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(I).
Introductory

We have seen in the foregoing chapters the contents of

Purusot'tama's works.his dialectics and interpretationsxuA 
his exposition of the feaddhSdvaiia,which iia^ has explained in. 

his voluminous eorviient arise and more than a score of independent 

works. Hie work of an author can however best be appreciated,

if we try to understand li:lm and the ideas that he put forth in 

relation to the time end tradition to which he belonged. We 

hare already seen in the first chapter that Purusottama was 

horn,when India witnessed.feuds and strifes from all the

quarters. Though India was a dreamland of gold in Hie eyes of 

foreigners,there was no political stability end the strong 

regime of the Moghuls was defied from various quarters,*!

darkage was looming large oyer the head of Indians,forboding 

the grim picture of petty strifes of small principalities*

Ihe conditions were almost on the verge of being chaotic*

Fear and distrust took the place of peace and stability and
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in spite of the glory of wealth, there was utter poverty of

prosperity aid welfare. The Hindu society remained a 

he tegogenioua - mess of a variety of people having a 

variety of beliefs,There ware too nmy religious beliefs 

sad Hinduism was manyfold and yet getting more and mere

conservative. There were many thinkers,scholars, authors 

and saints, all struggling to do something and the common 
man was lea to and fre by the conflicting^ views,whidi 

he could not and therefore did not care to understand. It 

was this age which produced purusottama.

We have to study the aims sad achieve men is of this
>

g©eat scholar, who wrote and discussed and taught through- 

-out the large span of his life. How was he looked, upon by 

his own people? What did he think about them?Hcw could he 

influence them? What did be contribute to the Sampradaya? 

What can possibly be his place in the history of the 

Sampradaya in particular and of Indian thought in general? 

All these questions remain to be answered, fe have tried

in the following pages to give an evaluation from this point 

of view.We have at oar disposal no factual history,of'the
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Sampradaya,how it was moulded and how it suffered the ups 

and downs in its chequered career of about five hundred 

years. We have to depend upon the references in his works* 

the references which are rare and at times not conclusive 

either*iVe have also at our disposal some hear-says and 

traditions.

(II).

Pnrusottems sad the Saurpradaya.

While we have no means to know the relations of 

purusottama with other Ooswands of his time, there is every 
reason to believe that his relations with aijieast some of 

them Mposar to be anything but cordial. Certain charges 

were leva lied against him, we do not know by whom nor do we 

know whether they were levelled in his own time or after 

his death,though the later seems to be more probable.Tins 

great scholar is said to have been jeered at as fVedapa&u’ 

by his contemporaries.further e more serious eharge against 

him is that with sll his efforts to explain the principles 

of tbs ^uddhldvaita,Purusottama is said to have advocated
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_ ' 1 
the ’Apasiddhantas’ or wrong theories.

fliers are three hearsays which go against him.We have 

referred to ail of rhem while dealing with Puruso fc tarns fs

life. It la said that puru sot tame. brought the image of 

Bllskrsaa to Surat, hiding it in the looks of iris hair.The 

other two have some thing to do with his relations' with 

Barirays.One is that of Ksrir&ya's ordering him to take off 

the footwsre from the feet of firihsthaji end the other is 

.that of the explanation of one passage in the Subodhini to 

Puruso teams by so. old .lady who just heard the explanation 

given by Hariraya.

The first of these he^says is nothing but a myth,because 

the ifiol of BaLakrsns was brought to Surat by Yrsjgrays,who 

came to possess the same as a result of the distributton of 

the images. We have detailed the whole incident in chapter 

II above. The fact however that such a fiction has been 

woven round the name of Purusottama shows that attempts were
. - v

made in the Sampredeye to portray him in not a very good 

light. The attempts appear to have been made deliberately

1. Ivatarsvadavali. Hindi Intro.p.6.
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because it is difficult to find out any basis for the 

currency of such a tradition. The two hearsays relating 

Purusottama*s inferiority to Hariraya were current among the 

followers of the latter.The historicity of both the stories 

is seriously questionable.The impression that we get of 

purusotiama from his works is that he was not only a very 

great scholar}but also very exact ana fastidious. How is it 

possible that he might have committed such a breach of

diseiplene.when he was himself so very particular about 
everything?P; van if we admit that Purusottama was a young
enthusiast when he went to the temple of ferinathajr and hence 

he might have dene this,the second story is still more

unacceptable,looking to the deep and penetrating in-sight 

that his works show. It is too much, to assume that Purusottamo 

could understanding ^n-e me suing of a passage from one who 

heard it from Hariraya.On the other hand it is very likely 

that both these stories have been made out by the followers 

of .Hsriraya to prove the superiority of their old teacher 

over this young man.Was there some sort of rivalry between

these two grea^ien of the system? Hariraya was much older 

than Purus Ottawa and it is not likely- that he might have
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considered this youth as his rival.If at all there was a 

rivalry,it probably existed in the minds of the followers 

of Harirays. But there surely was a difference in the 

thoughts end treatment of these two and both hsve played 

their parts differently in the history of the Sampradaya.

Hariraya can best be compared with fi-okulanatha and

Yitthale&e.He was a devotee and his mission was to explain 

the path of devotion to the masses.His works are mainly 

short tracts end most of them are on the SubodhinT.He 

taught more of Krsna and his lHa,Pusti and Msryada rather 

than Brahman and its attributes or the theory of causation. 

Purssottarns on the other hand discussed and debated the 

principles of the ,1’uddhadvsita philosophy. He was a scholar
i

par excellence and he considered it his duty to explain the 

theories taught by Yallabha by argumentation and analysis. 

The works of Hariraya do not reveal the seholarsliip/that is 

seen in t.i-e works of P ur us o 11 am a.Puruso11ama on his .part 

appears to lack that emotion and spiritual experience of a 

devotee.Though he was sincere in his devotion,the emotional

side of a devotee was burnt in the white heat of his
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intellectual feats. Esriraya wee a mystic,a follower of 

the prameya Marge,while purusottama was rational and leaning 

towards the praiBsaa Marga.Xs it lively that the followers of 

Eariraya,who did not find. that brilliance of erudition in

their own teacher, thought it proper to circulate such 
stories which would glorify Hariraya at the cost of purusotta^

And what did Purusottama himself think of the Sampradaya

as it was before him? Purusottama was bold enough to assert

that the Sampradaya was Kivrtta. It was due to the grace of.

Lord Balakrsna who inspired his mind that he could know the
2 ueA*>e.

meaning of hnabhasya. The at the end of the. Anubhasya-

-prakesa clearly shows that while YalXabha and after him 

?itthale£a wrote certain works,their followers did not eare^ 

to understand them much less to explain them.Taliabhs preach-

-ed his theories but he called himslef Tallabhs Piksita snd 

not Yallabha-Jcarya. Yatthalefea was mainly responsible for 

the _ establishment of the &uddhadvaita as a system.While he 

completed the works,which his father left incomplete,and wrote

2. Erfden brl BUskrsnah paramakarunaya man man eh prersyitva-, 

Bhasyartham yo' tigudham prakatitam akarot sempred&ye

Hifrtte.
r

Concluding V.l.A.B.P.p.1441.
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some independent works also, he did not devote his time so
\

■" j

much to the writing of works/as to the propagation and 
systematisation of the feuddhadvaita ss a Samprayadaya, which 

could open its doors even fco the ignorant masses. ‘The 

worship of the idol of God came to be a full-fledged affair.

Even Vitthale^a in his works gave much more importance to. 

the practical rather than the theoretical side. He was 

followed' by Gokulanethe,Kslyiharaya, Bsriraya, and many 

. others who taught , talked and wrote of the lila of the Lord. - 

It was the age of intense intellectual activity in India and 

scores of scholars came out to support and ’demolish various

theories. Purusotiama could see that 'whatever might have been 

thej/ effect of. the Ssmpradayie teaching on the masses, it was 

necessary to, face the scholars on equal ground: if at all 

the feuddhadveita as a system wen ted to survive.Purusottama 

could further see that .many important points were left '

obscure by Tallabha end that blissful obscurity was kept

intact by bis descendants. The task before Purusottama was 

thus not only to comment upon the works of, Yallabha and

Vittheleia but also to explain, analyse and find .out the ' 

exact significanse of jrrny of the theories taught by Tallebha^
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with a comparative study of the theories of others.The 

greatest contribution of Purusottama to the Sampradaya is 

this;He explained the doctrines and what is more he put the

whole system on a dialectical basis, so that the opponents 

could be met cm their c^fagroundg In doing so he had to be 

an argumentator and could not afford to go on talking

about the halls of Heaven. Sven while commenting upon the 
sixteen^ tracts, purusottama has this very approach and

this perhaps earned for him the honorific title of’fedapa^u* 

because naturally none would have liked the bold statement 

•Sempradaye nivrtte’.The charge of Purusottama1s having 

taught the apasiddhahtas is very serious indeed, but 

curiously none had said what apasiddhinta has been taught 

by him and how. We have in the preceding chapter given in

detail the §uddhadvaita doctrines as expounded by Purusottama 

and we have found that Purusottama arrives at the belief in

Tcdatmye:’Bherlasahisnur abhedah.’as the teaching of TTailsbha.

But this is a natural corrollary to which any student of

Vallabha would be driven and there is nothing wrong in it.

Or is it that it is all miraculous and one should not even

try to understand it? purusottama never refutes Tallabha or
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Titthale^a, he never goes against them at any point while 
* • *

writing;not only so but be defends them even though at

times he appears to be defending what can not be defended.

We have referred above in Chapter ¥.to the statement of 

Giridhara, who says that the understanding of pure monism 

is the best, while the Bhedabheda is understood by the

Madhyamas.Purusottama has mainly taught the Madhyama Paksa, 

while it has been, shown at places by Tsllabha.^Can this be 

taken as a clue to the said charge of apasiddhanta? Any way '

there is no apasiddhahta in what Purusottama has taught.

If Tallabha’s philosophical teaching is to be understood 

from the point of view of reason, the feuddha-advait^ is 

nothing more, nor anything less then Tad stray a.

Purusottama very often does not subscribe to the 

traditional line adopted by his predecessors.Thus for 

instance he is the only writer in the Sampradaya who pays 

homage to GopTnatha, the elder son of fellabha.^le Calls him

the Vallabha-Pratinidhi. The relation between Yiithaleda and
• *

3. feudclhedvaita Martanda. f.34--%.Appendix .to ckiddhadvai- 

-tasiddhantapredrpa.p. 2B6.

4. A.B.P.Intro.V.5.p.l.



Gopfnatha was fairly cordial but after the death of

Gopihaths.there was some quarrel be Ween his wife and

YitthaWa.is a result'of this,perhaps, and also because

Gopfnatha did not enjoy a long life so as to be able to

do something for the system,he was completely forgotten

by the scholars.of the Sempradaya, My way Purusottarns

thought it to be sheer in-justice and thus he mentioned

him even before Titthalers.Curiously enough this has le/d

to a traditional belief in the iiampradaya that. GopTnaths
0

was reborn as Purusottama.

Purusottama again is completely conservative in his 

outlesk like a typical Brahmin author of-mediaeval days.

He does not like that even the &£&ras and women, should be 

given freedom to get knowledge as much as a member of the 

three higher classes.iftei- Titthalela there war- a tendency

amoving the teachers of the Sempradaya to appeal to the

lower strata of ignorant masses and to explain to them 

the Bhagavata, the Mahabharata and such other works. 

Purusottama tries to put e check on this and says that

5. Cf.Pustimarganaa peneaso varsa.Pert.II.-p. 8.
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the Sudras and women may be allowed to study these works 

but only those portions.which do not treat of Brahman.He

discusses the whole point and argues out why they should not
"6 ■ ' ‘

be allowed to do so.

A very important point, which should be noted in this

connection,is that Purusottama was very careful in emphahi-

-sing s high moral standard for the people,Purusottama has

discussed the- whole question of Indriya-nigraha very
_ ‘ 7

forcefully and at length in his Avaranabhsiiga. Purusottama 
\

was also unhappy at the way in which foreign language and

dress were wholeheartedly welcomed by his own peopie.He
8called them fools, purusottama had thus something of a 

reformer in him and he tried hard to point out that 

laxity of morals should never be tolerated in any case.

6. ii.B.P.pp.442-s-444.
7. T.Sn.Ab.T, 238.pp. 184-186. ,

8. Etena ye murkha anapady api mlscchadivedabhasadikom 
roc ay ante svlkurhanti ea te'pi tatheti bodhyam.

T. Bn. Ah. p. 163.
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$o remove the ignorance of his own people and to 

refute the charges against the Sampradaya, Purusottaraa goes 

to the extent of discussing even the practice of the Brahm- 

-sambandha and the prose passage connected with it. Be 

explains the Brahmasambandha as ^Brabmasambondho nama 

sarvasmin bhsgavatsvsmikat^arupah sambandhah; tasyakaranam 

nama bhagavata acaryln psati. gadyenokto ya atmasaaarpana- 

praksrsh; tadritya bhagavati svatmasahitasviyasarvapadartha-

-nm bhagavati tathatvavi jnafenam. *Sa vai. naivs remefiti 

bruteh,’krid arthara atmana idam trijagatkrtam te svamyam

tu tatra kudhiyo para Tda kuryar* ity adivakyac ca, 

vastutah sarvasya bhagavadiyatve'Jsi 1 ss vai naiva'ityadi

hrutya ramanarthsra dvitfyanirroanadibravenat tena^adita ya"

tattatpadarthe jivasya svatvasviyatvabhiaajbih tatparitya-
„ 9

-geria tesu bhagavadiystvasya vijnapanaifl iti yavat." Miile 

discussing the prose passage ,Purusottama knows that he is

not maintaining the secrecy of the Sampradaya,He is 

apologetic-for this. He says :nlat pun ah pracinair atra

9.Purusottaffla*s Yivarana on Siddhantarahasys.p.39.
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kirn api noktam tatrsitadgopyatvsm eva bijam. Maya tu yad
id am uktam tad bahirmukhsmukhadhvansartham eveti na tad-
-virodho dosaya.Yady api maduktau margarahasyaprakadana-

-parldha ayati, tsthapi p/raksdanasyanyensiva krtatvena-

t ad ar th a s and eh avar an a sy & i vs. matkrtitaya svotkarsapraklisna-
-rthatvabhavat bhagavah hrimadacaryaoaranai ca madaparadhaa

10
ksamantk iti dik.”

Purusotiama treats all his predecessors with due 

respect/.Shis is particularly noticeable in his commentaries 

on the sixteen tracts, where he refers to the diversity of 

interpretations given by the earlier writers of the

Sampradsya. It is important to note that in these' cases 

Purusottawa does not refute those' who have given different

interpretations. Ha just refers to them and then he: appears 

to give his own view with some hesitation. A typical 

example of this is found in his commentary on the 

BhsktivsrdhiiUjWhen he says that he was inspired by the

Lord to explain in that way. He says :,rprancas tu keeid- 

imam bhanam esaktilaksan a tvenahuh. ,/mye punar %ssgna-

10. Purus Ottawa* s Tiverana on Siddhantarahasya.p.37.
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laksanatvena.Artham ca svasvaritya tam/tam ahull.Mama tu 

bhagavan evam preritavan iti mayaivam vfiy akhy at am. (Mi a ty ag a 
e vac ary an am a^ayasya ophutatvad iti.f(f

To wind up the whole discussion we may again briefly 
indicate Purusottama’s contribution to the ^uddhadvaita. 

firstly Purusottama has for the first time analysed and 
explained those principles of the §uddhadvaita,which have 

so far been neglected by his predecessors.Secondly Purusottama 

for the first-time put the §uddhadvai>ts System on a dialecti-

-cal basis,on a par with other systems of the Vedanta and 

outside the Vedanta. Thirdly purusottama tried to' raise the 

moral standard of the people.

(III).

purusottama’s influence on the Samnradaya.

Purusottama’s voluminous works,commentaries and indepen­

dent tracts,opened the eyes of latter scholars of the system. 

They considered ft therefore their duty to focus their 

attention on the principal works of the &uddhadvaita, 

Anubhasya,Tattvad3Lpanib«ndha arid to a lesser extent the 

Vidvanmanaana. They shw that these works should no longer be 

ll.Purusottema’s commentary on Bhsk.fi vs.rdhini.p.40.
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neglected and efforts were made to study them end to 

explain them by writing commentaries on them.This is surely 

mi achievement for Purusottama,because none of his 

predecessors explained those works and they were content 

with commenting upcn the sixteen tracts and some parts of 

the SubodhinT alone. The deep and penetrating insight found

in the works of Purusottama however shows that he set a*

very high standard of scholarship,which could not be achieved

by the scholars who followed him.Those commentators followed

the voluminous works of Purusottama and many of them apnear

to have given nothing more than simple short explanations,
f

abridged and culled from the ^rakasa or Suvarnasutra or 

iivaranabhahga.

Out of the successors of Purusottama,Go^e^vara can be 

called the most outstanding writer and scholar in the 

Sampradaya.lven his father Gokulotsava,who was born in 

-V-.S. 1815,was a very good scholar and was called Yidvat- 

-£iromani and Yak-caturi-dhur-iiia.We have seen that 

Purusottama gave his property to another Purusottama,son 

of MuraTTdhara.This Purusottama*s son Govardhane^a also 

died soilless,His wife MalilranivahujT adopted Ookuletsava
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in V.S.1850. Gokulotsava is said to have written some

comentaries.Shri G.H.Shastri gave me a list of some of the 

works written by Mm.They are : (l)Saundaryapadyatika,

(2) Vivekadhairya^ray8tiks, (3)SaunyasaniruayatTka,(4) Siddhan- 

-tarahasyatTka and (5)Srhgararasamandanatrka. It is said 

that Gokulotsava was a very good speaker.

G ope I vara, born in V.S. 1835, was the eldest son of 

Gokulotsava. On account of Gokulotsava’s adoption to the

pontifical chair in Surat,Gope£vara could acquire all the 

works,that were in possession of Purusottama.lt was a 

literary heritage and Gope^vara took the greatest advantage 

of it.Shri. G.H.Shastri could find out a list of his works, 

in his own handwriting.His works as stated in the list 

are as follows; -

(1) Yedanavartlntfka,

(2) Brh ad ar an y ak a-brahman ad bay a- tTka~|
b

(3} Chahdogysnuvak-vyakhy a,

(4) A troabodh op an j sat- tfka,

(5) §loko.. .with commentary(Some letters are missing here 

in the list,found by G.H.Shastri),
(6) Sadyuktimani,

(?)Bhaktimartanda,
(8)Fourth Adhysya of the Adhikaranamala,
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(9)ltmaV8da,

(lQjparivrdhastakatika,

(11) Svspnadardanatika,

(1S)Sub-comiaeritar v cai the commentary of the Vivarana- 

-karikss,on’Ketho imaste...1,

(iSjBhaktiratna,

(14) Bhaktiratnotika,

(15) &a&mi,

(16) PaEeapsdf, 
and

(1?) Jsiminisutravrtti.

Rahmi is a voluminous sub-commentary on the Bhasya- 

-prakada of Pur-usottams.Bbri M.T.felivala says about it 

thus; ^Ths author of fiafimi thoroughly explains not only 

the Bhasyaprakadp of krl Purusottamajl but even supplies 

the want,which was felt by the readers of Praklda. 

Prakadaksra took for granted that read^s of inubhasya, 

understood the literal sense of the Ariubhasya and hence 

we rarely find him explaining the literal text of the

inubhasya.for this reason,the author of Hahmi in all 

places wfesee he finds that ferf purusottamajl has not 

explained the Aoubhasya,tries to give the literal meaning



of all the passages of the Anubkasya.ff GopeWa was ealled 

"yogi1 and ’sarvsvetta^while purusottama was ealled 

’Psndita Purandaraj^j#! and ’ Da^ a-fiasgan ta-vd> j ayil A comp arisen 

between Purusottama and Oopelvara need not be attempted, but 

it must be said that Gope^vara was recognised by the Sampra- 

-daya as a sincere devotee ,besides being recognised as a

great scholar,while purusottama was appreciated only as a 

scholar.

It will be a point of interest to compare the Bhakti-

- mar tend a of Gope^vara with the Prasthanaratnakara of

Purusottama.Like the prasthanaratnakara,it also contains

four chapters on pramana,Praiaeya,Sadh8na and Phala.But there

is an important point of differences urusoitama’s aim is

to explain the theories of the feuddhldvaits,whereas Gope^vara

sets out to explain the Bhakti,as he himself says in the 
13beginning. Thus he begins not with an explanation of the 

theory of knowledge or the means of proof,but with a

12. JLB. with P.&.R.in.i.Intro.p.lG.

13. Yedadis arva£ astr air th abhut am br ahmis th adur1abham,

Rhaktim vaksye yatha^astram prabhubhir vi&adikrtam.

Bhaktimartanda. Intro. V. 5, p. 1.
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of all the §astras.Similarly the Prameyaprakaran a is also

14written with the express'purpose of. explaining Bhakti. The
/

Sadhanaprakarana is to show that Bhakti is the main Sadhana,

and the fruit obtained by means of a>t is explained -in the

last chapter.Gopeivara discusses other topics also,e.g,the

15 16concept of aksera, that of Abheda, eteybut one will ffind

that these discussions are subordinated to the discussion on

Bhakti.Again many of them are bodily found in,the works of

Purusottama. A typical example of this is Purusottama1 s

defence of Bhaskara against Yacaspati in the Anubhasyapraka^a.
17The whole passage is almost quoted in the BhaJstimartanda.

Thus we find that in his works Gope6vara discusses more

about Bhakti,Pusti,Lila and all that than Purusottama.If 

Purusottama can be compared with Yallabha,rk>pedvara should be

M.Atha bhakti 6abdartham nirnetum prameyaprakaranam 

arabhyate. Bhaktimirtanda.p. 70.

15. Bhaktimartanda.p. 109.ff.

16. Bhaktimirtanda.p. 116, ff.

17. Cf. Bhaktimirtanda.p. 205. ff .and A,B.P.pp.93-95.
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compared, with Vitthaleda. Even in the colophons one may liote 

that while purusottama generally rerers to Vallabha,Gope&vara, 
refers to Yitthaleda."*8

We have noted above how Gokulotsava came to Surat, after 

being adopted by: Maharanivahuji,wife of Govardhsne^a. His 

diesendants were also good scholars' and sincere devotees. 

Surat thus remains a seat of learning. Just now the Bada- 

-mandir in Surat is adored by His Holiness Shri.Yrajaratna- 

-lalji Maliaraj,who was born in V.S. 1952.He is a very good 

scholar himself and a sincere devotee.Due to his efforts the 

Akhi 1 abBharatiya Shri Balakrishna Shdddhadvaita Kahasabha 

was established in Surat in V.S. 1882.Many works* of the 

Sampradaye have been published by the said association.The 

Mahasabha is also conducting examinations on the ^uddhadvaita. 

One Shuddhadvaita Vaishnava school has been established in 

Madras in V.S. 2002. Ihere is also a Vallabha-Vedanta prize, 

bearing his name in the Gujarat University.

(IV).
Purusottama* s place in Indian Philosophy.

Hie late Pandit Gattulalji of Bombay is said to have 

18.See,Colophons.in A.B,with P.&.B. v
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compared Purusottama with the famous Jain scholar Hemacandra,

described as Kalikalasarvajna,and with Sayana Madhava.He 

called Purusottama a ’Sarbatantrssvatantra! The title of 

Sarvataatrasvat antra, though so much in vogue among ancient 

scholars,has not■ often been understood exactly as regards the 

meaning,it eonveys.Sarvatantrah may mean one who knows all 

the Trntras.’Sarvahi tantrani adhffe veds va.'Together with 

this is added * Sva«* tan tra* which shows that such a scholar 

is not only a very good student of all the systems,but is 

an independent thinker himself.Thus he-has both the scholar- 

-ship and originality of thinking.

Hemacandra,perhaps the greatest lain scholar,who ever 

wrote in Sanskrit and Prakrit,was not just a philosopher or 

teacher of Jainism.He was a poet, grammarian,rhetorician, 

his tori an, writer of a work on prosody, and what not.Purus.ottama 

.also was a profound scholar of all the branches of Sanskrit 

literature and philosophy, We have seen that he rerers to 

many works and systems and has so many things of his own to 

say regarding them.One may perhaps feel that Purusottama, 

though a prolific writer,has written everything by way of
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explaining the 'SuddhSdvaita theories and practices, while 

for Bemachndra it may be said that he has vjritten on all the 

branches of literature independently.

■ purusottama should be compared with great commentators 

like Yaeaspati Mi£ra*Sudar6ana Bhatta,and Jayatirtha^ll 

these, scholars were authors of standard comentaries on the 

Bhasyas of their respective masters.Even among these,the 

figure of Yaeaspati Mi&ra stands aloofiHe can really be

called Sarvotantnasvatantra,because he has written, scholarly
!

end authentic commentaries on .almost all the orthodox systems 

of Indian Philosophy* He 'has written Byayakanika,!attva- 

samTksa, IsttvabindUj B yay aver 11ik atatp ary g tika,S ahkhy a- 

-tattvakaumudijTattvafear^di end Bhamafi. Thus he wrote on

all the systems of Indian Philosophy except the Yai^esika.
, (

j
It is noteworthy that Yaeaspati,though a follower of 

kamkara,shows himself an iindependent thinker,owing aleg^anee 

to no single system in a‘dogged manner.Purusottama is surely 

an independent thinker(Svatantra),and has passed his own 

comments on the concepts of other systems also,but he is 

a follower of the fcluddhadvaita,from the first to the last.
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Curiously however there is one common point between the two. 

Just as Purusottama was charged with having taught the

Apssiddhohta,even VrTcaSpati was taken- to task by some for 

saying something against'the Bhasya of & amkav a. iuial ah end a 

gives a spirited defence of Vacaspati,when he says ;

"Tasmad Vscsspatimatam Bhssyavlruddhara iti kai&cid ayuktaro 

uktam.Kin cs-

Adn9tvabhranta tadossd srsksat paramedvaram,
__ -39

Etsd bhasyarthsiattvariho vaeaspatir agadhadhih.

Purusottema’s task however as a commentator of Vallabha 

was more difficult than, that of. Vacaspati,Sudar£ana, or 

Jayafclrtha/SaiikarSjHamSQUja end Madbva were clear and exact, 

while Vallabha was not at all clear,at times very obscure.

The difficulty of Purusottama thus lay in the terse laconic 

style of Vallabha. Hence whereas Vacaspati and others were.

concerned with advancing the arguments for the .positions, 

accepted by their respective Jc ary a s, p ur u s o 11 am a had to 

explain the theories of Vallabha, analyse them and then 

indulge in argumentation.

19. Kelpstaru on Brahmasutras.I.ii.EB,quoted by I).K.Shastri 
in fAitihasika §an6odhsna.’p.1SS.
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The real contribution of Burusottama to Indian 

philosophy is his work for the SampradaysiHe could see that 

it was an age of Chaos, in which the system of Yallabha could 

flourish^# only if it was properly explained and argued, out.

Otherwise it would go down in the eyes of scholars.?ur us ot tame 

did ¥<rhat was needed. His name will be remembered in the- 

History of Indian Thought as the strongest end greatest 
exponent of the Suc'.dhodvsita, which was hitherto not under- 

-stood and was therefore mis-understood end neglected,If,one 

wants to study the western of Yallabha*one should read the
tJlAly

works not^of Vallabha and his sen4but one should also read
i

with them the commentaries of Purusottama,besides his ’

independent worics.lt is really .a misfortune that s scholar

like Puruscttams should have been jeered at and called 'Yeds- 

-pa^u’ by those for whom he wrote and debated end argued.

The best appreciation of Purusottama was made by Prof. 
ivi*C, Shastri *who founded an es-. ociation called ’^ri Puriisottama 

land ala1 in Bombay in 1925 A.D.gvery week end Prof.Shastri 

came from Poona to Bombay and delivered lectures on the

works' of Yallabha and Purus ottama. It is interesting to note 

that in 1926 h.D.tbe members of the said association



expressed their feeling of gratitude to the Learned Professor

by presenting him an address and a Oold Medal in the 

ladhsTbsg,B embay.

The present writer has seen a copy of the picture of 

Puru.sotte.rna and is prepared to endorse readily what Shri. 

H.P.Mehta has said, about him.Shri Mehta who happened to see 

one such copy remarks that his forehead is brimming with 

profound thoughts &nd his large eyes appear to accept the

objections of the' opponents with an open mind.The pointed

tip of his nose shows his ability to refute those objections

with subtle arguments,and his shin shows the strength of
SOhis firm determination.'

it the end of this study,! would like to quote two

traditional verses regarding Purusottama;

(1) £?r Imad vailabhalikei i&hvsysharer vendysbvaye Bahamas 
Tatkarunyasudhlbhisekavikasatsaubhsgyabhumod ayah,
Brpyaddurmsdavadividvadibhad uskutoktikumbhasthalT-
S ad y obhanjan akslikosaripatih Pitamb or a sy at m aj ah.

SO.Cfll:, 0, Mehta. Hind a Tattve jnaaeno 1tihes a, V’ol. J J. p. 260.
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(£)Be.sid ana samali s am as t an ig arnasmr ty ad i t a t1 var th avid

Yekta capratimah sadahsu vidusata adyapi bham.au budhsh, 
Ysh servam havalaksapa&yakamitapraudhaprabandham vyadhat 

Sa airimlii Purusottame Vijayatarn Ac ary ae fid am an i h,

-mx i x (o)-


