief.

The second chapter traces the origin of bhedabheda



(x)

school. Its origin has been traced right from the Rgveda
itself and the stages of development have been discussec}. It
is to bring to your notice that the study is incomplete since
our opinion is based on the limited amount of literature

available there since the missing links could not be located
due to the absence of treatises.

_The third chapter takes into consideration the philosophy
of Srinivasaca

Brahman, Cit and Acit, the three realities, and their mutual
relation, leading to nomenclature of system as Svabhavika-
bhedabheda, has been dealt with exhaustively. His concept
regarding moksa and its sadhanas or means of realization
have also been dealt with in Vedanta-Kaustubha. In the Second

Part of the chapter, position of Vedanta-Kaustubha in
Nimbarka Sarhpradaya, has been assessed.

The fourth chapter deals with the comparative study of
Rhilosophy contained in Vedanta-Kaustubha with that of
Sankaracarya, Bhaskaracarya, Ramanujacarya, Madhvacarya,

‘and Caitanya as presented by Baladeva Vidyabhtisana.

The concluding chapter is a summary of research work.

—Tripta Gupta



NOTES ON TRANSLITERATION

In the book, the Devanagari characters are transliterated
according to the scheme adopted by the International
Congress of Orientalist at Athens in 1912 and since then

generally acknowledged to be the only rational and
satisfactory one.
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CHAPTER 1
LIFE OF SRINIVASACARYA

Sﬁnivésécarya, the writer of Vedanta-Kaustubha was
the immediate disciple of Nimbarkacarya and one of the
most prominent acaryas in Nimbarka Sampradaya. At the
command of his preceptor, he wrote Vedanta-Kaustubha,
which is more than a gloss on the Brahma-Sitra-Bhasya
known as Vedanta-Parijata-Saurabha of Nimbarkacarya, this

Ao Rg eyl fagumusRE o= i

At his command, I, his disciple desirous to win his
favour, am composing Vedanta-Kaustubha, which is
composed of soft and limited words and which express the
purport of that (Vedanta Parijata Saurabha), which is in
accordance with the way or path demonstrated by him, with
a desire of obtaining his favour and for benefitting the wise.

Very little is known about the personal life of Srinivasa
from his work. Only a little information is obtained from
Nimbarkacarya’s Dasasloki and other references.

Mythologically, he is said to be an incarnation of Sankha
or Conch-shell of Visnu (¥@EdR:) as Nimbarkacarya is
also said to be an incarnation of the discus of Visnu

(YAEAR:) .

Srinivasa is said to have appeared on this earth in the
hermitage of Nimbarka in the month of Magha, (January-
February) on the fifth day of the bright half of the moon in
Vrndavana. His father’s name was Acaryapada and his
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mother’s Lokamati. The couple is said'to be very righteous
and well educated. According to a tradition, once Acaryapada,
who was travelling to conquer the whole world by his
scholarship stayed in the a§rama of Nimbarka, but did not
accept the meal because dusk had appeared. There upon
Nimbarka by his power. caused the setting sun to rest on a
Nimba tree, so that his guest might accept food. Acaryapada
was overwhelmed by the spiritual eminence of Nimbarka
and immediately became his disciple and started living in
his hermitage ; where Srinivasa was born later on. He is
also believed to be g Telugu Brahmin.

Srinivasa rece; .
. ceived th
directly fro ed the knowledge of all the scriptures

Vedanty P_H_IE\Iimbérka. It is also said that Nimbarka devoted
for him_ Lar:Jata-Saprabha to Srinivasa®and wrote (Dasasloki)
- Later iniv3 3 :
command. on, Srinivasa wrote Vedanta-Kaustubha at his
ﬂokaI:lmbﬁ,rkﬁcﬁf_ya, is also said to have composed eight
Sriniv;aCh N praise of Sri Krsna and Radha and by reciting,
§ fa.W_as able to have direct vision of Radha-Krsna.
and h;c]lmvasa°5fya travelled far and wide in the country
S0 on wrtr:any Promising disciples such as Visvacarya and
; y furthered the Bhedabheda school of

Nimbrka byt ot
1mbar - -
rival SChoot;:.t also defended his school against the attacks of

rinivasacarya—
T TouieTer g ey wrermtaaeh: |
Pur IS, Y, srerprred i IOl Wodd 1
usottamicy ; =
on Dasasloki of Tya wrote a very comprehensive bhasya

Nimbﬁrk i ;
. a, therein, also he pays o
to Srinivasa ag his Gury pays obeisance

T A faen s T

Date of Srinivasa

Ylsvﬁcirya bows down to Srinivasa

About the date of $rinivasa and his works, nothing is
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known. He himself is silent on this point also, as in the case
of his personal life. But one thing is definite that he, being
the direct pupil of Nimbarkacarya, must be near to the time
of Nimbarka. Therefore, to decide the date of Srinivasa; the
date of Nimbarkacarya should be determined first. But the
date of Nimbarka is also controversial.

The traditional view point which assigns Nimbarkacarya
to a very ancient period i.e. his being contemporary of Vyasa
is not acceptable. Because this view is based merely on the
account given in Bhavisya-Purana—

YR T FOIER St
franfea sfa =t afrenf< sftsafa e

The account given, therein, cannot be said as fully
historical, since there is no other authoritative historical proof
to support the fact ; because the things mentioned in the
Puranas are not accepted as fully historical. Moreover, the
date of the Purana is not definite. It can be a late work also.

Therefore, nothing can be established on the basis of this
account.

Some scholars hold that Nimbarkacarya is the oldest
commentator of the Brahmasitras. The arguments given are
the following :-

The language of Vedanta-Parijata-Saurabha and Vedanta-
Kaustubha is very simple, devoid of complicated construction
and so on.

Sarhkarﬁcﬁrya criticizes Bhedabhedavada,® which is
Nimbarka’s Svabhavika-Bhedabhedavada. Nimbarka’s
Bhedabhedavada is even anterior to Gaudapada as is clear

from the fact that Gaudapada refers to Bhedabhedaviada in
one of his Karikas—

3Tgd Tl e gd agg S|
AursE gd oA 7 el
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The arguments given above donot stand on solid
grounds, it would be seen presently.

It is accepted, that the language and style of Vedanta-
Kaustubha is very simple in comparison to other bhasyas of
the Brahmasttras. But mere language and style do not
constitute a firm ground in itself, to establish a fact, unless
and until, these are supported by some other dependable
proof. These linguistic and stylistic peculiarities differ from

writer to writer and, therefore, cannot be said as conclusive
evidences in themselves.

Nimbﬁrkﬁcﬁrya does not criticize or allude to any other
Vedantic School in his Vedanta-Parijata-Saurabha, but
criticizes Sankara in other books.*He criticizes Nirguna-vada,
Drsti-Srsti-vada erc. doctrines of Sankara.’ From this, one

fact is established that Nimbarka was not a predecessor of
Sankara.

Gaudapada’s Karika does not refer to Bhedabheda but
to the Bheda or Dvaita School, it is supported by the context
also. Since in the preceding Karikas the allusion is to the
Dvaita School, which is being continued here also."”

The refutation of Bhedabheda by Sarhkara is that of the

schools existing even earlier than Sarhkara, some of which
are even recorded by Badarayana," in the Brahmasitras. The
Bhedabheda Schoo

Is existed even prior to the Brahmasitras
and among those, the Svabhavika Bhedabheda of Nimbarka

has been alluded, it cannot be held with certainty ; because
Badarayana doeg not m

ention Nimbarka, along with
Asmarathya, Audulomin and Kasakrtsna, whose names and

doctrines are referred to as propounding Bhedabheda-vada.

From this discussion one thing is established that
Nimbarka is posterior to Badarayana and Sankaracarya. As
he criticizes Sankara in his book, it means Sankara’s doctrine
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was fairly prevalent by his time. Nimbarkacarya is even later
than Bhaskaracarya propounder of Aupadhika Bhedabheda.
Firstly because the need of justification of co-existence of
Bheda i.e. difference and Abheda i.e. non-difference exists
for Bhaskaracaryaand not for Nimbarkacarya. It indicates
the fact that all of the prior commentaries propounding
Bhedabheda have become extinct by his time and therefore
Bhaskaracarya deemed it necessary to justify the co-existence
of Bheda and Abheda, first of all and then he proceeded to

expound his philosophical concepts, while Nimbarka does
not feel this need.

Secondly Bhaskaracarya is nearer to Sar’lkarécérya than
Nimbarkacarya, it is evident from the effect of the philosophy
of Sarikara on the philosophy of Bhaskara. Inspite of
Bhaskara’s refutation of doctrines of Sankara, such as that
of Avidya"and considering the world as ‘mithya’ and so on
still he is under the effect of Sankara’s powerful philosophical
doctrines unconsciously.

Bhaskara regards the presence of Bhedabheda relation
in the bound state only. He holds like Sarhkara that Jiva is
united with Brahman in the released state™. Bhaskara, like
Sarhkara, holds that it is due to the upadhis* that the individual
soul considers itself as different from Brahman, and the
removal of upadhis leads it to realize its nature, as identical
with Brahman, although the upadhis are also regarded as
real. Similarly the atomic size of the individual self is

regarded as ‘aupadhika’ and ‘vibhutva’ is regarded its real
nature.

Some scholars hold' that Nimbarka was posterior to
Madhvacarya on the following grounds—

His name is not mentioned among the twenty one

commentators conquered by Madhvacarya,'” whose names
are the following :
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Bharativijay, Saccidananda, Brahmagosha, Satanallqa,
Udavarta, Vijaya, Rudrabhatta, Vamana, Yadava-Pra}casa,
Pisaca, Vrttikara, Vijayabhatta, Vispukranta, Vac,hr}dra
Madhvadasa, Sarikaracarya, Ramanuja, Bhartrprapafica,
Dramida, Brahmadatta, Bhaskara and therefore 1t_ fczllows
from above that Nimbarka was posterior to Madhvacarya.

Secondly Nimbarka’s philosophy is not recorded in
Saddarsana-Sarmgraha of Madhavacarya vu'mtten in the .14th
Century, it means Nimbarka had not flourished by that time,

Thirdly there is a manuscript called Madhva-mukha-
mardana which is said to be written by Nimbarka. The
manuscript is being preserved by the followers of Madhva
and is not made available to anyone. It clearly indicates that
Nimbarka came after Maiadhavacarya.

Fourthly as Nimbarka himself refers to three Vaisnava
Sampradayas i.c. the Sri, Brahma and Sanaka ; the Brahmg
Sampradéya is the name of Madhvicarya’s school, therefore
1t means N imbarka wag posterior to him.

But these arguments can be refuted easily, as will be
S€en presently,

. ASs far ag e first argument is concerned,that as
Nimbarka is n

therefore e | Ot referred to by Néréyana .Panditécaryg,

L 1ad not appeared by that time, it may be said
‘hf"_lt IS POssible thy the majority of names recorded by
Nayayaga ?anditﬁcﬁrya were traditional and unreal, because
their K.iemlty is no known (o us. Secondly it is also possible
that N]mbarl.(a’ Who flourished in Vrndavana situated in the
north of India, Might not have been so popular by the time

of Ma.d hvacarya, ho flourished in the south and that is
why his supersessiop i$ not recorded.

The argument that Nimbarka’s doctrine is not recorded
in Sad-Darsana-Sarhgrap, and so he was non-existent, by




that time does not have much force. The non-reference to a
thing does not necessarily indicate its non-existence.
Moreover, Madhvacarya does not allude to any of the former
Bhedabheda School as that of Bhaskara etc. should it be

contended, then that Bhiskara had also not existed by that
time?

The manuscript named Madhva-mukha-mardana, when
it is not lent to any body, as is said, by the scholars® them-
selves, how it may be believed that it is really written by
Nimbarka or not ? It can be a hearsay also. Moreover, one
cannot understand the fact, why a book which refutes one’s
own school or system would be preserved by that very school!

The reference to Sri, Brahma and Sanaka Sarhpradayas
by Nimbarka, (which I am unable to find in his works,) can
be also on the basis of a verse found in Padma Purana-“Those
mantras which belong to no sects are not effective and
therefore in the Kali age, there shall be the followers of four
sects of Sri, Brahma, Rudra and Sanaka. They shall be the
Vaisnpavas purifying the world.”"

R.G. Bhandarkar*’has placed Nimbarka in the beginning
of 12" Century, just after Ramanuja-“In my Report on the
search for Sanskrit Manuscripts for the year 1882-83, 1 have
given two succession lists of spiritual teachers, one of the
sect of Anandatirtha and another of that founded by
Nimbarka. This contains 37 names, there is another list in
manuscript 709 of the collection of 1884-7, which contains
45 names. The two lists agree upto No. 32, Harivyasadeva.

After that, while the first has only five names, the second
has thirteen names, and none of these agrees with any of the
five, so that after Harivyasadeva, the line appears to have
divided itself into two branches. No. 709 of the same
collection was written in Sarhvat 1806 Corresponding to 1750
A.D., when Goswamin Damodara was living. He was thirty-
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third after Anandatirtha died in 1879 A.D. Anandatirtha
according to our revised date died in 1276 A.D., so that his
thirty-three successors occupied 603 years. Supposing that
the thirty three successors of Nimbarka occupied about the
same period and allowing about fifteen years of life t0
Damodara Goswamin, who was living in 1760 A.D. and
substracting from 1765 A.D., 603 years, we have 1162, whick
is about the date of Nimbarka’s death, so that he lived afte
Ramanuja.”

I agree with R.G. Bhandarkar fully. Nimbarkacary
flourished just after Ramanuja, this fact can be proved o
some additional grounds too.

Firstly Nimbarkacarya’s philosophical concept bea
similarity to that of Ramanujacarya. Ramanuja regards C
and Acit as constituting the very body of Brahman or Visiy
While Nimbarka considers Cit and Acit as powers of Brahm:
and this concept of relation of power and powerful (fer:
wife™) between Brahman and Cit and Acit, seems to
an improvement over the IRRIRII HEGE=-4: propound
by Ramanuja. The concept conveyed by ¥ifed:
vifmgHEEE==g: of Nimbarka and TRRIRGATE@=rY:
Ramanuja is almost same. Bhakti, which was emphasi

by Ramaénuja, was also dealt with in details by Nimba
and his followers, and expounded fully.

Nill?bﬁrkﬁ‘:ﬁl'}’a seems to follow Ramanujacarya €
in following the Vaisnavite cults. Similarly he gives prefere
to Prapatti-Vada or doctrine of self-Surrender.”

The Vythas and Avataras® mentioned by him,
common t0 Ramanuja. The doctrines of Nimbarka are
to the southern branch of Ramanuja school, who also bel!
in Prapattivada and agrees to the instance of cat and its Ki

(maﬁ'zﬂ‘q :). The only difference between Nimbarka
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Ramanuja being that the former takes Radha-Krsna for
meditation, while the latter takes Narayana and Laksmi which
can be explained due to the difference of countries in which

they flourished. Nimbarka flourished in Vrndavana where
Radha-Krsna cult was more prominent.

Therefore in the light of the above discussion, it is held
that Nimbarkacarya flourished in the twelfth century after

contended, being the immediate disciple of Nimbarka, must
have flourished from the latter part of twelfth century to the
beginning of thirteenth century.

Works

The monumental work of Srinjvﬁsicﬁrya is Vedanta
Kaustubha, which he wrote for elucidating Vedanta-Parijata-
Saurabha, the commentary on the Brahma-Siitras written by
Nimbarkacarya.

Besides this, he is said tohave written Laghu-Stavaraja-
Stotram, Stava-Paficaka-Mahatmya and VedantaKarikavali.”

But in some books we also find reference to some other
books attributed to him ; such as Khyati-nirnaya,* Rahasya-
Prabandha and Kathopanisadbhisya. The books are not

available and much cannot be said about their authorship or
content etc.

Laghu-stavaraj-stotram is not a philosophical work, as
is evident from the name itself. It is a small treatise composed
in eulogy. Khyati-Nirnaya deals with philosophical concepts
of Nimbarka’s School is evident from the reference by
Sundarabhatta, as he alludes to it to look for an explanation
of a philosophical concept, which is well-expounded there.
Vedanta-Karikavali has also been ascribed to Srinivasacarya.”
As we go through the work for the examination of the above
fact we find two references to Srinivasa in the commentary

AdhyatmaSudhatarangini of Purusottama Prasada Vaisnpava
II—
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and “ma?ﬂ. EEPIER m th'w

No other direct Statement, stating him as the author
has come down to us. Besides this the language is also very
simple like that of Vedanta-Kaustubha. And it is quite possible
that the treatise was composed by Srinivisa following the
example of his guru, who composed other treatises for
refutation (Dasasloki & S.N .K.S.R.) of other Schools and
for putting an equally detailed emphasis on the sadhya as
well as sadhana part of his philosophy. But this still remains
a surmise, and nothing can be said finally unless some
stronger and conclusive ground be found for support.

10

Commentary
Vedanta-Kaustubha-Prabha written by Kesava Kasmiri

Bhatta is the only commentary on Vedanta-Kaustubha. The

writer himself says :
aefy siviaEar:  gteifrearararal S e TS
favIearTg, a9 ihgau Faurd fTieRl e Rg WY

gagfaan gyerd 1’
Moreover the title itself indicates the above fact. Kesava

Kasmiri is said to have flourished at the-end of 14th century
or at the beginning of the 15th century. He is one of the

prominent scholars of Nimbarka school. |
His language and style is not simple like thatnlo
Srinivasa. It is written in an elaborate style. It not Os i]J
elucidates the commentary of Srinivasa but also c?rltut:lf,;da
detail the doctrine of rival schools, such as vivaria

nirvisesavada, jivanmukti® etc. o
' : . . P a
[nspite of accepting the details given by Smyvasa(; .
s not forget in pointing out his original 1dc:srecve
he do¢ nd elaborate explanations are provided, whe

and there @
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necessary. Almost everything is taken up and explained by
him.

Undoubtedly his commentary occupies a significant
place in Nimbarka Sarhpradaya and is a befitting commentary
on Vedanta-Kaustubha.

Language and Style of Vedanta-Kaustubha

Vedanta-Kaustubha is written in a very simple and lucid
style. It is written in prose, which is interknitted by similes,
allusions, rapakas, illustrations and quotations.

His language is purely befitting for a bhasya, especially
for a bhagya written on a philosophical treatise. The language
of a bhasya, intended to explain the technical terms and
metaphysical concepts should be very clear and free of
ambiguity altogether. Otherwise, the reader entangled in the

wordly jugglery would not be able to comprehend the deep
import of the work.

This criterion at its best can be applicable to Vedanta-
Kaustubha. Its language goes a long way in assisting the
reader to grasp the underlying ideas well. There are no
complicacies in the language. Any siitra may be taken up
and studied as an illustration of above statement. Though
later, its language is simpler even than those of its predeces-
sors Sarikaricarya and Ramanujacarya.

The author seems to have full command over Sanskrit
language and it is free of grammatical flaws.

His language is fluent. No where it seems to be either
unnatural or superficially thrust in.

On the hand the style is not conversational iike that of
Sarhkaracarya’s bhasya, but on the other hand it is written
in a descriptive manner.

He tries to explain each and every word of the Sutra as
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clearly as possible with the help of a number of examples
and illustrations.

Like other bhasyas he puts forth first of all the Purva-
paksa in all details, refutes it, and then presents his Siddhanta
or doctrine and establishes it fully.

Like Nimbarkacarya, he does not criticize any of the
rival Vedantic School in hjs bhasya and engages himself only
in the business of elucidation. That is why, Vedanta-Kaustubha
is especially beneficial for a person, who is going to study
Nimbarka’s Svabhavika Bhedabheda for the first time.

As Sanskrta language had already become the language
of paydits and scholarly wiorks since a long time, there seems

' noe since changes can come in 2
f0 be no change In e Saﬁgkrta Janguage of
spoken language only. Therefore ion of change and
‘p~ .uasa also dOes not depict any § gseen every where.
Srinivasa (. Same linguistic usages are

elopmen’- ere. i
ger‘llly Slt)yliStiC differences a.r ° th- stic peculiarity in Vedanta-
- table lingul be frequent use
There is 10 79 here appears to
laces ther infrequent. The
Kaustubha- At Somebzl forms are also nqt m.ﬁeq nance
of particles and ver just in conso

ticles etc. i L
al forms and par . Panini.
ge o Verll;s of classical grammer Written by 258
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CHAPTER I

ORIGIN AND DEVELOPMENT OF
BHEDABHEDA SCHOOT,

Bhediabheda School of Vedinta is not g l?lte:r
but has a long historical background. That jt is
becomes evident from a number of. referen
philosophers, though no earlier work ig €Xtant today.

Some scholars have traced thig doctrine back to the
Vedas itself. “The Bhagvadgita, whicl, i Tegarded as the
essence of the Upanisads, the older Purapas and Paﬁcarﬁtra,
dealt within this volume are more ¢ less on the lines of
Bhedabheda. In fact the origin of this theory may be traced
to the Purusa Sakta, ™

I approve the fact that Puruga Stkta contains the seeds
of Bhedabheda :

“Hq‘ﬁm |
L i s S —— o |
WRIST forean sty Frareemd faf”

These mantras of the sikta clearly point to the fact t:lat
Brahman is not only identical with this creation, blrlltcz Z(;
&reater and distinct from this. And th1§ is ﬂll]ed?fs:rent y
Bhedabheda doctrine, namely Brahman is bot .
well as non-different from the world or the creation.

That the doctrine of Bhedabheda fi.nds suppotrénfgcl)lltlsl
the Upanisads, is evident from the two kinds of stfl3 ements
found in the Upanisads themselves. There are passaagn_
indicate non-difference between Atman & Brahm

developmem
fairly old, it
Ces by later

"
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“g 9 waisfiiiaeeand 9d 99 9 onedl oty
vadshdl " etc.

and there are other passages which indicate difference
between Atman and Brahman such as—

‘g1 guITl WS @ 9O 98 qiaesd |
TR: e gt sifs=meseitan'

If both these kinds of passages be given equal
importance, the doctrine which seems to be propounded by
upanisads is clearly Bhedabheda. The same spirit is evident
in Bhagvadgita too.’

Bhedabheda school has been properly expounded by
the time of the Brahma-Siatra of Badarayana, it can be
ascertained from the allusion to three different Bhedabheda-
vadins’ views in the Brahmasttras by Badariayana himself
as :

“ yfamfas - felemmmemrea: '

“Sohfiead TeETETTGergeta:

“ grafeeraffa e '

According to some scholars, Badarayana was himself,
the propounder of Bhedabheda school and the view of
Kasakrtsna was his own siddhanta. It is also held that
an independent study of the sutras also leads to the same
conclusion. But it is hypothetical and nothing can be said
conclusively about Badarayana’s being the propounder of
Bhediabhedavada. Still one fact is definite that Bhedabheda
doctrine was prevalent even prior to Badarayana in some
form or the other.

Although no treatise expounding the doctrine of these
philosophers has come down to us, still we can know, what
their doctrine was, as their philosophical doctrines are quoted
by Badarayapa and others.
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As interpreted by Srinivasa, A§marathya held that thcrg
is difference and non-difference between individual soul an
Paramataman as between cause and its effect. Audulomin
propounded that there ig relation of difference and non-
difference between Jiva ang Brahman, difference of Jiva. from
Brahman in the state of sarjsara and non-difference in the
state of release. While Kagakrtsna held that the relation of
difference and non-difference. between Jiva and Brahman 1s
the same as that of between the object controlled and the

controller,” while Sarhkarécérya held Kasakrtsna to be the
propounder of Monjsy,_

Besides this, it hag a0 been established by Dr. Dasgupta
that the Vakyakara referred to, under different names by
Rémanuja, Sarvajﬁatmamuni and Anandagiri, is one and the
SaMme person, ang pe Is said to have devoted a large part of
his work in Propounding the Bhedabheda doctrine.”

Sarikar acarya in hjg bhasya on Brhadaranyakopanisad,
refutes the View point of Bhar.trprapafica,° referred to as the

Propounder of Bhedébhedavéda, No written bhasyas have
come dowp, ¢4 us. '

e kniow aboyy the philosophy of Bhartrprapafica fr o
refe“’.nces. Only. As saig above Samkaracarya refers to his
c100tr1n.e~ 0 his bhasya op Brhadaranyakopanisad and
Anandami.n 2 in his conlmcntary; on Sarhkara Bhasya on the
Brahn}a~§mra, ives 3 Number of extracts from Bhartr-
prapanca’s bhagy,

Bhartrprapaﬂca
These referep,
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Reality or Brahman in view of Bhartrprapaiica is Para
and Apara or higher and Lower, or in other words it is
Bhedabheda. Brahman or the absolute is the Supreme Lord.
The Jivas and the material things constitute its Martamdarta
aspects. The infinite evolves into finite yet it is not exhausted
and is beyond that.

Bhartrprapaiica propounds Parinimaviada. Brahman
evolves into the trinity of I§vara, Jiva and material world
and at the same time remains one whole. I§vara is the inner
ruler of all but lower to Brahman and the Jivas or the Saks
ins are the next modal manifestations of Brahman of which
the most important is Hiranyagarbha. In this way reality
evolves itself into various forms of matter and soul. Thus
reality exists as the Rasis or modes. I$vara, Cit and Acit the
three form a unity in trinity.

The relation between Jiva, a real Rasi or mode of
Brahman and Brahman is the relation of substance and modes
(Avasthavat and Avasthah) i.e. it is illustrated by the instance
of ocean which manifests itself as waves and ripples and yet
maintains its self-identity.

According to him, the seeker after Mukti should first
meditate on Hiranyagarbha, become one with him, and then
he finally transcends this limitation too and attains Mukti.

Bhartrprapaiica insists on Jiidna-karma Samuccaya, i.e.
synthesis of knowledge and actions alone leads to salvation.

Bhiskariciarya
After him comes Bhaskaricarya, whose bhasya has
fortunately come down to us. He is said to have flourished

after Samkaracarya, in about eighth century A.D. His
doctrine is known as Aupadhika-bhedabheda.

His philosophy not only depicts some further develop-
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ment in this field but also manifests the unconscious effect
of his immediate predecessor Sarnkaracarya.

He also propounds that Ultimate Reality is Brahman.
But it is not Nirvisesa i.e. devoid of all kinds of attributes.
To him Brahman is the absolute being in its causal state
(®RomeHT) devoid of all names and forms, but possessed of
infinite metaphysical, moral and spiritual perfections. In
conditioned form the same Brahman exists as the world of
nature (STafen) " and the world of souls (Sfiar@r). Although
he does not accept Brahman to be Nirakira as Samkaracarya
propounds, yet at the same time his concept of Brahman is

not similar to that of the later Bhedabhedavadins like Yadava-
Prakasa or Nimbarkacarya.

Bhaskaracarya also recommends Parinamavada like

Ot_hcr Bhedabhedavadins. It is Brahman, which evolves into
Cit and Acit.

. Jiva is regarded as real as Brahman. According to him
1t 15 the upadhi which limits the Unlimited. It is due to upadhis
a101.1c that it differentiates itself into manifold Jivas with its
Parinama sakti, but at the same time it remains unchanged
and transcendent too. It is due to avidya or ignorance that
the absqlutc is conditioned. Ignorance or Avidya works due
:; ga;sl»: 1dentity of the self with empirical life. These Upadhis
O regarded by Bhaskara as real and not illusory.

therc'fl'(‘f;ec J.itvz? is re:garded. as an amsa or part. of Brahman a{ld
that is 1t is IlClthC}' different nor non-different from it,

0 say the relation is that of both bheda i.e. difference
as .well as of abheda i.e. non-difference. As the sparks are
nelt.h.cr abgolutcly identical nor completely different from
the fire," Similarly in empirical state the relation of Jiva with
Brahman is both bhinna and abhinna. As akasa is limited by
jar, in the same way Brahman breaks itself, as it were against
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the Upadhis and becomes finite centre of experience. There-
fore on the dawn of knowledge, these Upadhis vanish and
the individual soul realizes its true nature as non-different
from pure supreme soul. The individual soul attains Ekibhava
with Brahman which according to some scholars,” is, self
expansion or unitive consciousness and not absolute identity
as in the case of Sarhkaracarya. It is oneness with Brahman
which abolishes the idea of duality or Bhinnatva.

The best means for realization consists of combination
of knowledge and action,which is in consonance to the spirit
of Bhedabhedavada.

Jivanmukti ideal of Sarkarite school is not recommended
by him. He accepts, Videhamukti and Kramamukti.

Thus his philosophical concepts step forward in certain
aspects such as accepting Bhedabheda relation between Jiva
and Brahman only at empirical level. Bhartrprapaiica
propounds mukti to be gradual while Bhaskara recommends

videhamukti also in addition to gradual liberation
(Kramamukti).

But on the other hand Bhaskara’s regarding Upadhis as
real, created a dualism between Brahman and Upadhis, which
has been tried to overcome by Yadava-Prakisa by the concept
of parindma-vada, also known also as brahma parinimavada,
as we see presently.

Yadava-Prakisa

There is confusion regarding the identity of Yadava-
Prakasa. Some identify him with the preceptor of Ramanuja
who flourished in 11th century A.D. But nothing is certain.
His Bhasya has not come down to us. Sudarsana Suri in his
gloss on Sribhasya, well-known as Srutaprakasika identifies,

the view of Yadava-Prakasa with the view of Asmarathya
summed up in Brahmasitras" :



20 Vedanta-Kaustubha—A Study

"3 AeaysRsisfer g3 Iu=: | 73 fe st
FROTE F Shaseondead wrfast ma )’

His philosophical concepts are mainly known frpm the
reference contained in the works of Ramanuja and
Paramatmabhanga of Vedinta-Desika."

Reality according to Yadava-Prakasa is also
bhinnabhinna from the ultimate point of view. It is one and

identical with Itself but at the same time, It differentiates
Itself into Cit and Acit also.

He accepts parinamavada. It is due to its parinamasaki
that It emanates Itself into manifold.

Parinamagakti is the creative urge at the heart of
Brahman and ot something which vanishes like illusion.
Therefore his parinamavada is known as Brahma-parinama-
vada. And by this theory Yadava-Prakasa has tried to

overcome the discr €pancy of dualism, created by the concept
%fh? Cl::ptmg upadhis as real (@UIMY:) in the system of
as

fa. Like upadhi, the creative power of Brahman, is
23: ;({mcthing €xternal or its reality is not lim.itec? to the
it 1.5 ‘cal worlg only which would vanish on realisation, bgt
Present always or rather it should be said as inherent in

r 3 . -
1an, though jts working is manifested at proper times.

The indjyj SRR
of the a1 Widual self or Cit, which is an integral element

and absolute, identifies itself with the body and its pleasures
CirclE: 1, and a5 g consequence falls prey to the endless

classiinf this Samsara. The causes of bondage of Jiva are
prakn-bed bY Yadava-Prakasa under three heads—(1)

- 10andha, (2) Vikarikabandha, and (3) Daksinabandha.
The ﬁrst COnsists of desire for products of Prakrti, the second
consists of

S Of desire foy sensibility and third consists of moral
causality of karp, ‘

J

Yadava-Prakaga aj50 propounds that the relation of Jiva
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and Brahman is Bhedabheda i.e. Jiva is both different as
well as non-different from Brahman in empirical state as
well as in released state, while Bhaskara maintains non-
difference during released state. But Yadava-Prakisa gives
equal emphasis on bheda and abheda, as later on, given by
Nimbarkicarya and others.

Yadava-Prakisa is more idealistic than Bhaskaracarya
and regards both Cit and Acit as equal expressions. According
to him there is no difference between Cit and Acit. Everything
is sentient, in Acit or insentient objects such as pitcher etc.,
the consciousness is in unmarifested form, while in sentient
objects it is manifested—

“ FIEEYFTITHY T AR, T SRy AaaHTI -
TEAafa 7 fefagfasm: '™

and therefore Acit is Cit in unmanifested form. Thus
he denies the qualitative distinctions between the two.

Yadava-Prakisa also holds that synthesis of both
knowledge and actions (Jiidna-Karma-Samuccaya) leads to
liberation which destroys the sense of difference and one
realizes the relation of difference and non-difference between
Jiva and Brahman. The finite is not absorbed in the infinite
but realizes its true relation with Brahman.

In Yadava-Prakisa’s philosophy we find an effort to
remove certain discrepancies of his predecessors as said
before, and at the same time there are some concepts, such
as theory of transformation efc., which are followed by the
later Bhedabhedavadins. We get reference to Kesava also,
who is said to have lived after Bhaskara and followed him.
But among the later philosophers of this school, Svabhivika
Bhedabheda of Nimbarka is the most prominent.

Nimbiérkacarya
Nimbarkacarya is well-known as thc,.p;apeunder of

/ T >t\tute cf « . o,
\ o

& X.\

/\* o790

iR
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Svabhavika-Bhedabhedavada. He flourished in the 12t_h
century. His father’s name was Aruna and mother’s Jayanti.
Therefore he was also known as Aruni and Jayanteya. He
was known as Niyamananda or Nimbaditya too. Though
settled in Vrndavana, he travelled far and wide in the country.

We get reference to a number of works, written by
Nimbarka, some of which have come down to us. Forel}lost
of these, is the commentary named Vedanta-Parijata-
Saurabha, written on the Brahma-sitras, which propounds
the doctrine of Nimbarkacarya and has the distinction of
being the most concise commentary. Nimbarkicarya doe:s
Not engage in refutation of other Vedantic schools and is
satisfied in presenting the meaning of sutras in as few words
as possible without giving much details.'®

Nimbarka composed Dasa-$loki. The treatise contains
his views regarding the nature of three realities Krsna, Cit
and Acit and the means of His attainment.

He also composed a treatise consisting of twenty-five
Verses known as SaviSesa-Nirvisesa Krsna-stava-raja."’

S Some other works such as Madhva-mukha-Mardana,
vadh

dharmadhva-bodha, Prapatti-Cintamani, Aitihyal;
tattvaraddhanta are also said to have been composed by him.

According to Nimbarka Brahman, Cit and Acit are the

€ Realities, According to him Brahman is Purusottama
or poved figure (o) of Krsna-Radha (=) He
is th

€ lf’fd of all and the controller of all. No one is higher
than Hipy, He is called Brahman, because He excels all, by

His Svabhavik, gunas and $aktis :

thre

Therefore Brahman according to him is the personal
God.
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Brahman is the material as well as the efficient cause of
the universe but in what sense it is not clarified by Nimbarka-
carya. He is the cause of creation, maintenance and
destruction of the universe. He accepts Parinamavada and

holds that the creation is transformation of powers of
Brahman.

Brahman is gracious to his votaries and out of compas-
sion, manifests, Its form to them. It is the giver of the fruits
of the respective actions of individual selves.”

Nimbarka also regards the scriptures as authoritative
proof for establishing the existance of Brahman, who is
(sfd=ta:) indescribable, otherwise.

The Cit or the Jiva is the second Reality accepted by
him. The individual self is IAEE: i.e. of the nature of
consciousness. The individual self is knower (W) also,
besides having knowledge for its essence. To say that the
individual self is knowledge and has knowledge for its
attribute, is not contradictory. It indicates the relation of
substratum and attribute between the Jiva and knowledge.*

The individual self is the object of the notion of

‘I’(3tewe:) and this ‘Ahamartha’ persists in released state
t0o.”

That the self is also doer(Fd1) and enjoyer (= ) of
the fruits of actions performed by it, it is proved by declaration
made by the Sastra, that the individual self is capable of
obtaining the salvation by meditation.

The size of the Jiva is atomic® (319:). Though situated
in the heart, it experiences the happiness and sorrow of the
whole body like a drop of sandal wood situated at one part
of the body, imparts coolness to the whole body. It is Apu
even in the released state.
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The individual self is eternal and unchanging. Ig states
of waking, dream and deep sleep are controlled by ISvara.

It is a part (3i¥1:) of Brahman. By part, an actual part
cut off from the whole should not be understood. By the
part is meant, that it is different as well as non-different
from Brahman, as $akti is different as well as non—differcr}t
from $aktimin. Thus by the self being part of Brahman is

meant that both are related by the relation of power and
powerful.

The Acit or insentient element consists of three elements
namely Prakrta, Aprakrta and Kala. Prikrta is the name
glven to that which is derived or evolved from Prakrti or
Primal Matter. What is precisely meant by Aprakrta and

3, 1s not explained by him. It is explained by Srinivasa-
carya as we will see in the next chapter. The relation subsisting
between the Cit, Acit and Brahman is Svibhiavika-
B.hcdabhedao The individual self is different as well as non-
fllffert?nt from Brahman. It is different from Brahman, who
1S, IS Inner controller” and who is never subject to happiness
and sorrow like the Jiva. On the other hand the Jiva being
effect (karya) of Brahman is also non-different from It.*

It is mﬁmﬁe the relation between the two is Bhedabheda.

external Avika or natural as it is not brought about by any

self in thagency and therefore it persists in all states of the
© bound as well as in the released.

Acit i'?:leifsfal'nc is the relation between the Acit and Brahman.
: crent from Brahman, being its effect,”the former
being sentient, non-grogs and so on, while the latter is in-
Sentient, gross and sq o). The Acit is non-different from It,

: pcing dependent op 1 for its existence. As coil of the serpent
is dependent on the serpent.®
Moksa or liberatigp according to Nimbarkicarya,

consists in attaining the similarly with Brahman after the
realization—

4
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TSRS ASA 9 a9 afa

Moksa consists not only in the realization of Brahman,
but also in the realization of one’s own nature. The
Bhedabheda relation existing between Jiva and Brahman
persists even in Moksa.

Nimbarkacarya alludes to a number of Sidhanas or
means of realization. Karma or actions purify the mind of
seeker of Moksa and help in the rise of Vidya or knowledge.
The external performance of sacrifices etc. are enjoined along
with the internal control of the senses.

Learning, childlike simplicity and profound thinking
are also helpful inthe rise of Vidya or knowledge.

Nimbarkacarya lays stress on Bhakti i.e. devotion™and
prapatti i.e. self surrender. Surrender to Guru® or the
preceptor has been accepted as very significant by him.

As is evident from this short account of Nimbarka’s
philosophy, he left a number of facts unexplained or half
explained. The work was undertaken by his disciple
Srinivasicirya who wrote Vedanta-Kaustubha. Srinivasi-
cirya, is one of the most Prominent commentators of
Nimbirka School, who not only clarified the theoretical
background of the school, but also helped in the spreading
of the doctrines of the school by his literary works.

To conclude, we can say that historically, Bhedabheda
School of Vedanta can be traced back to a fairly old period.
Its existence was prior even to the Brahmasiitras and its seeds
obtainable from the Veda itself, although systematisation took
place at a later period, say in 500 B.C. Because the Brahma-
Sitras are ascribed to about 200 B.C., and Bhedibheda is
even prior to that. What may have been its time of origin, its
developments which have been recorded and have come down
to us have been shown in the present chapter. The full
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i of
development of this system took plac.c at t-h? {tiu:conc
flourishment of Nimbarka School, of which Snn.lv ;1 -one
of the most prominent scholar, has been taken up in the
chapter.
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CHATPER I

PART I
PHILOSOPHY OF SRINIVASACARYA
AS CONTAINED IN VEDANTA-
KAUSTUBHA

The Philosophical doctrines of Srinivasicarya as
zoor;tt:.med in Vedanta-Kaustubha donot merely elucidate the
in Corllne Of: Nimbarkacarya but are also marked with ingenuity
docs Iii&:-tpuon and treatment. That is why Vedanta-Kaustubha

S€em to be a mere gloss but an independent work

and it requi i i
therefore jt requires special attention.
Realitjeg

srinivasa :
: Cdrya accepts “Tattva’ or Reality to be threefold-
V1z. Brahman, cj and Acit —

T Aty fofagwmaa”
entitszit:m‘ag 1s the supreme Reality, Cit stands for conscious
entiy, Tl;elsn Ividual sou] and Acit stands for unconscious
ing may b: Would be treated at their proper places. One
Srinivasa noted at .the very outset, which is cmphasize-d
In dcpendemc{;rya again and again is that l?rahman alone is
other two rea(l' Yat@tra). The activities, existence etc. of the
dualism (D lities 1s dependent on It but this does not create
Uvalta) as i the system of Madhvacirya and should

not be mixed with ¢,

Brahman

~ The question of Sagupa and Nirguna Brahman does not
arise in the system of $rinivisa as in the case of his
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predecessors such as Bhaskara etc. Because Srinivisa regards
Brahman to be a universal soul, which is both transcendent
as well as immanent. Brahman is also called variously as
Srik;sna, Visnu, Vasudeva, Purusottama, Narayana, Parama-
tman, Bhagawan and so on. Nimbarkicarya refers to Sri-
krsna along with his consort Radha but it is not seen in the
case of Srinivasa who does not refer to Radha. $rinivasicirya
holds that Srikrsna in the form of Parasara, composed the
Brahma-Sitra to relieve people of their delusion—

“ .. TAM JENI: arged: YRINEEAT AHTRdeh aRitedr]
SHardisd Ay WaEvad gefag Feuvaaa wWeemfaaad
TRREHHAIAEE A< A

Brahman is supreme being, resort of all auspicious
qualities, possesses unthinkable attributes. It is omnipresent,
omniscient, Lord of all,’ greater than all etc. No one is either

equal or superior to It. Brahman is said to be both Bhinna as
well as Abhinna—

“ gafefE= TErarged: 1

Vasudeva is Abhinna as the cause of the universe and
Bhinna in the form of this universe consisting of Cit and
Acit.

He is the creator, cause of creation, maintenance and
destruction of the world—

" gelvife: WEAATEUEE §avaR: geWad Ta Sggifa
freag e f

It is He from whom, the universe emerges out, on whom
it subsists and in whom it finally merges.°

He is the material as well as the efficient cause of the
world. His upadanatva is worded by Srinivasicirya as—

“ IERTSIT ST At GEIae=I T
EEEYGSHEEEIRI LI CC RO ERRIVEINE T LI HE T (i
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He is the material cause of the world in the sense of
turning the powers existing in Him, from the subtle form
into the gross form. These powers called as Para and Apara
are not separate or rather different from Paramatman but are
inherent in Him. These are related to Him by the relation of
$akti and $aktiman i.e. power and powerful. These powers
existing in Him in subtle form at the time of dissolution are
turned into gross form which give rise to various further
effects.

Brahman is also the nimitta or efficient cause of this
universe, the fact is put forth by Srinivisicirya in these
words—

S AT AT aac—;ﬁma{q‘rrmmﬁz Lo
iergeen, Pt

. He is the efficient cause in the sense that He unites the
Individual selves with the fruits of their respective actions.
.Wh.y .and how he does this is also explained here. The
Individua] selves are incapable of recollecting the impressions
of past births due to working of unending circle of actions
and. their fruits and He enables them to enjoy their respective
fruits of actions by means of providing respective instruments
3s well as required knowledge. By saying that He provides
OWledge perhaps Srinivasa wants to say that without some
angwl':dge, one cannot distinguish between good or bad fruits
for In that case one cannot enjoy happiness or feel sorrow
SOme pleasant or unpleasant happening. Therefore

Brahn}an Provides knowledge to enjoy and to reap the fruits
of their actions.

Sl'ifliVi'isi:'lciirya accepts Parindmavada or Doctrine of
Transformation, “parinama’ as is commonly known, is real
change and is to be djstinguished from “Vivarta’ or apparent
change. At the time of creation Brahman transforms Its
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ownself in the form of universe. Transformation of Brahman
consists of transformation of Its powers,which exist in It
permanently and are controlled by It—

Y TR aEaTfufsaftseaafasyu SR &
qftorfar'”

Brahman is both transcendent as well as immanent. It
is transcendent because It is beyond and more than the mere
aggregate of created Cit and Acit beings and immanent
because It resides in the heart of human beings as their inner
controller—

Halen wafa=n 91°

Bhagawan is also beyond the sway of actions and three
gunas. He is manifested only in meditation to votaries
and unmanifested otherwise. He is controller of the three
states of individual selves in waking, dream and deep
sleep. According to Srinivasa dreams are also created by
Paramitman because individual self being, devoid of

HAEFHedE etc. powers in the bound state, is incompetent to
create these.

He is always an abode of knowledge and bliss and confers
these on individual selves at released state. He has abundant
bliss or Ananda which is celestial and not ephemral.”

He alone is the giver of fruits of actions to individual
souls—

“ TGRSO Fac TR W wragaeral’™

He refutes the view point of Jaimini that Apirva is the
giver of fruits. It is He, who confers fruits on all in accordance
to one’s actions, good or bad and without being partial to
anyone. He is also the giver -of salvation and stretches His
helping hand to His votaries to enable them to receive His
direct vision and so on. He is the creator of Nama-riipa i.c.
name and form but He Himself, is beyond it. He is Aptakima
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i.e. all of his desires are satisfied and S9&d9rHT i.e. being
devoid of all kinds of sins or dosas.

As pointed out already, Srinivasa contends Brahman to
be Saguna. Therefore a number of scriptural passages which
declare it as Nirguna etc. are interpreted by him in a different
way, he holds that the word ‘Nirguna’ applied to it indicates
Its being devoid of inauspicious qualities and it does not
mean the absolute negation of all kinds of attributes and so
on. Similarly other words such as Nirikara etc. are explained
as denoting absence of inauspicious form and so on. To put
1t in other words Srinivasa upholds the view that Srikrsna is
possessed of all kinds of auspicious attributes ultimately.
Thc.: relative qualities such as virtue and vice, auspiciousness
Or Inauspicijousness donot touch Him."

The general nature of Brahman being established thus,
there remains a question i.e. what is the proof of the existence
of Brahman? Like other Indian philosophers, Srinivasicarya
declares Sabda or scriptures to be conclusive proof in this
fhatter, These scriptures are declared as divine or Tde33:

i’n;l said to have come down to us through the seers (F=R:)
thro gave expressions to the truths which they perceived
ough the divine inspiration. Therefore $astras are to be

r e . >
c8arded as authoritative. Admitted, that reasoning is also

gellpfm In the solution of a number of problems ; and helps

ot. .Bll.t at the same time it is also true that reasoning is
al§o limited and canpot help in grasping each and every
thing. The higher metaphysical things cannot be grasped by
reasoning alone. Therefore one has to take shelter in the
€Xperiences of great seers whose documents are recorded in
Oflr. Scriptures. We should not forget the fact that these
different seers, although definitely spiritually higher person,
would colour the indescribable (fTd=-ia:) reality in their

own personal way. Therefore there are differences on the
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methods of approach as well as on the description of Reality.
But inspite of that, until one finds out the method of approach
for oneself and realizes Brahman, one has to resort to these
seers’'statements for advancement in this field. In this sense
authority of these scriptures may said to be unquestionable.

The nature of Brahman as described, raises certain
general problems which Srinivisa tried to solve.

Foremost of these, is that if Brahman is 3ST@®M®: i.e.
all of His desires are fulfilled then what is the purpose in
creating this Universe ? In day to-day matters we find that
each and every work of even tiny animate beings is motivated
by some purpose or other. So should be in the case of the
creation of this world. There must be some desire or motive
working behind it. But on the other hand Sruti declares, It to
be Aptakima then why does It create this Universe ? Secondly
a creation is not merely for the good of the individual selves;
because it is a circle of doing work and reaping its fruits that
leads to entanglement in various kinds of sorrows and
anxieties. Even if It created this world why creation was not
on equal basis, why is there a difference in fortune of people
and soon ?

Lilavada

For the solution of the first problem, namely- why
Aptakama Brahman created the universe Srinivasicarya, like
other Vedantists, takes resort to the well-known theory of
Lila as propounded by Badarayana in the Brahmasitras—
“Ferarg eeacad’ ™. The fact that a number of theories
were propounded for the solution of the problems is evident
from Gaudapada’s Karikas—

“fagfa wad = T gt |
wemrEraEfa ghierfimie: |
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oo e gieffa gt faffy=an
HEATEd A T It ||
rmel giefie wewlfufa =Ry
Y WIS TSR H TeT "

But among these various theories, all the Vedantists
accept Lilavada, though the interpretations differ suiting their
respective doctrines.

By the word Lila is meant, sportive activity. In other
words anything which is done as easily and delightfully as
a sport, without causing any exertion. As is put forth by
Dr. Mahendra Nath Sircar—“Lilad signifies a spontaneous
sportive activity, as distinguished from a self-conscious
volitional effort and stress.”'

Accepting this theory Srinivasicarya holds that the
creation is Lila of Brahman. It is illustrated by the instance
of a sovereign king, who with all of his longing fulfilled
indulges in sports sometimes—

‘I T A TRivedw wEdE wadEsed o
fafemymgmfefafamieFeiams geaq, qen semonsta wi-
Paed, Facd fervdierarTeERrTETced: |

The point is further clarified by Kesava Kasmiri Bhatta—

‘o1 1 gETE gElswch R 11

As a person in exuberance of delight cannot resist
dancing singing etc., irrespective of any fruit, in the same
way Brahman in the outflow of Bliss creates the universe
without any purpose or motive working behind it.

Here a paralleled instance of a child may be cited, who
dances and sings in excessive happiness without any motive
or desire. It is the natural reaction of happiness. This is
what is implied in the concept of Lila. Creation is a natural
outcome of Brahman, immersed in Bliss. Here it would not-

be out of place to refer to other Vedantists on the point of
1 ilavada.
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Samkaracarya, while interpreting this Sttra puts stress
on the spontaneity of creative activity. The act of creation,
on the part of Brahman, is just like the tendency of kings
and ministers towards sportive activities, which are
undertaken without any purpose in view. But it might be
objected that these sportive activities are also meant for
recreation at least. This objection is put off by providing
another illustration. As breathing takes place without any
effort on the part of living beings as ‘Svabhava’. Similarly
creative act takes place without the help or any assistance
and effort. Moreover neither Sruti nor Nyaya supports the
fact that there can be a purpose for the fulfilment of which
creation proceeds. It is merely ‘Svabhdva’ which cannot be
altered or replaced. This universe appearing to be a great
work for us is mere Lila for Brahman due to Its being

possessed of unlimited powers—

“aen S FeafERrdvRE TR TSI a1 St
frfaoRisFmRRTEaE Sad wiaed: J994a: sielasry waf|
I ASATRAEASATAE el FhfaorisHrH~R e
Hhad iaedl ygrasfasafa) 1 e yAsHA=R e
=qEa: gfad o1 weafd )l 1 9 WEE: wWHEheg ved | aad-
wWeetiE sl o TeaEearfa | qafa wives
wote Paaaq) suRfraufaa’™

An additional ground has been presented by the

commentator Vacaspati Misra when he says creation is not
Parmarthika i.e. real from ultimate point of view, it is real

only from worldly point of view(SaT®IRE W) therefore
no purpose is required for its creation—

“aft = AF it ghedgasan W
Bhaskara almost follows Sarhkaricarya in this respect

and takes Lila to mean ‘Svabhava’. Therefore creative activity
is a spontaneous activity and not deliberate or volitional.
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Theistic Vedantists like Madhvacarya, Rimanuja-carya
and Baladeva Vidyabhisana hold that Lila implies that
spontaneous activity which is caused by overflowing Bliss,
as is upheld by Srinivasa, shown above—

“qu AR WA GERHIRA TS = JESIE
TaHaveRs |

i.e. as a person, intoxicated by overflow of happiness
indulges in dancing, singing etc. activities, being irrespective
of any purpose, same is true in the case of I§vara.

As is evident from this short discussion, for Srinivasa
and other theistic Vedantists Lila stands for spontaneous
activity accompanied by exurberance of Bliss, and this is a
more plausible interpretation. Dr. Radha Krisnan® also says
t.hat Its joy overflows into existence. This spontaneous outflow
Is symbolized by Lilavada, same thing is put by M.N. Sircar
in these words—“The functioning of will for a definite
purpose is the work of a finite being. I§vara is willing but to
no definite purpose, it must necessarily be an expression in
delight, for bliss, is Its soul, delight, the expression. A Step
furthc%' and we may add that even volitional effort is centred
in delight, willing is move to delight and in delight. And
because in finite consciousnes such a move is directed beyond
self ; we become apt to identify willing with a conscious
striving for the removal of a want or a need. But deeper
psychological analysis reveals that willing is fed in delight,
the final satisfaction is consequent upon fulfilment. Willing
is then the search and the expression of delight consciousness
in finite being and expression solely in the infinite. ”*

Therefore the Lildvada seems to be the nearest approach
in solving the problem why this universe was created? some
scholars hold that “Brahman and the universe are co-relatives,
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one implying the other. Hence the evolution of the universe
is a logical necessity on the part of Brahman. If the universe
is impossible without Brahman, Brahman, is no less
incomplete without the universe.”* But I donot think that
the universe can be a logical necessity on Brahman, who is
above all these things. Secondly as far as I understand
Lilavada does not imply this fact.

Acceptance of Lilavada leads to another objection. If
creation is Lil3, is it also irrelevant like any Lila or there is
some criterion working behind it ? To this, it is replied, that
He creates the universe in such a way ; so that the beings
may be able to reap the fruits of their respective actions. He
is impartial and helps to enable living beings to reap the
fruits of their actions like the cloud which pours rain equally
every where; and it depends on the difference in seeds and
soil, which causes difference in crops.*

Another question may be raised here i.e. how was the
nature of first creation determined ? To this it is replied by
all Indian philosophers and same is naturally said by
$rinivisa, that creation is beginningless (3¥1f€:) and endless
(3=:) and therefore the question of first creation does not
arise. But this does not satisfy a logical mind and the solution
given shows the inability of human minds or rather limitation
which we cannot overcome. SO we again come to our last
point.

Brahman is said to be the material cause of this world
and it is also said**that all of the material evolutes come out
from Prakrti or matter. There is no contradiction involved
in these two statements. Prakrti which is said to evolute the
various objects works in accordance to the wish of Brahman
and is dependent on Him and not independent in its activities
and therefore Brahman is the material cause of the universe
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ultimately and not Prakrti. Here another problem arises—it
is held in the Sttra ' St=ARA Id: “ that at the time of creation,
powers of Brahman known as Para and Apara existing in it
inherently, in subtle form are transformed into gross form,
give rise to various products of this universe consisting of
animate and inanimate objects. Then how can Prakrti and
Para and Apara both be said to give rise to various evolutes
at the same time ? Srinivasacarya does not give any clue, as
to how these two are reconciled. But as appears from his
interpretation of the Sttra—

‘FeqriveyTe HeaTfeeRfag: ' as

 STFHA GEAEW SRR W s aaargsatat—cani-
A, A wifranan forgeer wrater feoran vt ST HE=a 1™
He does not seem to hold any distinction between Sakti
of Brahman and Prakrti, perhaps according to him, Prakrti

is equated to Apara of Brahman, but it is not stated clearly
any where.

. Another very natural objection is raised in our ordinary
life. We observe that the material cause and its effects are of
same Kind, then either universe should also be of the nature
of Brahm'fm, consisting of Cit and Acit objects or It is not
the material cause of this universe. To this Srinivasa replies
that sumlaljity between cause and effect is not true every
w.hcrc and in every instance. Because we also take notice of
d¥verse hature of cause and its effects, as nails, hair etc. of
different nature arjse from the Purusa. Parallel instance of

animate scorpion taking birth from inanimate or ‘jada’ cow-
dung is also cited—

“WWWWWWWIW:
qanfaeet: '™

To the objection that at the time of dissolution, the



- ¢ = = =
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universe with all its virtue and vice returning to Vasudeva
might defile Him, it is replied that at the time of dissolution,
the world remains in Him, as His own potency and does not
defile Him just like products of earth like pot etc., when
again turned to earth donot defile it by their guna or dosa—

“geon u gyeifawr: gfuea e @al: gt |q
Tafd, T AT e R faefassfamta srifor e
fefeesfinng ger quadicel:

If universe is transformation of Brahman then the question
arises whether Brahman is 99994 i.e. consisting of parts
or f@aaH i.e. without parts ? If He is fRa@ad then He, the
whole, would be transformed into world, in that case Brahman
would become gross and there would remain no Brahman
beyond this world to be approached by the liberated. On the
other hand if He is ®994d, then the texts describing Him as
without parts would be contradictory to the scriptural texts
describing Brahman as without parts i.e. 7Raa and so on.*
The question is answered by Srinivasacarya in a lucid and
exhaustive manner, who says that both of these so called
Dosas (Feeqdfam-Ragasieg +uv= ) do not incur in the
case of Brahman. He says that the universe isnot trans-
formation of a part or whole of Brahman. It is the mere
manifestation of the potencies inherent in It, in subtle form,
without affecting It in the least.

Brahman is transformed into the world without the help
of any extraneous means just as a spider weaves its web
without any external assistance—

“FHuifafE TRERETNET FE SISERY YR adl
7 fRagaussHmasta '™

In this respect another question is raised namely that
this school accepts transformation to be mere manifestation
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of subtle powers into gross form, which is not very different
from the concept of Sarkhya school. To this he replies that
there is difference between the two. Sarkhya school accepts
Prakrti to be the cause of the world which is quite independent
in activities etc ; from Purusa,” which is not accepted bY
Svabhavika-Bhedzbhedavada. They hold Brahman to be 1
powerful, who inspires these powers and controls thelf
activities. It is Vasudeva, who transforms Ao 1€
power of enjoyment (objects) in the form of insentient objects
such as Akaga etc. and seqRifer: i.e. power of enjoyer: into
thej form of sentient beings such as gods, human beings ¢
It is He, who causes the various beings to enjoy their fruits
of. karmas and in the end draws them in, as tortoise contracts
his legs inside. This is the main difference between e two

schools and therefore the vie i armkh hoo!
W a SC
cannot be accepted. point of 3 y

bctwiterts gtlso pointed out that as there is non-differe®”
undergo thman and Brahman, then it would be liable tC;
entangled ‘e sor}' ows ?nd happiness of individual selve

angled in various births and thus would incur the faull
whtlcl:)h is lfqun as feqeuifealn: ie. fault of doing what 18
ggsa: I;:?Cxﬁ It* To this $rinivasacarya replies that sucht
oniy non-diffeposslblc in the case of Brahman as It 1% ﬁoc
and is not rent, but also different from Atman in natuf

touched by the faults of individual self—

Hmﬁisﬁ W&W@ﬁmﬁﬁq_ ﬁ ﬁﬁ ‘1035

at is why individual soul is known as ¥& 35 one

who migrates and
the other 31g : o does
not transmigrate, SEEd i the one WD

LaStly B[ah . . d
uspicious quaﬁt-ma“ is said to possess only good aﬂ's
o 1 inconles' which seems irrelevant to some: Tms
secmig’y Eruency is also removed by some scholar
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who hold that evils and vices are evils only from the point of
human beings and these are relative i.e. changeable according
to time and place, and not absolute. While goodness and
virtues are real from absolute point of view. Therefore
Brahman is said to be possessed of only good and auspicious
qualities. This can be the possible explanation of what
Srinivisa wants to convey, when he describes Srikrsna as
possessed of auspicious qualities and devoid of all sins—

TR ORI 1™ etc.

Here he is very near to Ramanuja, who interprets these
words in the similar way.
Cit or Individual soul

The second Reality accepted by this school is Cit or
Individual soul. It is different from body, sense organs, mind,
Prana and Buddhi, all of these are dependent on Individual
soul and serve as instrument in such actions as seeing, hearing
and so on,* and are described as Upakaranas of individual
soul or Jiva.

The nature of Jivatman is described by Srinivisa as—

“Sfrarerd TE eI afd FigeeHa

i.e. individual soul is knower and being of the nature of
knowledge possesses the attribute of knowledge. The
individual self is said to be of the nature of knowledge,
because by describing it as merely possessor of knowledge,
as an attribute would merely render it to be jada or insentient
object, which is contrary to the nature of individual soul, as
described by scriptural texts which state it to be Ja4: or

consciousness constituting its very essence.
From the description of Jivatman as both JF&a&4: and

then as Fgear there seems to be contradiction involved in
this. This contradiction though apparent, is not clarified by
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Srinivasicarya. Mr. Haridas Bhattacarya has tried to explain
it.* According to him, if consciousness be the essence of the
individual soul only, then nothing else is needed for the
knowledge of day to-day happenings as well as future events.
Every thing would be known to it from the very beginning
and nothing would remain which is to be known by it during
its existence. But as it is not so and there is appearance and
disappearance, increase or decrease of knowledge, so some-
thing more is needed there to explain this phenomenon and
for that it is said that it has knowledge as its attribute too.

Dr. Roma Bose explains it as—“The individual self,
the substratum and know!edge, the attribute, are equally
knowledge, yet there is distinction between them, as declared
by scriptures itself, so that the relation of substratum and
attribute is possible between them. ™

- From my point of view Srinivasa describes Jiva as
Nanasvarpa from the point of view of individual soul’s

being non-different (¥14g:) from Brahman.

And it ig described as JgaA from the point of Jiva’s

being diffefent (9=:) from It. Jiva is both different as well
35 non-different from Brahman and so its nature is also
escribed from both point of views.

is su The view of Dr. Roma Bose is also near the mark and
Pported by the statement in Vedanta-Kaustubha itself—

mﬁf”;}”ﬁqmamaﬁﬁasﬁ g qHfEoed I
4| '

L.€. .there Is no difference between T as essence and 9T as
attribute, still to be of same nature does not mean there is
non-difference between the two things. It is clarified by the
illustration of Prabha i.e. flame and its Tejas or lustre. There
is no difference between the flame and lustre, still there is
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difference between the two, same is the case here. Though
there is no difference, between knowledge as substratum
and as attribute, still there is difference and to indicate this
fact the nature of individual soul is described in this way.

Individual self is said to be FAEEY: and therefore
knowledge exists in all its states, waking, dreaming and deep
sleep. in the latter two states it remains, however, unmanifest
like manhood in the state of childhood. As manhood is present
in childhood also, still there it is in undeveloped form and
therefore remains unmanifested and is manifested in youth
fully. Similarly knowledge, though present in dream and
deep sleeping states remains unrevealed to others.

“Shaydyge gAe Feeesaena 1’

It is also pointed out here that due to persistence of this
attribute as long as the Atman exists, which is eternal, the
attribute forming its essence also exists for ever and due to
this the Jiva is sometimes stated to be Vibhu in some of the
scriptural passages.

Being knower (3:) individual self is the object of the
notion of ‘I’ and it is described as

(X 443
AN A S THHT

and this ‘Aharartha’ lasts even in liberation where also
it continues to be as individual but does not experience such
feelings as different from Brahman etc., since it has realized
its true nature.

A necessary corollary to individual self’s being intelli-
gent principle is its being an agent. It is an agent, this fact is
approved by the scriptural passages which lay down liberation
and enjoyment for the.individual self—

* gfagFad AN AT aR e yreaenedsan |
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and this can be obtained by the Jiva, if it is a conscious
doer.

Its agency is also proved by the fact that it is said to
roam in the body according to its desires.* The view that
Buddhi is the agent is refuted by Srinivasa. Buddhi is just
Jike an instrument and being insentient cannot engage in 2
activity or refrain (abstain) from doing it, according t0 its
volition. It depends on individual self, who is capable 1
engage in same activity or not just as a carpenter, when
willing, does his work, otherwise does not do it.*

To the objection, that if individual self is an agent, then
it should be always be absorbed in those activities, Which
may yield beneficial fruits. Why such activities are undertaken
which result in undesirable fruits? The objection is met with
the saying, that in the bound state individual soul i3 not
omniscient and omnipotent to foresee the future results ©
its actions. Secondly it is the Sarhskaras or impressions ©

pa§t births which play a significant part in inspiring human
beings to a particular action—

! ST Fafayral vafadel

. It has been established that the Jiva is agent (aﬁﬁ)-'
still for agency it is ultimately dependent on Brahman- It 38
he who rem.aining within the heart of all inspires them 10
perform various functions, some of which are of auspicio®
natu;e and others of inauspicious nature Apprchendiﬂg the
posmbl'e objection that if J; g the doc.:r ultimately great
con fus.lon would be caused because there is possibility 0
confering the f.ruits of one’s actions to another and s0 °™
is replied that. it is not Possible. The ground for putting ©

thc ObJCCthD 18 Qrovided. Bl'ahrnan iDSpiICS the Jivas to gOO

r bad actions I accordance with their past Sams}(ﬁrai
gmilarly fruits ar bestowed in accorgance to thei” 2H°%
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Therefore it is established that agency of Jiva is depen-
dent on Brahman.

The individual self is the doer, not only in the bound
state but also in the released state.

The factis evident from the statement of individual soul’s
being creator of bodies, roaming and sporting etc. In released
state individual self can create body for itself, roam whereever
it likes at will. But here also its agency is derived from
Brahman ultimately and it is not independent fully.

The individual soul is not only the agent (i) but
also the enjoyer (#eT). In accordance with the work done,
good or bad, it enjoys its fruits.* Even in the relesed state, it
enjoys the pleasures of Hiranyagarbha lokas, but these are
not something like materialistic pleasures ; but heavenly
pleasures which neither exhaust by enjoyment nor cause them
to fall again in the circle of rebirth—

“ frroifeciienedn SISty e satawan: '™

The individual soul is eternal. It does not die or take
birth. It is the body which fallsand which in every birth is
obtained again. There is no scriptural passage which declares
Jivatman to undergo birth, death and so on—

* glegeReIAmESF AN R g | ™

The individual soul is a part or amsa of supreme soul.
By arhsa, a real part cut off from Brahman, should not be
understood.

By amsa, what he means, is Sakti or power of
Brahman—

“ e fe wifeasq e



46 Vedanta-Kaustubha—A Study

If Jiva be taken as a real part of Brahman, then it \jVOllld
become totally different from Brahman. But as this is not
the case i.e. the individual self is both different as well as
non-different from Brahman, it is to be taken in the sc?nse of
$akti. As power is different, being a part only, but 15 non-
different too from the powerful. Same is the case with the
individual soul. Due to this relation the individual self share®
such attributes as being devoid of all sins etc., and it 1s 10

bound state that it forgets its real nature. Otherwise it is frec
and pure by nature.

The size of the individual self is accepted to be atomic
(Srogafmoreh: ) * This fact is proved by the fact that itis 531‘?
to pass out of the body through such openings as €y€S ete »
and this is possible only if the individual self is of atomic
size. Even the scriptural texts approve this fact, wWhen they
describe the individual soul to be the hundredth part Of ﬂ.‘i

tip of hair—' eI e et and T
etc.”

Although atomic, it experences the happiness (E@)t
and sorrow (37 of the whole of the body. The aPPAre"
contradiction involved in the above statement is also clarifi€
by Srinivﬁsﬁcérya. He says that soul, though atomic
experiences the pleasures and pains of body, as 2 drop ©

salzldal paste, placed on one part of body gladdens the who™®
body—

N EERAR ;T .
qen SitsT St Wmﬂﬂﬁ”
s . is
Another objection is discarded by Srinivasa n f:es
connection. It may be sajd, thq the experience of pleas
' parc

(g@) etc. of th i

© Whole body by the self cannot be comart
10 a drop of sandal wood whose existence on on¢ P e

. . . ho
visible. while consciousness (S=a:) being present W
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body, the individual self’s existance cannot be declared to
be at one particular place” in the similar way. To this it is
replied that existance of Jiva is only at one place i.e. in the
heart and it is through its attribute of knowledge pervading
the entire body, that it experiences all kinds of physical and
mental experiences. Therefore the simile cited is quite
appropriate. It is also illustrated by the rays of gem or lamp
which though situated at one corner of room illumines the
whole place through the light.*®

The knowledge though being the very essence of the
individual self, its attribute knowledge is said to be all
pervading (&a19:). This fact has been clarified above.

Srinivasicirya takes great pains to repudiate the doctrine

of all pervasiveness (fa¥@ag:) of the self as held by the
other vedantic school. According to him by accepting
individual self to be vibhu, would mean either eternal
perception or eternal non-perception on the part of the soul;
for the all-pervasive soul must always be in connection with
all objects and know them eternally or if it is not, somehow,
in connection with them, there is nothing outside it, (because
it is vibhu) to bring about such a connection. Moreover,
there would result salvation and bondage simultaneously
because then the individual self being all pervading will
realize its real nature as well as engage in worldly affairs.*
If the individual self is all pervasive then they should not
perform any bad work and so on. Thus this theory would
lead to utter confusion and therefore cannot be accepted.
According to Srinivasa, the number of individual self
Is infinite or in other words, he believes in the plurality of
souls. He holds that it would be wrong to identify all these
numerous souls with one another or with Brahman.
Srinivasa holds individual souls to be of two kinds, one
bound and other released. The former class is engrossed in
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circle of transmigration and karma and has forgotter! its-real
nature due to avidya. While the latter is freed of this circle
of rebirth etc. and has realised its real nature.

States of Individual Self

The self has five different states namely,waking
dreaming, sleep, swoon and death. The state of waking has

been already described as being knower, doer, enjoyer and
SO on.

In the dream state also the individual self, is a knower
and enjoyer.®

While interpreting the word (W) not as illusory
but as STeeEA j.¢, being source of all wonders, he holds
that I$vara creates horses etc. of wonderful forms in dreaming
state. Here he refutes the view that dream objects are created
by Jiva itself. According to him, Jiva cannot be the creator

fif dream objects because Jiva has no instruments to create
l —

"R St CAETUIB GG G e i o Tl

bi He says that if the Jiva is the creator of these dream
0 &]f:cts how can it create such dreams itself, which may
1ndicate the coming auspicious or inauspicious events.®
Moreover the in

bec ¢ Individual self cannot create these objects
causehis {' etc. attributes disappear in bondage,
without which he canno

f th : t create while I$vara being possessed
oI these gunas is Capable to create.

During the state of dreamiessess the individual self is
the enjoyer and the knower, but his knowledge remains
hidden, Susupti finally takes place in Paramatman, although
first of all it enters in the vejp and the pericardium. The
individual self awakens also from the Paramatman because
sleeping at one place and rising from another place is not
possible.
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Apprehending the objection that if individual self sleeps
in supreme self, then it being above of all limitations becomes
a different person and therefore wouldn’t remember
anything;* the author says that the person who wakes up is
the same and not different. This fact is proved from three
points. Firstly, he remembers the actions done previously,
secondly the Smrti also supports, and thirdly he remembers,
is, affirmed by injunctive texts also—

‘Fmiqegfavefafusn ’g=: 1™

Fourth is the state of swoon. This is mid-way between
sleep and dream state and is different from both. From the
former, it is distinguished because there is absence of
happiness which characterizes the sleeping state and it is
distinct from the latter, (dreaming state) because there is
absence of consciousness which is existent in dreaming state.
It is different from death because in it life and breath remain.*
Therefore this state cannot be included in any of the remaining
states.

Last one is the state of death in which fall of this material
body takes place. This state is of two kinds viz. one leading
to rebirth and the other leading to liberation. In the first
case, the individual self goes to hell, heaven and other higher
places to enjoy the fruits of actions and return after exhaustion
of fruit of actions. While in the case of the second, there is
no return in this world and the soul goes to the world of
Brahman.?

Different Paths of Individual self

Srinivﬁsacﬁrya while describing the paths of indivi-dual
self after death, accepts the details given in Chandogya Upanis
ad and follows it in general.

Individual Souls as already said, are of two kinds—(1)
pious workers, and (ii) sinners.
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The pious souls, at the time of departure bgchG
conjoined with other sense-organs, and is ther} cozonjom.cd
with mind. The sense-organs, with mind are joined with
vital-air,” which in company with individual soul are
connected with water,” which stands for all the Paficabhdtas.
Then the individual soul accompanied by sense-organs and
subtle elements™comes out of eyes or any other hole of body.
After having come out it follows fagam: or path of the manes.
There, it first goes to smoke, than night, than dark half of
‘moon (F=MeEl:)" then six months of the sun’s southern
progress (Zf&omaH) then world of Manes (fiqeits:) and

then to world of moon (I<eiis:) respectively. There it en:ioys
the fruits of his actions and with the fruits of those actions

. . . .. . . 72
which still remain unfructified in accordance to his karmas
1t comes down.

. While returning to the earth, the individual self becomes
similar to the ether, the air, the smoke, the cloud and then as
rain, it falls down on earth. After that it grows into herbs
and corns,” which when eaten by men, is turned into seed,
which enters in the womb of woman and takes birth.” It
should be noted here that it becomes only similar to the
ether.ctc. and does not become actually ether and so on. It
Temains in ether and others for a very short period, because
there is no burpose to remain there for long.” It remains for
Sho“. beriod in herbs also because there is no purpose to
T€main there for 4 long time. It remains for short period in
herbs also because these are already occupied by other

Presiding deities and individual self gets only similarity to
the herbs etc 7

The sinners j e performers of unrighteous actions or
those which are forbidden by $astras, donot follow this path.

These souls retury to the earth without going to (Fie:)
ec.” Srinivasa says that these go to third place (Ja )
{.e. different from fogeli: and w=gel: but what is precisely
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meant by the third place is not clarified by him.” Now he
indicates what is the process of departure of the knowers.

The mode of departure of knowers is different from
both types of workers, mentioned above. The only similarity
between the departure of the two i.e. of knowers and
performers of righteous actions, being, that after death,sense-
organs etc. of knowers also get united with the soul like that
of performers of actions.” But where as doer of righteous
actions depart from one of the openings such as eyes etc.,
the knower departs through the vein out of the crown of the
head, which is manifested to him, by the grace of God, who
lightens up the base of the vein at the time of departure.®
Then through the rays of the sun, it reaches the world of
Brahman,® from where no return is possible. It leaves the
gross body here but the subtle body goes along with it.

It may be noted that as the knower ascends by means of
rays of the sun, he would not be able to do so, if he dies at
night and hence wouldn’t reach the world of Brahman. To
this it is replied that the main obstacle of actions being
removed, there is no other obstacle in the way. Moreover the
rays of the sun are present even at night, it can be evidenced
by heat at night.* Similarly no obstruction is caused, even if
the knower dies when the sun is in Zf&1TaT9,* The waiting
of ITXE@Y by Bhisma was only to give emphasis on Dharma
and also to depict his power to be capable to die at any time.
Thus time does not bring about any obstruction and the
knower attains or rather realizes Brahman without facing
any hinderance.*

Acit or Insentient Element
The third Reality is Acit or non-conscious element. It
consists of three elements 1.e. Prakrta, Aprakrta and Kila.

Prakrta means those elements whichare evolutes of
Prakrti or matter. It is different from Kala and Aprakrta—
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‘Prakrta is described as the substratum of three Gunas

and eternal, evoluting, -.insentient, meant for the sake of other
(Brahman) and changes always take place in it.’

The three constituents of Prakrti are Sattva,. szjas anﬁ
Tamas. 1t is insentient and changes take place in it at a
times. ™ It is eternal, byt jts evolutes such as Mahat and others

are ephemral, gupas of Prakrtj are the cause for release and
bondage of individua] soy].

It is also regarded as material cause of the world. Every

thing whicp, is created or evolved by Prakrti is under the
SWay of Time—

TR g T Hrera
_ Stinivasacaryg pi, other Vedantic Philosophers clearly
dlstmgulshed the Pr akrti of Samkhya school which is capa!)le
1O evolute Independenly ang Prakti of his own school which
Is solely dependep; On Brahman for all of its activities.

The procegs of creation is given by Srinivasa in the
condensed forp, From Brahman, ether originates, from ether,
e

o fmn? AIr fire anq, from fire water and from water the
€arth originageg # A

i the same time it is pointed out that
ultimately, jt j; g,

an from whom every element springs
110 element can produce the other

~ The procegs of dissolutjop is just the reverse, i.e. earth
15 merged into water Water into air and lastly all merge in to
the Lord. Similarly Tanmatras, sense-organs, mind and
Buddhi etc. originate frop Him and merge in Him finally.”

He accepts the doctrine of ‘Frgert’ of elements, which
according to him is another name for ‘9SSR’ quintu-
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plication.” That is to say, all elements contain the parts of
others and it is the preponderance of a particular element
Which leads to name the element as air, water and so on—

“W‘ﬂ S [ T l'm

Aprakrta as the name indicates is different from Prakrti
as well as Kila.

It is also insentient and also called™ as frafayfa: i.e.
eternal mysterious power of Lord, fa®[ug i.e. the footstep
of Vispu, WHAMA i.e. the highest Heaven WHYE i.e. the
Highest abode and world of Brahman and so on. It is <4 or
divine and full of lustre and it is the place from which after
the yogis donot retreat. It is devoid of changes and beyond
the power of time. Here the realised souls enjoy themselves.

Kala is the third insentient Reality, which is said to be
eternal and all pervading—

" 3 WFASF AT aag e oR: e frel fane=1'™

It is without beginning and end. No cognition is possible
without time. The notions like past, present, future,
simultaneousness, late, soon are due to it. It is the auxiliary
cause of creation etc. and the proximate cause of the various
notions such as beginning from Paramanu to Parardha. Every
thing is controlled by it and although everthing is controlled
by Kala, it itself is controlled by Lord Sri Krsna—

“g u aufasgdaAgTIi e e ae R URUrR g;,,
GEACHESI =, WHTA QG ad I ae RIS ER IR |...
[y Wihd 9%y FIAd=0,H FaHameasiy wiveR-
A '™

Relation between Brahman. Cit and Acit

Having dealt with Jiva, Brahman and Acit entities, the
natural question which remains to be treated, is what is the




54 Vedanta-Kaustubha—A Study

relationship between these three Realities namely Brahman,
the controller, (f18=7), Jiva the enjoyer (+ag) and Acit,
the object to be enjoyed (=ia).

This relation between Atman, Brahman apd Acit is thti
pivot around which the philosophy of a particular schoo
revolves and it is the main distinguishing factor too.

As is known, Srinivasicirya names this relation
subsisting between the three as Svabhavika-Bhedabheda or
Natural differepce cum-non-difference. The word Svabhavika
affixed to this relationship not only distinguishes this schpol
from the rest of the Bhedabheda schools, but also emphasizes
One fact, hamely the relation indicated here is Svabhavika
Or Natura], not brought about by any external agency qnd
therefore jt Cannot be dispensed with. An adventitious relation
€an be finjsheg away by removing the cause or agency which
has broughy it, but what is inherent or more appropriately
hatural cappoy be taken away. This fact is brought to t13e
pund ?f the reader by emphasizing this point time and again
Sgrigfmivasﬁcﬁfya. This relation finds full support from
as\p ral Passages as well. There are a number of texts such

I Y TRH:.... and *‘ wEfaereifa w1’ etc.

Brahnwhich declare difference (¥3:) between Jiva a.nd
pro 0. Op the other hand there are such passages which
exisl:;) ! on-difference (3198:) between the two. ’I?he
of N e these two kind of passages supports the doctrine
Brahnl?;,? Tk school that the relation between JiVE.l and
i en as primary

or secondary‘hedﬁbheda, if none of these be tak p
Let us first take up the relation between individual self
and Brahm?n‘% It is Abhinna or identical to Brahman, on
account of its ®Xistence, activity etc. being dependent on It.
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As is evident from the description of the nature of the Jiva,
given above that it is dependent on Brahman in its activities
inspite of the fact that it is called agent (Fdi) and so on.
Due to its inseparable existence with Brahman it is regarded
as non-different from It, Since its nature is different from It,
it is said to be bhinna or different from Brahman also. The
Jiva is characterized by such attributes as being of limited
knowledge (3e9d:) liable to bondage and release, of atomic
size (3TU[E) etc., while Brahman is omniscient (¥4 :),
eternally free (Fe¥qed:), all pervading (fa%:) and of
excelling qualities. Due to the individual soul’s being different

as well as non-different from Brahman, the relation subsisting
between the two is Bhinnidbhinna—

4 qe IRREER ST G aurTodTq e S =TaraesTag
E IR ISR ERRRICIGEE R i ot U

The relation is further clarified by Srinivasicirya who
says that the individual soul is like a part or amsa of
Brahman—

e BN =t

The part is to be taken in the sense of $akti and not as
real part cut off from the whole. The relation between the
two is also equated to that between guna and guni i.e. attribute
and substratum of attribute. And these two clearly indicate
what is precisely signified when Jiva is said to be both ahinna
as well as Abhinna from Brahman. Guna is different from
guni since it does not constitute guni which is different in
nature, but being inseparable from guni, it is non-different
too. A number of other parallel instances have been quoted
by Srinivasa.

Earthly modifications namely rubies, diamonds etc.
made of the earth, are non-different from it but in nature,
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these are different. The same is applicable in the case of tree
and leaves, sea and its waves and so on.”' All these instances
point to one fact that the relation between Jiva and Brahman
is that of Svabhavika Bhediabheda. One thing significant to
be noted here is that inspite of the relation between Jiva and
Brahman being that of part and the whole, still the dosas of
Jiva do not touch It in any way. As the sun illuminates good
as well as bad equally,* without being touched by the guna
or dosa of either of the two. Similarly Brahman is not
besmeared by the gupa or dosas of the individual soul.

The relation being svabhavika subsists even in the
released state,

Relation between Acit & Brahman

Similarly the relation between Acit and Brahman is that
of differcncc-cum—non-difference (|ARY). The world, the
effca- is non-different from Brahman the cause, since its
existance and activities are inseparable from It. Just like
pltche.rs etc., have no existence apart from mud, mud alone
Is their essence, being their cause.® But at the same time
the effw» the world is also different from its cause, Brahman,
the difference being in nature. The effect or the world is
consmteq of sentient and insentient objects, and is characteri-
zed by hqb.ility to change and so on.® While the cause,
lirlf:i[gan IS conscious, immutable and so on. Therefore the

N between the two is also Bhedabheda—
T iy Fefasfrugaasde FRoA TR
TRt Y

‘qaa: l’ 7105
_ This relationship is beautifully explained by Srinivasa-
carya by the illustrat

ion of snake and its coil. The serpent is
the material cause for its coil. Coil is different from the
serpent in nature but at the same time, non-different from it,
since it has no separate existence. There coil is dependent
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(WRa="), pervaded (FT=q)_and the effect (F14H), while
the snake is independent (¥a—=#), pervader(&9%Hd) and
the cause(&RYY). The same is true of the relation betwen
Brahman and universe. This universe consisting of Cit and
Acit objects is dependent, the pervaded, product and so on,
while Brahman is Independent, the pervader and possessed
of all kinds of powers and so on—

“q HUSH WA A wrdsw, SAfewacusdr WAl
F: FRUCHE, Jawae: | Afeatiau fuesaw ffa-
WREHErq daasaee |’

The relation, as already stated being svabhivika here
also, persists in all times and at all places.

Criticism of other schools

Srinivasacarya criticizes Samkhya-yoga, Nyaya-Vaises
ika, the four schools of Buddhism i.e. Vaibhisika,
Sautrantika, Yogacara, Madhyamika and the Jaina Philosophy.
Different schools of Savism and Sakta school are also refuted.

Liberation the Summum-Bonum of Indian Philosophy

Moksa or Liberation is the Summum-Bonum of Indian
Philosophy. This is the final end of this beginningless creation
and ceaseless entanglements in this worldly life. It is the
end, by attaining which there is no return, no sorrow and no
involvements—

" sTgfaeieRTEATata: 1"
:

This state is characterized by positive bliss, in which
when one merges, one knows nothing else and as a matter of
fact nothing remains to be known or to be attained.

Although the basic concept of liberation is same, in
different systems of Indian philosophies yet the nature of
liberation varies from system to system.
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nsists of attain-

$rinivasacarya propounds that Mukti co
of bounds

ing ** sFTerg_wra: "' which is preceded by cessation
of Prakrti in causal as well as in effected state—

i FTRRUSR et e

What is precisely indicated by *

is not clear. It is clarified by the later commentator
bhatta—
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S .By. MaEHATE:’ Srinivasa understands Wﬂ‘(‘r. 9‘
ollI)nll.ar.lty. '_l'hereforc according to him, Mukti consists n
Sr.:?:_m“g §mular1ty to Brahman. This is clearly
vasa in the Sadhana-Pada of the Brahmasatras—
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The same idea is indi o
panisad ea is indicated by the mantra of Muf.‘dak
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The liberation consists not only in the realization of
nature of Brahman but also in the realization of one’s real
nature—

" AT W SRR asia: ST ArTgduTea -
mqaﬁ“mu
and its real nature consists of being devoid of all sins etc. In
this state the individual self acquires its true nature (SaTifeh
"5&“!) only and no outer attribute gets connected with it. By
acquiring, what is meant, is mere realization of one’s own
self as devoid of sins etc; because it is due to ignorance that
it forgets its real qualities and connects itself with the
attributes of body etc. In Moksa, the veil of ignorance being
taken away, its real nature is manifested and its relation to
Brahman also becomes evident. The Jiva realizes its
Svabhivika-Bhedibheda relation with Brahman which
persists in the released state too.

The fact of attaining similarity (¥=) with Brahman
points to the same thing. Similarity (¥1=) also consists of
both identity and difference, when there is neither absolute
identity nor absolute difference between two things then it is
said that there is similarity between the two.

The self becomes similar to Brahman in many ways.
On realization self becomes FHER: i.e. capable to roam
every where in accordance to its desires. It can go to the
world of Fathers, or world of gods, whereever it likes, this
fact indicates the power of determination of the released
souls—

1114

Y deheramed Seiafa
It can create bodies also, if it likes. Whether it likes to

Temain incorporeal being or corporeal being in released state,
also depends on the will of the released soul.™ If it possesses
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a body, it enjoys varied pleasures as one enjoys in waking
state and if it does not have it, then it enjoys all those pleasures
as in dreaming state."® From the ultimate point of view,
however, it draws its powers from Brahman and it is due to
Its grace that it can engage in various activities according to
its wish.

The size of the individual self remains atomic even in
the released state. In regard to this concept an objection is
raised that as individuzl self is atomic in nature even in the
released state, how can it enter in a number of bodies
simultaneously. This is discarded by saying that it enters a
number of bodies by its attribute of knowledge (). This
is, illustrated by the instance of lamp. As a lamp situated at

one corner or place, illuminates a number of places by its
lustre—

“ade fraE AR YEE s YRyt
a—mrom

Another objection raised in this concern, is, that as it is
held that at the time of realization, the individual self does
not know any thing external, being immersed in bliss, how it
can be said to enter other bodies by knowledge—

e g AR ST st

It is also put away by Srinivasa by saying, although Jiva
is without any specific knowledge at the time of liberation,
yet at released state, it is declared to be all knowing by the
scriptures,and therefore it can enter in a number of bodies.

The nature of released self is summed up by him in
these words—

YT EE AT SRR ehivTacd  qUTHHed
TYREYRIE welgeed quu=tafa fagm '™

In the released state, the individual self has no other
ruler(except the Lord) and it becomes its own master—
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In some aspects, the released self has similarity with
Brahman but in other aspects it is also different from It. It
remains Anu in size while paramatman is Vibhu or all-
pervading. As already stated, the essence i.e. atomic nature
of Jiva does not undergo any alteration. But this atomic nature
does not prevent him from enjoying the pleasures of several
bodies at one and the same time.

Another prominent difference between the individual
self ‘and Paramatman consists of the individual self’s being
incapable to create, maintain or destroy the world. This is
the exclusive power of Brahman, it is soleminly declared by
both Sruti and Smrti—

Y SRR 9ol ||’

Srinivasicarya does not accept the concept of Jivanmukti
as accepted by some of the Vedantic Schools. He gives his
recommendation to Videhamukti only. He holds that
liberation is possible only when the fruits of actions are
exhausted and if these are exhausted, the physical body as a
result, falls off. The physical body which is created for the
enjoyment of fruits of one’s actions stands for bondage itself
and therefore when one is released, there is no existance of
the physical form. Both cannot co-exist. Therefore, the
concept of Jivanmukti cannot be accepted.

Ethics

Ethics, as is well-known means code of conduct. It lays
down the path to be followed by those, who are desirous of
attaining Ultimate truth. That is why this is equated to
Sadhanas or means of realization. Ethical values may change
with time and place, still what is ultimately good or bad,
remains immutable. Therefore, the basic thing remains same
i.e. it is by doing what is right and good, ordained by the
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scriptures, that helps one to realize Brahman. For realization
various paths have been prescribed by various philosophers.
The paths have been prescribed by various philosophers.
The variety of these sadhanas is meant to meet the demand
of diversity in tastesand temperaments of different people.

Srinivasacarya also prescribes a number of sadhanas
helpful for a seeker after truth.

Vidya or knowledge is held to be direct means to realize
Brahman—

"gewend; yaoH w& W, ot faae wata '™

. He refutes the view of Jaimini'® who holds that Vidya
S auxiliary to karma, since all of the upanisadic texts declare

W%h One voice that Brahman can be known only through
Vidya,

A number of grounds™ have been provided to prove
Fhat neither knowledge is subsidiary to action, nor is it
"apable to lead to realization of Brahman. Rather it is the
MOst competent sadhana to help realization of Brahman—

oY 3@ e weat wa

o avIt' Should not be understood that karma or actions are of

up s all. Although actions donot lead to salvatlol} }Nhen taken
Sverally, still they go a long way as an auxiliary means

acf:or ®alization of Brahman. The actions, performed in
fdance to ope’s a¢rama and varna, without any attachment

) purify the mind and thus provide scope for the

rls.e .of Owledge and hence advancement takes place in the
SPIritua] fig)q us

It canno be maintained at the same time that knowledge

should always be preceded by action or karmas, because in




Philosophy of Srinivasacarya 63

the case of some, knowledge arises without being preceded
by Karma or actions.™’

Karmas or actions are regarded as dfelg WHAS or
external means for the arise of Vidya.

Its A~ |WHAS or internal means being ¥H:, TH: etc.
Although by purification of mind, concentration is achieved
leading to rise of vidya, yet one should be endowed with
Sama, dama etc., as these help a lot in the rise of vidya.
These §ama, dama etc. though are result of RIS even
then one should be equipped with these sidhanas in general.
In short, mere performance of sacrifices etc. alone is not
sufficient, but it should be combined with the control of
senses etc, i.e. internal means also. While referring to the
means for rise of Vidya, Srinivésécérya discusses whether
‘H’ is enjoined or not in the passage—

“aEg wE: uivsd ffaa adn faedy e
ifvecsa ffaa g divsa Fiffemer s

It has been held that ‘A being non-different from
qifvg in meaning is not enjoined separately. This point is
put aside by Srinivasacarya. He says that T is also enjoined
as Hehrd=fary: auxiliary means along with 9Ifve& and
&I in the above passage. Although ‘Wi’ is not enjoined
directly still on account of its yielding the sense of
YHRHARIA: i.e. one who is habituated of pondering over,
which is different from WIf9S (learning) and s/ (childlike
simplicity) ; the word H is to be taken as enjoined upon as
auxiliary means along with these two i.e. WIfUs® and =ea,

In this concern, the persons who are entitled to
Brahmavidya are also mentioned by him. All those who

belong to one or other asrama or stage of life are befitting
persons to acquire Brahmavidya.'®
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gy likc
For those who donot belong to any of the asran;ae by
widowers and so on, can obtain vidya or l’mowlc.: 'gs .
muttering mantras, keeping fast and propitiating deities.

It is emphatically declared that one who belongs t© Of;et
or other agrama of life is much better than those who do It )
belong to any Aframa. Because those who belong to 01 OS
other a$rama are capable to undertake a number Of sadhan?

.

. s 1
or means meant for realization and knowledge arise
shorter period in their case—

BRGNS HEE R RGP LRt agﬁmuﬂm{m
e, awqamﬁ:( fa@?q-m‘nm

1
The persons like ‘Yfsswaerams ' if they 0P fi:e
from their vows due to some mishap or wilful neglig®

. . 32
on their part, cannot be entitled to Brahmawdyﬁ-l . that
they are not fit to try again for realization of Brahman mTheY
birth. There is no expiation which can purify them

5 tof
are turned out of that vow and remain out of it for the res
their life. :

Thus, the person, who belongs to one or other 55fan1§;
who has studied all the other four Vedas along wlt.h 0
auxiliary parts (¥S§S) with the realization, that frmts;) is
actions are transitory and exhaust by enjoyment af}d wh. 2
desirous of grace of God and hence approaches Him w'tlyﬁ-
neart full of devotion, is the proper seeker of BrahmaVi™™

u,ﬂwﬁamﬁaaq ﬂ"mw e
g NESALEE e
e TERR poacer eTEa |

Regarding the time of rise of vidya, it is said thatir
I :piyama’ OF regularity. It can arise in this very

o
is 0 .ce after @ number of briths. Whenever all
it may arise
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obstructions are removed, vidy3 arises. Therefore no definite
period can be ascribed—

“ofved faamferas JuEreTfefaRg fEwwdga
FHT SRR SwE Tt 1%

Similarly it is maintained that there is no ‘Niyama’ or
regularity regarding the attainment of liberation. It can be
obtained after the fall of this very physical form, if there are
no more prarabdha-karmas to*fructify. In the case of the
remaining prarabdha-karmas, it can be attained after a number
of births too. Because Srinivasicarya maintains that liberation
takes place only after the fall of this body which can take
place after the exhaustion of fruits of WReHeHS by their
enjoyment."* Dhyana or meditation is also regarded as helpful
for realization of Brahman to a great extent—

“TEIGURYI, SIS SYEAAGAQEATHITGRTeRIe
TR FeeeEEREH WAt

By practising concentration etc., again and again, Brahman
manifests Itself in the dhyana of the devotee. As a matter of
fact upasani i.e. meditation etc. are very much helpful infixing
one’s pointed attention on Brahman, and resulting in Its
realization in course of time.

How one should meditate on Sri Krsna and in which
form, it is also laid down. One should meditate on Him as
identical, with his own self. What is meant by identity is
also clearly put forth by Srinivasa. One should meditate on
HIm as identical (aree) to one’s ownself. This identity is
possible between two objects which are inseparably connected
with each other on some point and not between two altogether
different objects. Therefore, identity cannot exist between a
cow and a horse. It can exist in such objects as that between
guna and gunin (i.e. attribute and substratum of attributf:),
Sakti and §aktiman (powr and powerful) and so on, in which
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one is different as well as non-differentfrom other. Similarly
Brahman who though different in nature from Jiva, 1S
inseparably connected with It. Here both Bheda and Abheda
hold predominant position—

‘gz AsTy gEa ISty ge:, Swal: wfashdl

And in this Bhedabheda form which can be said as
identical too, one should meditate on Brahman.

The individual soul in bound state should nf.ithel' be
rpcditated upon nor should the symbol be meditated ai
Atman. ™ Mind etc. can be meditated upon as Brahman- Bu

Brahman should not be taken up as mind and so on dur ng
concentration.

As far asposture of meditation is concerned, it Sho‘.ﬂd
be strictly kept in mind that one can meditate in a sitt"®
posture only. Because otherwise the devotee can soon fall
prey to sleep etc.'”

About the place of meditation, there is no fixed rule,
whereever one can concentrate one is allowed to sit." But
place should be even and pure.*

The meditation is to be carried on continuously and
upto the time of realization. '

Meditation, like knowledge, destrays all fruits of actions:
good as well as bad. Both kinds of fruits, good as well 85
bad are obstructions in the path of realization.'® Becaus®
good and bad actions both yield fruit which binds the pefs°‘;
and he has to take birth again to reap their fruits. Thes® afis
rightly compared to golden and iron chains. Chain blﬂdc
surely, it is immaterial whether the chain is golden of mat

of iron. Same is the case with good and bad actions, bot
e binding.

“ But meditation cannot destroy those actions whicf:h :‘i‘;z

started tO yield fruit. These can be destroyed only aft€

4 s 144
cxhaustion of their fruits.

1137
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Lord Krsna is to be meditated upon as possessor of
essential qualities such as truth, knowledge, bliss, being soul
of all, devoid of grossness, atomic nature, sins etc., and of
true desires or resolves, * which form His real nature. Other
external attributes such as joy is his head etc. may be included
optionally.

Isvara though all pervading, is said to be STFEAA “ i.e.
of the size of thumb existing in heart for helping
concentrations. He is said to be of limited size only to help
devotees, otherwise He is unlimited by time or space.

The various kinds of meditations designated as Sandilya-
vidya, Daharavidya and others which are referred to in
various Upanisads are really identical. Basic motive
underlying all these meditations is same, difference lies in
process only.

The symbolic meditations are those which prescribe
meditations on symbols such as on Name i.e. name etc.,
these do not help one to realize Brahman.

Bhakti or devotion is also helpful for the manifestation
of Brahman. Bhakti stands for intense love towards a
Particular person or deity etc. Bhakti and dhyina are co-
Ielated. Bhakti conjoined with dhyana leads to salvation—

“Tuyn wEwRyR ffcareaee afsdam o sw
W."M?

The meaning of manifestation should not be mis-
understood here. Although Brahman is present every where
still It is said to be manifested to human being by meditation,
because It is not visible by these ordinary external eyes,
inspite of Its all pervasive presence, it is the meditation which
helps to obtain Its glimpse. It is illustrated by Lord Sun’s
be<>0ming visible to Kunti by the power of mantra.'*

Thus all these sadhanas, according to Srinivasicarya
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factor
are helpful in the realization of Brahman. AnOtrh;:eccow
which is tobe noted here is that the grace of Guruo
also helps a lot inthe path of realization.

b,
Thus the Svibhavika Bhedabheda as ‘cXPO‘“;‘::S czt
$rinivasicarya in Vedanta-Kaustubha contains a ‘;1 hich
explanations of preliminary doctrines of the scho em S
can be easily approached by people at large. This SY
both theological as well as philosophical.

. tract
Srinivasacarya does not engage indealing ‘Ylg;fgérya,
concepts regarding Brahman as dealt with by Sarh 1abheda.
On the other hand he presents his doctrine of Bhe ion O
which reaches the mind directly. The expland da both
Bhedabheda relation namely how Bheda and A‘?he ophical
are present, is very clear and convincing. His Pmlo.ff parka
doctrines being taken up here, his position 1 chapter:
Sarhpradaya has been dealt in the Second part of the
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PART II
PLACE OF VEDANTA-KAUSTUBHA IN
NIMBARKA SAMPRADAYA

Vedanta-Kaustubha of Srinivisicirya occupies a
significant or rather unparalleled position in Svabhavika
Bhedabheda school of Nimbarkacarya. Amongst the four or
five works attributed to him, only Vedanta Kaustubha is
CXtant today, and this simplework has raised him to a high
Place which impressed not only the works of his sucessors,
but also superseded Vedanta-Parijata-Saurabha of Nimbarka-
Carya in some aspects.

Nimbarkacarya, the preceptor of Srinivasacarya and the
foremost propounder of this school, was preceded by a
umber of Bhedabhedavadins;' such as Bhaskaracarya,
Yadava Prakasa and Bhartrprapaiica efc. Nimbarkicarya
departed from them not only in philosophical concepts but
also in the style of writing bhasya. He wrote to the point and
Composed his bhasya in a simple language without criticising
any of his opponent Vedantists. His bhasya is very concise
and every thing is conveyed in a nut-shell without being
CNtangled in unnecessary discussions. Therefore it is very
Casy to understand his bhasya without any aid although a
Mumber of concepts of his school remain somewhat obscure,
Which have been clarified to a great extent by his direct
Pupil and successor Srinivasicarya in Vedinta-Kaustubha.

Vedanta-Kaustubha, written in acordance to the desire
Of his preceptor, is an independent bhasya on the Brahma-
st‘_‘f as written for an easy understanding of the philosophy of

Nimbarka as found in his bhasya.
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$rinivasa’s treatment of the subject matter is Vt?fy
precise. In comparison to his predecessor, his explanation
of the satras is more exhaustive and satisfactory. Alm(_’St
every word in the sitra, is taken up and explained b}’ him
properly; with compounds being dissolved and signiflc‘:iﬂcc
of each word being provided.” The explanation of the Sl{tfas
is interwoven with a number of illustrations and quotatlonS
which render the explanations naturally more vivid and Jend
support to his doctrine.

Besides the clear cut explanation of the sitras, aﬂOﬂ}er
peculiarity of his bhasya, is to give a clear idea rcgardlﬂg
the basic concepts of Nimbarka school, which are not. clear
in Vedanta-Parijata-Saurabha. He has defined those concept®
so properly, that these definitions are not only aCCeptcd .
his successors but even quoted as authoritative texts in the
commentaries as would be obvious later on.’

While expounding the supreme Reality Brahma: pc
also expounds the other two Realities i.e. Cit and Ac%t W;
a commedable clarity and precision, so by inculcatin®
the necessary elements Cit is explained as :

"ttt e Wmswm

AR sfams: werd f e
mﬁ: |'"

This includes almost all the necessary diStmgulsh:iI(l)gS
characteristics of ‘Cit’ & the definition is devoid of such I'
as as dfqenta:, srenfa apnd aa: as it ought © sbe‘it’;
clearly states that ‘Cit’ or Jiva is different from

: e
knowledge, constitutes its very nature. It is chafaotcl.'lzof the
such attributes as Jqe i.e. being knower etc., 2092 4

. . 14308 a[‘l
forn] Of the O‘bject of the Conccpt of ‘I’. Its acthlt;z Siz@,
maintenance 1s dependent on Tévara, it is of ato™
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dif.fcrcnt in each body and liable to bondage and salvation.
This presents correct idea regarding what constitutes “Cit".

Similarly ‘Acit’ is explained. ‘Acit’ is constituted of three
elements viz. Prakrta, Aprékrta and Kala—

B IE T ETCa ke i
What is meant by Wia:, 3TWFa: and #Ia: is also
pointed out*-
T UEEEd g Widd, aed il IRumHITS e
Il ... TESRIVSI Sd: RS dchrd aifed sy’
" SrTITRd T PO et aTod TR HuST-
RERE LR BV DR C e b e B R O

: FAAfY Wigd aRg FIASY, FHAE FAAEEDSTY
AR |
All these clearly prove the statement made above.

Another significant thing, passed over by Nimbarka-
Carya, is, in what sense Brahman is the material cause as
Well as the instrumental cause of the universe. Here also it is
the Vedanta-Kaustubha which comes for the help of the reader.
This significant concept would have been left obscure, but
for the interpretation in the Vedanta-Kaustubha.’

Moreover, what is basically conveyed by Bhedabheda
Ielation between individual soul and Supreme soul can be
comprehended from Vedanta-Kaustubha only where in, it is
dealt with exhaustively. He states clearly that the Jiva is
different from Brahman because, it is different in nature,
the former being of atomic size, limited knowledge and so
on, while the latter is of vibhu parimina and unlimited
kl'lOWlf:dgc etc. At the same time “Cit’ is non-different from
It, because its existence, maintenance and activities etc. are
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all dependent on It.? The relation is Svabhavika or natur2}1
and therefore subsists at all places and at all times. Same 18
true of the relation existing between Brahman and universe-

The simile of serpent and its coil is elaborated peautifully
which presents relation in a very natural way.” The Wh°1f)
gist of the relation is pointed in this connection by him.
Thus some of the very fundamental concepts of this school
“were properly explained by him and therefore he rendered
sound metaphysical background to his school, indirectly

His presentation of Siddhantapaksa after parvapaks? 1;
not a new thing in Indian philosophy, yet simplicity 2"
clarity in treatment is what is remarkable and praiscWOfthy'

Another striking peculiarity of his style is his languag®

The l?hﬁ§ya is written in a pleasing style. The intend®

meaning is conveyed in fluent language which is interspers®
with all Decessary discussions and elaborations. NO where
does artificiality or ambiguity of expression creeps into his
bhasya f’.ven from the back door. Unnecessary complicawd
expressions and cumbrous constructions are strictly avoide™
His stylc.: and .languagc can be a mode] and it is most bCﬁtqng
:;{f‘;_’fpl'fllm philosophical concepts. Philosophical ideas: °* 10

1Licult to comprehend; if conveyed in complicatcd sty
would strain the mind of the reader even more. erefor®

this kind of style is placeq at an arm’s length by him.

Kaus;flrll)‘;nz Sﬁmvﬁs.ﬁcﬁl‘ya’s position and that of Vedantd”
i crcésed s?isnw ell is very significant and this signiﬁcancco
in more from the study of the later bha§ya;

this school. Srinivasa’ € "
. fluence to a gre a’s Vedanta-Kaustubha has exerc! "
. at extent on his successors. The WOr

atta,
Sundara Bhatta, Devacarya, Purygottama Das and
Kaémiri Bhatta Who wrote comymencary on it sho¥
mdebtedncss to Vedanta~Kaustubha.
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i Devicarya in Siddhantajahnavi refers to Vedanta-
Kaustubha very often and quotes it on significant points,
such as while describing Brahman as the material cause
(W FR) and the efficient cause (Fifid HRW) of
universe“and when Cit, and Acit realities are expounded.”
Thus the bhasya of Srinivésécérya is taken as authoritative
On such important aspects although other minor details are
added by the successors here and there. While explaining
the Bhedabheda relation between Brahman and world, Kesava
Kasmiri Bhatta points out one thing, which is implied in
Vedanta-Kaustabha, in the illustration of serpent and its coil.
‘COil is present in subtle form even when the serpent is in
STEEEETaEen’ because a thing altogether non-existent
DfCViously cannot be brought into existence by any means.
Similarly the universe is always existent, though in subtle
nvisible form in Brahman and becomes visible by attaining
8ross form at the time of creation.

Similarly the nature of Hi&t: is described by Srinivasa-
Carya as—

“Hﬁ;: qu %ﬁqﬁ-ﬁm qu-ﬁ{:lma

But what is meant by—"‘ srISRUMHaEI=S4: "’ is not
Clarified by him and this concept is clarified by Devacarya
as—

TR TR RO AR, AgEIET: T T
W ey 7 g 9 wiaeyvd, 7 P genfiee:
 According to Srinivasicarya attainment of Bhagvadbhava
IS preceded by the destruction or exhaustion of bondage in
the form of Ptakrti in the causal & effected states. What is
Meant by, Prakrti in the causal state and Prakrti in the effected

State is explained by Devacarya. According to him, by
I\5f)’éll‘l'1pa’ is implied the gross body and by ‘Karanaripa
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subtle body. Therefore the ‘Bhagvadbhavapatti’ takes place
when the bondage consisting of the individual soul’s relation
with Prakrti in the causal as well as in the effected stat.c
terminates. Some souls remain in the causal state of Prakrti,
being released of the effected state, but that state is also
bound state and when the self comes out of even that state
then only it gets realization. In other words when the self,
not only gets rid of this corporeal existence, but also of all
kinds of vasanas or latent impressions, then and only then

its fetters are broken and it realizes its nature.

Another departure from Nimbarka is that $rinivasicarya
mentions only Krsna instead of Radha-Krsna in Vedanta-
Kaustubhg_ Nimbarka always mentions Krsna along with
Radha as Ramakanta—Radha Vallabha etc. Purusottama,
Paramatman, Vasudeva etc. epithets are common to both.
DTINIVAsa no where mentions them together. Is Ridha
i'v?fhh;rd? 0{ he did not think it necessary to mention it along

P30 15 not certain. While the later commentators refer

f0 both RadhaKrspa unitedly and Krsna separately too.

criticfzril:ln Vasacarya kept the tradition of hi§ preceptor in not
his sucCeg any of his vedantic opponents in the bhasya but
Philosopher, - SeParted from this tradition. All of the later
of Oppon:rs Notonly defend their school against the attacks
thing hag ?‘:,s bl,“ attack and condemn other schools. Every
short comyjy, ° Sld‘fs and obviously the absence of so called
comparatj 8 of Sy INIVasicarya, has made these commentaries
LY Rot 50 casy to be followed.

inN h?l;isrgc ; h:.lsya of Srinivasa occupies a very high status
of the subj AMpradaya both due to its precise treatment

o J-Ctmatger, grasp of the facts and clarity of
expression. Though it is poy as scholarly, as written by other
Bh'asyakﬁras Such as, Vicaspati Misra etc., still it has its
umique nature and place amongst the Bhasyas of the Brahma-
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Sutras. Its influence on the posterior commentators is far
reaching and for a person desirous to understand Nimbarka-
philosophy, its study is inseparable.
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CHAPTER IV
COMPARISON WITH OTHER
VEDANTIC SCHOOLS

Here we take up the comparative study of Srinivésa’s
Philosophy as contained in Vedanta-Kaustubha with the other
Vedantic systems. As we know, these systems differ from
each other on vital points, still the basic concepts of Indian
Philosophy being the same the comparative study helps to

bring out the difference and non-difference between th¢ two
Systems more vividly.

Sar’lkarﬁcﬁrya and Srinivﬁsﬁcﬁrya
lfirst of all, we take into consideration the Advaitavada
of Sarikara and Bhedabhedavada of $rinivasa.

_ Both Sarikara and Srinivasa admit Bralman to be the
ultimate Reality, who is the efficient as well as the material
cause of the world, but both stand apart in the sense in which
Brahman is the efficient as wel] as the material cause.

. Srinivasa contends that Brahman is the efficient cause
I the sense that it conjoins the jndividual souls with the
frmts of their actions.’ The individua] souls themselves being
INcapable to recollect the impressions of past births due to
the working of endless circle of actions.?

Brahman’s being the material cause. consists of
transforming the powers called Para and Apara existing in it
In subtle form into gross form. These powers eXist in it in
the relation of sakti and Saktiman i.e. that between the power
and the powerful.?

On the other hand, Sankara holds that Brahman i
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nimitta or efficient cause of the world because only a sentient

being can be the cause of the universe and not insentient like
Prakrti etc—

"I e SFTa: Rl gefavafa feeram)
TAfame @fugE=asERfaTe 1

Conscious Brahman is the efficient and the material
cause of the universe. It is operative cause because there is
no other controller of this universe except It.

It is the material cause of the universe in the form of
I$vara i.e. Brahman accompanied with Maya. In other words,
Brahman is devoid of all kinds of changes and it is through
Maya that it appears to be the material cause of this universe.’

As is evident from the concept of Brahman given above,
Srinivasa propounds that the world is ‘Parindma’ or real
transformation of Brahman. It is illustrated by the instance
of milk changing into curd and so on. Sarikara, on the other
hand, gives acceptance to ‘Vivartavada’ or doctrine of
apparent transformation. Brahman appears to be the universe
due to Maya, as rope appears to be snake due to darkness.

Both accept that kirya or effect is non-different from
cause.® But Sankara in accordance to ‘Vivartavada’ states in
the interpretation of the sitra (2.1.4) that Brahman being
the cause of everything, the effect i.e. the universe has no
existence apart from Brahman and by knowing It everything
else becomes known. Just as by knowing the clay or earth,
everything made of the earth becames known—

“Tal FrEreEY ARl WYY ahd SaaHRIRy,
foR! w2: e Sesa =fd 1 7§ agged faer T siveefa)
TEAHE daegd giaedd Sdfifa | T Sl gu SArEE: |

T GG HURTKEE e ST FRIAfRaY swrdsraeE 3fa
A’
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«And hence it is said that, an effect, is merely a name,
made current by speech, and its eXistence as effect; is because
of speech only. The effect viz. a jar or a trough or a water
pot is not in existence substantially as an effect as much, but
is merely a name and is false or untrue and that it is merely
earth only, is the truth. This is stated as an illustration of
Brahman. Therefore, because of the word ‘Arambhana’
occuring in the scriptures, it is understood that, in the case
of the thing illustrated also; all creation as a class as such
has no existence apart from Brahman.”

According to Srinivasa, in this sitra, the view of Vaises
ika School is refuted,® which holds that there is difference
between the cause and the effect. And therefore according
t.o him, this universe which is consisted of animate and
Inanimate beings is non-different from Brahman, the Parama
or the Highest cause, who possesses Cit and Acit as its
powers—

B 2211 QL E | = 5 R N RRE 2 CC A R R EN SR G

The effect, dependent and limited, consisting of Cit
and Acit, is non-different from Brahman, the Highest Cause,
Possessing Cit and Acit (in subtle form) as Its powers, capable
fo exz§t as the cause and effect by Its own free will, and who
15 unlimited as is indicated by the words ‘one’, ‘unparalleled’
and so on.

_ Therefore what is to be stressed upon in this sitra is
this, that Sri Krsna changes itself into effected form by his
OWn desire without being inspired or compelled by any outer
Mmeans. What differentiates Srinjvasa from Sarikara is that,
the former maintains the reality of effect different from

L
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Brahman too; while the latter regards world as real only
when it is non-different from It and not as separate reality.
Because as is evident from above, Sankara regards the world
as mere ‘Vivarta’ i.e. apparently evolved and therefore it is
not real. As pitchers etc. modifications (Vikara) of clay are
not real, only forms changed apparently. Ultimately these
are non-different from clay which alone is real (Jfa®dq).
In the same way Brahman alone is real, world which is
ultimately non-different from it is also unreal. Therefore
Sarikara propounds Vivartavada. While Srinivasa regards the
world as real as Brahman, which is evolved out of Sakti or
power called Acit and Brahman.

From the study of the Brahmasutras, we donot find
support to the view point of Sarnkara. The sttra ‘ ag =~
HRET: — merely states, that the world is non-different from
Brahman and no where is it stated that it is Real only when
non-different from It and unreal when it is different from It.
Here it is also pointed out that the evolution of world from it
is a mere appearance and in reality there is no transfiguration
and so on. In ‘SR ¥a:’ it is maintained that the universe
actually comes out of Brahman. Therefore we cannot say

that the creation of world is mere appearance or Vivarta but
it is a real change or ‘Parinama’.

Srinivasa describes Brahman as omnipresent, omnis-
cient, Lord of all and so on—

“... TET:, AR, AT, HOHRUREY:, TR,
wAdTE:, dadwaT: MEW T gefd geafd awgen W
wl'no

and according to him, Sri Krspa known as Vasudeva
Purusottama etc., is Brahman, the Highest Reality.

On the contrary Sarkara holds that Qe and Gdvifwa
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etc. gunas donot belong to Brahman ultimatcl.y. When
Brahman is conditioned by Maya then as I$vara, 1t appears
to possess these attributes—

“ TeefaEneR T TRE s TatEYee  Hea

In Reality Brahman is Nirguna or attributeless—
“frerde F@ STauRfaqeay and EEfaRiRied
Ffeeresmita sm1 wfudoan 7 afgwda)’ ™

The scriptural passages which declares it as Saguna or

Possessor of attributes are only for the purpose of helping
concentration—

" Surenfafy wamity e @iy ™

Saguna Brahman according to Sarikara is lower {3TR)
_Status. While Srinivasa holds Brahman to be endowed
With all these attributes in its ultimate form and according to
hun the scriptural texts which state It to be ‘Nirguna’ and

Nirakara’ only declare it to be devoid of only inauspicious

qulah.ues and form. Or in other words virtue, vice etc. being
fefative terms donot touch It ultimately.

The view point of Sarikara does not seem to be correct.

In the very first sitra, he himself says that ¥dwes etc.

attribptes of Brahman follow from the meaning of the root
Brh. itself—

TR T e Fraysercdsal: wdEm, geaul-

s
|

in s

Therefore it seems self-contradictory on his part when

he later on states that these attributes belong to the lower
Brahman i.e. I§wara.

Moreover the teachings of the Brahmasatras seem to be
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otherwise. The sitras—' ST 4ad:' and ‘@9 @9 =4
clearly declare Brahman who is all intelligent and so on to
be the cause of the world. Again the sutras' state It to be
possessed of bliss (3M=<:) and other attributes. Other sttras

such as ‘ GaUaes A1 9e¥q"™ characterise It with all powers
such as omnipotence, omniscience etc. Therefore all these
satras point to the fact that Brahman is not Nirguna. The
sttras (3.11-30) on which Sarikara bases his point of view
that Nirguna Brahman is the Highest cannot be accepted,
because in the sitra ‘ 37&YaRd f§ IHEHIH' the word * ST&Iaq
may denote Brahman to be devoid of all material and
inauspicious qualities as interpreted by Srinivasa—

“wqifor EfEat SaRE SiasRITaSRIFa e
T fau o= SAisEYaRd Wel AmEyais wume Aq
yasd s, sremEn | feves: WrpaamrEafEraEE wo i
ruTon FETvEErE geatal’

Sankara and Srinivisa both accept $istra as pramana.
But again in case of Sankara a difficulty arises. According

to Sankara, from the paramirthika point of view all kind of
proofs including $3stras are unreal—

“ qeTefaemafgrads yandtty yamnt et |0

“If it is accepted, how can the unreal $astras give any
information about Brahman which is Real. Then how §astra
can be said as yoni of Brahman and so on, against this
objection Sarikara points out that §3stras are said to be ‘yoni’
of Brahman in the sense, that these remove the ‘Bheda’ or
sense of difference caused by avidya—

“aAfawae R A EgaeraRfa 9q) | sifaen-
HfeqaagafawRarsse= "™

But this clarification does not appear to be much
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convincing because the scriptures, undoubtedly, help to
remove several misapprehensions, and at the same time these
give clue about Brahman’s real nature too.

Both Sarikara and Srinivisa hold that Jiva or individual
soul is eternal and immortal, but whereas Sankara holds
that Jiva is eternal because it is non-different from Brahman,
here S'rinivasﬁcﬁrya points out that Jiva is really eternal,
immutable” and a separate entity.

According to Sarikara the nature of individual is pure
consciousnness—

“I FreraaisaEeT A TR S WAd wel-
Tt fetasaTatasa 1%

Srinivasacﬁrya points out its nature as—

"'Sitaren 7 Ta IR W Fgeera ™

11{-3- individual self is not only pure consciousness but also
kEOWCr and this view appears more correct because
OWledge cannot subsist without jts substratum i.e. knower.

Srinivasﬁcﬁrya contends that the size of individual soul

:Z a;:mlc (STIURA:) as even in the scriptures it is stated
Situateaqd RITAE: and so on. As a drop of sandal ointment
in the g I<1)]n one part‘of body plc{isgs the whole of the body,
iva, I'CCeis way the anu’ Jiva existing in *hrdaya’ the seat of
Soul gy LLYes the experience of the whole body.™ Individual
owledgcn;?mles called ylbhu due to its attribpte i.e.
the existence (l;;g ;‘H pervading and this attribute exists upto
is also the 50}113 .W!IICh being eternal, the attribute
Cternal. In reality it is anu—

e Sy T fa R ™

- Acé;ya sal'}kara holds on the other hand that Jiva is
vibhu being similar to Brahman;*” and the Jiva is called anu
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only due to the superimposition of the qualities of the buddhi.
But his view does not seem to be correct because context
does not support the interpretation given by Sankaracarya.

Not only in the Stitra—"* TTUTERY JGeAYeY: WA’ he
takes ‘9g’ to stand for Buddhi but even in the siitra * JraQTH-

ifarea 1 ukaeyiF’ ‘Atman’ is taken as Buddhi, which

is not its usual sense. What is expressed in this satra is, that
the knowledge which is the attribute of the individual soul
exists up to its existence and the self being eternal, the
attribute is also eternal and that is why individual soul is
very often designated by its essential quality namely
knowledge.

Moreover as held by A.K. Guha—*“It is inconceivable
how unconscious Buddhi can have such power.”* Because
Sarkara has ascribed Buddhi to be endowed with such
qualities as $531 (desire) §8: (envy) §:@ (sorrow) and @
(happiness) etc.* which Buddhi being ST cannot have. On
these grounds we think that the doctrine of Sarikara that the
individual soul is vibhu or all pervading is not correct. The
acceptance of the all pervasiveness of the soul will also cause
it to be liable to the fault of either perpetual liberation or
perpetual bondage or perpectual liberation and bondage
simultaneously, which fault cannot be removed even by
accepting the admission of antahkarana. This is clearly
brought out by Srinivasicarya.”

Srinivasacarya accepts Jivas to be innumerable, being
different in different bodies. But Sarkaracarya holds that
soul is one and it is not liable to the sorrows and happiness
simultaneously because it is conditioned by upadhis such as
body, impressions etc. which differ from one and another.
Therefore each Jiva limited by particular upadhis cannot have
connection with other Jivas limited by the different upadhis—
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wgqfe o f e Ty SwTEaATed At S
g 1"

Acarya Sarikara, contends that individual soul is now-
different from Brahman ultimately. It is only due to upadhis
that it appears to be different and as doer, enjoyer and so 90-’
In consonance to this doctrine Sarkara interprets word ‘e

as ' &% 34’ of the sltra—
“ Sigh TSI < TR T

i.e. individual soul is as if a part of Brahman, as 2 spark is
a part of Jiva. As heat is common to both fire and the spark,
similarly consciousness (Caitanya) is common betweef! the
self and the Brahman. In empirical state there is O™
difference between the two as both are +a=4, but different
to, as Brahman s free and self conditioned. There beiré
b(.)th difference and non-difference between Jiva and the
highest Lord, the Jiva is to be viewed as a part of the Jord—

3 sty Sharvercadens g L o

RS A ST IS T |

1132

Srinivasa also holds that individual soul is 2 Pa" of
Brahman, but in the sense of $akti or power as the ray$ are
part of the sun and this fact is supported by following Satr2®
too.™ He further points out on the basis of scriptural texts
declaring individual selves to be different as well as DO
different from Brahman and that the relation petween the
two is that of Bhedabheda i.e. difference cum non-diffefcncc
ultimately. This relation subsists not only in the state ©
bondage but also in the released state. The individual soul 15
non-different from Brahman, as its c);istcncc activities €/’
are dependent on Brahman and it is different because ! *
charactcrlzcd by attributes such as possessed of limit®

: .. (o)
kHOWICdgC efc., Which is in contradiction to the nature
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Brahman, endowed with such attributes as of unlimited
knowledge, all pervasiveness and so on. This relation is
Svabhavika or natural and not brought about by any upadhi
Or condition, on the removal of which it might be ended or
exhausted. This is illustrated by the relation existing between
the tree and its leaves, the sea and its ripples etc.*

gaﬁkarﬁcérya also propounds Pratibimbavada.*® He
holds that the individual souls are Pratibimba or reflections
of Paramatman, as in water there is reflection of the sun etc.
But in view of the siitra (2.3.43) wherein the Jiva is a part of
Bfahman, the above theory seems contradictory. It is also
Dot clear how ‘N irguna’ Brahman can have reflection which
1S possible only in the case of qualified object.

Naturally Saﬁkarécarya and §rinivﬁsécérya differ
I®garding the relation between Brahman and the world also.
Stinivasa propounds that the relation is Svabhavika here
als0.” While Sarikara contends that world is non-different
from Brhman. * But whereas Srinivisa regards the world to

as real as Brahman and categorises it as third Reality
OWn as Acit, there Sarikara holds that world is unreal or
false as different from Brahman. But how can there be unity
Or non-difference between cause and effect i.e. Brahman
and the universe, if one of them is false or non-existent?
Thfg is pointed out by Ramanuja very aptly in his Sribhas
Ya.
Both join hands in accepting that Brahman is not touched
the gunas and dosas of the world, just as the products of
€arth when dissolved into earth do not defile it with their
Individua] dogas or gunas.”

Sarikaracarya and Srinivasicarya, both hold divergent
Views not only on the point of the relation of world, Brahman
a0d individual soul but on the nature of Liberation.also.

Oth agree on the fact that realization of Brahman is the
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only means for ending or terminating the unending circle of
transmigration, sorrow, happiness and so on. According
both Moksa is neither SeTE: (to be produced), F&md: (10
be refined) nor FTd: (to be modified)™ but it is the naturel

state of individual soul on the realization of which, Jiva is
liberated.

According to Sarikara, the realizer of Brahman becomes
Brahman himself—"'s&a f& Jaraewen’’® At this state the
individual soul freed of all limitations, is united with the
Highest Soul—

“ a.ra’m .qa, wssm gﬁs.‘mrﬂ."

It is illustrated by the instance of pure water merging in
pure water becomes like that as is quoted by Saikara—

TNH Y& S g i
T ST S ey v 11 :
Srinivasa contends that the realization of Brahman

becoming similar to It (FRrrTf: )— ST Seron W
WE W awafy

As the term ‘@’ indicates, there remains diffcrenc'c
a.nd. nop-difference between two objects, i.e. when the"” :
similarity in some aspect and dissirnilarit); in the other aspe:c;
Same is the case in the released state, the Jiva is i relat®
of dlffercncc and non-difference to B,rahma“' ion

Acarya Sarkara Propounds Jivanmukti i.¢- reanzatloc

of Brahman in this very |5 .+ other words:
y life. To put it in 0 ontinue:

in this very body but his body ©

for Sometim)t;s, asythc wheel of potte ga(;:o
I Some time after the stop of Work- H.e cha-
accepts * 3 * Or gradual liberation ¢ as well as Vi
mukﬁ of liberation after fal] of body.

even after this,
on revolving fo
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Srinivasa does not recommend Jivamukti and gives his
consent for Videhamukti only i.e. one is liberated only after
the fall of the physical body even if realization has taken
place,

_ As to the method of realization of Brahman, the two
Acaryas hold that tarka or reasoning alone cannot lead to
knowledge of supersensible objects, Sastras are the only
Means for that purpose. But as is evident from the inter-
Pretations of the word ‘@R’ in the satra ** 317 TE Tea&TT-
A" Sarikara considers meditation or abstract concentra-
tion as the means of the attainment of Brahman—

* afwemgfaFREsEy 7

While Srinivisa regards loving devotion or meditation,
as the right means—

" Haen R fafy ey siean s aesaa )’

Sar'lkarécérya gives emphasis on Jiidna or knowledge in
Preference to ‘Karma’ or action—

" TESTTE qE fEAEn: TFYEEErEIya ©
Mlms

‘Karma’ performed according to one’s varna and dsrama
are auxiliary to the purification of heart only.

Unlike Sarikara, Srinivasa prefers the synthesis of Jidna
Le. knowledge and ‘Karma’ or action and does not show
SPecial adherence to either of these two.

Conclusion—From the comparative study, done above
It is evident that both Sarikara and Srinivasacarya stand apart
Ol some of the major points of Indian Philosophy such as
flature of Brahman, individual soul, their mutual relation,
Concept of Moksa and so on and there is no possibility of
ompromise between the two. One emphasizes on the absolute
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Non-dualism and the other lays equal stress on Non-Dualism
and dualism both. The Advaita of Sarikara is more Idealistic:
while Bhedabheda of Srinivasa is more realistic and easiy
accessible to common people.

Bhaskaricirya and Srinivisacirya q
Bhaskaricirya and Srinivisicirya both propout

Bhediabhedavada. The doctrine of the former being kﬂ"?"“

as Aupadhika Bhedabheda and that of latter as Svabhavika
Bhedabheda.

Both hold Brahraan, the Highest Reality to be 1
material as well as the efficient cause of the universe. TheY
agree that upadanatva or material cause-hood of Brahma?
consists in the transformation of powers existing in Brahmar
into gross forms. )

As a necessary corollary to the above concept iS: thell
acceptance of parindmavada or theory of transformatlf’fi‘é
Bhaskaracarya points out clearly that “Parinamavadd, 0
characterized by manifestation of inherent subtle poWers n
gross form—" i faioateror: aftom: 1* It is emphaticaly
stated that Brahman transforms its powers without 2
extraneous means because it is but Its nature—

"R T T R aeearsreanq I* The powers Whlc,h
get transformed are specified as \irgwifh: and ’

.. 3T TR ad S -
KLU R IETELRv i SR INE
Sereaumafasa |

That is to say these svrawifer: and ively:
transformed into inanimate and animate beings r“’s'pccuan as
These correspond to Para and Apara powers of BI gs
expounded by Srinivﬁsécérya, Both contend that these P
are inseparably inherent in Brahman and not O e’
external to it. This is also laid down with stress tha:hat.

ijs not exhausted by creation, it is always beyond

coul
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The Highest Reality according to Bhaskaricirya is

Brahman and it is ultimately devoid of attributes and form—
“FRIREETE Y[§ SR

Srinivasa on the other hand contends Brahman to be
endowed with attributes and calls It as Krsna, Vasudeva,
Paramatman and so on, while Bhaskaricarya holds that
Brahman is Saguna or Sakdra (is having form) only in the
effected state.
~ Bhaskaracarya also holds that Saguna form of Brahman
Is neither ‘Sagunpa’ as that of Srinivasa because he refers It
as pure knowledge and pure existence (FEE and SUERIITY)
nor Nirvisesa like that of Sarikaracarya because Bhasakara
very often refers to It as omniscient and omnipotent (qas:,

‘qﬁ?lﬁﬁ:) .

Bhaskara holds that Brahman has two forms, one in
causal state (SRUREY:) and other in effected state (FTIEW:).
Itis one, non-dual-as cause and of diverse forms in effected

State, as gold is one entity but many as bracelets, ear-rings,
Neckijaces etc. In other words it is Bhinnabhinnarapa—

‘it el sRfal’”

_ Further he states that abhinna or causal state of Brahman
15 real, while bhinna or effected state, is due to working of
Upadhi or limiting adjuncts.* But it is emphatically stated

that this “bhinna’ state is no less real—

43 Yg TeEEdR wEEEEE wEag)

We find no such specification in Srinivisa’s philosophy,
NOr does he state that ‘Abhinna’ state or causal state is real
and ‘Bhinna’ or effected state is Aupadhika. For him. both
are €qually natural (Svabhavika) and real. Thus inspite of
accepting world as real, both differ.
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Bhaskaracarya clearly states™ that there is no contra-
diction involved in accepting both ‘Bheda i.e. difference s
well as ‘Abheda’ non-difference to be real, simultaneously.
These two are not opposite in nature as heat and cold, sun
and shade and so on. As gold and its products namely €I~
rings, necklaces etc; have ‘Bhedabheda’ relation i.e. €3
rings etc., are different as well as non-different from gold,
in the same way Braman the cause, and universe the effect,
has ‘Bhinnabhinna’ relation with It. This relation is se€n
every where in this world. So says A.K. Guha— “Henc
under the advaita-dvaita theory as upheld by the Vaisnavas
there is really no union of contradictries but only that of the
objects of similar nature. To use the language of Plato the
Jivas being the same, nature cleave there into.””’

_ Besides Brahman, individual soul is the other Reality
which is accepted by both as eternal, immutable and s0 on—

"I’ T BRI R STl afauraﬁm’il'“

But that there is basic difference in their concept Wil
clear from the treatment of nature etc. of the individual %0
done below.

The main difference is caused, by the concep’ of

relationship between individual soul and Brahman. $rinivas®”
carya regards Jiva to be different as well as non-differe?
from Brahman not in the Mundane state only but also “;
released state because this relation is regarded b him &
Svabhavika or ‘natural’. Therefore it persists in all state

. . the
Contrary to this Bhaskaracarya maintains that

phedabheda relationship of Jiva and Brahman is A%20 "o
or adventitious and not Svabhavika or natural. It 1* peals
Upﬁdhis’ such as Karma, Avidyi etc., that the Jiva :I‘lp It i8
as different as well as non-different from BF ’
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.illustrated by the instances of sparks and fire, etc. As sparks
1n reality are non-different from fire and appear to be different
due to Upadhis, such as time and space etc. in the same way
Jiva is non-different from Brahman. Its difference is mere
Aupadhika or adventitious on the removal of which its real
Nature is manifested.

Bhaskaracarya, however, also contends along with
Srinivasa that by ‘amsa’ in the sttra—

“ SR ARG, ... 1"

Is meant that Jiva is part of Brahman which is non-different
from It. But whereas Srinivasa holds that it is related to it as
‘Part and whole’, there Bhaskaracarya contends that Jiva is
Said to be part of Brahman in Mudane world, due to Upadhis
like Sarflkarécﬁrya and ultimately it is non-different. ‘Part
and whole’ relationship exists only in the bound state—

“IWHR ¥ qeaen dyfiaeE: SadeEads -
mTQTa 'nsz
. This Aupadhika concept of Bhaskaricirya has the
Influence of Sankara’s doctrine of upadhis, but what

diStinguished him from Saﬁkara, is his consideration of thlS
State also as rea). That, Bhaskara admits the reality of upadhis,

1S evident from his commentary on the aphorism—
‘o 9 qeftyen’™

Wherein he says clearly that Aupadhika state is not unreal
from ultimate point of view—

“F i geEmIRATSEY 1"

It is explained by illustrations such as a pot put on fire
becomes hot but the heat of the pot though unnatural is not
Unreal. Therefore Aupadhika state is unnatural .but ?lso not |
Unreal. He himself says that by the word ‘Aupadhlka. is meant

i.e. that which is eternal only in succession. That
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he admits the sense given to *Upadhi’ by Sarikara is evident
from such illustrations as fire and spark, sky anq 51?(;
conditioned by pitcher etc. Therefore ‘Upadhi’ acc?rdmg .
Bhaskara means that ‘conditioning factor® which do¢
characterize the conditioned object as unreal. According :)‘;_
him, avidya, karma etc. are upadhis which cause sense
difference (¥g:)—

R N LD HERIE G B P W“"g
el A qarfeEfagT: quENrE TErEfagr et
fogwam.... "™

i to
Dr. Roma Bose rightly remarks that acc‘ordmcgfor
Bhaskaracarya the criterion of reality is not ‘existenc
ever but mere existence’.%

The concept of Upadhis being clear, now it would Zc
easy to follow the further concept of Bhaskarﬁc"‘rété
Accordingly he regards Jiva as separate entity in bound Sl o
only and that is also due to Upadhis, while in its natura a0
released state it is regarded as non-different from Bralm™ 1n
Srinivasa contends that Jiva remajns separate entity evcnn
Moksa, related to Brahman in the relation of differenc®?
non-difference. .

About the nature of the individual souls SriniVﬁsaf‘:’ig’
contends that it is knower; knowledge being its verY hat it
which is better than that of Bhaskara, who maintail® anot
is pure consciousness. Because consciousness als0 © been
exist without substratum i.e. conscious entity, it S

already pointed out while dealing with Sarikara-

's being
Bhaskaracarya regards the state of individual souﬂfs e
agent and enjoyer as Aupadhika. The process © tnere
(@) and enjoying (M) remains—ps 1008 ':‘aw L is
emains Upadhi such as Avidya erc, In .. “uatural ;rinivasa
ro Jonger an enjoyer or doer. On the other hand.
n
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in consonance to his view point, upholds that individual
soul is knower and enjoyer even in released state.

§rinivﬁsécarya maintains that the size of the individual
Soul is atomic or SUfRAET: and is called Vibhu sometimes
due to the all pervading nature of its attribute, knowledge,
Which exists upto the existence of soul and the self being
Cternal, the attribute is also eternal.

Bhaskaracarya regards the individul soul to be apu only
due to upadhis—

" gt starat gre)’™

. Inthe released state it is of vibhu parimana, being same
10 nature of Brahman. It is due to the super-imposition of
the qualities of ahamkara that the Jiva appears as anu.
According to him satras (2.3.18-28) describe the Aupadhika
State of the individul soul in which it is of Anuparimana and
1N the Sitra (3.2.29) onwards it is stated that Jiva is of Vibhu
Fimana which is its real natural state. But the view of
Bhaskara does not appear to be correct. If the Sﬁtrakﬁr.a
Badar dyana had meant to express what Bhaskara depicts it
‘0 be then why not Badrayana referred first of all, to the
fatura] or Svabhavika measurement of Jiva rather than first
Tefer to the Aupadhika nature. Whenever we explain the
Nature of 5 thing we first describe it by its natural and essential
Qalities and not by the unnatural qualities. Therefore the
View point of Bhaskaracarya is not correct. Besides as he
S3ys that it is due to ‘guna’ or qualities of ahamkira, that
J,i"a appears to be anu, this can be contradicted on the same

lines a5 that of Sarikaricirya.”
In the mudane state, he accepts Jivas to be innumerable

(being Jimiteq by upadhis) like Srinivasacarya and due to
that there does not arise the question of co-mingling of

. . m . b4
APPiness and sorrows of various souls.” This state being
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Aupadhika, in released state Jiva is one and non-dual. 'I“ne're,
it being free of all worldy experiences, naturally the question
of mixture of experiences does not arise at all.

There is difference between the two on the point of
relationship of world and Brahman too. Both regard world
as real and hold it to have Bhedabheda relation to Brahman.
As in the case of relation between Jivatman and Brahmat,
world is maintained to be different as well as non-differe™
from Brahman at all times by Srinivasa. Because It 1s
Svabhavika relation. Bhaskaracarya contends that Brahma®
and its effected state namely world are related in the relation
of Bhinnabhinna or Bhedabheda which is also Aupadhika "
adventitious, i.e. due to working of Upadhis. When these
Upadhis are removed Brahman existing in the effected form

i.e. as universe, again becomes non-different or 00¢ wit
Brahman, in the causal state (SFRUmesAT) . As different golden
ornaments are different as well as non-different from gole»
different in various modified forms but non-different a5 P
gold alone.™ It is evident from the study of Bhz'iskarflbhf‘s’ya’f
that in the beginning he also refers to two form® °
Brahman—' %R’ and “srafen™ and it is later O tl.lat
he maintains that only ‘Abhinna’ or ‘ RO " is SVt'lbh‘rNﬂ(a
and the other adventitious.”

- 0 int
Bhaskaracarya and Srinivasicarya differ o0 t,hc l:t)ioﬂ
of nature of liberation. According to Srinivasa, .hber
consists in becoming similar to $ri Krsna, being diff

well as non-different from Him— y 174
¥ 1 |
S SO siqesiaRa we e T

the
. l}ut Bhaskaracarya upholds that in liberated state =
individual soul does not become similar t0 Br

: . omes
attributes and in respect of pure Intelligence only butﬁus states
one with it. It is united or non-different from It 11
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as pure water becoming non-different, when united with pure
Water. Or as ‘akdsa’ conditioned by pitcher becomes one
With ‘mahakasa’ on the breaking of pitcher—'‘aen ¥ w3

W RIHE We T WAl qendawniy) i
WfaRlsdg stufyeg de: @ afrgs frad '™
and

" wareRen fe giwaiar @ Seew ™

Both agree in maintaing that liberation is possible only
after the fall of this body i.e. Videhamukti. Realization is
Not possible unless and until we are relieved of this embodied

form—
“rat Sitegoeemal T W'
in addition to this Bhaskaracarya admits ‘Krama-mukti’ -
Or gradual liberation also.
As to the means of liberation Bhaskaricirya emphati-
Cally states that Jiiana or knowledge and Karma or actions,
both synthetically practised lead to the realization—

Y. TEguE-d 9 agRE’”
Neither of these two practised severally can be the proper

Mmeans. Actions are neither to be taken for purifying the mind
Tor as subsidiary means. By knowledge he means ‘upasana’

Or meditation—

“ ﬁ ﬁ m a@alnﬁ

As said already he gives full emphasis on actions.
According to him without the proper knowledge of actions,
One is not able to know with which actions, knowledge is to
be combined. By knowing fully about actions he comes to
know ‘kamya’ and ‘nisidha Karmas’ which are to be avo@ded
and “nitya Karmas' -which are to be practised. But actions
alone are not sufficient because these yield transitory fruits.
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These are to be combined by Jiana which arises fron_l Sravz}lia
i.e. hearing, Manana—thinkingdeeply and Nididhyasana {.¢&
concentration on scriptural passages.

For Upasana or meditation, he lays down that clme should
8
meditate on the causal aspect of Brahman alone.

Srinivasa accepts the importance of both Jﬁﬁnf'l and
Karma but like Bhaskara does not emphasize that without
actions one is not capable to realize Brahman. He does 10t
give so much significance to actions though it has its OWIT
place. He accepts loving devotion as the means for
i.e. realization of Brahman.

In conclusion we can say that inspite of the fact tha!
both propound Bhedabheda still there is difference in VlC\’V
points on the basic concepts of both systems. Bhéskﬁfa;
concept of Avidya, Upadhis etc. depicts clear cffecf o
Sarhkara but his progress on Sarikara’s concepts Of Upadd!
etc. is also commendable. We do not find any clear reference
today of Bhaskara's doctrines carried on by his successor®
in history, as we see in the case of Svabhavika Bhedz’lbh“ﬁda

wherein a number of followers engendered the phi105°phy
of the school.

Ramanujicarya and Srinivﬁsﬁcirya ds

As is quite well known Ramanujacarya Pfol’(’urll is
qualified monism or ‘Vigistadvaita’ and here hlS.SYSt.c 2-113[
taken up along with that of Srinivasacarya to visualize SI
and dissimilar points of their philosophies.

- -

- are
§r1mvasacérya and Ramanujacarya both d‘;;rly
Brahman to be the ultimate Reality. Ramanujacarya ©

states, What he understands by the term ‘Brahman’—

“FRRIRA TR e sTar J i
OO Qe sTaser | W gee o T
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TEEST WU o TR 5w geitsed: | w ¥
TRR T | I TR gergw: '

“By the word ‘Brahman’ is denoted the Highest
-Purusa, or Purusottama in whom all the blemishes are by
Nature expelled, (and who is) possessed of a host of auspicious
qualities, unlimited, unsurpassed and innumerable. Every
Where the word Brahman (is understood) as being associated
with the quality of magnitude. Where there is unlimited excess
in respect of nature as well as qualities, that is its primary
Sense. That, further, is definitely the ‘Lord of all’. Therefore
the word ‘Brahman’ has its primary sense in respect of that
alone, »®

Therefore according to him Lord Visnu is known as
Brahman due to its qualities etc. As we know already

Inivasicarya also regards Sri Krsna to be the Highest

Reality who is known as Brahman due to its ggwurs.” That
15 to say almost same explanation is given.

Both contend that Brahman is not ‘&' i.e. mere
eXistence. He is endowed with all auspicious qualities and
these qualities are eternal and natural—

“T A goERAf 9 U, T aeuE g wI-
NevivEres) 7 9 a6 IAARRAHTAIRTEN: HRIraeh
0 aag wn ) A R SeRAE

He is Anadi (beginningless), Ananta (endless),
OMnipresent, omnipotent, Lord of all and superior to all.
He is Truth, Consciousness and Bliss (Ffe9q<).

Both agree that Brahman is endowed with qualit‘ies and
ot “Nirgupa’ or bereft of attributes. Ramanujacarya
®Mphatically holds that Brahman is ‘Sagupa’ and not
‘N irguna’ because no Pramina or means of knowledge can

¢ found to comprehend a “Nirvisesa’ thing. And if Brahman
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is Nirvisesa, how any Sruti can be produced to establish fhc
existence. According to him the scriptural passages whu?h
declare It as ‘Nirvisesa’,* mean it to be devoid of certain
Visesas only and not of all Visesas; similarly the terms
‘Nirakira’ and ‘Nirguna’ etc. are explained to mean void of
inauspicious form or qualities. Srinivasicarya recommends
these explanations and explains them in the same way himself
t0o.¥

Raminujacarya also accepts an identical form of
Vasudeva, which is known as Sadgunya form which consists
of Vaha, Vibhava etc. I is held by Ramanuja that by propi-
Hating Vibhava one attains Vaha and by propitiating Viiha,
One realizes the Highest Brahman, Vasudeva.

Besides accepting Vedas as Pramana, Ramanujicarya
accepts Paficaratra texts equally authoritative;* but Srinivasa-
€arya does pot accept this.

SHnivﬁsacz‘irya and Ramanujacarya both jointly hold
" 18 to be operative as well as material cause of the
Rgﬂd\(ﬁﬁmaﬂwq) and (SURM®ROM). According to
ParganUJEC§rya Cit and Acit existing as the body of
into ;ﬁtman 1n subtle from, in the causal state are transformed
T0ss form in the effected state—

Wl"“'ﬁ: TR T e HRORAR e

R fggerdd 7 R SiaEST weT-
‘T"maqﬁ_ﬁ ; . e

bo dy‘?)s S Stated in the text it is the Cit and Acit formh}g the
rahman which are turned into gross form, in the
tate and form its body, in that state too.
Gunas apq dosas of atman donot touch Brahman as the
8UNas and dosas of body donot soil the Atman. While
Srinjvisa contends that the Saktis of Brahman called Para

effecteq ¢
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and Apara existing in subtle form, are turned into gross
forms as Cit and Acit. These powers are related to It as

power related to powerful (1f: and wifwAr).”

As is natural, both uphold Parindmavida.” According
to Ramanujacarya, the change in condition of a thing,
constitutes transformation—

“ Sraeraata fe sdan’™

and therefore it is a real change. Srinivasa also holds the
same view, the difference lies in wording only.

The second reality accepted by both is Individual soul
or Cit. Both agree in holding that individual soul is the knower
and not merely pure knowledge—

“J TEEEH AQEEY T A 9EEE A SeEe: '

Both hold individual soul to be of atomic size (3TAR-
Aorek:) and it is called Vibhu only due to its everlasting
attribute i.e. knowledge.* The self is not only the knower,
but also doer and enjoyer. The doctrine that souls are
innumerable is supported by both.

Both contend that individual soul is a part of Brahman,”
but there is a slight difference in their approach. While
Srinivasicarya expounds this relation of part and whole as
that existing between power and powerful, tree and its leaves,
sea and its waves, etc., there Ramanujacarya takes it in another
way. He says that individual soul is a part of Brahman as
‘Visesana®’ or qualifying attribute forms part of qualified
object or Visesya—

A TEARAYEFASTONEA MM TG A
Tagroor=den: | a¢n o M JauTARSE( NG | Thakaseyid
v | fatedsw aagl fadivomy w@) @ 9 fadwe
fafe® ogf faQiwoneitsy fadsaiensafufa srafemf= fawiwor-
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AR T Td e | T SeRafaer-
oo EaEaeTETTd

This relation would be clearer as we will explain the
relation of the individual soul and Brahman as held by both
of the scholars.

According to Srinivasicarya, the relation of individual
soul and Brahman is that of Bhedabheda or difference and
_non-difference. He contends that individual soul is non-
different from Brahman, being dependent on It for its
existence, maintenance etc. In this respect it is non-different,
but as its nature is different, it is also said to be different
from Brahman. The individual self is liable to Dosas etc.
and is of limited knowledge and so on, while Brahman is
bereft of all kinds of sin and is in possession of unlimited
%mo'w.lﬁge. The relation of part and whole indicates that
;‘:lc(iil‘{@ual soul is different and non-different from Brahman

1t 1s named as Bhedabheda by Srinivasicarya.
form(t);eﬂgg other hand Ramanuja holds that Cit and Acit
the effecteddy of Erahman in the causal state as well. as in
Soul of g} sdtfitf:. According to him Paramatman is the
body of m;n 1V1du.al souls and Acit entity, which form 1ts
) and Cit and Acit exist in It inherently, not only

In the .
Causal state but also in the effected state and also

Cause It is their controller.*
Therefore the relation between Cit, Acit and Brahman
AR j.e. ‘that of body and its soul”.
by hi::h:;eh; Ufldcrftand.s by the term ‘YRR’ is pointed out
. efines ‘YRR’ a5
X3
_ IR TR T Ieged e wnel frag wrfag @
TR EETT Ty wRfufy wriRaeT- Ay ’”

Accordingly as Cit and Acit are borne by Brahman for

is(
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its own purpose and are related to in ‘S'esés’esibhﬁva
Sambandha’, so these form the body of Paramatman. Cit
and Acit may be said to have ‘Prakaraprakari-bhavasam-
bandha’ with Brahman. And therefore, there is ‘simanidhi-
karanaya’ between the two." Being the Visesanas or modes
of Brahman, these are also called parts and like parts these
are different as well as non-different from Brahman. But
these three form one composite unty known as Brahman and
these three are not separate entities. That is why the relation
is known as ‘Visistadvaita’. Cit and Acit, forming the modes
of Brahman, serve Its purpose and are different from It, but
consitituting Its body are non-different from It; who is their
controller as the soul is of the body. Raméanujacarya
emphasizes this point time and again that as fault of bodies
do not touch the soul any way, in the same way guna and
dosas of body, constituted of Cit and Acit Padarthas do not
soil It any way.” Brahman is beyond all kinds of modifica-
tions, which affect Cit or Acit.

As is evident from the discussion done above, Ramanuja-
carya regards the world or Acit also as forming the boy of
Brahman in the causal state, in the subtle form and in the
effected state, in the gross form.** Likewise it also stands in
the relation of ‘Prakira’ i.e. mode, or as Visesana or adjective
of Brahman and therefore being regarded as part it is different
as well as non-different from Brahman. On the other hand
Srinivasicarya accepts Acit to be transformation of Brahman’s
power and it stands in relation of Bheda i.e. difference as
well as of Abheda i.e. non-difference from Brahman. World
is different due to its being gross, liable to modifications
etc., which is in contrast to Brahman who is beyond all
changes—

“ SaergafsasTTRiaRvoramtagegT Tenwe | fafme-
FEAHUCTHIHTER! J&A: | fauuifasisad: wrereayrease
Aegaerista ea: | s Feiaese W)™
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“i.e. like Jiva, Acit, being the qualifying attribute having
inseparable existence is part of Brahman. Abheda or non-
difference (between the two) is also primary, because it
constitutes the part of Brahman. Bheda or difference is also
predominant, due to difference in form and nature between
the qualified object and qualifying object. The statement
that Brahman is devoid of all dosas is also maintained.”
Both uphold the view that world is as Real as Brahman Itself™
and not unreal. Ramanuja emphatically states that in the
Case, that the world be taken as unreal, as is regarded by
Saﬂkaracarya, then non-difference (3 =acaHq) between
Brahman and universe cannot take place. How can a non-
€Xistent entity be said to be identical with an existent thing.
Therefore identity or similarity of Brahman and universe
€annot be established which is laid down by Sttrakira

hin;self. * Therefore dcarya Ramanuja holds that world is
real—

"2 g R e frearensEo quiaf A
N SR e | e T | g o
TN freared smre: weaw a1 w)" "

Here the remark of Ramanujacirya seems to be very
aptly put forth.

‘ TC? conceive the end of this existence which has no
o hggllllng is a strain of thought. Still in consonance wifh
oenerai:)h1losoph1<?al systems, and Indian philosophies in
toh' al, Rémﬁnu_]a.and Srinivasa both declare the end of

8 Clrcle of transmigration, in realization of Brahman. Both
uphold that on realization of Brahman, one is neither
subl.nerged in Brahman nor becomes Brahman itself but the
realizer only enjoys—dmarafyt: That is to say the self becomes
similar to Brahman in qualities etc.

But there is not much difference in the concept of both.
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According to Acarya Ramanuja, in the released state
individual soul experiences its identity with Brahman as a
mode (Prakira). Although being non-different from
Brahman, it is said to be similar to Brahman in qualities
only because its nature becomes similar to Brahman, the
Prakidri. To put it in other words, individual soul enjoys
purity which is similar to Brahman—

“ It sfasiATe s ftQaEaid | araadeETeel wdl-
YHTOAE Wi TeiA: &Y qeauiifa JafaiFaEasero -
gaFylfe gfaareafa’ "

Thus according to RAimanuja, Jiva remains as a ‘Prakara’
or mode of Brahman in released state also and therefore
althogh being non-different, it is different too.

Similarly Srinivasacarya holds that the Jiva experiences

similarity with Brahman in case of attributes efc. even in
released state—

“ TR : WEREE  fasrafesrrs fasmAag sadfa
m"noa

Thus there does not seem to be much differnce between
their view points of both.

Ramanujacarya clearly states that ‘Ahamartha’ which
constitutes the very essence of dtman—

woqd wEgiarend srer: 1

remains present even in Moksa, otherwise according to him
‘Apavarga’ or liberation would mean nothing but destruction
of soul; which is not desireable to any person who is desirous
of salvation.™ This is to be distinguished from ahamkara
and is used in the sense of knower or “I am the knower” —

“ Tersrarewel waren |t
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which is said to be very essence of the soul in aphorism
(2.3.19 etc.). This fact is acceptable to Srinjvﬁsécﬁrya also-

Both the Acaryas reject the concept of Jivanamukti.
Ramanuja emphatically puts his ideas as—

“ @ T el eran @ S st
e My 3t S ¥ arefaaegmaeae

Because he holds that salvation is not possible without
the fall of the body. Liberation in this very life is as i
sistent as to say that my mother is barren. Therefor h;
accepts only ‘Videhamukti® and Acirya Srinivasa agrees wit
him in this context.

As regards the means of liberatiion Ramanujacary®
contends that actions or Karmas are to be performed- or
without the proper knowledge of actions and their proP
performance, there cannot arise Jiiana or knowledge whic

is necessary for realization of Brahman— :
BEERUEC G SRR o e it AT m@,

TR | e RS A A A e e s

ferToreig e s fermramiersa

_Rﬁménujﬁcﬁrya gives stress on Bhakti Of a
particular. By whole hearted devotion one is able t l-('301121
Brahman. He enumerates seven aids tO d?voua i.e
consciousness viz. Viveka i.e. purity of food, VHP(.)hﬁ i.e
freedom from desire, Abhyasa i.e. repetition: Kriy ce of
action, Kalyan i.e. truth etc. Anavasad i-¢: absef!

despondency and lastly avoidance of other extreme 1edge
- - - - - i w
Snmvasacarya also gives equal emphasis on kn:ant fot
and devotion, Karmas according to him 3r¢ "
ification of mj
pur f mind. at ther®

i . th
It might be added here as concluding rcnla{koso phers:
js not much difference among the two P 1

devotion 12

,‘
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According to one universe consisting of Cit and Acit is the
Manifestation of powers of Brahmans according to other it is
the manifestation of the subtle body into gross form. By the
Words body and $akti they mean much the same thing.
Ramﬁﬂujﬁce‘lrya himself says™ that the relation of universe
‘0 Brahman is like that of a ray of light and luminary and
that between power and powerful—

a8 fis yorEn: WA TR
qﬂmm 3caed: "’ and ' Td W wTEQUw wIfEOIR ARl
T e g WETON: WRRIEE: Rf< '™

Therefore both can be said to advocate Bhedabheda,
Srinivasa puts equal stress on ‘Bheda’ as well as on Abheda
While Ramanuja’s leaning is towards ‘Abheda’ more, and he
Dames his doctrine also as Visistadvaita, viewing the relation
N a little different way, otherwise basically both donot seem
0 stand apart. As explained by Rimanuja himself, ray of
llght though a mode of luminary, is non-different from it but
Stll it is different.
Sl‘iniviisz‘ncﬁrya and Madhviacirya

Madhvicarya is well known in Indian Philosophy as
the pr opounder of Dvaitavida or doctrine of Dualism. Here

th Bhedavada and Bhedabhedavada are taken up together.

b Brahman, the supreme Reality, is regarded tq be V.isnu
Y Madhvacarya or in other words, according to hlm; Visnu
? 11
1S another name for Brahman, ‘FeRtsy fawomaa’.
He is also known as Paramatman, Bhagawan, Vasudeva
Stc. 1 Madhvicarya also takes the word Brahman to be derived

from ¢he same root ‘Brh’," as by Srinivasacarya and others.

Madhvacarya holds that Brahman alone is independent
((, 1) RCéﬁty. all the other realities are dependent (Wd4:)
n jt,
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This is in distinction from Srinivasicarya's concept,
who does not accept the independence of Brahman and
dependence of other realities such as Cit and Acit. There is
no such demarcation in his system.

Both Madhvacarya and Srinivasacarya agree that
Brahmar is the efficient cause of the universe. Madhvacarya
says clearly that it is Bhagawin Visnu, who is responsible
for creation, subsistence and annihilation of the universe,
bondage and release, knowledge and ignorance—

" giefeafrderfamareme-amiean: ga:1"""

Sri Visnu is also the material cause of the universe. He
is called Prakrti (fem. word) for two reasons, firstly because
He can be called by both the genders namely feminine as
well as masculine and secondly because He is the material
Cause of this universe. Prakrti is another name for his desire,
Wwill or volition, which forms His very nature. Consequently
He is called as Prakrti too sometimes—

“yepfaiaidd deIsTd wwAd 3d aeAwRrasd
TFfvee | disfaen @ Sfa: @ W @ AR 3ha garfae
9 mﬁa a,lnlzo

Prakrti is regarded as free, existing at all times, all are
dependent on its Will, which Itself is dependent on Brahman
and works in accordace to its volition—

“gataqr GaEEn WA A Wg SRS QW gFa-
mﬁﬁﬁ“nm

Prakrti of Madhviacirya is dependent and works
according to the wish of I$vara and is to be distinguished
from the Prakrti of Samkhya school, which is Independent.

D€ view of Madhvacarya does not appear to be mugh
different from that of Srinivasacarya, who holds, that it is
the powers of Brahman known as Para and Apara, which In
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fact create the universe. And it is also held by him that these
powers are not separate entities, but inherent in Brahman
and Prakrti of Madhvacarya is also regarded as the very
power of Brahman. Therefore there does not seem to be
much difference.

Both agree mutually that Brahman is “Sagunpa’ i.e.
endowed with divine attributes and all sorts of auspicious
qualities. According to Madhvicarya Visnu is equipped with

all gunas—' ‘& f& @aot: gof:""* and therefore perfect. Being
Independent he does not require any extranous thing—

‘gl ' oA e’

Acarya Madhva and acarya Srinivasa, both maintain
that Brahman or Visnu possesses a body which is ‘=13 or
self Luminous.

In consonance to their concept of creation, they accept
the doctrine of transformation or parinamavada.

True to the genuine traditions of the Vedantic philo-
sophers, Madhvacarya maintains that the existence of a
creator cannot be proved by any means other than the
scriptures. Formal logic can never succeed in establishing
Brahman'’s causality of universe to one’s entire satisfaction.
But while accepting the authority of scriptures, he along
with the Vedas, Puranas and Mula Ramayana accepts the
authoritativencss of Paiicaratra texts also—

HEY: AHYESd YA UreaaAE |
{atmmwﬁa wreAfratada "™

Jiva or Individual soul is the second Reality accepted
by both. While Srinivasacarya takes it as separate category,.
Madhvacarya on the other hand, includes it under the general
heading of Dependent Reality which consists of cetanas and
acetanas i.e. sentient and insentient beings. As stated earlier,
Independent Reality according to him is Brahman alone.




114 Vedanta-Kaustublia—A Study

U gaue PREmRHEEETaRd FARE T HAEA-
s ™

. This sums up clearly the idea conveyed by the illustra
tion.

The beauty and import of this simile is vividly brought
out by Mr. B.N K. Sharma'™—“This beautiful simile of the
Sun .and the rainbow given by Madhvacarya brings out th
§lgmﬁcance of the relationship between Jiva and Brahma?
in a very impressive manner. The Jiva is the agent, the vehicl®
of the manifestation of the Divine. His Svarapa has the
potency which is activated and energized by the Divine Light
falling upon it......His devotees, who in their 1ives manifest
these virtues. They are the raindrops that reveal the majest
and th.c glory that lie concealed in the white rays of the
By this analogy, Madhvicirya wants to convey that every
one of us is a tiny raindrop which still has the porePe: the
capacity to receive and manifest the divine light- The figu®
ofthe bimbapratibimbabhava, thus gives meaning: X'
a great philosophical truth and value and establishes a
intimacy of relationship between Man and God. which is 8¢

g(s)b"leﬁ truth of philosophy and religion to be attaincd by

_ The relation being Svabhavika or natural persists gvcn
n t.he l.‘el'eaSed state. This relation constitutes the very €557 ike
of individual selves and therefore cannot be anf ee- L‘nal
Brahman and Jiva this relation of difference is 315 etet

(g fom).
iffercnce

M aqhvﬁcmya, as is evident, emphasizes d ya.
petween individual soul and Brahman, but Sﬁ“ivas‘rwﬁ;bn'
a5 WE know, puts equal weight on difference an orenc®
difference: He takes up scriptural texts dﬁclafmgl as jitesa)
and pon-difference between souls and Brah?

g
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and pointing to the actual relation and therefore interprets
the word ‘amga’ also to indicate the desired different and
non-different relationship between the two,
_ As already stated, the third category of ‘Acit’ or
Wsentient being accepted, as separate entity by Srinivasa is
Included by Madhva under the general category named
Dependent. Here also this is the diverging point between the
two. World is real, this fact is accepted by both equally.
The relation between the universe and Brahman is that

of difference according to Madhva—
‘¢ fe favd wmafaaR: "

This universe is like Brahman being dependent on it
and is different as the latter is capable of creation etc.

Thus God, matter and souls constitute the three major
Realities of Madhva’s system, although souls and matter are
Tealities of lesser order. These differences between Brahman,
Souls and matter are five fold. Difference between Brahman
a_nd Jiva, Brahman and matter, Jivas and matter, between
Jivas ang Jivas and between matter and matter.

As we know, Srinivasicirya on the other hand,
Propounds that the relation between world and Brahman is
als.o Bhedibheda i.e. of difference cum non-difference. World

b,CIHg dependent on Brahman fot its existence etc. is non-
d}f ferent from it and being characterized by grossness efc. 1s

different from it, who is bereft of such qualities.

Madhvicarya upholds the separate existence of both
Brahman and Jiva even in released state i.e. moksa. Even in
Moksa, the individual soul remains dependent on Brahman.
Ind‘fpt‘:lrldcznccs belongs to Brahman only."” The identity
between the two in the released state is discarded by Madhva.

Srinivasa, on the orher hand, propounds that in the
feleased state, the individual soul remains in its natural
felation of Bhedabheda with Brahman.
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Both, however, agree on the point that even in the
released state the size of individual soul remains atomic and
it enjoys the bliss similar to that enjoyed by Brahman,139
which is in accordance to the capacities of individual selves
according to Madhva. But corporeal similarity between Jiva

and Brahman in the released state, is forbidden by Madhva-
carya—

“m o mwalmao
Released souls being devoid of both kinds of bodies
viz. gross and subtle are possessed of only fareree body-

Madhvacarya puts it clearly that the released stat®
consists in the removal of bondage and liability to pun'lsmﬂem

etc.—
e e fr Rerenefaw | a7
m"ﬂ“

Li.ke Srinivasacarya, Madhvacarya to0 rc(:orllmendS
only Videhamukti and does not accept Jivanmukti—

m“@ammﬂwﬁaﬁm LEA
: l'ﬂ42

-

) Madhva.carya recognizes four-fold distinctions of M.ukt;
VIZ. Sﬁlqkya i.e. dwelling in the same Loka or world: s
ie. atwmlent of similar forms Samipya i.e. stay ing a,lwayc
by the side of the Lord and Sﬁy;ljaua i e. always being 1
embrace of the Lord. These kinds of I.VI.uktis are obtain‘ed .

the order of their merit and according to the increasmg

measure of knowledge,

R aR ur
$rinivasacirya, however does not allude 0 these

inds of Muktis.
- i s
As to the means of realization Madhvacarya cmphafvlz:‘
: agWer™

rEETG: ' Or gra ¢Bh
on' grace of God and for the grace ©



Comparison with other Vedantic Systems u7

knowledge or Jiiana is the most important thing—*forerda
W' In the very first sitra he emphasizes this point—

"I/ AR T W, 7 9 3o R eI,
3]3} mrm m.“mas

) Grace of Preceptor is also stressed upon. Guruprasida
IS stronger than even one’s own efforts™ but it does not
Mean that “Sravana’ i.e. hearing, Manana or contemplation
CIC. or WYIS: is to be neglected, on the othzr hand these
are to be practised to obtain the grace of preceptor.

Bhakti or devotion is accepted by Madhvacarya as the
chief means for attainment of Brahman—

" T e gei T g <Eif | AT E:

l 1147

Srinivasacarya also accepts Bhakti, Jiiana etc. to be the
Means of realization and both hold that the performance of
Ohe’s duties in accordance with their respective varpa and
dStamg Serve as auxilliary for realization of Brahman. Thus
Madh\'écérya puts stress on Bheda, while Srinivasa regards

heda and Abheda as equally predominant. Among the means
Of Moksa, both of the Vaisnavite Philosophers agree, and

differ, accordingly on the point of realization.
l'inivﬁsicﬁrya and Baladeva Vidyabhiisana
Sri Krsna Caitanya, born in Nawadvipa, Bengal, in 16th
Century propounded Acintya-Bhedabheda. He wrote no books
and whatever we come to know about it, is through the works
Of his followers, among whom Rapa Goswamin, Jiva
SWamin and Sanatana etc. are worthy fo be mentioned.
Baladeva Vidyabhisana, who flourished in 18th cefnury
OMposed a systematic commentary on the Brahma-Stras.
Here Srinivasacarya’s Svabhavika Bhedabheda, has bcgn
aken up for comparative study with the Acmtya-thflabhc a
of Srj Caitanya as expounded by Baladeva Vidyabhusana.
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Both Srinivasacirya and Baladeva Vidyabhisana accept
reality to be threefold i.e. consisting of Brahman, Cit and
Acit.

Brahman is the ultimate Reality, is accepted by both.
According to Baladeva, Brahman or the Highest Reality 18
Krsna or Vispu or Hari, a Personal God. He is said t0 be
possessor of infinite auspicious virtues and powers Whif:h
are inconceiveable or Acintya. This fact is stressed by W™
time and again—

uﬁaﬁ ofq a:'w A £ ﬁ |mas

He is ‘Nirguna’, in the sense being, he is devoid .Of
certain gunas or attributes such as three gunas (Sattva. Rajes
and Tamas) of Prakrti. He is ‘Saguna’ in the sense 0f being
abode of all kinds of auspicious qualities.**’

He is said to be the possessor of two kinds of qualities-
namely, Majestic, awe-inspiring and blissful qualitie®
Baladeva holds that God has three powers namely Par Sakal
Apara Sakti and Avidya Sakti. The first is also called 2°
Vispu Sakti, the second as Ksetrajfia and the third Kar™? o
Maya Sakti.™ The Para Sakti is again three fold, ViZ- sVt
or Jiina Sakti (power of consciousness), Sannidhi Of Ba.l g

.Sakti (existence giving power) and Haladini Of K.nyﬁ
Sakti (bliss giving power). The Apara $akti and the
Sakti of the Lord consists of individual souls and ©
respectively.™

B'rahman is regarded as the efficient as well 2
material cause of the universe, It is efficient cause © ugh
universe through its Para Sakti and material cause

S the

its Apara Sakti— |
ﬁ]aﬁ'{g%lmsz .
i i 4o is
para Sakti of Visnu is identified with $ ;. she
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constant companionship with Him and being devoted to him,
Is .diffcrent as well as non-different from Him. She is identical
with Him, who is her very existence like the branch with the
tree. At the same time she is different too and how this
re{ation exists is inconceiveable or Acintya. Lord is said to
€joy Bliss through Her, though bliss enjoyed by Him is
different from that of the individual self. This relationship is
€Xplained by Tridandiswami S$ri Bhakti Vilas Tirtha Goswami
Maharsj—“The absolute is a pair, not a single person.
God is eternally coupled. Radhi and Krsna are identical and
distinct at the same time. The relation between them is like
that of the musk and its scent etc. So they are one and the
Same, but they assume the two forms only to enjoy the beauty
of the beautific sports.

Similarly Srinivisicirya maintains that Lord Krsna is
the materia] and the efficient cause of the universe. He is the
Material cause in the sense that Pari and Apara powers
eXisting in Him, in subtle form are transformed ito gross
form at the time of creation.

The relation of Para Sakti with him conceived here by
Baladeva Vidyabhiisana is almost same to Srinivasicirya
but Parz is not said to be three fold and so on.

As is evident from the description given above, both
hold Parinamavida or Doctrine of Transformation, that lS to
84y real evolution takes place from Him at the time of creation,
and not apparent.

Regarding the form of Lord Krspa both agree in
Inaintaining that he possesses a Superhuman or dm.nc forrp.
But it jg Baladeva who points out attributes of body in detail.
He Points out that the body of Visnu is luminous, omnipresent
and 50 on.** The body is identical with Him.

According to Baladeva, the attributes of the Lord
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Krsna are not different from him but on the other hand these
are identical with him and due to his possessing the supel-
logical powers even contradictory qualities and attributes
co-exist in him. It is only for worldly purposes that these ar®
spoken of as different. This distinction of substance and
attribute, in the case of God and his attributes, is admitted
on the basis of the theory of “Visesa’ which is said to b
representative of difference (#ufaffu:) By this concept of
Visesa, wherever no Bheda exists, there also Bheda is
conceived. Yet this Visesa is not mere Vikalpa or false verbal
affirmation. It is explained by Mr. Das Gupta."’ The concept
of Visesa means that though there is no difference betweer
God and his qualities o between his nature and his b0d%:
yet there is some specific peculiarity which makes it possible
to affirm the latter of former and by virtue of this peculiafity’
the differential predication may be regarded as trué thoug
there may actually be no difference between the tWO-~

Although Srinivasacarya, admits Brahman the Highes!
Reality, to be StiKrsna, personal God, possessor of 8 numbe’
of auspicious qualities etc., but he does not concede © the
doctrine of Visesa as accepted by Baladeva Vidyabhasa?-

Baladeva Vidyabhusana also alludes to the AVatare® o
manifestations of God as Rama, Krspa, Fish, Tortois® an
so on. These incarnations are part of him, but these 3¢ & d
to be confused with the individual self which though regaf ed
as ‘part’ of God, is different in nature, being Lmited aclll’ s
dCPcndc.m' An Incarnation can be a maliifestatiofl of Lot of

owers 11 entirety as well as in part. The essential orm .
God is the form of Krsna, the Gopa-boy. Narayana, V35, o
garnkarsand and Aniruddha, who preside OVer
citta, Buddhi and Manas respectively, are also his for’™

' kﬁla.
The city of Loka or Visnu s called Vaikuntha. Go

.
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etc. ** and is endowed with divine attributes which are
Identical with him.

grinivasécarya does not go into all these details and
alludes to only six vythas. " Nor does he holds the body
and the ‘Loka’ to be identical with Him.

. The second Reality accepted by both is Cit or the
Individual self. Both agree in holding that the self is eternal'®
and that it is the knower, being of the form of knowledge—

“3{ IJ R a 'Hﬁf ,;‘,W .Qa gﬁil'ﬂél
. It is also upheld by both the philosophers that the
Individual self is the agent and its agency is depcnder'lt on
Brahman, The individual self is the enjoyer of the fruits of
Is actions. The soul’s state of being agent etc. being natural,
Persists in bondage and release equally.

Both hold that the individual self is a part of God, just
A5 ray is that of the Sun. As the ray is different from the Sun,

Ut at the same time, it is dependent on Him—

TR e ¢ SRana: afEAERArd aeE-
ﬁ&ﬁ?qaf l' 162
. Baladeva points out here that by ‘part’ is not meant a
Plece or Part cut off from the whole. It is said to bc? part in
fhe Sense of being dependent and inseparable from him; who
1S Independent and is its Ruler and supporter.
That the individual self is atomic in size is accepted by
Poth and this atomic nature being natural to it subsists even
10 the rejeased state.
. Both agree on the point that the indiviual souls are
‘Mumerable, each differing from the other due to difference
karmas and sidhanas. There is full agreement on the point
of different states of the individual self and its two-fold
division into bound and released souls. Baladeva however,
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. : el
adds a further division of bound souls into two mdtf’ gﬁmhav};
those which are desirous of salvation and those whl
longing for the worldly objects.

The former type again consists of two kjnqs of ?‘i‘;};
e.g.—Svanistha and the Ekantins. The latter being O hose
kinds—Parinisthas and Nirapeksas. The Svanisthas aret hout
who meditate on all the forms of the Lord equally, wit sas
distinction while the Ekantins, Parinisthas and Nirape -
are devoted to only one particular form of the Lord h{n‘ ce
inspite of being aware of his innumerable forms. These t
are superior to the Svanisthas.

. i to
The third reality accepted by both is Acit. ACCOIdm:ot
both it is evolved out of the Apara power of Brahman.

. ;]lusion
accept that the world is as real as Brahman and not il
or unreal.'®

Whereas Srinivasicarya mentions three SUbdiVlsw?;gi
Acit namely Prakrt, Aprakrt and Kala, Baladeva men \
Prakrt and Kala only. The characteristics of thes
categories are described in almost similar way, by both-

hich
Baladeva speaks of Karma as the fifth category W

. : . . whic
1s described as sentient element and beginningless but
has an end.

L 1135
Acit is also dependent on Him and different 25 we

: . jon
non-different from Him as we would see in the €12
Brahman, Cit and Acit. ual

Let us first take up the relation between Cit Of if‘dl\.’fﬂar
self and Brahman or Vigpu. According to both Cit is S¥ on-
as well as dissimilar to it but how this difference 2% -
difference is to be reconciled is the point of diverge™

{
: .. giffere®
According to Baldeva Vidyabhusana Jiva 15 dif'®

. . dcpc
from God, due to difference in nature. The forme liti on
dent for its existence, maintenance and acti
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Brahman,'* and are limited, atomic, while the latter is
Independent in his activities, unlimited, all pervading Ruler
and so on.' But the Jiva is non-different from Him, as the
effect is from the cause.™ Moreover as Jiva is pervaded by
the Lord'” in this sense also, it is said to be different fror
Hl_m. But how does this difference and non-difference co-
€X1st? To this it is replied by Baladeva that the relation is
INconceiveable or Acintya. It is mystical and beyond the reach
of the reasoning of the human mind.

_ Similarly world, which is insentient, dependent for its
CXistence, maintenance and destruction on Him, is different
from God, who is Independent, Ruler, self conscious and so
on. But being the product of the power of God, it is different
fmm Him also. Here also as in the case of Jivas, the relation
IS mystjca].

On the other hand Srinivasicarya holds that this
phedﬁbheda relation existing between Cit, Acit and Brahman
18 Svabhavika or natural, persisting in all states bound as
Well as released. |

Moksa or Liberation is the end of this unending circle
of .bif th and death, which is the Prayojana or motive of
Philosophjca) pursuits.

. According to Baladeva Vidyabhiisana bondage consists
M Wrning one’s face away from Brahman and one is released
When ope turns one’s face towards him. '

Baladeva Vidyabhasana agrees with §rinivésﬁcﬁry:{ in

holdiﬂg that the realization consists not only in the realization

f Brahman but also in the realization of one’s own real
I]atl.u'e.
. Srinivésécarya maintains that on realization one attains
SImilarity to Brahman and same idea is conveyed by Baladeva,
When e says that Jiva attains three kinds of union with the

Ord on realization namely living in his Loka, getting united
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with his eternal form and feeling his existence. At the same
time Baladeva points out, that Sayujya Mukti is the main
and all the rest are included in it.'"

According to both Jiva remains both different as well
as non-different from Brahman even in released state. It has
no other ruler except Brahman. The individual self is agent.
enjoyer and knower. It can roam freely whereever it wants
and maintains its individuality in this state.

The individual sot1, though similar to the Lord in maHiS;
aspects, is not capable of creation etc., of which only He

o ) . ed
capable. Moreover its sizc is atomic even in the releas
state.

Baladeva like Srinivasacarya gives consent (0 videha-
mukti only. Jivanmukti is not accepted.

Among the various Sadhanas, Baladeva regards Bhakti
or devotion to be the only means of realizatioh. BY th¢ terg’
Bhakti which is derived from the root ‘bhaj’ i.e. 10 sel'Vo
he understands Prema or intense love and not the ser.lse 1
devotion. It is similar to the concept of ‘bhakti’ of Nimbarkars
and Srinivasa. He points out that Bhakti includes tW0 fao[?ﬂa
namely Vairigya (contempt for worldly object) and P.rc al,
(strong love for the Lord). Bhakti is not blind but auf)ﬂ
based on knowledge. It is emphasized again and agmﬁg 0
Baladeva that by Vidya and Vidya alone, one is capaP

. . ; by
realising Him. By Vidya he understands Bhakti preccded
Jiana or knowledge—

l‘m m Wrnﬂ ain.

The greatness of Bhakti is pointed again 404 2 e
Devotion or Bhakti has been divided into two kinds %n with
vidhi-Bhakti and ruci-Bhakij, the former being <.1€V°t:) sund
fear. Gecond is superior to vidhi bhakti which 15 als

. . fo[ thc
by the scf jptures while ruci bhakti is inspired by Jove

JLord.
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. Srinivésécérya however does not give so much
Importance to Bhakti in Vedinta-Kaustubha althogh it is
I€garded as one of the best means. Nimbarkacarya puts a
8reat deal of stress on Bhakti in Dasasloki. Jiiana-Karma-
Samuccaya is not accepted by Baladeva as leading to the
liberatiop.

He agrees with Srinivﬁsécﬁrya on the point that actions
Or karmas are helpful in purification of the mind and should
be berformed in accordance to one’s varna and dsrama.

The grace of the Lord is also regarded as the most
significant thing in the realization. Without His grace no
One can realize Him. It should be thought however that when
the Bhakti is said to be the sole means, why now the grace of
God s said to be more significant ? It is said so because it s
the intense Bhakti alone which leads to the grace of the
God. Therefore, Bhakti is rightly said to be the means of
liberatjon,

The grace of the Guru or perceptor is also said to be
helpfy] ip His realization but it is not regarded as ultimate,
because ultimately it is the grace of the Lord which leads to
Iealizatjon. '

. Baladeva also speaks of nine modes of devotion, Sravaf_la,
-¢. listening to the utterance of Lord’s name, Kirtana i.e.
"eciting the name of the Lord. Smarapa i.e. remembering
his name, pada-Sevana i.e. Serving the Lord, Arcana i.e.
his Worship, Vandans i.e. bending down before Him, Dasya
€. treating oneself as His servant, Sakhya i.e. treating Him
aSone’s friend and Atma-Nivedana i.e. self-surrender. These
Dine modes of devotion can be included under either form of
votion i.e. Vidhi as well as Ruci Bhakti.
Besides these he refers to many other kinds of Bhaktas

and devotjons also in details.
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As we know Srinivasicarya does not go ‘m‘l?‘ tkl;c?g
details. Guru $aranapatti is also spoken of EY_N_HP aacfﬁ :;I'S
As is obvious from the study done above, that -ruu\;as " cr)ill '
system has great affinity to the Acintya Bhedabhcl:l a.er o
divergence on some points is also natural from the very
of existence of two different schools.
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CONCLUSION

In India, as in other countries, the philosophical systems,
although standing on the grand pedestal of Pramana-trayi,
yet, are the outcome of the presuppositions of the philoso-
phers, who interpret all these in accordance to their own
concepts and ideas. Same is true of Nimbarka too; who placed
an equal emphasis on the two-kinds of statements found in
the upanisads, one of which propounded abheda or non-
difference between Jiva and Brahman, and the other bheda
or difference. He accepted both as ultimate and of primary
significance and consequently propounded bhedabheda, more
precisely Svabhavikabhedabheda. The fact is supported by
Gita'also in which Lord Krsna declares Himself as superior
to both ksara and aksara, and as their inner controller at the
same time. The relation is said to be Svabhivika i.e.natural,
not adventitious (aupadhika) or super-imposed externally but
it is natural, intrinsic or inherent and therefore cannot be
put aside. This doctrine was carried more forcefully by
Srinivasa, as is evident from the study of Vedanta-Kaustubha:
wherein, he leaves no stone unturned to bring this fact to the
mind of the reader and he has been successful in the
achievement of his desired end. A lucid and beautiful
treatment has been given by him, which can even be
appreciated by a casual reader. The explanation in the work
is so convincing that one does not see any impropriety in the
co-existence of bheda, and abheda simultaneously. Besides
this, the clear cut presentation of the basic concepts in
Vedanta-Kaustubha has placed the work to a very high
position which perhaps, no other bhasya of Nimbarka school
can claim.
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The concept regarding the relation of the individual
self with Brahman, namely, bhedabheda is commendable-
The self feels identity with Brahman, but its existence as a0
individual remains, for which the word ‘&r g’ (similarity)
has been appropriately applied, which again signifies
difference and non-difference between the two objects-
my point of view, such conceived state is far better than that
of absolute non-dualism, which cannot be easily graspt‘bd

people who sometimes equate it also with total non-existenc
of the self.

Besides accepting jiidna i.e. knowledge and karma i.
actions as right course or means to be undertaken, bhakt:
which according to Srinivasa is ‘loving devotion’ has becl
accepted as competent means for this realization.

It is also in consonance to the spirit of Bhagvadgitﬁ’
wherein Sri Krsna says that by bhakti, one can attain LOf™

TR ARSI Ao e |

The Ultimate Reality as dealt in Vedanta-Kaustubh 18
not something abstract but concrete, a Personal God- whie
can be approached by all and sundry, with love and devotio”
and Jiva is the very arhi$a or- part o,f $ri Krsna. One thlﬂi
peculiar found in Vedanta-Kaustubha, is its non-allusio? to
Radha, while Nimbaraka always refers to her. For which
specific reason can be given.

Another peculiar thing is that Vedanta-Kaustubh? doe
not criticize any of the Vedantic Schools. It is apprec?
that the work only deals with the doctrine of Ninb? t0
School; such bhasyas are indeed rare; which only takeﬂlll;rs
consideration their own doctrines, without frowning © °
here and there. @

Comparison of philosophy as contained m V;cﬁrya.

Kaustubha With other systems namely that of 52/
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Ramanujacarya, Madhvacarya, Bhaskaracarya and Caitanya
as presented by Baladeva Vidyabhusana, clarifies one fact,
that it is not the outcome of a philosophical mind, which is
of inferior calibre. Although the system is leaning towards
theology also along with philosophical concepts, still it seems
to be an improvement on Ramanuja’s concept of (‘ fotuor-
fatsqsrergrary: Or ‘ TRy aes-4: ') regarding cit and
acit as mere modes or Prakiras which constitute His body ;
and on that of Bhaskara, for whom bhedabheda relation is
mere aupadhika and upadhis are also real. The dualism is
created in Bhaskar’s system by taking upadhis also as real.
By accepting the jivas as gross form of inherent subtle powers
of Brahman, which are neither mere modes, nor result of
working of upadhis ; Srinivasa has shown himself to be a
thinking person ; and has removed the discrepancies, found
in the system of Bhaskara and Ramanuja.

As the date of Srinivasa life has been established in the
later part of twelfth century or in the beginning of thirteenth

century, the work, Vedanta-Kaustubha must have been written
during this period.

The simple language and style of the work is an
additional ground for recommendation. The work has 3 lot
to be recommended from the point of philosophy, ethics and
originality in treatment as mentioned already. Therefore it
may be said without hesitation that the study of the Nimbarka
School, without Vedanta-Kaustubha is as incomplete as that
of Sankara-bhasya without Bhamati, or that of Madhva-
bhasya without the bhasya of Jayatirtha.
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