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PUEHQO””AT 4'S  WORKS,

(1)

Introdactory.

Vellebhe end his followers have enriched the Vedantic
litersture with a large number of books., It would be no
exaggeration to state that Purugottema tops the list of
the suthors in the Sampradsya. He wrote on almost all the
topics connected with the Suddhadvaita school. Over and sbove
a series of independent works,be has written exten31ve
commenjories on almost all importent works of Vellabha and
Vitthaleda, The feme of this prolific writer o reached the
scholare of the school,thet the commentery of Purugottama
came $o he regerded as a standerd o judge the authenticity
of 'a particular work,Thus the enthorship of a work which has
not been conmen ted upon by Pﬁiu@ottama is considered with
some doubt. Shree H,0.Shastri records a case of this type, 1
One work Bhagavat~PIthika has not been commenterd upon by
purusottema, nor is it referred te by hin in sny of his
works, Hence some scholors in the Sehmprad@ya doubt whethes

Vellabha himself -wrote Bhegavet-Pithika,

1. Lf.Avetdrav iavali:Hincl



Works of Purusobtema are listed by Shree H,0.Shastri

and Shri. &,T.Telival& 5 I am givin g helow the list as
given by H.0.,Shastri,
(1)Bhasya-Prakasa.
(2) Suvarne-sutra.
(8) Avarsnadhanga,
(4) Subedhini-prakdse.
(5 ¥ prasthanaratnakara.
(6) Commentaries cn sixteen tracts,
(7) Prehastavida,
(5) Penditaxers phindipalavade,
(9) Srspibhedavada,
(10\ﬁv1rbhevat1ronhawa vada,
(11) khyativada.
(12)Pratibinbavade.
(13) mdhekaravads.
(14) Brehnenatvadidevs tavada,
(15; Jivavya apskatvakbendenaveda,
(16) Jivepratit moatvakhandaﬂava&a.

(17) Grdhvapandranirnayavada.
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Tulasinaladharanaveda,

(19)Sahkhsac skradliarenavada.

( 20) iBrtipTjsnevada,
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9, Ibid.p.4:Telivala's artical on puruSottema’s life
Pustibhaktisudha. Vel .V.ko. 3.



(21)Bhégavataéahkénifésavéﬁa.
22)ﬂpadeéaéaﬁkéuirésavéda.
(23)Qha”*ythar avada,
(24} Vastracevavada,
(25)Bhedabhedavada.
(26) Abliavavada,
(27) Atmavads.
(28) Svavrttivada. SR
(29) Jayadrikrsnaccaranavada,
() Tteavepratana,
(21) Dravysduddhi,
(32) Bhalctibheamsavivrti,
(33)Bhekbihetunirgayavivri.
{ 34) PurveminEnsabhasyavivarana,
( 35)Nyesadesaviveti,
('86) fayatrikarikavivybi,
{37)Vellabhastakavivarape,
(38)F alval}oPaalgadélpaka.‘
(39)Brshuopsanissddinika.
(40)Rrsimhat@pidyupanisaddipike,
(41)Chendogyedipika,
(48)Svetadvataradipiks,
(43)Jpaa1SaﬁarthQSangraha.

(44)Dvatrlmsadaparadhakwamapanptlha.
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(45) pdhikaranamala.

(46)Bhavaprakssikevrtti

Shri i, T.Telivaels gives almost the ssme list.He adds the

i

Khelelapanavidhvahsavada and the Mandtkyopanisaddipiks,

As regsrds the Dipikas on the Xaivalys,Brabma,and
lirsimhat@piniye Upanigads,Telivala calls them Arthasangrahas.
. . — ey = { — -— R
Regsrding the Dipikas on the Svetasvatarsénd Chandogya,

he says that they are not available,

To study the works of Purugottena,we may divided
them into two broad divisions-independent works and

comrentaries,fven here the division cannot be followed
fastidiously,because a work which,strictly speaking,can
be caelled a commentary may have close comnection with a
independent work or viceversa, Thus for exsmple,
Purusotteme's own commentery on his Prahastavada is
considered together with the Vada. Similerly the
$oﬁaéaprakarapagrenthésaﬁgati which is en independent werk
will be dealt with while exsmining Purusottama's glosses
on the sixteen tracts.Some of the works are, again,not
Tound by me.I heve sinply referred to them in my account
of the worksﬁiﬁaﬁxhﬁﬁﬁkﬁ@éﬂ%ﬁESEﬁibgﬁzxxxxcbﬁﬂacted with
them.For the sake of describing them it will be coavenient
to desl with them in four sections dealing with the
Avatérevﬁdévali,Purugottama's other independent works,
bis commenteries on the works of Vellabhe and Vitthaleda

and those on other works.A list of the works that have



been described in the Tollowing peges is

Avatsravedavall .

(1)PrahastaTata.
(2)Commentery upos Prahactavada,
(3)penditaksrabhindipala vads.

{ 4)Bhedzbhieda-Svarupanirneye.
(5)Pratikrtipiganavada,

(6)Sretibhedavada.

(8) indhaokaravada.

(9) Brahuispatvididevatavada,
(10)Ji%aﬁratibimbatvakhag@anavédag
(11) Evirbhavatircbhavavads.
(12TPrafibimbav§da.
(13)Bhaktyutekargevada,

(1 ,fhalalunan"v1dhvgmseva&a.

(16)Hbrtipujecaveda,
(17)ﬁrdhvapug@radﬁéragavéda.
(18) el ichac skradiiEranavade,
(19) Tulasinmaladbarenavada,

oy “ ’ . [4
(20) Upsdesavigayass

- —_—
x

LkEnirssavada

as follows:~

' - N - - L - . — -— B
g21}bhagavatasvarupav1$ayakasankanlrasavada.

(22) Svevrttivada,
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(23) Tivavyepakatvakhagdanavada,

( 24) sbhavavada,
(25) Vestrasevavada,
(26) Ztmavads, .
(27) Bhaktirasatvavads.

" QOther independent works.
(28)Prasthémaratn§kara}’
( 29) Semarpaganirgaya.
(20) Muxticinﬁ“émani .
(BI,Dra*yaéuudhl.
(32) Utsavepratana,

( 33) Ubsavabh@vinukeoma,

Oommentaries on the works of Vellabha and

(24) mubhagyaprakass
(25)k yayansid,
( 36)Suvernasitra,

(37) Avaranabhange-Yojang.

(28)Sodasapr akeranagrenthassaigati,

(39)Comnentary on Yemundstaka,

(40) Comnentary on Balabodhs,

(41}Conmentary on Siddiisntemuktavali,
(42)Commentary on Pustipravahemaryada.

(43)Comaentary on Sidoh@ntershasya,

(44)Commentary o Havaratna.

(45)Conmentary ou Antshkarsnsprabodha,

(46) Comeentery on Bhaktiverdhini.

(47)Comnentary on Jalabheda.
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(48) Commentary -on Peicapadya.
(42)Commentary on Sanaydsanirnaya,
(50)Commentery on wircdhslaksspa,
G ommen b aTy oo Ssvaghale,
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B5) Plirvanin ns’él:amlkfwlvm‘ma.

T akeds
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GCoumentaries on other works,

(63)MEndtkyoperisaddipika,
(64)Nrsifhott azf*a't'fé?pin:y upanigaddipika.
(65)Kai ivelyopanigadarthesadgraha,

(Qﬁ)ﬁfameQéﬁiS aderthesaigraha,

(67) Introluction to imrtiaterehginT,

163

We shall now atteupts a shors description of these works,
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(11).
pvataravadavali,

purusottama's Avataravedavall is not one work,but if

is a collection of meny Vade-(irenthas, Purugottema is said
to have written fiftytwo Védagranthas; according %o
sredition. There is also snother view that he hes composed
wentylour Vadas. The number twen tyf our seeﬁs’to nave

some connection with the number of twentyfour 1ncarnatlcns
of Visuu sud therefore bue titie given to this eol¢ectlon
is &vatéravéﬁévali.ggll the Vada-Cranthas have not been
printed aud some of fhem which are mentioned by Shri.iM,T.
felivala and Shri.H.J.Shastri in the 1ist of Purugottema's
vorks sre not found. Agein,while the coiophons of some |
of the VEdas bare the number of the Veda,many of then do
not bsre the number and 50 i% i€ not possible to be

exset i that matter. The Ludberc that ere {ound in the
Colophons of some individual VEGas wiil be given Whlle
desling with them. It is,however,impossible to treat them
all in a deficite order becsuse while we know the numbers

of some Vadas,we ceunol Beiking fili in & large pumber of

3. c.f.,..Purugottamasya ngtav ivatsrsvadavalyem. ., ete

AR

E“I“h'p‘ uw-O.
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ceps that still remain,
In the beginning of the Avataravadavali,Purusottemss sam

thet he has cpmposed the string of Vadas after carefully going
through the Upsniseds, the Srutis, the Smetis, the Bhagyas

and  the Siitres together with the verious Prasthanas,

He further seys thet the Vidss which sre subtly incorporated
in tihe works like the Tattve-dips-nibsndha, the Anubhasya ete
sre revealed by him by mesns of reesoned. oub seatences, after
snggesting them in verses.5 Purguttona ﬁﬁag explains the
nethod vhich has Beer followed in these trestises. A Vade
grentha is a short treatise which discusses a particulsr
topic fully., Purugottana b;hlnu hzs treatise with the--
introd@ctory werse, the costents c;j. which sre chellenged by
the Upponent and then the discussidn starts, ALl these topies
he says,ere discussed on-the besis éf tﬁe sugrestions thet
sre found in the major works like the ﬁnubhakyd and Tattves
0ipanibandha, Heny of these discussions are found in
Purusottama’s commentaries an those works,

i 2 o+ 1 Vo Tt S e B A o S e Sk AN Y 0 B 5 i A e S R S A e o P o e T S A T ek o B S S0 e B G s e A S

4, Senviksyopenigacchrticmriigeqan bhasysnl sutrBayapis

restheneir vividhsir yutZny abie wayd vadaval
- :P?}a L) Y‘}'. L

. L)

5.Ye tabtvaiipebbasysprabhicrtisu sauksmyena susthita vadsh;
ya

Fadye t8n avatieya prokaiikurve' tra yuktimadvakyaih.

Prh.V.4.0.3.
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(1.2). Prshastavada and,its comnen tary: -

The first Vada i called Pmshasta,It is one of the well-
known works of.Purugottama. The word *Prahasta’ mesns a
slap. The rather‘curioué,title of the work owes its origﬁl
to the sircumstence in which it wes composed, end the eim
it desired to achieve,ippeyya Disgita ,who was a ﬁéolific'
writer was also a shaunch follower of Seivism.He has wrltﬁen
a metrical work §ive-battve~viveka in 64 verses, In thls ’

work he maintsined that Sive is the highest Lord géeater
evern then Vispu,snd Urehmz, This short work fqugeﬁjé great
teel of controversy in those days of sectarisn enthusiésm

and the followers of yalsuav1um could not 30Lerdbe it. The

4
i

work was heided by the Saives end condemued by the

»

Veispavas, Purugottams reacted ageinst 1% sharply and, inlﬁs

youthful zest,wrote out this 'slap’,passing as many sbri ictures

or perhaps more on Saivism,as hes been done by Diksita on

A}

The Prehneta in divided into three Sub-vadas, ‘fhe first.
is Vedﬁntaﬁétparyanirﬁpa‘a, the qecond is Bhprautada 'éP
-niraksrapa, =nd the last is MulaerUpenirdhara, The introﬂﬁétory
verse of the Prehasts contbains starting éoints for ail the
taree discassions, | |

The first part discusses and proves that all the Vedfintie

texts fesch of Brehman. Brehmen is possessed of
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supremundane qualitjes,the negative descriptions in the
sacred texts refer to the worldly attributes, which Drahmen

is devoid of.Here the author attacks the Upsdhivads and the
iayavade and explains the avikrtaparimsmavads as the corpect
theory. The second cbapter is the most importent part of
the works,beceuSe here the auther strongly repudiates
elmost all the statements of Iikeita., He refers to all
the suthorities, referred to by‘Dl €81%2 and wany more, He
t%;omghly discusses ali'ﬁhese texts and proves that
according to him all of them eAtol'Vluuu rather then
Slva, who is the Chief Vibhuti of Vlﬁnu, la the third pert
Purugottame says that Krspa is the hlghest Reality.
Purugotbema proves Lhis on fhe basis of the VEpaniyas,
BhErevatapwrana, Frahmavaivertapurine sud the Chizndogya
Upenigad, He also refutes the charge thet ursna-Sveripa
15 illusfory, At tle end,again, after the cusgtomary i
salutes,be says that there are rogues who eall themselves

SR SO TR T TG S0 20 G W 000 D N W D B . e Y T W YR e W Yt O N i B O U Y i W A S s A LR A £ i i W 74t S o e a0 A

6. Papabrahusnss tad eva mukhysm sverlpsm,itarsui tu
y8 » .
toratemabiavEpenntel vibhuti rupe;i, tesu fivo
rukbhyavibhUtirlGps 1ty eva sakalsSzetriyvenides rn?w?rh.ﬁ;

T 233-
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Vaidikas and who harass the good. This slap is hurled at

them so that they may loge their strength.7 A 2R
Thet Purugottana gaéé importance to this work can be

seen {rom the Tact that he has himsell written a commentery

upan‘it. He says that he is commenting upon the Vada for

the understanding of those who do nob possess pature--

. inte lllgence.BThe last verse of the commestary,however,

informs us thet Purugotiema wrote this commentary for

Jitthe 1arasa.9?he perbinent point here is whether Purusotbama
thaurht of writing similsyr commentories upon ﬂll'theVV§ﬁas.

The Tirst verze of $le commonicry shows thet he thought

s s . ‘ . 13
of wrltlng‘ Vivrsis ou all the VEdes. ye verses at the
end of ell the three povite conf{irm this viaw.ﬁl‘ The
7.Prh.V.2.p. 746, .
denBal iadhsv&dbdve dhunshays vadavirs vivytir vitenyate.
Priwvigvrti.p. 1.

8lso

-~

Zalfvabodhanakrte’ racaysc ca bisam Pri-vivpii.p. 246,
“,Lrtdfaﬁ% elamprahesto- §lsEGn Vithnalavaya-prunodaya,

Pebh-vivebi.p. 346,

.1
Rt

t.)

Tadavara v1v1"1r vitanyate. Prh-vivetip., 1.
11 Adyenvaden nijakrbau vyEvenod Purusottamah-Prh-viveti.g4,
svitIiyar vyarnod vaaam sSvakytau Furugottameh-Prh-Vivedip, 233

1

Trtiyevsdan svelybeu vymvrnot Purusotianal. Prh-viwti p.246.
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question here is about the exact mesning of the ferm
nijekrtau, or svekrkau. Does it mean Avataravsdavali or
Prahastevede?] think, it mesns the Tormer, because while
the Prahasta really begins with the werse:'Srutisiresi ysga
“mehing ete',the commentary begine with the introductory |
portion which consists of four verses. kot only so,but fcp
the abevé«men tioned verse éurugottama gays i;hat-ﬁéyam
vadem avatarsyeti srutity "ééii.lg 1 think that Purugottamé
firet theught of writing a comue nmry ar all the Vadas,
but finding it unnecessary, he commented upon the Prahasta
only,which he thousht important.It was probsbly after héd |
atopped writing commenteries, that the Tiveti was dedicated
to Vitthalaraya, This view is howevar,opsn to o'b‘,jegticm'.
Svapkrtau or Nijakrtan way be said to mean the Drahasta

end the numbers adys,dvitiya and ’c:gt’iya at the end of each

]
£
a

part refer o the Vades

which form part of the Prahusia,
This briugs in the guestion of the structure of the
Prehastgvada,

4

A8 we huve seen sbove,the work coatains threc parts,ad
L3 3, hd 2 1 ';‘
this has veen made ciear 1 the commentary slso, 3()niy ong

n\auumu.—m—-—«-wm nnnnnnn - —- . S e . D S T 100 Py W W R e T e T D S O A i o Sn e P p——
12. Prh-viveti.p.3.) _ - ,
ia, :‘;tra]avam sras trayo V&dzh. Dirvem Vedanbatitparysniripane-
rupah, Sarvamilatvad asya ;prathamyam. Dvitiyas tu

bhrantebaivanirskarane Tpeh, Triiyas tu Shazavato

ailerUpanirdbiarakah, Prh-viveti.p.3.



119

in‘trodtiétory verse is given in the text for starting all the
three discussicns, In the Vivrti sgéixiz,?uruéot‘semaﬂs.ays that

the Vada is bafsed upcn the Tattvad’ipanibandha. A ceareful
perassl of sll the three parts sgws thet except for their
heving ouly one verse =€ the starting poin t,théy ér‘e‘indepaldent
of one srmther‘. Some sort of counection cen be estabiished
emong them h‘f"p inting _f; out ﬁlﬁat,x&gb.ile the first discusses

Braotman as the subject of the Vedantic texts,the seeond is

£ ‘3

gsezative in epprosch,tince :UL provas that Siva i9 not the

" highest iodswheress the t,-;i.gd egein discusses the originel
form of Prahman viz.Krsns. Toe Vé"da,thus, not only fejee)’t‘;/s
the contentions of DIkeite,but reiaforces the position of
the Velsnaves.Vhe argusesn if,however, is n ct SO 1*1‘1"@‘”41*;9 far
in that way sll the V&das have some connection with one
enother. I helieve that the Prshasta is a composite ,rather
ther e iutegrated work end the three component parts are
glm@'ﬁ@ﬂd@ﬁtl" understefiidable, The iterm Svakrtsu or
kija’ﬂ;tau should better refer to the Avataravadivali. In

, s . . cleonr . .
fact,Purusottana himself is not ezwet on this point, s

There is not much to he said about the comment ry, as
such., I% eXplains the text,but more thsn that it fills in .
the §aps by =dding importent discussicne. It does not repeet'

or wnecessarily elaborste the statemente made in the text,
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(3) Paﬂﬁ1takarabh1nd1palavada-" .
It is a shorter'work written with the seme purpese. In fact,

it supplements the secand part of the Prshasts, Peiwk £z This
is made clear by Purusottama himslef in his Prahasti-vivpyti

when he says that whatever regerding the Pufﬁgas has no% been
gtated here,is stated in the other Vada,the Bhinéiééla,léﬁeme

he refers to the ﬁhagavata,&usaa,blva Garuda end Palma

-

Pur@has, He 8lso expialn% how even the highest Lord is said

4

to worship éiva._fu refsrs to the Srutiz end corroborates kis
Statemeﬁ'% by the Lre hwn&utrﬂs purugotiens himself explains
the word Baindipsls, which,here means o sling, He say& that
the good should take the Bhindipala in their hands and 9&5113

hurl stone-balls for nroteatina the line of {isdds which are
&

15

crowddd¥y by bad twice-borns. ot only that,but he ewen asks

the wise to challaﬂﬁe his ergiments if they find any draWbbak
in his reasoning Both Prahaste and Bhindipdla are writben by
Puragotiame in e chballenging mood,

el R g e R R I i e T T T R VA ey

14, wogtan purBuavigsayeyad ih&prassigad

- i 1.

Vadéntare tad udiisn khelu Bluindipale. Prh-vivedi.p.233

1

18, Turdvijesamsjesankulacisamaisetraliraksendyslam;
AdayeBhindipdlam eanto gulikeh sukhad ojata, bhindipala p, o779,

Bhindipéla means a jevelin or sn errow thatPesn be shot,
by hend or ia 2 tube.lt also means & sling.The word
Gulikah ic thé verse has led me to understend the term as
neening a sling. '

16, Bhindipsla: lest verse p.277. ~

[
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(4) Bheddbheda TSva;'f-ﬁpa,—Eé irnaya: =

This is knoﬁn es Bhedabhedavada also, It is s short
work which discusses the theory of Tadatmys vis.
gheﬂasahiggur abhedgﬁwidentity‘which tolevates diversity,
This is pure iftnisn- Suddha Adavaita.?uragottama prowes
it oa the suthority of the érutisgwhile rafubing the
sbsolute wonisa of Samkara. The number of this Vada is
gix,s8 given in the colophon,

{5) Pratixyiipijanavidda:

Aleo called BhegevatpretikrtipUisnaveie or

1

-

shagavatpratipijaia,it discusses how the worship of an

B!

fte
je XY

ol is & souree of uplift for a Brahmavadin,while this

4.1

is not the case with these who follow other systems.

Again, the worship of an iépi does not presuppoce the
want of intelleet in 2 worshipper;on the othsr heand

it is better from the point of view of Kerma snd Jifane
also,lle argues out at the end for his preference of the
idol of Arsna,The lsst verse imforms us that the Vada

depende upon the eleventh book of the Bhagavat end
17.1%1.... Purugottanena kyto vatirsvadavalyan
Bhetibhedasveartpanirnayo Nane $agtho vadsh. ..

1

Vadavali.p. 23,
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| the Servenirneya chapter of Tsttvadipenibandha, We know

from the cologhon that the number of the Vada is £if teen ,18.

~

(&) Sretibhecavada: -

I% is » small baot very important %ork,ffam‘thé point
of view of the Andakiadvsita. It discusses the various
views of cansatiou. Turugsolioma relfutes the atomdan of
the Vuidesilks end the parinémavads of the AnTdvara
sgishyaie gives fthe vefutation of the Samkhyas as given
by the Ksyavadine ond then refutes the adherents of
ayavada slso. Finaily,?urugotﬁama explains the Brehmavwda

aud proves i%, on seriptuval and other grounds,The Vada

?
as said by our outhor is bazsed upon the kibandhe and
\ 1, Lo 02 190
other works. Its number is five, )
(?} '!ﬂl‘"’*ul'ﬁ,“adﬁ -

Like the Systibhedavade,it deals with the theory of
shyati, Here the author discusses all the different.
theories of khyati, e sdvocsted Ly the Duddhisis,the
Wimensakas,the waysvedins,the Sfnkhys,end the followers

P
18.It1....;urusottamav1¢u01uo uhag“*ftfratipujanab

vaticadado vadak... V&d3vali,p, 81.

1¢. Iti...Palicanaberstibhedavidah, .. Vadavall,p.118,
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of Madhve, REnanuja aid other teqeherb.Purusottama refutes
sll these theories except that of Kamanujs,which also is -
not sccepted iu toto.In the éaéahédvaité,akhyéti is accepted
for those whc have obtained knowledge end anyakh#Psti for

_ . ( ’ o
_those who lisve not. The Vada is based upon Bubodhini and
does not besp sny number,

(8)  sodhse¥Eraveda: -
This Vade is e short work proving thet darknsss is
a substance. tber theories ere discussed and wegected

: . 20.
The Vada is based upon Subodhini nn' 5@ s number nine.

(2)  BrEhwenztvididevatavada: -
> This Vada is an interesting wors,which tries to prow

that Brshminhood is some sevald. A man is a brehwin or -

otherwise sccording as this deiby is present or not. It is
- P e -t L3 - 23

besed upon  SubodkinT mad iz teath iu nuamber,

vy tlblmbduvdhhﬂﬂuﬁﬂav da; -

o~
st
3
L
Moo

Also called Pratibinbetvakhendanavada ,it ie a
QQLPmlCEi work Jirec ted sgainst the Pratibimba-theory of

’ 5 - o ) .
the followeve of Seikara.fere sll the six explanabtions of

b

- N o o 5 e e e R P e S A B R S AW S S S e 4 IO £ S T TR S U W L A W K e T £ 2 S T s T NS B ot 0 i O 2010 T S e B

N.Iti. .. Jiavamo’ nduakéravidal. Vadavali.p. 141,

. - — - e ? % o P N
21.1%i....Brghnapatvadidevstevade defomeb. .  VEIEVE11,p. 10 .

L
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the theory are thoroushly refuted,It is proved at the end

that the individual soul iz a purt of Brahmsu and yet

Rrahmen is uot parbite. The number given to this Vada is
tewlve, ™
(11)  AvirbhBvatirobhdvavada: -

1t explsins ,in eleven peges ,how Avirbh#vs and |
Firobhava ere powers of Brahman. While so doing,Purusobiama
refutes the positions of other systems. This Vade bears no
pumber esad like the previcus e is not based upén any
narticular work of Vsllsbhu,
(12) Pratibimbavida: -

This is & shosbdiscussion on the :égaliz nature of
en mago sccording to the Sudohadveita.hunber eight is

Eo L)

. - . B3 . ) . .
iven to this Vsda.”" Tk is besed upon Tattvedlpauibendba,

il

(13) Bhektyezti:arsavé&a:f )
As 1to name indijcates,it is intended to chow the

superiority of devotion to other means of emencipation,

It is based ugon Sabodhini aad besars no number.

{14) KhalZiapenevidhvehssvade:

This i8 u metrical work in A‘? varses, Judt as the

Prahasta and Bhindipgias are v 1b'r, en sgainst the Saiva

22.1%i....DvEladeh Pratibizbstvedd dﬂ“'&ﬂa'\rﬂdaﬂ. ‘zadavail.g. 384.

23,1ti....Asbanah Pratibimbavadah, Vadavali.p. 201,
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¥
i

eystem,this Vada is written against the Sakbas, An

importent difference between the two cases is that whils

the Drahauta and Bhindipala are offemsive in character,
this work is defensive,The Sektas have contended that
Vaispavas are really speaking Siktas because the ornamere-
tiong on the imege of God leads %o its being understood

ae that of Sakti.Thé ergunsnts is Further. corroborated

by thé compoéitian of s work styled Swaninistotra by
Vittheleds end by the consecration of the image of
Sarasvatl during the Navaritri déys. Purusottama refutes

all thesa arguments, The Vada can be divided into three

431
/4]

art has bteen done by some.the first part consists 8f

le=

a
& verses, in which the suther emphasises the masculine
charecter of God, The cecond part begins with the fortieth
verse and ends with the seventysixth. IY deals with the

' SvEmiuIstolra, A separste title has been given to it

by some, viz.Sveminyasbakavigeye kafankan irgsavada. The
.third psrt desling with the Sarasvatistbépanﬁ begins with
the seveantyseventh verse and is cogtiﬁued $ill the end,
To this slso & title viz.Sarssvabistha quav1uayacaswnk-
-nirasavada,has been given,The Vada bears no nuwsber,nor
does it mentiongd any work upan the basis of which it is
composed ‘

(15) KNsmavads;~
It is vericusly known as Jay a.am;wsnacesraﬁavada

]
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or Newaphaladiprekiravida. The last is given by Purusottama
himself in the colophon. The doubt here expressed is
whether the name of God,known cr/otherwise,‘will bear fruit,
The conclusion arrived al after discussion is that the
nain fruit csn be secured only by kaowing the neme of God.
The Vada is bssed upon Subodhlnl Vidvanmandana and Tabtva-
-dTpenibandha, It bears no number,

(16)  HaErtiphjenavada: -

This Vda is inteuded %o es tablish thet the image
of Lord Krsaa should be worshipeéd by the Vaisnavas,This
Vada is not numbered nor are we informed sbout its basis,
(17)  Urdhvapuwdradhsranavada;-

It deals with the Sfipradayic. graciice of having
a vertical mark on the forehead with Candana ete.The merk
with the ashes is a Saiveitdd¥ custom and so that shaild
not be adhered %o by the Vsidikas. The Vada bears no
numbef.
(18) Seiikhacakradbaranavada; -

It also deals with the Sanpraddyic practice of

Bty

ot

'.J »

parkiog the conch and the disc with clay. The prohibitions

o8

AN
against euch merks found in obher works do not hold water

during the actual—wox h1$ of Gad T}@ Viﬁg is eighteenth
4,

. - e - -
.........-.f.‘..._,,,,_.__._.‘.m"»...u- H--uu-u- T e e S o o I P D W 1000 S T o AR

24,

bt

E

%i....ggﬁ&hﬂc akredharanavadah &sta&dsah...i davall ».281.

v



(19) Tulssimaladharanavada; -

Also named. mélédhéragavﬁda,this'Véda intends to
jrove'thatNth; followers of Veisuavism should iﬁvariablylﬂ
wear the’string of Tulasi beads. The discussion nmorve or lesé
follows %the same pattern as in the previous two Vadas, The
Vada is sebeateenth in number.lﬁ,is‘written on the basié
of various Libendhas and The practice followed by the

Vaisnavas,

N * a‘ - — » —
(20) Upadedavigyssankanirasavaia; -
"

) L] o —_ 23 { ‘
Also called BhaktimBrziyopadesavi §ya35 xanlvasa,
A
this is not a very short work, It deals with the topic of

initiation in the Suddhddveita. Furusottana first states
thet the Cayatei brings in only the Brabuinhood which is g
prerequisite of karma. Devotion bo God is necessary for
en individaal soul, snd the Sanpraddyic initiation is a
prerequisite of devotion, In the pathy of devoliem,
therefore, the Sarensmentvopodeda is required. After
discussing this Puvusoltama says that there is no harm
if both a husﬁand'aﬁd his wife have only oue preceptor,
The devotees are of various types,out of which a Suddhe-
bhaktu ies the best. Thé Vada aoes not hear any_numbér.
{21) Bhégavatasvarﬁpévisayakaéahkﬁnirésavﬁda:~

It bears nuwber thirfeew ond desls with the Bhagavabsg
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Purdna,which is accepted in the Pugtingrga as one of

the Prasthanas. e says that ihe Bhdgaveta is = liahapurana
aid  should be included in %he list of sighteen Puruas,
He also guotes references from verious works to prove that
"f;he Bhegavatapurans is very ancient, The work is based @

the Tettvadipanibandha,

(22) Svavritiveda:-

Tt has been published in the Pustibhekticudhd Vol.IIT.
10.9.The work deals with the Vrtti of {the naintensnce. of
a teacher., It is a very short menual discussing the Vrtta
of & Curu which should be in keeping with the usesl prachice
of the sect snd the purity ete. of the pupil. the Vada

appeers 0 be bssed upon the Tabtvadipwmibandha,

28} Jivavyipaketvakhendanavads . (24) AbhEvavada and
(25)Vestrasevavada could not be traced: Over end sbove thése
ciie (28) htnavida hes been aseribed to him by S.’cc’r:(l.
Telivela end Shri.H.O.Shastri.

Jivavyapakatvakhendenaveda has been referred to by

*

purasottane himeelf twice. ? We shell see in the next

25- Idam Servam Heys Jivéuuvade sanyak prapaic itan
ato natrocyate. A,B.P. iI.,\%‘ 32.p. 735 =nd
ity mavatmavadah.TS. 40753.p.95.

~ >



120

chepter how many of the Vada-granthas contein the same

argurents and even the same phrases found in other\ importent
works of the samé_author..ﬁnd sgain, the sentence-Ity Anvatpe
-V&dah" in the Avaransbhanga coming after the refutation of
the'Jiva—vyépakatvé is very saggestive.Wé can safely say
that the ssid Vada should therefore be considered,as desling
ﬁith the problems canneéted with the atomic measurecéf the
soul;and must be conteining the seme arguments which sre

found at the places where the work is referred to, 6

3

aipiley is the case with the Abhdvavida.In the
prasthianeretnskars,s thorough discussion on the confepts
of Pr3cabhdva snd other Abhaves is foliowed by s remarik-
Tty Ab}.févavédahzgtiffhe grgunents that are found here,are
also found in the Averansbhehga on the Sarvenirpaye
chapter of the Tetivadipanibandha, 28“1"{; thus appears

that the Abhavavada contained & refubtation of various

AbhBvas ss ceparste concepis,

S B e TS W T S G s A S - - o . T A o o TS S S WD M G Y B O S S W 20 T BT S A O SO S I g W S

26.In the Menuseript-Library of Pandit Gathtulalji in Bombey
there is an incomplete Menuseript of JivEnutvavada,
It has nine folios.lt ends abruptly.It is dated Saka
1796, The number of the manuscript is 14Y.I% begins with -
Atmd nityas citsvartpsh... ete. '

27, Pr.p.123.

28- E SﬂC,A BOIl?oppoag-gzo
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Vestrasevavada could not be'f@und;and tﬁe present
writer was wusble bo find any refsrences to it in the
works of Purusottsms,he studied. It may however,be
~ conjectursd,that it may be dealing with the worshigp of
the clothes of the gcérya end not of any image of Cod,
Even today,there is a section of Vaisnavas who worship
- the clothes of the Jcaryas. The followers of (okulen@tha

do not worship snd image of God,

The word Atmavida hes been used by Purusotbama whils
discussing the Satﬁéryavéda.ggﬂe srgues that the invisible
(A2rste)should not be understood as regulating the rise
of a particular cffect from a particular caase,becaﬁse
'itmavEde tasy@pi dusyatbvEt.) 1t is difficult to state‘
whether itmavada, here;shouid refer o a book or a
theary; It seems that the reference here,is to a work
rether than a tehory,because Purucottema does not ergue
out sgainst the adrsta here.(une Atmavada of Copedvara
hes beea pristed in the Vadavali.Purusotiama seems to
have been written one Atmavéds,vut unfortunately we have
not got it.. -

One{ 27)Bhaktiraesatvavada is printed in the Vadavali,
It is sseribed to Pit@abera. Ihis short work is written

with the intenticn bo show thet devotica is e Rasa,

29.T08-Ab%82.p.1410 "
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~

different from the nine Rasas e@eepted by the rhetoricims,
The work is also published in the Pustibhaktisudha,where
the editor CGenpstirsm Kalidas Shastri says that thie is

in feet corposed by Purugottsma;soif the style of the
writer is tsken to prove the authorship, the opinim of -
¢ K, Shestri seems to be correct because the analysis that
we find in the worksbf Purugottema, is found here also,

The way i: which Sneha is differentisted from desire, -
knov Lledge and ell thet, is found in the ”avarnasutra.ngﬁe

phraseclogicel and ideological similsrities may thus be

'\

alduced in cupport of P sottana’s suthorship.

v
e have already referred to_absence of = any auwfthentic
information regsrding the number of the Vadas writlen by

our suthor. It Zaite passible that he might have composed

more Vadas than those which sre known to us. ny way,we
know of twentysix Vadas.
A short enslysis of the Vadag, thot we have seen

above, would revesl that out of the twentysix Vﬁdas,

30. Tyem kxtir vostutah %eratyuruso tamagosvanicaranan-
eva.Fn.P, B, 3.Vol 111 Ho.5,

’

Gempare~§nﬁhaécnnmeaeh§v7ap&ﬁu‘a ste.Valavali.p, 204,

2
[}
»

with Snehab cAtmano manaso vE yogyo dharuaviSessh
na tv ichhﬁy..etcfb.w;§.7. -
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we heve referred to, four are not extant. Oubt of the
remaining works,which ere extgnt,tweive are ngmbgreé,

The highest number is eighteen given to Sehlhecalradiarman
Vada.Purugottena himself informs us sbout the basis of
thirteen Vades. One. of -them Tulssinsladharenavada is .
besed on various works and the Sampradayic practice,the
Pratikrtipljenavada is based on Subodhini and Tattvedipe-
-nibandha,Out of the remairning,six are based upon

atlivadipanibendha, and five upon Subodhini,

The first part cﬁ FPrehestavada,

Bhedabhedzvada,

Pratikrtiptjsnavada, -
Srgtivhedsvada, -

Mndhakaravade,

ghyativada,

Pratibimbavada,

S}

irbhgvativobhavavads, .

«

Bhaxtiutkergavada,

- E3 &z .
gna&tlra§§?avaﬁa,enﬁ

(ii) Works meinly polemical in character:-
The second psrt of Prahastavada,

Bhindipslovada,
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Jivepratibimbatvekhandenavada,
Kﬂalélapaﬂaviﬁhvaxhsavﬁda,
Jivavy@pakatvakhsndanavada,and
Abhavavaca,
(iii) Worss ﬁez-}.i‘ng:, wiﬂ'{ the Sampradsyic beliefs and practicesi-
The Third paet of Prshastavads,
Brahmagatvalidevatavada
% emavids,
artipljansvada,
Uréhvepandy adhiiranavada,

,..—3.—1 —

L&t Lu-tb 18 m vuuu,

l--{
C&i
™
i-'l

-~

-

Unauo Savis .x’{*S%é&iﬁ?‘ﬁJl FLRaTELS,
Svav 'd veda, aod,
Vastirasevay 08 8,

®

(iv) Work dealing with one gor

BhZgavatavisayad {enikEnirasavada.

(111)

Other 231(16“1* sidlent Wur'rw

(28) Presthansratnakara: -

This ie one of the most importent works of our author,
Unfortunately, it i¢ not complete, The part of the work, thst
is extent,includes the first chepter cailed Premenaprskerana,

and & port of the second chapter ramed Prameyaprakerana.
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fThe second chapter is not complete,
4 shor} anelysis of the cantents of the first chapter

end a .part of the second Wll.L show how the work is planned

d how it ie earried out by Purusoitema.

eying homsge to the God Namodere(NEmns baddiheh)
Purusottane says that whatever s found soatiersd,explained
or unezplained, in the suthoribabive works hae been descrbed
here with resscing. 32}{9 says thet Vyasa has first discussed
the principles an the strength of Sabdspragéns snd has the
thought of the Prameys,Z8dbenn sad Ihalx, Villebhdcarya

has done the zame vhing it his Subodhini. This d8 guite
proper, becausc the heye depends upon the iams, Hence inm
this work ulso Pramsns is deseribed in the beginning,After

t

explaining thet the word Prem@oa mesns unémibredicted

wmowledge, 25 &lso the means for obtaining sech lnowledge
puragobbsna begius the diseussion on the theory of tmowledge.,

- . , " as o o he TesmE
Lig/Followed by n Tull-fledged discussion on the Framénas
é_ v Lo . 9
Sebda, Protyaksa, snd fnuwdna, Ue discusses other Praménes

ion whether

14

and 1

;]
oD
Tt
4]
(e}
g
-+
ey
D
5
-
)
o
Y]
o
et
<
o]
!{g
s
o
™
K
¢
&
ot
O
by
fand
IR
0
e
("'

u-—...»--u.‘.-—-—m—»m»unmam«-—m-u-uuzww«mo-a--uu-o-unwm_‘.nmwum”m—u—wa-—ﬁ--ﬁ-ﬂ

i opepdl iten utona;édii;am;
Viprax xam iti tenmanisayod-

Grhya yuitibhir ihopavernyete. Pr.V. 2.p. 1.
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.the Pféményavaf mowledge is dirvectly understood or
indivectly. AT tue end be Says that whatever is ‘left’
undescribed endﬁwhatever ié—ééscribeé'bui Was‘iying scétteied
in the‘authdritaﬁive WO KS rewardin~ *ge Premana has heen
put together her e by him, © ln the beginning of the l
Prameyapraiksraia - Purusolitame says that Brahman the maln
Prameya. He vxp~aLua the Srgtiprakeiya and then g;ves the
three divisions~ Sverlipakcti,REranskoti and Karyakoti,
He thoroughly discusses the tgwentyeight principles which
ave included in the Ksranakoti. At the copclusion of this

the extent parv of the work comes to an end,

2

Froz the foreg uwﬁ? short annlydsiz of the extant

poertions of PrasthFnarctnibaers, we can uvedsreband quite
clearly the plan of ‘$he work ss thought out by our auther,
tHe Tirst refers 4o Vveﬁe,th anthor of the Brehmastiras
end gays thet le has carried cut his work secording to

a certiain plen- Pravenss, Premeys, Sadhars anc Phala,

lhis is aleo the positice in Vellsbhicarya'c Subodhini.

p— 34 « . SR -1 TH e e g o 0 Ry .
Yie may add here thet in the Ssrvanirnaynprokasrana of the

Yod viprakirnsm upspaditar Akarafu
Samgrhya ted gsditem stra mpayz tatbianyst ;

Prasgigisam ca sujanavrajatosonsya. Pr.p. 155,
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Tattvadipenibandha, Vellabha has also followed the same
vlan, Purugotaga thus thought of writing four chapters
derling with Pramsns, Prameya, SAchens and Phala He

beg 34

actually refers ito the Sadhsneprakarons in the ‘namg.

Thet the necond chapler in nnd 'I:‘inis}.s_e;z can aleo
be eagily understosd, The chapler does noh o
colochon or any voncluding werke. Again ,it do
discusa nach nd every *pro’blai connected with the '.f-’r“ameyé,
e.g. the Leryaikoti, the Jivasvarzya,tize ;iistiﬁs%im .
pbetugen the Taget end the 8a 0ints

really inportent end we can not belisve that Purusobtmne

=1

hus neglectad 3L

The pertinent point,whach remsing to be seen isg
. . . D
whether Puruscttame finished the work and 90%&[1%0

portions weve inst or that he left the work unfinished,
ihen Purusottoma has writien so meny works,it is difficult
to imegine  that he might heve left unfinsibed co laportent
s work, The work ie res 13; 5 tressurs, a hotudkars and
quite neturally Purugontama nust heve completed i%,

Ageain, sany velevences to it ave fouud in his other works

. - g
like BhiEsyeprekide anl Iveransbhaipe,. ' If these refmpences
D - - W A T G S S T W I wy P SIS g G 2 gy W CeD h D Gy W T o W D Sl (I T Yl D Ty e B D Ritse Sl AN

34, biadhgnte Prakiras tu sachumgrraliavane vaksyate,

t Prlpﬂ 20
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are a clue to the esrlier composibion of PrastlEnaratndkara ,
we should sccept that it was finishec’i’ by our éuthc;r'énd
it ie cur misforbune thad we havs not been able to obtain
_ the eomplete text.
(29) Semarpanenirnasya;- .
In the manuserip’g Libraryﬂ of Pandit Gattulalji in

Pomba thare is one work of Purusottema called
H Py v

tnanivedmnanaddhati, The mannseript

Semarpananirnaya or &
bearg number 1580 end consists of 16 folins, Tt is a small

wers which eonthaine, of iis nope incdicates,the disenssion
m the Ssmarvens or syrreader to 0od,
%) tukticistsmapi:-

in fhe seme Library we have -one work kusticintameni,
alzo called Bhapavatprasadawahainya. The wanuscript has
11 folios and is dated V.S,1728. kumber of the menuscript.
is 176 end the name of the scrilie is Vasbhsta, The
colophon ruus :'1%l Sri mokticiotananan éripuru@m’;tamadevena
Scbgrhya virecteh.' It is not improbeble that Sri.
Purusciianacevs is our ezt;tbcl‘. Ihe work ie just s ‘
‘compilation end Purusotisms might have written it at
the young age-of 1‘4,‘which‘w-:>zﬂd hsve been his nge in -

V. 38.1728,
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" (81) Dravyasuddhis-

Dravyasuddhi is sn imporbtent coantribubion of
Purusottama to Dharmasdstra. The work,apari from collech
~ing the rules of purification,as its nawe indicates,is
written with an express purpose. While the rules of
purification have been laié down by the works on Dharma=-
{astra,for the purpose of maintainibg purity end sanotitly

of things and men,Purngottama felt it to be his duty %o

R

ampraddyic

~

U

revieﬁ them snd bring them in line with she |
practices. The devotion $o God,theaks to the inmagination
of Vitthalesa, hes been = ﬁ%lrid long procsdure in the
Pustisarga,involving the use of a lot of things and
rejuiring ¥ a good deal of time. I was thos necessary

to preserve bhe purity of all the utensils used in the

..

T s -yl - . (2] t!‘ ] L) bt )
lisviseva, Hence the rales of Suddhi had to b

(¢1]

40 ad d justed

a:d explained as to get saunction ror the Yemypraday

Hc

vic

traditions. Turusottama mekes bhis gnite clear in the

inother importent point is elso to he uoted.

Pavusofbﬂm: 48 we have gecn, flourished at the time when

— 2% W s e A o s R B M A D Wk e Bl ¢S N W 0 e D . S s S B R T S 0 st e K WA R K W M S . P Wt S A W W SO

- 55, Wetvs SrivallsbhBcaryan herisevopakarika,

~

yenyEchabhyantari drevyaduddhir atra vicryate.

-

Dravyasuddhi.p.4.

,
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the throne of Delhi was occupied by Auranzeb,under
N & ]

whose Teign the Hindu sociedy wee elweys in dsmger.The
1g ) , ¢

Hindus who hed to struggle for their existence became nre

a0l more conservative;all the rules Tormulated and

observed since centuries hat to be reviewed in the

contert of the new situstion that arose.Purnsobiema felt

it to be his duty to pub together emd interpret the

rules which appesr in different work

The wark contains 29 sections eg follows:-

3
’ - - — 4
£ 4 Ya - -
(ii)Vastridyentaritasparse buddhipurvalesparse ca

4 \Y A g e
iv) Retrsu sEnavicars,
\ R i .4 . o
,{‘%f ] Nk STV ;,C{“;au“l Jc_,,l'cj SILED ﬂ"'\ﬂfu'—

2 —
$2 N\, R T W U oS I T BRI
vii)Caturthadingden pajloevalasudibivicara,

R B~ Y T S R D T R N S At AL A S G0 L TS WA b S B W M, B O B N L A e [ e s e R o L Sl e W T Sl W S P ) T

36, Nibsndhegsu vivic m.&i“g«y athun3d budehidosetal,
Vesar na blisate sanyeg tata ess sanudyamal.

- /g m e
Dravyasuddhi,.p. 4.
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v

Dinakarodyate, Bhagav ad Bhaszara ete.purusottema tries
to make it & complete as possible by lesving out
nothing that is importent,

{32) Ubsavapratsns: -

Feetivals heve played on importavt pert in the
Pucti Sedpredays. e have cot meny works of  the
sehslars of  the Sanpradigys,discussing when sad how
Pelbalu jmpoehent fastivaiﬁ are 0 be aeieh@&ﬁe&. The
utsava;razaﬁ‘ anjoys & very high position in the
works, 1t begins i the form of a cowmenvery o the
Janfmdstaninirnays of Vitthaleda,and after it is .
finished,Puruscttsme begins to discuss other festivals

o - 37 :
independently. ' while so doing,he also includes

¢ commen tary of thb Enanaveniniriays of Vitthalesa.

nigeely seys in tne firat verge. > He gsays the sanme

Far
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3Y, Aital param sventmatratays nirniyemte, U.F.p.107,
4 - - e me
38. Srimed Zegryacarana n prabhin £ Tvitthaledvaran,

Notvotsavanan semayah sovapatiiks uoyzte.U.P.p.90.
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thing at the end also,® Thus the Utsavepratsna is more or less
& Kelanirnayegrentha. It should be noted in this eénngctiqn
that the +itle of the work,as given in the Colophan,is
SamvatsarCtSaVakElanirgayépraﬁéﬁé. The work contains a erétical
discussion on all the festivals referring to the views of meny
authoritative works llae kzlamadhava Bh&ngaQ Bha SKdra,
Dinskarodyote, Nirnsyesindhu snd meny Puranas and other works,
1The work sometimes mekes an interesiéng reading,especially in
the deseripticn of various festivels, Thus for instence, while
desling with the Balipujavidhi, Purugotisna refers to the
" tug of wor(Rajjvakarsena) es doscribed in the Aditya Purana, ¥
Sri, B. H,Shastri 6f Surat hes odited » colleetion of
the évailable works cn the subject by the writers in the
Sampraddya. The fitle given‘to it is Yévatpréﬁya-utsavanirgaya-
granthasamueceyah In this we find another work of Purusottema
pamed Vi Jaydnlrhaya deallng with tne festivals of VlgayadaSaml
Sestri PangadharaJ1 in his ﬂtSaVﬁpratanodaharana says that
purusottama has written two works on the Vi jayadasani,and
he has commented upon both of them.™ One Vijayaviveka of

(lehgadharse Shastri is printed in . the collection stated abodve.

2. Samvatsarousavanehonlrnayo yan maya Kntah U.P.p. 156,

40.7U,P.p. 116,
41.U,P.D.60.
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1t explains the ncrt;on oi‘ the Utsavapratma,dealmg wﬁh
‘the Vl,]ayadasaml. As for the -other work dealing with th
Vlga,radasam Whlch is printed in the said collectlon and \\
, yahlch,Gangg&hara 8ays, he . has comzqented apon, T could find - :
eftei a cercful stuly thet it is just s lerger versicn of

the rm.evant portiong in-the Utsavas pfatsna. I do not thmk

therefore, that it deserves separate cc»nsuleratlon.

The hléz}l ‘esteen m v.hlch t}ns wcrk was held can be see:'.
from the fact thet 11; was actually abridged snd explained
either wholly or pertly by the followers of the Ssmpradaya.

A short axylanat;.on of alffmuli; words- end senfences has

_ been neped -Pratins —tlppanl.' The-~ inanuseript of the work
together with the Tippsni 'is dateé V.S.1758 ana was copled
" in Sursat, The Tlpnam réfops to ParuSOttama as'Gu:cu' ;

. 1t thus appears . t0 have beon composed by ane of hls H

| dzspzples, 42 We: have already noted uhat r.me Gangadha.ca ,
Sastm wrote ccmmentar,y ealleé V:L,}ayavn.veka en the portlcns ]

of the @ratane dealmg mth the Vz,}ayadasam. The Vlaaya-»
~daéam1vada ahas Vlgayadasmnmmaya Of Gangadhara Bha'hta .
. is ‘also based upan the same. The Vratotsavannnaya of Bhaﬁ:a

'Tulagarama,wmtten in thc V:c'a:;,é dlalect w based upon the

- - - - - L

| 2. U.P.p. 156,
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Utsavapratana, %vﬂsﬁnilarly therel,i.s one Utsavapratana-
sendcha written in the ¥raj dialeet, The maﬁé;sci»ipt 19\\"
dated V.5.1785 and copied by Vaispava Nreifhadaea, % -
V(‘ovwﬂhana son of Ramam'ma, ccmmente;d upan the Gandana-»‘
yatrotsava in the Pratana. ‘.Phe k}tsavapratanodaharana of

" Gastri Ganéadhara is ‘also wrmten in ’che Vrag dlalect

'Ramakrsna'a san (’ovardnana wrote ane Vl,)ayadasaml- .
‘pratanaSayapraﬁaSa and  the. Dolotsavepratanapraka% in-

Sanskrz’c J aga:cmatha Shas‘em has trdnslated Utsavapnatana
in Hmdl. , : |
A 33) ﬁtsavabhavenukrama'- _ S

‘ It is a short compllatlm of verses approprlate fa
dlfferent festlvals that have been desembed and dlscszsmd
'1n U‘bsavapra‘l“ana. The work is also called Utsavaﬂ'amehhavana.
E It is. publlshe& uogetner with the' rrakarananam Saangam in

the collection of Vrata—works referred to above.

-~ - — - - oo T B e T 0, WU D A T 0 S e 4D g s S

(43, Iti urmat?urusottama,}:t.hrta»utsaxrapratansnate

’é‘gcanasangrahapurvaka Ut uayan:grgaya. ..8%¢. U,P.p.26,
44‘. .UQPO "Pe 2?- | .
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(IV)

‘;
A
(RN

commentarws on "'he works of Vallabha a}ld Vltthalesa. ”\\

(~34) Anubhasyaprakasa-- .

This volammcus commezﬁary on the Anub‘xasya cf
Vallab_aaearya is the negnum opus oi Purusot’sama.‘fai.labha wro te
hlu Bhasya on the Prohmagiitras, wﬁuch sre takon to be one o

* the Prasthanas, of the Vedsntic phllpaOPhy. He'_"chu&:tr‘led to .
explaiu through this his: theories of tﬂeféud&hédvaifa;‘
The. Anunhasya however was wrltten in a laecnm s‘eyle and stood
in need of commentaries for its explanatmn Purusottama,
by cerrying out this great work, hes supplied to us mpre than
what was needed, o \ -

’I‘he ﬁnubhasya is a work of dual an.thershlp. (n the.
’aﬁthorlty of Purugottema, we. lcaaw that the Anubhasya from
the begmmng upto I1I.ii. 3,4 was composed by Vallabhacarya,

while .the remaining portions were written by his .san

Vit'thalesa. 4 ‘Purusottama must have de‘fm:.tely notlced the

,dlstmctzon between the 'i;wo portwns. In ’che begzzmmg of
the ;f‘ourth Adhyaye there ‘are eighteen verses while there are

45, Tta Grebhys Prebhiinem iti pratibhati, 4,8, P.I1I.ii.3
p.267%,
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only five in the begznn:mg of the thzrd end there is ?‘
‘no such metmca}. m’croduction to the ﬁr&t two Adhyayas.

The .stylg of Vallabha' is te:e_se and - laconic,;almost é;lf
epigrammatic while that of Vitthalesa is more explanatory,

end tends to be ornate with long compounds,and descriptions
full of ineginatica, sometines uncalled for- -in such &

work, Further, .the former part of the Bhasya contains: -
violent attacks on other theoria*s, es;;eeially éarh}iara;
' this is mnot the case with - the portions written by Eii}’ghéleéa.
- Vellabhe often refers to the  older UpﬂaniSac}s whéreés
Vitthalesa refers more to the minor Upanzsads and the
- Purznas, The seoond mterprbtanon of “the Sui;za I i1 4

1s from the pen of Thtthalesa, g8 has been pointed out
‘ by Purusotiama. %’Parugmtama!@ﬁ ¢ompentary 1teelf- wondd |

aa a careful i*éading,show the é.a’se of dual a&thb:éship

' very eiearly. Purusotiana has o explain. much more,whi'le

“ ébmmén'tihg upon the porticn written by Valiablia[’ thax}
| upan thody eommented by Vitthaleda,

Eﬁ.e hsve noteé above that o eccmmt of thra laeame

- I U S S vk PR S S S O S N e M W T T e S -t - - N'-“.D—"u“.'m-m‘-”--“n-‘“

46, SEmpratam tu Prabhucaransir -ekhacdsbrshmavadens...efe.

AB.P.ILEJIT D, 1690
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style of Vallsbba,anubhdsye stends in need of an
explanation for its complete understandirvg.4 host o%(
comnertaries, besides the Prakdsa of Purusobteme,have
been written with that purpose., Giridhara( bor in V.S,
1818) hae written Vivarsna on the Auubh@sya,while a
similar work of Muralidhere is ceiled Vyakhyd, Oue
Mathurandthe who was a great miransist hes writien oﬁé
Prakasa, The Pradips of Icch&rdma Bhatte snd the
Yojana aliss Gudharthedipiks of Lalu Bhatie are -
easier explanations helpful to a student. Begsides these
therse are other commentaries also like Vedantacandriks,
probebly of Vrajardja,VAgisaprasada of Bzlakrsne,the .
lericiks of Bhatta Vrajaaatha ete. -

- 0f all the commentariesﬁen'thé Mnubhdsya, the best
and the most important is that of Purusottama. He
introduces the Sitras,explains the Bhasya fully and
then notes the iﬂterpﬁetations §f other Biiasyakdras
and views of other theorisks on the particular toPic
st the end of the Stre or the Adhiksraia as the case
m&y be. He‘&iscusseﬁ the viawé of others and refutes
then if $o required;Thus éaﬁk&ra,Rﬁmﬁnuja,Madhva,éaiva,
ste, are referred to a hundred times.Udayang,VécasPatio
miéra,Jeyatirtha and many others sre often mentioned,

Thus the commentery is morefritical thsn explenatory,
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Sometimes we feel that the Prakasa is very scholastic
end “diffieult to be understooi, Gopesdvera has writien—_
a fairly long sub-commentery over the same called
Raémi, i which he explains the Prakssa and edds meny
more diseussions which, he thinks, are necessary,
One very importent guestion has been raisad with
regard to the larger version of the Agabhésya‘éalle&
the Srimadbhasya or the Brhodbhdsya and ths Bhavapreksdika-
~ypiti, The problem rejuires a discussion here, in as
much as it has some beasring on the Anubhzsyaprakasa of

Purugottans,

A case has been made out by Shri.Telivala4gnd

prof:if,C,Shastri to the effect that Vallabhe wrote two
comncntaries ca the Drahmasitras; the one kmown as

_the Agubhésya.whiéh ie extent and weli-knowa; and the
other which has been lost to us but which was voluminous
and consequently called Brhadbhasya or érimadbﬁésja.
Prof: Jethalel G. Shah does not agree to thiS‘enﬁ rofubes
the arguments advenced by Shri.Telivala and Prof,l.G,

48 :
Shastri. The important arguments and counter-srguments

r 2e RO BaD Wt 2 8 Yo A T S S e D S e W s Y O KT N S L G S S P S S S O A e O WS Y AR S e L D e A S s o A

47, A,B., with P.and R.III.i.Intro.p.5,6.
43, Prof:J,G,Shah: Anubh&sya:Gujerati Translation

Vol.I.intro,p.9ff.
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are a5 follows,

The title of the Bhdsye~ Anubhasya-itself, shows
thet this commentam} is smaller then the other, which
mey be nemed Brhadbhasya or Srimsdbhasya. Prof: Shah
ssys thet the term Anw stends for the astomic meamure
of the individual soul as sgeinst the Vibhutva of the
 same as propounded by damkara. It should be remembered
that Vallabha considers Seikera as his chief adversary.
T4 is necesssry for us to understend exactly what Shid,
Teliwala has to say in this ccnnec%ion. In the
oditorial note ab the end of the mubksya(with Prakaéa
end Reémi)ITI.iii.he ssys ," It seems Vitthalesyara goﬁ
‘Vali.abh?ac"érya’s Ehég‘-ﬁa on the Brahmasitras upto III.1i, 33,
It seens this was the anly portion in his possession
when he compbsed the Vidvanmendena. It was at a late
- stege.... thal he eméer'i:ooi{. to complete the Bhasya~
fregment of his fether on the Brehmasutras, In order to.
distingunish this Bhasya from thet of ‘his father, he semms
$o heve nemed it Anubhasya. In Subodhini,Vallabhdearya
does pot refer to his commentary on Brahmasﬁtra;s as
AnubhBsya, but only as Bhasya withou'f, the word Anu,?

The ergument thus bused on ‘the word Anu, does nob appear

to be plausi*ble,beéause’ if we believe tha't“‘ifiigijhales'a
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has 'giv:en the name Anubhasya,naturally it does not mean
that the portion written by Vallabha hinself -also
represents a smaller version of the original text,The
explanation of the term Anu,as given by Prof:J.@. Shah
may not appear to be satisfactory, because it is”
unbelieveble that Vallabha, even if he wanted to
distingnish his System from thet of Semkara, would have
hit upon not so very importent a point,

Vallebha in his Prakasa én the Sestrartha Prakaréna
of Pattvedipenibendhe says: Cakaran iﬁiménsédvayabhésyam.

This, ssys Telivala,would rather suggest an accomplished

49

fact, Similerly in the Subodhini on Bhagsvatapurdna.Il i.5

he refers teithe Purvamimsnsabhesye alse, as an
sccopplished faet. SGTelivala further points out that

in the SubodhinT on the Veds-stuti,Vallsbha says:Bhasye
Vistarasyeictatvétf\ Ko such Vietara has been found in the
extent AnubhBsya.Similarly in the SubodhinI on the
Bhagavata I1I.iv.7.Vellabha Sasrs;Etény eva g?uigopasmhh’éré—-

pade sgodafadhixeranyd pratipsditsni. This means that

S . G S W - T T - 0 “ — - B M . 1 N G B T S R AV U S I A S S O 58 e kW SO P VD

50.Bhavanzgpaksas ca PUrvemimansabhagsya eva nirakriah.

SubodhinT on Bhagaveta.Il.i.5.
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sixteen Adhikarenas of the Brahmasutras IIl.iii.are
regarded a8 Visesenas, There is no such reference in
the extant Apubhdsya, Purugotiama does not seem to lmw
known this in the begincing, He kuew this after writing
his Praka$e on Subodhini on the third book of the
Bhegavstapurasa. So he added the reguired references

* .- - S—— !——’ -~ * b4
in his Munbhasysprakdse in the revised version,

In reply to the argument of T@liwéla that the
references to the Bﬁ%gya sugsest an occomplished fact;»
Prof,8hah says that whea one suthor is writing
coxmentaries an verious works ﬁimuitaneously;he nay
think of éiscussing a certein point in a narticular
work and ma& Turget the same thing while actuallj writing
that portion of thab particular work, The argument of
Prof, Sheh is eonvineing. Naturally, the references bo
the Bheasya in other works cau not prove an accomplished

fact, -

Shri.T,iivala‘hes further pointed out certain
inconsistencies in the extant Anubkasya. In the ’
fkgatya@hika:g;é, there is no refutation of the Samkhya
theory; however, in tﬁe begint.ing of his Bhizsya on
Brahmesutras I1.iv, it is said that the Samikhya theory

is refuted ia the Iksatyadhikersna as unscriptural,
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Similgrly, the Tedananystvzdhikerens should contain a
 discussion on ﬁhe the theory of EﬁirbHEVawtirobﬁéva,bu%L
it is silenk. Prof. Sheh seys thst even though the word
Sapkhya is not used in the fkgatyeﬁhi&araga, the‘refufatian
is ,in facﬁ,iﬁplied. As for the seccnd case Prof.Shah jusi
seys thet the crgumentd/ is  equally wesk, It is surely tco
much to imsgine = separate Bhﬁsya oc. seccount of these
inconsistencies, The explanation of the incoasistencies;
given by Prof.Shsh is very farfetched.»Igcansistencies,if
they are thesre, should be sccepled as such snd it is uselesé

to give a farBetched explanation to prove otherwise,

Shri.Teliva;a has fﬁrthér pointed out that we find £
some Siitras of the third and fourth Adhy3yas of the Brahue
sttras, explained in the Eﬁbadhiﬁi, the ‘explanation of
these Siitres as given in the'Subodhini,is different fr#m‘
that given in thé ﬁathégya;‘h@nce~the exglanatians as
found in thé Subochkini must be‘ conourring with «those;in
the Brhadbhasys. Prof.Suah says that the explanatioas

should be giewed in the context in which they ave given,
(ne imésrtaﬁt point,’which we sh§uld note, is that such
‘ o

STtras beloog to the portions of the commentery writien

!



by Vitthalesa,

Shri,Telivala srgues that on a perusal of the
fnubtiasya itself,we find thet it is an abridgement of
a bigger work end that slwost all the works of Vallabhz-

-c8rya hsve double editions, Prof,Shah correctly dismisses
the first argument on the grownd of the leconic style of
Vallabha, He also seys thet the srgumentd of double
editims is not conclusive, Eecause thers zre other works
which do not have two editions e.f. Patravalsmbsna A/

and the sixbteen tracss except the Sevaphala,

The whole discussion hag enjoyed promiuence by the
publication of some parts of the said Srimedbiiasya or
Brhadbliasya in the Pustibhektisudha Vol,VI.Prof.N.G.
Shastri wrote ean sriticle about it * Préptemimenss- |
bhEsyavibhagartha' in Pustibhaktisudhé.ﬁlln this
article Prof, Shastri ssys thet the parts of the Bhasya
published in the Pustibhaktisudha, ars really spesking
portions of the said‘érimadbhﬁgya or Brhadbhasya., Shri,

Telivala,however, observes PIn conclusion .we ought not

to omit reference to one work which passes in the name

W ST . D AT B U BB T VS Sl 0 O Wt 4o -
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51, Pustibhektisudhs §Tol.VIILK08.5-6.p.75), ~apeitedd fo by
a Gy Shal : Seguiod IBARhnans TELA ny lokﬁs-TaAM~
C"Uj T aas Vol T Ouvtae. ’D"}
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of  Srimad Bhiasys of éri.?allabhééérya.... From the style

this seems to be a clumsy attempt of a writer of recent

times, All copies seen by us sre new, The style is sueh as
leaves little doubts in our minds as o the spurious nature
of this production.” 2%+ Whue, the proof, that hae been made

much of , loses its value,

All this rather long discussion has a direct bearing

op the study of Purugottema., It has been stated by the
scholars of the Sampradfya that the erudite performence
of Purugottamaji,sesu in the comparative method as found in
the A@ubh%gysprakééa,is sn abridgement of the said

03

érimadbhégya. One thing, that we must noté in this

conrection is that never in his works, Purugsottams refers
to the allege érimadbhéﬁya. Purusotteama, as the study of
his works reveals, is not a plagisrist end if he has

borrowed bodily from the ériﬁa&bh&gya of Vallsbha himself,

there is nc reason why he shoudd nct refer to such s work

. D T T g . A B Yot WS A R WS W e G R T S RO S TOVT OB P08 IV R L L7 B S A S G W G Wl S AR I SO S U O S N W W G S W i > A M SO

52, Anubhdsye with Prekssa & Rami,ITI.i.Intro.p.12.
53, Srinsdbhssye Semkarmparysdinam pirvabhasyakrtan
samiksa krtasti, saive éripurusottamak?téprskééa
Udalekhiti sampradayiksh. Apubhisye-Ed.S.T,Peathak’
Vol,Il.Intro.p.48}.
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at all. I U oo - \
The Blaveprakd@sikavriti,asoribed to irsnscandrea, is

a work that poses a problem for a student of the

Suddhedveita, Is it writien by Purugoltama or Ersnacsndra?

If it is written by Krsnacendra, how much does Purusottana
owe %o 1t? Is it based upon the Srlmadbhasya oth@r then
the extent Agubhasya? All these rlueqmops requl e n

cereful study.

The Bhévaﬁrakééikﬁv?ﬁti is an independen’ commentary a
on the Brehmasutres, based upon the Bhagys of fallabha.
1t explains the Sutras in line with the explanations offered
by Vallebha end Vitthalecsa in the Bhasya snd also discusses
some other important poinis. The explanation on the first
Adhyays sppesrs to be critical though not o much as the
Prakésa of Puru@ottama.‘ﬁms, for instence,in the very
beginning there is a discussian on the adhysyenevidhi end
the views of verious thinkers on the seme, Again, there
ave references to Senkers sad othérs,whila expleiuing
1.i.2. efc. This, however, does nov go on for a Longer
tine,=nd after some Adhlkaranas the Veibi is mon;or less
exolanatorv. Thus the Vritikara Apes not wthlclse
Semkars it the Mnendsmays Adhiksrena end thework is,

on the whoke free from polemies. The Vrtti on the
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Adhysyas II,I1I,and IV is still leBs criticel and sometimes
barely ei;planatoz'y.Thué,for instence ,the Vrtti on the
Pedensnyatve-adhikerens is less eritical even then the

Bhésya of Vallabha, The strictures which have been passed
agaiggggmkara by Valiabha in 1I.1,15,11.ii.8 ete, are
totally absent, Thus the nature of the work is that of

a shorl explenetory imitation‘of the Anubhagya.

As for the suthorship of the work,we should #£ take
into sccount the colophons. The colophong at the end of
the first PEda of the first Adhysya rea&s:.::érikrggacandrae
-viraciteysm tecchisysaPurusottamasamgrhitzyan Bhévaprakasike-
~bhidhayen brehmasitravrbbas...etc,  That at the end of
the second Pada substitutes‘Tacehigyapurugottamalikhitéyém"
instead of"Samg?hitﬁyémf Thereaf ter,there is no reference
to Purusottema in any colophqu, Shri.M,T.Telivala in his
Senskrit introductfen to Adhyeys IV szys thet the
necuseript of the Vriti is written by Purusottsms himself,
The last folio is written by ome Krsnedatta in V,3.1830.
Sémeane hes written on i%s"Iyem Vrttih Gosvamipurusottemih

: el w— » ’ — — » - » -
svagurunamns krteti srutaml Thus the Sempradayic tradition

54, Bhaveprakssika I.p.45.
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is that the work has,actually, been composed by Purugottama
and *“afherec’! upon his teacher Krenacendra. ’,Puruqot'tama hes
actually done so end used the neames of his fat;er and his
grendfather as the authovs of his own works,ss we shall see
in thie chapter, It deces not however appesr that the
Bhevapraekssiksd is really a work of Purusotiama, e should
not forget that the ‘i;';rt‘ti,aé it is,i= nore critical in the
first Adhysya then in the other three. lob only so but the
eompar§tive end srgumentative style d Purusotiams is not
found in the three AdhyZyes. fgain,the word 'Semgrhita’

in the colophon is a pointer for this purpose. It -seems %o
me that the work,especially the beginuing of ’iw’;,”is revised
by Purusottame,when he prepared a menuseript copy of the -
work,The later portions do not dppear to have been even

revised,

The relstion of this work with the Prak@sa cen be
am'i should be discusseé,beeause it i# has been argued that
Pu;‘ds,ottama owes much to his teacher Krsnscandra. It has
beey said that Purugottema has been obliged by two .
descendants of Vallabhe. It wes due to Vrejaraya that
he got the service of the imege of Balakrsna but the
profound scholsrship thet Purugottama shows to have
poscessed is due to his teacher Krsuacandre, Thus,it

is seid that Purusottema's PrakdsSe conteing so meny
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pesseges, thet are found in the Bhava-prakasika,If they
sre not copied out,they sre stleest summerised or expsnded,

) careful eomperative study of the two works,hes,
however, led e tc quite encther conelusion, The Bhava—
~prakssiks very rarely contains the rbferenceu to othe;
commentators,which is the chief meri? of the works of
purusbbtams; and even the references ,2which are found,are
suspicious, because they might have oveen added by‘?urusottama
himself.0ne 1nstanee will be sufxlclent for this.In the
very beginning, we have a discussion on the Adhysysna-
vidhi, which is found in both the works, In the Bhave-
-prakssika, the euthor first referds to the Bhathas, the
prabhakeras, Kananuja, Seiksre,Saiva,Bhaskara,liadhva end
Rhiksu. Out of them the Ssive,Sewkara,Bhiksu and Hedhve
sre just mentioned. Then followe the siddiignte, The
views of others are put in as lese words as possible, In
the Prakase we have a complete explanation of the
theories of the 5bat+au, PrEbhekeres, R"m?nufa, éaiva‘
and Bhaskera. Purusoﬁtama does not refer to $amkara,
Bhiksu end Madhva separately;psrhaps because they follow
one or other of those views, after this, follows a detailed
explanationd of the Siddhanta, accompenied with the
refutation of othersf-views when reqﬁired. Last comes &

definite refutation of the Saiva. If we compere the two,
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we find thst the Bhavaprakasika does not refute the views, .
held by others snd that it mentiones Siiukera, Bhiksu and
Kadhva separetely. If now ﬁr nacandra has written these
portiona himself,why did he not refute the views of
others? Is it that en author like Krsnacendra should have
thought of enumerahiag the views without arguing against
then? 1t seems that these portions have been added to
tre Bhavapra&asiké by Purugottama himself aftef finishing
his Prakaéa. He&ce\he‘might a0t have thought it necessary
to give the arguments all over sgain. He,sgain, might
heve thought of mentioning the nsmes of Sankara,
Ehixeu and Hedhva slso when he revised the BhEvaprskasika,
ag to make the list more complete snd up-to-dste,That
comparebive study of verious views is actually ¥y added
¥ Purugottema and does notb bplcng to the originsl,een
be made out by sowe maré arguments also; Firstly',at o
places I,ii,32 aﬂd I.iv.2%,the referances fo others' views
are not found in the earlier manuscripts, while they sre
found {n the later ounes,These passeges sre again found
ad verovatim in the hnasyaprakasa.”hlu is said by Shri.

Telivals himself. Secondly,we nay sctuslly compere s
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55, CinKantargato bhego ratsannicdheu vidysmenesu Pracine-
~hastalikhitatrisv api pustakesu n@sti,Bhésya-prakase’
yam bhdgd kseraso mudrito drsyate.Sa evaira nivesita
iti pretibhati.Bhavaprakasiks I. p.?l.;aatnate See aigo
footnote on p.123.
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pessege or two,let us take,for instance,the discussion on
the adhyaysnevidii. In the BhEveprakadike the views ef
the Bhattas is given in only one long sentence with
ieumerous cleuses snd phrases, The ssme is given at some
ereater length in the Prak3ss, with shorisr sentences,
Similar is the csse with the views of the Przbhakeras,
Rzmanuja,snd Ehéskara; This,however, is not the usual »
style which we meet with in the BlEvaprakssiks, It thus
apoears §hat thesed pésseges are asctual summaries of
those in the ApubkBsyeprskaée, Thus' the leck of mifoerbty
in style is an additional argumenf.

1t is stated thet the Bhisvepraksdika-vrtti is based
apon the alleged érimedbh@gya or Byhadbhé@ya.56ﬁe have
discussed the variouns arguments and counter-arguments
for the Srimedbhasya. 4s Tegerds the Bhavaprakedika iteelf

we have to note the following,points,

In the beginning the author salutes Veliabha and

‘
2w s e U S SO S A D W T A G N S A S SIS A DR S A U O A U U W S W e Sue S A s G 50 M S G S S S K A A . g e A Y M W S

56, Purvoktedrinadbhasysm enusyjtyaiva Bhavaprakadashya
vrttir vartate- Mubhsdsys: Ed.S.¥. Pathak, Vol.1l.

Intro.p.48.
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VitthaleSa and says thet he intends' to sgeak out" the .
Sutre evrtti in eccordence with the érimsdbhé§ya§45?ﬁhat is
nesnt by SrimedbhEsys bere? Is it the title of some work
or is the term érimad‘just honourific? At three places,
the author réfers to the Bhasya., In I1.1,3, while srgaing
reainst Remenuja the suthor enters into = diseussion snd
then Says %‘Viée§as tu Bhssyavibhegad avaﬁhétavyahig‘ﬁhder
the seme SUtrs sgain at the ead, we have the sentence:-
‘Videso bhasyaviblizge prapaficitah’ ere the author is
arguig for the Semavayitvae of Brehman. Uhdaf i. 1 10 he
seys that some persons understand the lkgatyadhlkaraga as a
refutation of the Semkhya theory. Then he Saysgldam yatha
tolha matentersnam dusanen Bhasyavibhagad avagagtavysm?g

Before that,however, he seys that bX the refutation of ¥
the émﬁhym v1ew ma} be uceeptcé 'wﬂlch Bhdsgﬁwv1bhaga

57.Srimadbiasyanusarena sitravrttin bruve’ ahuna,
' . - Bhaveprakasika.l.p. 1.
58, Ibid p.l12.
59. Tbid.yp.14.
60, 1bid,p. 2%,

61. Tedapy Bnugshgiketvenasmékam ebhimatam,

Ibid » po 2].
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is veferred to here? It con not ¥¢ surely be the Anubhasya

which does not contzin any such discussion,

It may appeer that the references here are %o the
érima&bh§$ya, We mey,however, note hers that,while the
attempts to prove the composition of a larger version of
the Bhasya have not been found comclusive,ss we have seem,
there sre certain other points also perticularly regerding
the Bhaveprekasika, The colpphons of the Bhé@yaprak§éa’
and the verses in the beginning and 2t the end would show
thet Purusottame himself refers to the Bhasya, simply as

~Bhé:;:-‘ya snd not ﬁ@ubhé@ya.ﬁz'anly at one place %heiname
AnoubhEsya is mentioned.eg'Thus evon Purugottaﬁa doee nnt
appear o make suy distinction between Bhagye and Anubhesya ,
as soch, Again, in the BhAveprskasikavriti,in the
Ausndemaye-adhikerana the interpretation of Vitthaleda

has been summarised end separstely hotieed.64 Again,

62.%ee pnubhasysprekasa: Tam Vyssacsyagocsram prathayitum
yair bhasyew abhasitem. V.4,p.l1;Bhasyaprak@de prayate’
tidino...V.8. p.2; BhEsyartham yo tigtdhem praketitan
aksrot....V.1l.p.1441.A11 the colophons read:Purusottana-
-sya krisu Bhisyaprakase...

63. Sri.VitthsleSapadabjaprasgdavaraladhatah

Prskasam Anubhasyssya Vitenven Purugottamah.ﬁa%zz.v;4.
Pu---'..

64, Prebhucerspas tu sunameyadiuem api...tebhyo bhedam

varnekantarens szdhayanti, Bhavaprakasika,I.p.23,
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the Bhaveprakesikavriti clmarly distinguishes between the
portions of Vallabhs dﬂd Vltbhaleoa. At the end of III.ii,34

we have : Itas svabhys Prabhinam lekha 1t1 pratzbhatl.G Further

we shonid note that the 1nterpretatlons of all the Sutras,
aven the latder part, fuily coneur with those given in the
fnubhgsys, Thus if we believe that the Vritti foliows the
slleged Srimedbhasya,we shall have to sccept that the Saidt
Srimedbhasya also has dual anthorship sad is is complete
agreement with the Anubhasya, This would cut tﬁe very B

basis upon which the super structure of the Srimadbhasye

is worked out,

It thus appears that the Bhagyavibhoga to which the
Vrtti refers,cannot be the u:lmadbhasya. What else can it
be? I think thet the reference here is clearly to the
AnubhBsyaprakssa of Purusettama. The reascns are as

follows: -

Tﬁese discussions are sctually fo d in the Anvbhagye -
prakafs. Agsin the term used-at oll these places is
Bhzsyavibhige end not Bhasya.It should also be noted that
such refereénces are found in only the Tirst Adhyays and
not in the othér Adhysayas of the Vrtii, and as we have seen
shove, there is every resson to believe thet only the
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€5, Tbid.III.p.30.
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first Adhysye is revised by'Purugottamé and pot the other
three. At the end of the whole discussion we may afrive‘at
the following conclusioms: -

(a) The Bhavaprakasikavrtti wae writfen by Krenacendra
end ite first Adhyays was revised by Purusottama.

(b) It is not based upon the Srimsdbhdsys,the composition
of which is more or. less a piece of imagination of some
scholars rather then a fact.

(¢) The revision of the Vrtti by Purusottema was
undertaken after the composition of the AnubhAsyasprakasa.

(d) There is no evidence of value to show that the
Mnubh@syeprakasa is based upon the Vrtti end is en expension

of the same.

Another importent point also requires consideration
in this comuection. Shri,Telivala has found out one
commentery on the Gunopasmmhsrapada,which he hss printed
a5 en eppendiz in the AnubhEeye with Prekde snd ReéeilIT. iii.
Tn the ediftor's note he says: 'We heg to draw the attention
of the scholers of the Sempradaye as well as others to the
Porifista printed here, It is azlmost & complete comrentary
on the Gunopasamhizra Pada of the Apubhdsye...On a comperision
of the seme with the Prakéda, we find that almost the
whole of it is incorporated in the Prekésa. It seems

possible from the style of expression end method of writing
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-

\
that Purugottemajl owes much to this. Its style resembles!

S,
N,

. \
that of Krsnacendraji's Vptti. If sc,the comperative \

method of exposition followed by him in Prekafe owes its
origin to the genius of Krsnseemdraji,...It is possible
that Kreuacandrejl wrote his commentsry from the very
beginning end the same is incorporsted iu the DiakEda. ..
The copy of the Gunopassmharapadsvivaraua....seemns to be |
‘the original in Krsnscsndraji's own hend,'

The portions vhich have been published are not
“complete. The comnentery breaks off in the middle end
rans upto I1I,1ii,53 ondy, The Vivarsns does not countain
sny colophon, =nd naturaliy bears no date. We have no meens
to undérgtand how Shri,Telivala could find cut the hand~A‘
-writing of Krsnacendra, There may appesr to Le some |
truth in the statement that the whole of it has been
incorporated in the PrekBéu, because the similarities sre
surely there. But even here, we find that the Viveraua is
very short end its refervences to the views of others are
not so clesr as in the' Prakasa. The Vivarsna ,for instance,
does not contain sny vefutation of éamkara and. others
though they are mentioned at the end of the Sutre IIT.iii. 4.
The Prekdde contains such refutations, The Viverspa is = .
sgain not STtrawise bub Adhikerana-wise and i%.does not

explain the whole of the Bhasya. The author seems to be
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more interested in bringing out the @rguments contained

in the Adhikersnes rather then writing end expleanatory
commentery. The distribution of the Sitras in To
Adhikereaes in $he Vivarena is also different from that in .

the Prekabe,ss will be seen fror the following table:.

Vivaraaa, Agubhégyagrakgéa.
Adhikersna Sutras, = Adhikeraps. . Sitres,
1 1- 4 1 1-15
2 5- 8

3 S 9-11

4 12-15

5 16-17 . 2 16-17
6 . . 16-19 3 ' 18-23
7 20-23

8 24 4 24

9 25 5 25-26
10 - 26 |

11 27-28 6 27-28
12 29 7 29
13 80 8 0

14 ' 31 9 31

15 32 10 \ 32
16 : 33 1 33-54.
17 34

18 35-36 12 35-37



Vivarega.
Adhikarana.
18

20

21

22

23

24

25

If Purusotiama wonld have followed this Vivarsna,

Sutrses,

- 37

Anubh@syaprakass.
Adhikarans, Sttras,
13 38~
14 4G-47 -
15 42

1& 43 J
17 44-53

\
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we cen not understand why he did not follow the Adhikerana-

vyavasthd also., The Vivarana need not be compared with the

Bhévaprakﬁéikév?tti,for, while the former is critical and

sugdint, the Vrtti is more explanatory. Its style of course

dces not resemble the Vritti though it mey be said %o resemble

the PraksSa, Aoy way,it is difficult to arrive at any

cefinite conclusion on account of our scanty knowiedge,

The ouly thing,which I weat to polit ouf,is that had there

existed an old commentary like this,Purusotiamats words-

. _ ) . : =1 BB
! Sempreadaye nivetié' at the end of the Prak&sa would hawe

lost all their force. Perhaps he might not have mede such &

stetement in the fsce of such a commentary'writféa by his

owa teacher.
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66. A.B.P.V,1.p. 1441,
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Thus the Anubh@syaprakada does not owe much. to_the
Bhavaprakasikavrtti, The so-called Viverana lS doubtf&l
in neture. The Avubh@sysprakasa is really'the Magnﬁhmépus e
of Purugsottame end we should fulﬂy endorse the high praise
of Pandit S,T.Pathak that Purusottama by composing the
Anubhasyeprakaéa has become the very life-blood of the

7

SuddhBdveita."
(35) Nyaysmala: - .

It is a short work , written with the express
purpose of summarising the Sutras according to the
Anubhasya snd facilitate the undertsanding of the same by
those, who are unable to go through the whole of the

Bhasyaprakasa, This is stated by Purusottama himself in

the beginning.ﬁaﬁe repeats the same thing at the end also.ﬁg‘
The work is popularly known as the Adhiksrenam@la or the

T > W Y S S W O A W G G T A A S S S 5 WO e A T S S WA U A S D W W A e VAl e B e S S e S U A U W i D K

67.Veyem tv etatkethene’ pi na sahasam ahgikrmo yat
Bhasyeprekadepraneysnens Sripurusottamemaliaraja
Jivatubhtfa eva suddhadveitamstasyeti.

Anublizsyas Ed, S,T.Pathsk,Vol.II.Intro.p.45,

68. Bhiasyspraksse vistirno rtho vegantum na Sakyate,
Sarvair ato'rthem samgrhya lysyangla vitsnyate,

69, Vedantiyenyayenslem Apubli@sysnusarinim
Ssukarysysrthebodhasya cakara Purugottemsh.
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VedéntEdhikaragamﬁlﬁ;but;the‘author‘himself;giyeslthgt
title ITy'éy‘aﬁzB?l“é' or Vedantiyenyayemala in the firét and.
the last verses vGSpeetlvely.That is why I have acccpted
that tltle.

Shri,Telivala and Sani;:alia believe that the work seems
to have bee:ifobmposed by out author at en sdvenced stage.
We can be sure that the work must have followed the ‘
A{iubh’égyapralcé;éa rather then preceded it. We cannot say
whether it follows the revision of the Bliavaprakasika’
also, though it is very likely, '

, Ordinarily en Adhikaragamﬁlié is é summary exﬁlanaéion
-of-%thé purport of each Adhikarana, Purugéttama however,
giées the purport of all the Sutras except in III.iii.&iv.
In:the Very beginning he gives the purpor‘t‘of‘ the whole
'Sastra. In the begmnmg of each Adhyaya,he states the
'purport of- all the Padas. In every Adhlkarana he clearly
shows the flve component parts—Vwaya,Vwaya,Purvanaksa,
Uttarapaksa end Seigati.

" The Adhyayﬁ IV of thls work was not found by
GoPeévara,who ’chereupon wrote a Catur’chadhyaya—adhzkarana—
~mald himself, It is mteresi:mg to compare the two,
G@éévara;thdugh a yéry great scholar;does not é‘ppear to

be as vigorous or pointed as Purusoltama,
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(36) Suvarnasitra;-

Suvernasutra is a commentary of Purugottama on the
Vidvenmapdena of VitthaleSa, Vidvenmandena or "The ornament
of the learhe&_' is one of the independent works of
Vitthalefa, Besides finishing the iﬁéémplete work of his
father,Vitthalesa wrote some independent works also out of

which the Vidvenmendena is the most importent.It is divided
into 58 sections. After the usual Mefgalaffverse the
guthor immediately discusses a question of Brahmen and

its attributes,including the problem of the Brahmen being
the materisl as well as the efficient cause of the world,
(Sections,158) This is followed by a discussion on the
theory of Nescience end Superimposition es edvocated by
Semkara's school, (Section 4-5).Then follows the discussion
on the theory of Avidya,as related to the individual sdul
end a 8p1r1tea refutation of the bimbapratibimba bnava f
and the 1dag1nary'nature of the individual soul (bectlalsG-S)
Vltyhalesa then proves aud fully explains the theory of %
Avirbhave-tirobhava,replying to the<§bjections raised
against it, (Sections 10-13), He explains the liahavakya,
(Sectian‘14y. Vi@?haieéa again attacks the theory of
Avidys (Section 15).,and the Kalpitakertriva of Brehmen

in connection with the individual souls. (Section'iG).
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Thus the author introclﬁcgs the problem of the individuel
soul which is anr AMiga of Brshman, (Séction ;1’2:)‘,anld‘whic'eh‘/
has the tadatmys-relationship with Bréhm_an.’(,éep tion 18-19)
This sgain brings in the (iuestion of variety in theﬂ'
.e'fi‘ects of Qni'y one cause, After anévieripg it on the::“
gromd of the desire of God,the authir uses thé seme
argument o0 remove the contingenc;{r of the'Kgi:ahéﬁi and
sy tabhysgans end to show that Brahmen is xfot"dépenaént
upon the ectwns of the Jivas, (Seetlons ?O-Zd)f[‘he Ayﬁﬁatva
of the soul is not pmetephorical but real and the spark-
fire analogy shows that the 1nd1v1dual souls have emanated
from Brshmen and no’s created by Hlm (Seetlons 23—25) ']he

s:.ze of the 1nd1v1dual soul is gtomie, It is disoussed
with all the arguments based on scrlptural authorities,
»(Sec’slon P6~29) Y'!tthale:%a then enters m%o a farélyl
long dlseussz.on that B:rahman is endowed with contrad:.ctory
attributes,which are\Suﬁﬁ'awo;*ldly end :Whlch are not
31"1lﬁsory ox— imegined (Sections SO-AO)Ail the remaiﬁ:’wg
SeCth!l"i are devoteﬁ to the enn°1de“at1on of the Lila of
.God Tﬂla L'ila is etemal &ﬂd real, *ﬁhere oy mplymg tha
real;.’c:y of tﬂe world This mcludes a dlscu..;sz.on oo

the Bhaktl. (Sectllons 41-57) In thase, 4 sections 53-3%
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are used to show that the Prabhasiya Lila is illusory,-
The last section is madezgf the verses in which e

Vitthalesa pays homage %0 his father and God,(Section5¢

According to Shri.J,K,Shastri,who has written
a Senskrit preface to the work, the Vidvanmandana is
worth comparing ¥ with the XKhandanakhendakhadya of
Srihersa., Just as that is an importent work of the
Kevaladvaita system,this is an authoritative &reatiss
on the Suddhadvaits. In the benedictory werse Sribersa,
by saying :Vende’ numaya pi tem, implies that Brahmen
is en object of inference while for Vitthalese Krsna
ig an object of perception, That is why he says:
I“Asmédgéém vigayah sadé;an the benedietqry verse,
Similarly the second verse in the Khepndans implies
the love in separation by the words 'man3panodenavinoda’
while VitthaleSe expresses the hove in union by |
' Prabhuh prakatibhevet pratiyuvatisembhedens!,
Whatever it may be,perhaps the subtle snd scute .
dislectics, found in the Khandana cennot be found in the

Vidvanmandenes.
The purpose of this work , as steted in the

Suvernasitra by Purusottems is:Here Prabhucsrana who

~
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is not able to bear the grief csused by the non-propagation
of the main path of devobtion and the theory of Brahmevia,
necessary for the same,has composed this ornament#/of the
learned. " These words of Purusottema revesl thet for
FitthalYeda the propagation of the path of devotion was

the main thing end the Brahmafada wgs subordinate to it,

A glé@e at the analysis of the work,as given by us abowe,

will show thet Vitthaleds cared more for the refutation

of the théories of Sehkara rather thsn the explanation of
his own doctrines, He launches a violent tirade egainst
Sefkara for whom he uses condennatory words as has been
done by his father. n At one place he jeers at Saikara

. 'by using his own wordé againet him. 7%Even in the first
of the verses gt the end,he calls Sefkara and his

Q
followers as Buddhists in disguise.

Inspite of all thés ,it should be admitted that

VitthaleSa is clesrer in his writing then Vallabha,

Whereas Vallsbha is too laconie and can not be understood
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70. S.8.p.2.

71. Bracchennanastika.Vi p.63,Pracchannabauddho’ si.....
atidhrsto’si, VM.p.56.etc,

72, Badhen bravisi,uirasikudatvat te tuadasya.V.p.57

73. Pracchanngbauddhas tu te.VM.p.353.
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without the help of 8 comnentery, this is not fhe‘case with
Vi?@haleéa;,ESpécially‘when the objeects of éevotion are
described he is even verbose. “0ne may not perhaps like
the $antastic interpretations of the Vedie verses given by
him. ™ (ne shonld however note that there was & fendéncﬁ
emong the mediseval teachers to give flaggrantly wrong
interpretations for their own purpose and Vitthalesa could

not be an exception to this,

The Vidvaﬁmagdana,beeause of the authority it enjoyad>
in the Suddh@advaite,was commented upon by maﬁj scholars,
The Suvarnasutra appears to be the eerliest and the ﬁosf
importent commentarﬁ; Meny other comrmentaries are also
found, Giridhara,son of Gopsla and ﬁ?ﬁgavati wrote a
commentary called Haritosini elias Dipika, It explsins .
the words of the Vidvenmandena and sometimes elucidates the
topics.Bhetta Ceighdhare SEstri'c commentergdd is very
short end concise, The colophon seems to call’it

Vidvanmag@anavivgti?SThe verse st the end however suggests

" T - O S S0 o G, T S S W S W S SO S SR G T W S A S B S v ST S S U IO G0 D N O O W R A B RR A SO N s e O g €8 S S s S

74, Cf.VM p.280,289 ete,

75, Cf.Vi p.293,996, 305,313, ete.

76, Gitt0péhvagaﬁgﬁdharabhattasyé krtih Srinad Vidvsnmendena=
vivrtih sempirog. VM.p.385. ‘ '
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the neme GehgAdherabodhin,while J,K.Shestri cells it

' Mendensprakada.Siddhantagobhs is snother comnentary,which
is unfortunately anomymous snd incomplete,The commentarj‘ '
ends- abruptly while explaining sectiond 32.I% is full o
diccussions which are criticel and scholarly. The
commentsry is surely not explenatory.J,K.Shestri says that
though the menuscript of the work seen by him bears the
$itle Lekhsa,the author accephs Siddhantesobbd as the title,
as csn be, seen from his own suggestion.‘vvﬁ short enonymous
commentsry called Vidvanmandanavakyartha has been seen by
J.K,Shestri, It just gives the meanings of words and doés

aot elucidate the tppics.

One Sad@nsnde,at the end of the nineteenth century,
wrote & workg Sshasraksa with the express purpose of
refuting the Vidvenmendens,As ¥¢ a rejoinder Vitthalan@tha
Cosvami of gota composed a a work called Prabhangana.pan&m
Cattulalji wrote a critical commentary on. this called
Mérutaéakti. Invboth these works many parts of the
Vidvenmandena and Suvarnasiira sve explained.Importent
explanstions from these werks have been collected together
end compiled in the TippenT,which is also published
together with other commentaries.
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77, Asqu Siddhentadobhayan visedikarisyameh.
VM.Siddhantasobha. p. 1.
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of all.the commentaries,the Suvarnasutra of
purusottama is the most importeant and authentic . ,Purusottema
calls it Suvarnas@ira or the Golden String which may be
used for holding the Vidvenmendsna or the Jewel of the
Learned.VBThe commen tary,as is usual with Purusottana,
notonly explains the words snd sentences but whenever
necessary sdds discussions to elucidate the kmotty
@robléms suggested by Vi@ﬁhaleéa.As a true comenietor,
he even shows the Tigure of sgpeech in the benedictory
warse, 9While explsining dozons of scriptural passsges
he gives the interpretations of the Suddhadvaite thinkers
side by cide with those given by Sainkara and others.He

also. shows the distinction between the interpretations.so

Purusottame sgain refers to the six views'regarding the
pratibimba quite independently of Vitthslesa and refutes

1 ' 4 - e e . .
them.S*'He refers to Sam&ara,RamanuJa,Madhva,Salva,Bhlkgu,

78....Purusottamas tenute;Vidvanmandena ktau Suvernastutram
. ’ g 4

S.8.Introductory.V.4.p.2; also
Vidvenmandanadiizrane sukeratésiddhyei yathabuddhyayam

T5ddFseh Purusottama Vyarscaeyat Seuvarnssitram muda.
8.9.Verse.4,at. the end p.357.

7S. S.2.p.7,

80. 8.S.p.12-19,

S1. 8.9.p.61-62,
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Vanamalldasa,Bhaskara Jayatirtha, Bdayanacarya Vaeaspatl Miéra,

Mimeneekas Sam&hya,hzruktamata'\av1namata Sampradaylxamata,
Abhinavamate snd a host of such sohools%and authors In its
'd1aleet1cs Suvarnasutra is comparaole to the Slﬁdhantasobha
but while the latter does not care o exPlaxn the text
zurrusottama does It is theref ore qulte voyer that J K.Shastrl

~ has given it the first place.82

(37) | Avaranabhanga—ijana'; ‘ ,

Purusottama commented upon the Tattvad1pan1bandha
of Vallabha It is an suthorithéive meiricel treatise dlvlded
into three chapters- Sastrartha—prakarana Sarvanlrnayp-prakanana
end Bnagavatartha—grakarana. Vallabha has slso wrltten a
| com@entary called Prakase on the first two chapters ond a
pert of the thlrd upto V.33, on bkandha Iv. Vltthalesa tried

to finish it end begen writing the Prakaga from V.34 on

Skendha IT,but he could write oply up to V.135 on Skendha.V,.
It is quite possible that.Vallabha might have finished the
whole ofﬁthe Prakafe end - VitthaleSa would not heve been able
to secure it in its entirety. Similerly there is. e possibility
of Vitthaleda's having finished the Prak@de,but the portims
after V.136 on Skandha,V.might have been eradually ldst Iny

way PLrusottama had vefore him the Prakasa only up to V.15,

82. Tatraltasu epi premanyaprakarsavaéena buvarnasutrav1vrtih

barvatah Prathamem ssanivedya sabhaglta.VM.Vol I1I.Intro.p.9.
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on Sknéndha V.Purusottsma wrote his Avarsnebhsnga on

the Tettvadipenibandha and the Prakasa up to V.135 on
Skendha V. As for the remaining verses of the third
chapter,he wrote an independent\commentaéy’which he
called Yojand. All these chapters have been treated below

separately.

In the introductory verses 1-6 Vallabhé pays homege
Yo Lord Krsna end states his plens for writing the three
chapters; This followed by g breif mention of the
Pramanas as sccepted in the %uddhédvaital(?,?-lz).
Vallabha then discusses the Sﬁdhanas-iﬁéna,xafma and
Bhekti,snd the AdhiKars.(V.13-22).The regular SEstras
beging with V.23, Verses 23-53 contain the Sat-praksrana,
Tt beging with the discrimiuation belween Jagat and .
Samssra, end an explanation of Avid&ﬁ}(v.23—24).”hen‘
follows 'the description of ‘the nature of Brahmen,the
Jeda,Jiva; spd Antardtman( V.25-80),the SemLEraprsKEra

of the Jivas, Vidys and AvidyE. (V. 31-34),the Vilaye=

prakara of the Jivas as also their BrahmablEva.(V.35-36).
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This is followed by a discussion on crestion.(V,37-41).
Vollabha explsins the nsture of devotion (V.42) and various
forms of the Highest Lord{V,.43-44),followed by the five
divisions of Vidyd.(V.45-46)Finally Vellabha discusses the
question of @mancipation,tirthas,love to God ete.(V,47-52)
From V.58 beging the Cit-Prakarana desling with the
individuel soculs, They are atomic in measure., (V.53-55).
Their éentiency is kuown~only by mesns of the dévine
sight,(V.56). The Abh@savada end the Pratibimbavade are

_ wrong.(V.57-B0). The Mshavekays is discussed,it does not
tesch the Mithystva snd Jivae-brehme-aikya as taught by
Sghkara.(v.61—63). Vallebhe sgsin brings in his theory of
devotion (V.64).From verseg 65 begins the Brehma-preizrana,
The nature of Brehmen is explained as possessed of
contradictory attributes(V. 65-67,71) and as the cause of
the world (V.68).Brehman is everything(V.69-70),and it is
becsuse of its capacity of Avirbhave end Tiroblizva that it
is menifested in various woys.(V.72-75)Because of seli-
creation the contingencies of partiality and cruelty do
not srise,Brahmen is the Xartd snd is yeb not Seguna.(V.®-77).
Vellsbha then enters iuto the reluvabion of other theories,

The Mayavade is refuted in verses 78-91,dualism in 7.92,

the Samkhya =nd Yoga sre dealt with in verses 93 and 94

N
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respectively, While V.95 vefere to the means of liberation,
V.96-100 refutes others’ theories from the point of view of
Pralaye.The path of love is established in V.101-103,while

7,104 gives the conclusion,

The foregoing snalysis will show that almest all fhe
theories taught by Vellabha are ound-in this vaesm work,
Fe calls it the ééstrérthaeprakaraga end explains &astrartha
as C-ﬁtgrtha. 8811‘. ig also stated that the Gita is the aly
ﬁ%"éstr’a.w The chapter however does uot seem to be so
closely conreeted with the Gi't’a‘,as the third chspter is
connected with the Bhagavatepurana.Shri,H,0,.Shastri in his
Senskrit introduction has trisd to show how the e;iioei;rixies
taught in the §itd arve incorporated here and he has given
a list of 25 topics of the (itd that are dealt with here.85
But it csanot be said that the chapier necessarily deals
with the GIt5.I7 we are o depend upon the list of topics
desltd with in the Gita end in this chapter,we can es well
say that alwost all the ‘ééstms,the scriyturesﬁhe sutras,

the Puranas and all that can be shown to teach the same

thing.Just es  two verses-25b-26a,90-sre direct gquotatias

83.Sastrartho gitarthah.T.8.P. V.5.p.31.
84.Ekan- SEstran Devakiputragitam.T.5.V.4.
85.7.8.Sauskrit intro.B.il ..
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from the Gitg,three verses 43,44,and 69 are bodily quoted

from the Bhagavatspurana.Vv,.27,58 contsin refewences from

the Upanigade.86 V.58 speaks of the Jiva ss 'Gendhavad

| vyatirekaven' which is very close to the Brahmestira IT.iii.26.

'Vystireko gendhavaet?,.V.83 runs 3!

'Vacerenbhanavakyani tadanenyatvabiodhenst,

- Na mithyatveye kalpante jagato Vyesagaursvat,®
It Should be placed by the side of the Brahmasitra II.i. 14,
'Todensnyatvan Franbhapababisdibhyah! . Sinilarly V.61-62
explain the famous iehavakya: ' Tat tvam asi.! Weny more
such iastances may ve found to prove thal the chepter is
%gité independent of and is ia oo way closely connected
with the (ita so ss to be even an independent free
exposition of the Gita., The term Ssstrartha thus should
refer to ell the SFstres.Bven H.0,Shastri adnits this, B’
Why then should Vellabha heve esplained the Sastrartha
&s (iterthe? Iy explacation is just this;It hss long been
the tredition in India that the {founder of a new system
of philosophy should comment upon all the Prasthenas,
low,Vallabha has compented upon only the Brghmasutras
end the Bhagavebapurdne, which slsc i s Frasth@na in his
86.'Bshu syem prejeyeya' in V,27 snd 'Dve suparna' end

*Gulian pravistaen' in V.58,

87.Vastutas tuf%éstraéab&ab Sabdapramanahodhaks eva,
T.5.8anskrit.fntro.p, 11,
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opinion, He has dealt with the important passages of

the Upanisads, while explaining the BrahmaSﬁtras; Though
the Gita has been referred to in the Brahmééﬁtrabkégya,
and’explanation of the same cannot be taken for granted,
Vellabhs did not write a separate commentsry on the Gita
end that is why perhaps he stated that the Sastrertha
given in this'chapter is the Gitartha, or it is no

different from the teachings of the Gita,

Prakada is Vallabha's own commentary.wfitten to

explain the verses and elucidate the arguments contained
therein, The Prakasa is of course im the usual terse

style of Vallabha end very often needs an explenation,
lie are also informed &y'Puru§ottamé that the PrekaSa on
V.75 beginning with ,'Y¥sd vﬁ‘evam nirﬁpatvena, nirakare-
tvam brshmany ayati. ty arucya peksantaram Bha- athaveti,!
is from the pen of Vitthaleda, It is actually a
different interpretation given by VitthaleSa to make

his father's point more clear,

Four commentsries are available on the Prakasa,The
Tippeni of Kalysperaya and Satsnehabhajana of Gattulalji
ere available on only some portions of the Szsirarthe-

88_ .-
prakerapa, as said by'Prof.J.G.Shah.%éluhhat@a has

T S G D e o W S A T S T ity WU T S AND U S S S T S GO A D M W P S S AR S W i ST N M A TR A S S T g it e W o S A B G b

88.T7.S.Preface. p.9.
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written a commentery called Yogané; Rurusottama’s
commentery is nemed Avaransbhenga. The last is the best af
all because it is- the most scholarly snd exhaustive, It‘
not Snly explainsthe verses and the Prakefa, but gives so
meny other discussions with argumeﬁts and'aﬁofa%tions o
to corroborate tﬁe‘po sition of Vallabha, 'Thus bj’adoptlng
the method of comparlsan elucldatldn,corroborgtloﬂ and
argumentatlan, it proves to the scholars of immense value
for thethrough understending of both the Karikss and the
189

oy N . N N
Prakssa.'"”*The very name of the commentary is suggestive,

Purusottema himself says that he wents to break open’ and

uncover the meening of Vallabha's statements.go

The question that srises in connection with this
work is that of suthorship. The Averapsbhapga in the first
chapter is fathered upon Pitambars, end not Pufugottama.?he
colophon resdss'Iti ......Gosvani Sri.Yadupstisutasya
SripTtamberesya krtau Tattvedipaprakadavarenabhange
SéStférthaprakaragam prathaﬁam gsampurnsn,.' We should also

note thet in the Suvasrnasutra Purusottema vefems to this

—-—-.-——--——-—-n—a—- . o Sy O N Wb S Y S A WD W T TR G Bt T W K S WD . SO W . S Sy e I D S W s e e o S0

83,T.5. reﬁgﬁe . D.8.
90.Vivecayann Béayam atra Tattve-
Dipeprekasaverensm bhenajmi.
T.5.40.Intro.Verse, 4,



173

work as a composition of his father.?t The Sampradayic
tredition however secords thet Purusottama,out of respect
‘6 his elders,passed on some of his works o them and ‘this
is one such case. We shall thus have to depena upon the
1nterna¢ eviédence Tor the authorshlp. The laut verse of
the commentary resds;

Bhegavata iha Qaktya 1attvad1papiekaug-’
Varanabharav1ﬁh9nge prakriyadya samapnot 92,

1% ohOWS that the suthor nlanned to write a commentary on

all the three chapters That on the second and third is
written by’Puru§ottama, 5o we would natursllycenclude

that Purusottems wrote the commentery on the first chapter
glso. It may be argued that Pitéﬁbara night naﬁ have been
eble o finish all the three, and the second =nd the

third might have been left to Purusotiama, but it is
difficult to understand why in that cese Purusottama does
not state = single word for it, In . the last verse of the
comnenteary on-the second chapter, it is said that the

Avarensbhanga hes been finished even oz this chapter,

91, Tad asmatpitrcarenair Aversnabhange samyak pradar&itam

iti neha prspaicyate. S5.S.p.340,

92. T.3.Ab.p.168,
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.bacause of the marcifuliglances gf the ﬁighest»Lord.93

?

The force of the word Yapi' is a pointer to the 51ngle ,

authorshlp w1th regard to both the ohapters,

Further, the remerkable charaetarlstlcs of
i'Purusottema's comperative style aﬂd A treatment are |
. fomd in the Avaranabhanga on. the Sastrarthaprakarana.‘
i;Thexsame )thle is seen 1n the Avaranabhanga on other

two chepters and in other works of Purasotnama. We.

find here referenoes to Purusottama'° owR. worxs .

Uhder 7.53 the author discusqes that the 1nd1v1dual |
soul 18 atomie and not pervaszve. At the end of. the
diseussion he says :'Ity Agvatmavedab.'95Purusottama |
is seid to have written = V§5a‘dealing wzth that 60p10.
Under V.57- 58 there is a dlscu531on on the nature of |

an 1mage and a refutatzcn of all the six theorles of

55, et tenve mmeih kerimketeketn
.’PmmdethwwwmthEPi
_ ....Avaranasya bhangah. T.Sn.Ab. p.232.
. 94, See T.S.A4b.Prehasta and 3h1nd1pala are- referred to
" on p,48;Prasthanaratnakara on 9;94,95,9?,125.
'Andhakéraﬁﬁdé on p.lZﬁ‘TEpaﬂiya—prakééa on é.l&é,l&ﬁ;

- ocommentary on Gaudapada's Karikas on p.158
95 T.8 Ab.p .95
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pratibimba of the Jiva, The same discussion is found

almost bedily in the Pratibimbeveda and the Jiva-
pratibimbatvakhendanavada,both of which are written by
Purugoﬁtama.'All these erguments,as also the phraseological
and ideological similerities that théd work bears with

the otherg works of Purusottama,lead us defiﬁifély to
believe that the work is actually written by Purusottama
and dedicated to his father by writing his fsther's neme

as the suthor,

Chapter,.11.

The sécond chapter,Sacvanirnsya is faiely longer than
the first, It has 329 verses, It has four sections,the

Pramana(V.1-83) , the Prameye(V.84-184),the Phala(V,185 294),
gnd the Stdhana(V.295-323). We may enalyse the contemts
as followsy=-

(@)Pramanaprakarana: Tae first 32 verses deal with the
Vedic Litepature viz.the Srutis.He gives a general
interpretetion of the Purvs and the Uttara Kepdas.

Verses 33-48 desl with the Surtis,their importance,
their éontents,their hasis,their authority in realtiam
to the énufis aﬁé their purpose. The subject matter o
verses 49-71 is the Pur%@asathéir suﬁjeét(éatter,their
number, their relstive authérity in respect to the

2 L3 - - * 3 3 3.
Suutis end Smrtis,their divisions according to the
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Kelpss etc. Just es the GItd is the leading Surti,the .
Bhiagavata is the foremost among the Purznas, The 8ix
Vedaigas are touched upon in verses 782-78,%the Upavedas
in 7.99,the Kavyes in V.80,REmdysne in V.81,%he

Vaéistharensysna énd other works in V.82-83,

(b)Prameysprakerans;Hori is the onljr Prameya,for
thg sake of convenience 1% ﬁay be anderstoodﬁin three
forms,(V.84~85)The causal formjhas 28 elements, but the
causslity is only of the Sat snd nct:;it or ansnda,
(V.86-87) The effeat fofm ie menifold.(V.88)The Sweripa
is%three-fold. 1ts description and Praﬁﬁﬂas'are given in
V‘é9~92. The effects are meny end need not be enumerated,
(Vé93)Vallabha mentions 28 elements end says that the ..
Kdéy%tmika is the same as the Adhidaivikejand the
M§§§ etec are not seperate categories. (V.94-97).Vallabha -
then expiaias ' the Aksara(V.36-108),Kala(V.109),Karna
(V.1108112) snd Svabh@va and the theory of Avirbliaves
TirobhEve., (V.113+116)The Abhavas cannot be included'in the
causel form(V.117)The effectsere then discussed with
their classification.(V.118-119)With all this there is‘
co&plete unity in all fhese‘fomﬁs.(v;120)There iS‘a' |

discussion on the Adhidaivike,Adhyatmika end



1739

Zdhibhautika.(V.121-134)Vallabha then explains the sﬁéna

and Kriya(V.135)He refutes the theory of Pratibimba(V,136),

aud describes the Vrtti of Buddhi,Jfane-Phala  efe.(V.1¥7-1%9),
Then follows an explanstion of the theory of Avirbhave-
 Tirobhave.(V.140-145)The PraXarabbedsg do not pose any
problem,(V.146) Ordinary percepiion is rnot a Pramaga bﬁt only

$he Vedas should be depended upon.(V.147-149)Even the Vedas

ere Prameya.(V.150)Here Vallabha enters into a discussion

on the Wamaprapafica.(V.151-161)He refers to the Purﬁgaé,

the poems of Kslidvea eto. (V.162-168)0ily thet whibh

concers with the Vedas should be sscepbted a@ Premana(V.164-165)
Then £} fcllows the problem of Vernanityatva ete.(V.166-176).
Krsna alone is the Pravartaks and not the words. (V177-182)

-a e

Verses 183-184 conclude this section.

(c)Phaleprakarvena: At firsi is given the Phals éocard&ng

to the dherma of men, belonging to a particular verge and :

a particular éérama.(v.185—395)Then the author Houches the
point of Baskti. (V.196-197) Fallabha discusses the Sadyomukti

anéd  Krawenuiti according to the Smmkhya and Yoge.(V.198-207);
and ssye -that there is only hell for those who do not follow
the path laid d.own by the Vedas. (V.208-214)So only the ‘
Bhégevétaé§rga should be sdhered to(V.215-216).The fruit

for those who sre born Sudras is explained,(V.217)Vallabhs
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Speeks of the fruit in the Bhaktin@rga first (V.218-219)and
then in ell the remaining paths. (V,£20-228)He then tellsd
us about the Sattvikas, their Gurus,hcﬁ they should worship,
their comnections in the faﬁily, the tirthas ste,(V.224-285)
He then shows the phala in the Karmerarga,the worship of
other Gods ebe.(V,256~273)lle explains the result in the
Senlthye and Yoga(V.274-276)gthe Sakta (V.277-285). The
explenation of sukha end duhiha follows: -(V,286~292) The
Bhoktr is treated at the end. (V.293-294) .
(¢)Sadhenaprakarens; - The chapter begins with an
explanation of and & discussion on the JAansa as the wesns

of liberation, (V.295—302)Bhékt§ is’stated to be the best,
(V.3)3-307)Uther Sadhanss sve not helpful.(V.308-311)
fallabha egain discusses Jhena and Rhakti end finally says
- that 'Love' is Highest.(V.312-328)The last verse (V.329)is
just a conclusion indicating the next chapter.

The foregoing enalysis will show thet the chapter is
cerefully plenned and written, It conteins Vallsbha's views
. on meay points which sre not touched upon in other works,

‘Purusottama hes enriched the work with his scholarly

comwentary. He informs of that the pass:agés from :{;P"Yad-,ukbam
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kifica tenniru aramﬁgs ' —ap 1z 27
ceees pak and ' Atredam.....sadhike!'”  are

sdded in the Prekasa by Vitthaleda.

Chapter 111,

This chapter called the Bhdgavatarthapraxarana contains
1590 Verses divided into 12 chepters secording to the 12
Skendhas of the fhagevatapur@na. Vallabha gives in this work
a summary exposition of the meaning of the Bhagavata. He says

that the meaning has to be understood in seven ways: (1) the

Sastra, (ii) the Skendha,(iii)The prekarens,(iv)The Adhyeya,
(V)Tne"\i"ékya,(?i)‘fhe Pada,and(vii)The Ai’;@ara.%‘ln the
chapter,uder consideretion,Vsllebha explains the Blidgavat a
from the first four points of view, It is thus something
like an independent imterpre bationlof the Puréra,while

!

SubcdhinT is a regular commenbary.

Vallabhe wrote his prakasa on the Kerikas only upto
Keirika 23 on Skandha IV. The work of finiching the Praksasa
was vndertaken by Vi{:t}zaﬁteéa. Purasotbama informe us of this
when he ssays:' Bted sntam érimad’éc’éryai};x krta vyakhys,etsl

- L, 99 .
sgre Prabhaviyd.! = There are cther procfs also for this,

QBQTOSn.Ab.p. 24—"0

97.7.,5n,Ab.p. 114,
98, T.Bh.V.2.

99.T.Bh. Ab.p. 170,



182

The Prak@ss on V.6 reeds; 'Tativesu sarvegan gsaktyebhavaya
Adﬁryalb kalas tedgvesn pravista...ete.! 100 ihe mention of
Acerys found here shows definitely the® Vallabha has not
written it.Similer mention is also found in the Prakssa on

v.13g, 101

Bven Vitthalesa could not finish the Praliséa.He could
go ouly up to V,135.50, from V.136 Purusottase himself begen
hiS'Yajanﬁ;}G

purusobtana's Avarenebhanga in this chapler is ot so
iong but is comparatively short, The resson perhaps is that
there sre not meny discussions in this chapter,which explains
only one work, His Yojen®m is more extensive,because here he
explains the Karikss and he has no Prak®ée %o comrent upon,
He begins his Yojema with a separate Yshgala end says that

1031t is very

the Yojenw was shown to him Dy Prebhucerans,
likely that there might have been some sHort of traditionsl

explenation of the unexplained verses handed down orally by

100, T.Bh.P.p.251.
101. Tarhy Acsryair adholoksrenem kuto noktem iti ced...ede,
T.Bh.P.p. 305,
102, Iyad ovadhy eve Prabhucaragé.nibandhém Praifaéitaventah,
T,Bh.Ab.p. 207,
103.Cf.Iti<érimatprabhacaragai@ ?urugottamaaya‘&aréité oo
Nibandhayojana,.... in all the oolOphons.A
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Vitthaleés and his sons end Purusottama might have
incorporated it in his Yojanz,
_ / ~
It will not be out of place here to consider the inter-
relation of the three chapters, Vallabhas says in the

beginning of the firet chapter that he will compose the

Sa%traﬁ%tha Sarvenirnaya end Bhagavatarﬁha chapxers.104

Be explalns the term bast srtha a8 the F’tarfha in his

?rakgga. As for the second chapter,Purusottama says that
1t is the Nirnays or decision of the knowledge =nd the

like as meens of liberetion,and of the things ss found in
the world,such as this ig of thie nubuve,this is the fruit
or mesns of this etc.105 Vallebha also seys that the secaﬁd

chapter is for removing the asambligvend end viparitebhavens,

The Sastrartha is a =5 eller chapter and so the Bhagavatartha
,is for its vistara. Purusottams ssgys ‘that the Sattvikas
are of. verious kinds,those who sre bent upon the prafEna
are satisfied with the first,whiie the second chapter is

----...—o----.n-.p-.q.-‘-n--a--——_—-—muu-——————-——‘q.-—----——-——--.-—.-—-—--——.

104, T.8.V.5.p.30-32.
105, Jienader moksassdhenmm@rgesya prapancikedipadarthajdtesya

v yo yam nirgsysh,iden evamripsm evamblintaphalasadhanam
iti niécaya@,Saﬁarikarab~svafﬁpaniécayo V.

T.SoAbiPt 30"31-
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for those who prefer the prameja end for whon ssembhavena

L is possible,1

beln the Prakads an the lsst verse,Vallabha
seys thet he has expleined the Sastrarthe by taking

recourse to the pranmsnebala,and now he will speak out the

2 1)

Servenirnaya by resorting to the prameyabala. ‘purugottmﬁasg
‘ explanétion here is‘al‘most the same as given sbove, thogh
here he adds en explanation of the Prémﬁgabala and
Premeyabala,In the zvaraéabhanga on the second chapter,
purusottama expleins in the beginning the sangati and the
purpose of this chapter st some lengih, He expleins how
the Asawblizvena and Viparitebhavensd are possible.Thus for
instance,the Srutiprs&%ga ceanuot prove something which is
contradicted by perception., What again of the Smrtis?
‘Agein,when the scriptursl suthority is esteblished whatabout
their teaching? Is everything entirely one with Brahmen
or has Brshmen something more than the Jivas?® So many
Sedhsnas have been taught,why then sccept devotion only?
What is the difference in the fruits obtsined by pursuing

verious Sedhanas? All these questions would naturally
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106. T.S.4b.p.32- 33, |
107, Prawenabalen @Sritye Sastrartho vinirtUpiteh;

Prameyabalem B8ritya ssrvanirnsya ucyste.

T. Sop opo 168.
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grise,to those who are of Mediocre intelligence or who are dull,

As for those who are wise,such decisions as of these guestions

. . a . . . . 10
would just reinforce the theories in their minds, 8

The connection of the third chapler with the second is
easily found out by Vallabha, Vallabha ends his second chapter
with & discussion on the Prema-bhakti. By knowing the neending
of the Bhégvéta alone,such‘devotion can arise,If the Bhagavata-
rtha: is not understood or is wrongly understood,thére can be
no Bhekti.Hence Vallebha finds out a remedy for this end

. — 109
explains the Bhegavata.

To 5 modern resder,the distinction between the Pramanabala
and the Premeysbale #sslso between the Ubtega on the one hend
end ihe Madhysma end Menda on the other may not have a stoong

eppeal Both the chapters may be taken quite independently.

Some of the questions thet may srise in the first chapter and

thet sre not answered in it are found in the second,The secaid
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108.T.Sn.Ab.p. 1-2.
109. SrTbhFgavetatabivarthan oto veksye suniScitem
Yojjianat persma pritih krsneh gighrem phelisyati.
7.5n.Verte, 329.5ee also:
Blisgavatsrthe sjiate, anyatimifiate ca bhoktir na bhavatiti, .
fdhikare pi jete phalam na bhavisyatiti mayAopayah kriyate,
Pattvartho vivieyocyate. T.Sn.P.p.231,
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chepter is definitely wore elsborate and goes into the

detsils of verious problems,.There are however certain

pointé in the first chapter,wﬁic@ are not found in the
second,Thus for iustence the Jagei-samsara-bheda,the
I*€a~ﬁariﬁ§na;an8 the whole Q§estion about the iﬁdivi&ual
sou%d—ali these is not uouched upon in the second ehapter,
Thus the chapters mutually sunply the mlssang lmnks of

oue sncther, Even then, e éhey are 1ndependently underh

standab¢e.

Slmllarly the third chapter is 9150 sowethlnw like
a lomg eppendage very lousely connected with the first
two chepters.While the first wo chapters are of the
natuwre of an iﬁdependept composition,the last is a summary
&S also an interpretation of one particular work, If we
hgve to take into sccount the connection of chapteré 11,
111 &5 given by Vallabha,we can ssy that the summary—oﬁn-
interpretation of eny of the Prasthanas can be easily
togged on with these chapters end couuections can be famnd

out. The work is thus not =n integrated whole,but e
compcsite one made up of three independent wnids,
(28) Sodadapreksranagrenthasahzatis

Before dealing with this work we may make some

prelelnarJ obuerthlons regwrdlag Puruso+tama’s
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eommentarles on - the 31xteenﬁﬂ traets. Vallabha’s sixteen
_tracts known as the SodaSagranthas have remalne& very
popular emong the followers of Pustlmarga,Pursuttoma is
‘salﬁ to have comwanted upon all of them.I have not however
been able to trace all the oommentames and i aoubt whethar
_he dotually wrote '\Tlvrtls on all of them.- ‘“‘hus for mstemce
in the Iﬁtroductlon to fhe Vlvekadhamryasraya, the "3
Editor Shri.C. H. Shastrl says that only f‘our commentarlw
- are available on thls work, thﬁse of COplsa Go&ulotsava, f
aglmatha end Trajerfye. 4o Shri.Shestri hed ot his
‘dlSpOS&l a ood deal of manuseript-llterature I dou notkw
‘shmlg we should doubt his statement It 1s very ilkely
Atherefore that'Purusottawa dld not eommen& upan ‘all the
sixteen tracts Before howaver takmg a short notme of'
the traots end Purusottama's eoﬂmentarles upon them we
.should note one :mdcpen&ent artlcle,not even a work of

Purusottama, '

In the ?ustzbhaktzsudha Vol. V.No 8-9 is prm’ced i;he
qoﬁasaprakaranegranthanam Sangatlh of Purusottama A

smllar Sangatl is also prmted in the collectlon of
13

Vra'l;a-works edited by ShriC.H. Shastn Surat, Here .

Purugottama has explamed tlm inter relation-not the

chronologlcal ovder-af ‘cheqr tracts in ’cwo ways The

110.U.P.p.52.
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Lord of the world has ordered devotion to Krsna by mind,
speech and body. After e:cpla‘ini‘ng the removsl of sins and
love to Mukunda in the (1)Yemuwigstalka, snd deciding the
‘sastrarthe in the (B)Béiabéﬁha,devoﬁion133'a prinéiple is
expounded i the (8)Siddhentemuktavali.Devotion is two-
fold,externsl and interral.For the former it is necessary
to meintain the purity of the extermal objects as'tégght"
by the AcErya in the (é)ﬁiddhéntarahasya;Fof the internal
devotion purity end steadicess of mind are required.The
(8)iaveratna and the {6)_ﬁ*n/ta}‘1karal‘zaprabodha ave for
teaching t5is.The(?)Vivekeéhairyéérayaxdeseribeslboth

the types of devobicn., The ( 8)K?:'§1"1'és'3'~aya makes our
depéndauee on Lrsna stesdy,while Phe(9)0&tu@éloki explains
in short the sarvapigemana. Thigﬁégllcwed by thg(l&)
Pug@i;praVEha-maryéﬁé-grantha.which expounds,fhé %hrée
different paths,Dévotiun begins with this and its
increase is told in the (11)Bhaktivardhin,Bhsjena
requires the specker end the hearer,for which we have .
the (12)Jalsbheda end the (13)Bhaktalaksena.(Is it
Ppeficapadys?)Renuncistion is determined in ‘the (14)
Sennyassnirneye.Then comes the (15)Nirédhalsksane which
tells of 'Blhiavo bhév&ﬁayé sidﬁhaﬂt,Finally we have the

1

(18)Sevaphala,

v
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I

anosher wey of mc’lmrstanding the inter-reiation of these
works lS this: The( l)Ymmmastaka is the first followed by the
(Z)Bﬁlabodhe for acaulmng ’che ovearupayOgyata Svaklyata bemg
establluhed,oneés omm wey is preached in the_(3)61ddhapta-
" puktavali.For s description of the Jiva in that path,the
te.acher has written the (4)Pd§3&iprav?iha§a'ary§dé.T_his. is fdlow-
- -ed by a desire to know the duties which ere told in the
- (5)8iddhantarahasya, taught by the Lord hlmself Then comes
thé Iﬁ6)h’ cvarctna to remove the worry as to whether or not the
Lord has accepted the Jiva. ?he Butaropadea is taught in the
(7)Antshkarensprabodha and the ‘hadangopa&esa in the (S)Vlveka-
d‘halryasraya.’i‘hzsﬁ‘ollowed by the(9)Krsns a‘sraya whichéhould
be adhered to eveé without the upadedas. ‘I‘he(lQ)Cétuhs’loki
jsezf-ves' to remove - the doubt that this is the path of others,
Af‘é:er thus teaching devotion it is inereased in the (11) -
Bhéktivéﬁ&hi&i.'l‘he hearer end the speakef are described in
thé (12)7elabheda,The (13)Pefcapedya is independent. The
(14}Sanayas¢n1maya is i‘or kaowmg the t:.me of remunnlamon
g8 -taught in Bhaazvar&hml Its Sethana is told in the
(15)¥irodhelsksana,The fruit of ane who follows thls path
: 'is:eﬁplained "1:n the (lﬁ)Sev?épﬁéla'; L

%
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The Sangati printed in the collection of the Vrate-
works corrésponds to the second order given above. We shall

now durn to those works which have been commented upon by

our guther.

(82)  Comrentary on the Vsmumnstaka:-

Yamungsteks is s emall trect in niae stenzas in the
Prihvifdiéd metre, It is written in praise of the river
Yemwa.ln fsct it i en astaka bub the last verse is something
like the Phalafruti.It ie & good piece of work,having some

poetic qualities also,so rarely found in Valiabha's writing,

' The commentary of VitthaleSa is more or less explanstory,
Purugottama in his sub-commentary has,however,made good the ‘
loss by bringing iu & halo of sanctity -and explained fully
each end every word trying te it i% in with the sccepted
principhkes of Vallatha's system. He refers to Hariraya

twice in V.1, 7 end under ‘the first verse shows how accord ing
to Hariraya these~eight verses bring out eight kinds of

AiSvarya of the river.l'e points out what has been left un-

-explained by Vitthslesa,
(40)  Commentsry on the Balasbodha;
Balsbodha hes nineteen verses snd ‘a half,Vallgbha

seys in the very first verse thst he wants to decide the

111, Nemsatu Krsnauurynprlyanh..ete V.3.
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Siddhan ang¢aha for the enlightenment of those who are

112
ignorant. ' Purusottema explains that the Bﬂla here refers

to those who are confused on A account of the various-ways
of worshipping meny (tods,variocus ways of liberastion and

all that.11§ﬁe beging with s sfatement.of four Purusarthas

and then discusses only liokss.He refers to the concept of
liokga according to the Sonkhya end Yopa.ds then explains
the Paréérayaﬁ Koksa.Visun gives loksa while Sivs gives
phoga.Finally Vallebha comes to the point of devotion with
love and surrender.The commentary of Purugotiema is
créticel as well as e?plana+ory He refers often to the
other comrentators Dvirsxeds and Devakinendena end shows
how their explenations dfffer from hisshe dces not
refute them.His Vivrti is definitely more exbensive then’

those of the other two,

(41) Comnentary on the SiddHantamuktaveli:
Siddhisotanuktavall in 21 verses begins with the teaching

of Krsnaseva Krsng is the Highest Iord,.Vallabha then

.~ .
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112. .......Servasiddh@ntssangrshen,
Baleprabodhansrthsys vadsmi savinifeitem. V.1.
113.....1ti Sendilénsnam svansm sandehsjanakam tatra

tatropadeyatabhranem varsyitum...etc.Under V.1.
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explsins the Aksera which is wmenifested ss the world and
wihich is meditstes upoan by thoée,who follow the nathd of
knowledge. It is explained with the long drawn out metaphor
of Gengd.The seme metaphor is continued through éhd the
work to explein the désting&icns between the Pusti,Pravaha
and Neryadd slso in the csursa of which Vallabha says thet
devotion is higher than knowledge.Thus according to Vallabha

the work erplains the mystery of the %éstra.llé

1t rould be interesting to note here thet while Vallabha
himself says nothing regerding the title-of this wark,
Vit thaleSe calls it Siddhantavehnala.The colophon of the

work reads-Iti § 1vtllabﬁa\aryav1ra ite Siddhantenuktavall
sagpurnd.The last verse of Vl@thalesa‘s commentary runs:

~ _—- L) ‘v
Tti Sripitrpadabjaperagerasasikishyt

Srivi @ghalas totsicdlantevannslen hrdaye dadhau.

/

Purascttama slso calls his work Siddhantavanmalspraizsa.
The colpphon reads —I%i....,PurugottamaSye krtau Srinad-
EoEryasiddhan tavainslapra akaéah semplrneh.In the lsat verse
slso he says -Sviyesiddhantavanmala krpays samprakasits.

Kelyaneraya in the last verse of his comnentary gives the

114, Evan  svadEstrasarvasven moya guptam nirtpiteam.

V.21.
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title Siddif’antamui:t’éval’L Other commentators generally g
give the ssme title, It is very likely thet originally
the title might have been Siddlzntavenmala.

The work is commented upan by Vitthelesa, ffokulanatha,
Ksly*és;ar’éya,?uru@ottama,Vallahha‘, Vrajenathe snd Lalu thaﬁ:a
have written sub-commentarges. Dvarakeda's commen tary ig
not complete. Ove Harid@ss has explained verses 15 b-17a,

Of »11 these the coumentary of Purisottama is very helpful
in understending the work, Purusbdtteme is as usual notaly
explanatory but also critical.
(42) Compentary on Pugi;ipravéhamaryéd:é: : .

Thic is en incomplete work, Vallabha here sets
out to explain the characteristics of Pusti,Pravaéha and
Ysryada, He differentistes them in the beginning snd then
expleins the prayojana,' gadhena, ehga,kriya, phele etc.of
the Pusti souls. The work then breaks off. Gokulsndtha in
his commentery seys that anly this pert of the work is
well known, Reghuw@ths ssys:' Ita Urdhvam grenthatrtih.’
Purugottema says ;' Etedagre pravzhamargiya pgayojanasé’&hané“
hgaphalsni maryadamargiyaprayo]ai: sSverlpangakriyah
Sedhanan phalsm ce yovata jusyate taven grentho’ pekgite
iti jheyam.'He is thus the only commentator who ‘informs

ne sbout wha#is wenting,It is not possible that Vallabha
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night have himsegf left it incomplete. It is likely that
the portions might have been lost on account of a cuarrel
between the wife of Copinathe and Vitthsleda, It may also
be possible that ths portions deeling with the Pravaha ad

"y
i

¥aryada being uninterssting to the exclusive tendencies of
&flttaalesa night have been negleceted with the result ‘bhefb

even Nokulen@tha was not able to find them.

The ‘caﬁzmen‘tary of Purusottama is very helpful saud
eritical, The only problem is that is vgoes under the nsme
of his father Pitambara. In the editor's note Shri Telivsla
spys that the Vivréi of Pitembara is actually written by
Purugsottama who secens io hsve dedicated it to his father,
The style, he sgys, is eviddently the familisr one which
we meet with, in the other writings of Purusottama.
Teliwala adds that a perusel of the six manuffcrlp%s of
the Vivrti reveals thet the author has revised it somebime
sfter writing it.As Purugottame was a great authority
in the Samprafsys,both the revised am the origiunal versions
became current, It is difficult to come to any conclusia
regarding the suthorship. The analytifial aprroach as
found irn this comwentary is the s ame as that found in

other works of our amthor. The discusgions on the term

Pusti under V.2,on ¥he reslity of the world wder V.9
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besr the same arpuments and ghraseology as found in the
works of Purugottama, The suthcr of the cormentsry refers
to the Vivrti of Gokulensthe, Brehmasltras, Vidvenmandens,
ete, but never to the works ef'?arugottgma.&t one place'
there is s refervence to the eXplanatioﬁ of the last Siatra
in the Znendamays-edhikerena,as given in the Vidvenmendens
and Vitthelefa's interpretstion of the first Sutrs of the
seme Adhiksrana. It should be aoted that here the |
interpretation of Vsllabha are not referred to.Thus we
heve no rescon to disbelieve the tradition which fathers
the work upon Purusottama, though it is very likely that

Purusottema might have revisea his.father's worx.

{43) Comrentary on Siddhantarshasya:

Siddbantarehasya contains only eight stenzas and
a half, Inspite of i%,its immense popularity has led to
the composition of many commentaries upon it.Vellabha
here says that he is spesking out ad verbatigm what the
Lord told him at night on the bright eleventh of the
month of Srivena. ALl the five failts of the individusl
souls will be éestroyed.by the Brahma-sambandha, Hence

everything <chould be surrendered $0 the Highest Lord,

In the lsst two lines Vallablia gives the analogy of the
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river (ehgd, Vellsbha in this work teaches the doctrine of

Ssmarpana or self-surrender,

~

The work is commented upon by Gokulanﬁtha,ﬁéghzmﬁ&a,
Kalysnaraye, Vrajobsava, Gokalatsaﬁa, Harirdys, Vitthaldvara,
Giridhere i Lalu Bhatte, besides Purugobbama, There is
also one enonymous commentary. Purusottema has sbely
discussed the problems regarding the Brahma-sambandha and

has [ ully’explained the fext.

(44) Comrentary on Nevaratiey

Navaratus is so cslled perhaps because it hse
nine verses. Here Vellabhe things of the devotees,. who

should merge themselves completely in the service of Cadl,
After they have surrendered themdelves they should nol worry
 at all, Everything will be done of them by the Lord, Thus

the grace of God is the gretest sadhanz for such s men,

The text has been explained by Vitthelea in his
Vivrti, upon which four su'brcomg:egtaries are written,
Purusotteme's sub-commentary is criticsl snd explanstory.
He explains the tern cint?i(‘f.}_),Clifferentiai:es between Déna
=nd Nivedana(V.2) ,the‘ nature of surrenaer(v.3}, gn& shqms

what should be done wher = eonflict arisss between the

desire of the Lord end the orders of the Curn{V.7) efe.
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(45) Commentéry of Antahkersanaprabedhas
Antshkarsseprabodha is a small tract written far
enlightecing the internal Spirit.God isxindepen&ent and
the ﬂevatess gre qependeny upoa Hia, ﬁa,eaﬁ not lkmow whgt
Gox desires énd SO we muét obey His commends.The devotee

should think that whatever is necessary for him will be

faX}

one by God, He should aniy carry out His orders, He is mot
like s worldly boss who gets engry st the faults‘of his
emgléyees.ﬁe knows that the devotees ere likely %o commiff
mistekes, Thay should not care even for their éwn bodies,

A total meonditional surrender is the best remedy for
erossing over the MEyE of the Lbrd. This is the teaching
contained in thié work,. It however revesls a personel tae,
asf Vellsbha refers %o the commends of the Lord to himself
in V.5b ~6-7a. Purusobbams)comsenteryfd contsins all the
merits which are found in his other works. He gives the
sunmery of the work at the end. He also discusses fully

the various Ejﬁés(v.5b~6~?a). On these however he hss
written aen independent Lekha which is aglso printed in the
seme book, Here he gives a different inlerpretation,

(46)  Comwentary on Bhalktiverdhsai:

Bhaktiverdhiri in eleven verses is nainly for

the increase of devotioa for the Hine-adhik®rine, They
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should live the life of a householder and observe the.
dutieg of vargas‘and‘ﬁéramas. orldly pu:suits‘should be
given up. They should worship Krsma. If the worldly purshits
cennot be given up, their winds should be concentrated on
Hari, until the seéd of Bhekti is germinated and love. and
~ pasakon sre produced, The d@struction of the worlély
passions is the test of divine love, the test of @sskti .
is grhe-eruci, snd that of vyasena is inability to live
without Devine presence. Bad association of evil food msy
neke the stthinment of this stage difficult. Such a
devotee should therefore stay nesr s temple and should
keep the compeny of debofees, so fthat his mind may nct be
defiled by external forces. Vallabha says that ane who is

glways epgrossed in the service of the Lord or the

conversation regarding Him will never perish.

The wark ie so popular that it has called for

- 14 commenteries, of Bﬁlakg§qa,sokulahgtha,Raghunétha,
Kalysnsrays, Herireyes, 60peévara,Puru§bttama, Vallabhs,
Jayegorale Bhatta, Lelu Bhatta,Balakifsna son of Vallabha,

Giridhera,lvarakeda end one snonymous commentery.lvery

comrentator hes explained the text from his own point of

view, Purngottems's commentery,written in his ususl style
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explains the text and elucidates important points, Thus,for
instance he expleins the word Bhakti(V.1)fully from all
points of view., He also refers to the explenations of

others (V.5)

(47) ~ Commentary on Julsbheda:

Jalsbheda hss ~21 verses, It gives the charscleristics
of different teachers of religious subjects, The Taittiriye-
Semhitd 7.4.12. gives = mentra stating .‘?,x} types of waters,
0n the analogy of these 20 kinds,Vellebha has given 20
kinds of teachers. Dr.Rsjendra Lal Mitra says thet it ig &

work on hydropathy.Telivals rightly says thet it is not so,

Four commentaries ere written on this werk,of Kelysna-

~--r‘éya ,JPurusotiama, Vallebhs, end Bolakrena.The term Agni
in V.74 has raised & controversy.Some ‘ghought it to refer
to Rudra while others tc Vallebha himself., Purusottama does
rot enter into this cmﬁroversy at all but explains Agni
as 'The speaker of the Agpi ]?u:f’éx;a.'
{43) Commen tary on Pencapadye:

Pafcupadys has 5 verses, ss its neame indicates,
It explains the five types of 'Hesrers',those who are

purely of the Pugtirdrga (V.1),of the Pugtimsrysdamarga (V.2),

-
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pustingrea ( , y

5 Y — » ,'“‘l e
adhikarins for Sravapabhakti.(7V.5).Two comwentsries, of
Herirgys ond Purugottama are available,There is come
difference of opinion in their explenstions.
(49) Comrentary o Senny@seniroaya:
This work gives Vellabha's idess Tegarting

renmncisgtion. He says that Ssuny3sa should nob be taken In

the Kermerzrge. For those who Tollow tbe path of knowledge,
Sennyass may ve taken for desire of knowledge.Similsr is

the case with those/gﬁe already learned., Both of them are
however not comﬂendebie. Regarding the followers of the pathd
of devotion,renumciation accopied for the sake of saihana

is not likely to produce heppy resalts.If it is for the
Phela, it should be done only for experiencing the

separation from the Lord,if the Lord so inspires,

Jont

0f all the comeentaries on this wori, that of Purasottans
is the best., He refevs to the views of Goaulanitﬁa,ﬂaghﬂﬁétha,
Gokulotsava, Dvarskeda,Copifa etec and states his own opin ion,
(V.1)Ee also expleins why renuncistion shouid not be

eecepted  in the Kermamavga by referring to Jaimini.(V.Z).

He shows that the ternm 'Vlrahanubhava' can be understood in
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three ways(V,7)Purusottema shows efter Vellabha the distinetion
between the paths of knowledge and devotion,in favour of te

lettei‘(?.l()-ll-lé%,lé,l'? etc.) At the end be describes how
Vallsbha himself took the Sannyasa.

(50) . Commentary on Liirodhelaksena: ]
Nirodhalekgena ezpleins the N irodha which means cmﬁplete
attechment to the Lord by a devotee whc has forgotten the world.
Thus the work is intended %o lead the service o:fi t'i;le Lord o
s dgvire level. The work is sxpleined in sixfd diff erémtgé'
commen taries, Purasobiana’ s Viveti js-surely very helpful.fe
expleins the kirodha asFraysicavisar tiplrvakebhagavadasakti -
rﬁpa.'(vﬁj,}ﬁe explains the utility of the work in the begim ing,
He also refers at the end to the different order in which the
text has been read by GaeE Gopifa md Hariraya snd says that
‘he has \J’:‘ol].oweﬁ the te:;“ﬁ of ‘{:fajaf'éy'a.-ﬁé also says that he

" hes not referred to different interpretditions,

(51)  Commentary on Sev‘a‘p}.a‘a

~S(ev'a??p}w;La‘.:'Ls a very amall work of seven verses and
a half. It explains ‘the froits of Seva. Vallabha has himself
written a commentary on thie. The work hes. become‘xdiﬁ;icul’s
on geceount of the terée style of Vallabha. Eleven commentaries
-are written on this end commentetors heve widely differed on

the mesnings of particulsr words. Purugottema refers to
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the views of his predecessors often (e.g.V.1).Purusottema
generally followed the §&striya method in interpreting the
term Sayujya,while Herirgys end others followed the point of

view of Bhaktimarga.

Purugotﬁéma does not seem o have commented upan ‘the
remzining three tracts-Vivekadhairyasreya,(atuhbloki snd
Krsngéraya. Any way, I have not been able to find his

comnen taries on them. ’ '

: (52-53) " Commentsries on Bhaktihahsas
. Bheﬁtihaiéa is an importunt work of Vitthalefs
“explaining the nature of true devofion,as’the principal mesns
of emencipation in the Suddnadvaita sysdém. VitthaleSa here
fully discusses the paths of action,knowlédge and devotiongd,
He also explains the trip of Prsveha,Meryada and Pusti,
Besides this he also shows the distinetion between the
Upasana and Bhakti,?ﬁjé:and Bhekti ete,Pusti is solely

dependent upon the grace of Cod, -

Reghuna@the,born i V,05,7611 commented upon it.His
compentary is ealled Bhzkii-taraliginT.Purusottems has
written e sub-commentary on it called Tirtha,sb that people
ceun enter the river of devotion through this passage and

v
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heppily see the fswan of devotion! 11'Purugoﬁta§s,has aigo
written en independent commentary upon it gslled Viveka,
Though Purusottams does not say snything expressly,he

" might have in his miud the £ amous Rirgksiranyéyalof the
Hauss, while noming the csmm%éa¢§§y. It is interesténgho

compare the two compenteries of ths same author, There

ies and almost every idea

o

are naturallyvso rany similard
of the ore ig repeated in the other in the same mannar
thoughvnot in the sawe plece, To teke en example we may
note that the explauation of the nine steps of devotion
in the Tirtha is oo page 42,while in the Viveka it is on
p.57, In the Tirtha et fthe end Purugottama gives seven
verses for the Qrenth®ribesasgrahs, They are not found in
the Viveks. Jn the Tiveks however Purugottama gives an
sdditionsl interpretaticn of the last verse of the Bhakti-
heisa so as to avoid the yati-dosa. It is not found in the
Tirtha. It is rether difficult to explein why Purusottanms
would heve writben two works, when one could have been
sufficient,

Purusotlane kwx is also ssid o have commented upon
the Bhektihetunirnaya of VitthalieSa.It has not been found
by me.

'
- —— - - - - -
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115, Pravifyaiena tirthens nimndn Bhekbiteranginin ,
(ahomanah prepabysntu Bhektihaksan mudanvitsh.

Tirtha,last Verse p.72.
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Vallabha is said to heve commented upon the

PHrveninsnsasitras of Jaimini also. Unfortunately however,
only & part of the,same‘is available. Vallabha's commentary
on the DPirvariransasutras IT.1.,known as the Bhevarthepada
has been published in the Pustibhaktisudhz Vol.?il,n0.2~4.
Thé‘Vi#eraga alias Prak@éa'therean has been published in
the“ssme journal Vol,VII nos.5,6,7,8 and 9, There are 49
Eutras in all in this Pada. This work has been examined by
Prof,G.H.Bhatt in two -articles from the point of view of
Tellabha's interpretations as also from the textual éoint

‘of view,™

he commentery Prakass bears the name of Ysdupati as
the euthor. This Yadupati was the grendfefher of Purugottama,

- : . L -
The colophon of the comiertery runs:!iti Brinedveileabhe-

—

Handanacer ap sdasruudssafripItanbaratanujabe

iyvacupetivireei tam .
SrinsdEcErysviracetajdininiyabhAsyabliavarthapadevivaranan
samparmsm, ' Pradition howsver informs us. thet the author is
Purusottsame himself ,who,out of respect for his grandfather
passed of this work in his name.The comrentary though short
revesls the special cherasteristics of Purugottamafs

116. 1 Tallabliacerys end ?nrv mivansa' Journal of the
Oriental Ianstitabe,Vol.I.no.4.p,.35388,and *Vallabhacarya's
text of the Jaimini STtras'Il.i.'Wol.Ill.no.l.p.68ff.
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suthorship, There is a reference to the theory of Nityatwmvala,
end to the Vedsntimate under Suira 1.Tﬂé commenta%or also
refers wder STtra 5 to those who srrenge the first five
Sdtras in onlv one AcChikerana and’ s-a;s ' Tad etat sTitra—
-viruddhan'. Besides, there it cne stvong ground to eccepd

that Parusottana iz tae euthor of this oommunuary In the
Prakafy oo Anual hﬁg' I i.3 s similer discussion ocours .
There Parusobtans makes a refereace Yo these Sutras and

" . 117
then refers to the present work as his own.

The beginnuing of the Viverana is aote worthy.It runss
‘Srimatprabhucaranak@payg'bhﬁvﬁrthacara@abhﬁ@yam vathsnabi
vivriyebe.'1t sppesrs from this that though Vellabha might
_haﬁe finished his Bhagya,Purugottena could seeuré only this
porsion and hence he commented upon it.One cennot be definite
about this becaﬁse it mey ba thst Purug tlame might L=ve

sscured epd ccmrentad upon the-whole of the Bhagya,which is

lost to us.

(55) Plurvarinengaksrikavivarana:
49 vUrvemirensskarikas of VslTabha together with
the Vivarsze of Purugotbems have baen published in the

Pustibhaktisudha Vol.V.no.z. 4 short analysis of the contents

1]7 A--!-ta oL cicgopoi%o
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is given here. The author exgle ne the Axxéandhacatu@?aya
in the beginning. (V.¢-14a),folicwed by = discussion on

the question whether the Mlmansa is svatantra or(vidhimﬁlaka.
. (V.12b-23a)The relation of the two kimansas formu the next
topic of discus SLon,(%.23b~?38\Vai¢abha then dissusces

the peening of the word' atha’ in the Satre! ﬁfhato dhiar
jijiass, 'whether it chould bs understood in the sense of
adhikara or in sny other sense, If the latter,we Shqil

have to sgree to the vidhi-udhyshars.(V.25b-38).Last six
verses agsin discuss the inter relation of thé two Mimansas
in the light of the wusd mesiing of the word ‘athe’ {rom the
point of view of those who wnderstand both the MImansds ss

forming cnly oue gﬁSqun( 37-42).Vellabha is so brief snd

L5

is style so enmnqct that it 1Q rether difficult to wnder-
-5tand the verses without the help of the Viverana of
Purusottismra.

V¥alizbhe has written the Purvemimansabhasyas whicﬁ,as
we have Seen above,is anforbuns ce?y not ﬁully extant, The
Kerikes which we have a something like & meurlca1
’commqnupr“ oo the first of thePurvcmlmaBSaSutra».furuscttama

seys in ithe beginving: SeTusdBeEryac s—;‘fa@ﬁh purvamlmans abliagyan

c1KEES ,ennan tedra vzstarrnd p?8u1plnadayi itam
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e

jijfiEezsutrErthem senksepena ke erika bhih

o

Sanjighykganta@,ﬁ
dde. At the en& he SBYS" Iti wrlmadvallpbhécéryaearana

A D e

viracitadhwxmaJlgnauaqutraxnqaﬂ1rndyahgharlﬁav1varonom
S T tambgrazaruga fripurugotiemekrian sempirgsm,'lt 1is
important to note that the fomdysecoud Karika does nov
seem to contain any suggesﬁion that it is the lést.lt is
again doubtful as to whether Vallebha has fully discussed
even the First Sutra. I em rather inclined to believe that
Vol labha wrote some or meny Krrikas more then &2 and
perhaps he wrote or intended to write o matrieal‘éummarya
cumscommentery on the Pirvemimansesttras.This is what‘ |
Vallabhe hes done for the Bhagavabepurepe slso wh 2 he
wrote the Kerikss in the last chapter of the Tattvadipe-
nibandha over and above the Subodhini commentary.iny way
Purugobtena hed before him only 42 verses. He comuented
upon them end celied them' Wirpey ageikerikas? on the first
Sutra. '
(56) SubodhinTprakada:s

Vallabha mainbsined a very high regsrvd for the
Bhezavatspurzua which was reised by him to the status o
a Prasthzie. Vallabhe wrote his commentery Subodhinl cn~the
fivst three books,on the fenth book and began writing the

same o1 the eleventh., Ou the eleveuth book he could comment
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only up to the second verse of the fifth Adhyaya.Vallabha
| 4

is also said to have writfen = shorier comnentery. on the
BhBgavata called Stksmatikd but it is not extaut.Vallabhae's
~ Subodhini on Skenchas IV.~-IX aod on the remaining part of
YT and the Skendhe XIT is unfortunately not aveilable,
The Szhpradayic tredition ralates that Vellsbhs was asked
by God not to open the ngsierious doptrines in the
Bliagaveta.He did not obey the orders in the beginning but
vhen bhe commend came forcefully,he had to esrry it out,
~Thue there is kremabhenga sud aptrzaia.

VitthaleSa wrobe s sub-comrentary on Skandhs X called
?iypiagi, Prarusotbans is said o have written his Prakes

3

on the whole of the SubodhinT ineluding the Tippani,but
his Prak@a on the WttarFrdha of the Skandhe X has not
been found.Fven in the Skendhs XI his Prak@Sa is found

on the SubodhinT only up to V.20 of Adhygye 4.7The eztanf
rart of the PrakBfs an the Skendha ¥ is Tathered upon
Fitenbera, Tralition however mme that it is also written
by Purugottama.Bvidently the style is thel of Purugotiema,
g8 cen be seen from his comments on the interpolated

chopters( AdhyByas between X,11 end 12,)

e have noted sgbove while dealing with the last

chapter of the Tettvadipanibendhe that,while that chaper
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is a summery-cunm-comnentary -wriiten indspendently though
relsted to the bhagevata,Subodhini is- reguler running
commentary. Here be has deslt with the vikya,psde, and
aksara of the BhSgavata.This iz whet ?urugottama‘Says:

. (3 — . 4 —
when he informs ae:'iysm atra nibsndhad v1se§ah.¥akya~

I}ﬂé ah&d} ur tholdn avra vagt aﬁmt tatra tu S8utrE f}heﬂy-—
. _ , ces g 138 vy
upeyogina evarthasyoktatvad -Hi,! Va 1laﬂha glso says
in the beginring of the SubsdhinI:! Arthctzevaw tu vaksygmi

Q
pibandhesti catugteyam.?

(57,58)  iiuncr comwentsries os the Bligevata:

A3 : -

(I)fKatba immste! ity eted vivaranakerilkavyskhya:
Titthale8677YY has weitten 20 verses on the BhBzsvate XIT.
iii.14. @iscussing the concept of Resa in the Pustimarga,

Purngottema hes explained them in his usval tVLP.

(11} VrtrasuracetuhélokTrivyti; The four verses knowm

Lovils

- - »

s the f;tr;suracgtugsiokl acouring in Bhagavats VI are

gaid tc desl with the four Puruggrthas. The first three
verses ere commented upon by Vitthale$s while the last

by Vsllabhae,It is on the lLast verse that Purugottens,
Berirays end Srivellstha heve written their sut-commentaries.

The verse is explsined in two ways so as $o belong o the



Nerysdpasii end the one hend end the Pugbipusti oo the
other. Purugottama's comwentery dees not contain aaything.

quite peculier,

—
[}
o0

o g
oy} ‘
&
P

t:ya&yarth&mrakﬂﬂp&sﬁarihav1va”nh

in ebtempt hes Leen mede by Vellabha end hie

bl
o]
=
fas
I
fan]
et
e u
2y}

foliowers to e weli-kaown Savitri de. in such a
it

way a8 to suit  their om theory. Vellebha himeelf has
written s commentary on this verse. VitthaleBa wrote on it

g netricsl comnentary in S5 vers es. Purusottems nas ¢ommented

upon it, Berides these,there is elso cne prose passuge by
(loknleés alias Srivallabha,Though Frof,l.G.Shastri cells

it an icdependent work it is £ot differeni iz nsture fromy

a compentary on Vallsbha's GByatril . Further there'ié
cdm>mpﬁgmﬁﬁai:ﬁwwami&?vaﬂ%sm:mtmmmm
author, There sre slso prose works of jndivefs mnd Govardhana
Bhatte tryiug to explein ine pur@@rt of the Gayat “l.hll

these have besn priuied in a collection of the Sampradayic

works on (ByaterT,edibed end publiched by Prof.M.G.Shastri.

The Savitri véerss is e sivple prayer fo the Smn God .
Savidr,the inspirer. it was slowly surs -emnded with 2 halo
of esnctity sud bscsme the V@da~ﬁi§a or bthe seed of the
bufl?turvu. Attempts weve thea pade to interpretl the vemse

80 &5 o 3uit the intervreter's own beliefs and the®s grew
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a tendency io mystily each snd every syllable of the

verse. Vallabhe shows how it tesches the doctrive of CGrace,
@1§§hai&8a goes 4 step further by eXQlaining erch and every
word, the petre, the rei cotewall explained by means of
fanciful etymology end fantsstic imegination, Vitthaleba
Says thaﬁ here the teaching is not just of the doctrine of
(race bub oven of Love,of Srfigdrs,Purusottana expleins

21l the 35 verses in his usual asalybical method,Inder
V.25 he refutes the interpretstion of the Saivas. Some of

his explenetions ere alsc equally Tanciful.

(60) fyssadedevivytivivaransa:
The NyEsadeds is one verse explaining the fsmos

erge in the Bhagevdd CTtE; 'Sauvedharran parityajya...etc.!
(Rhsgavad GItE ZVIIL1.66) The verse runs

THe/MNyasadeesu dharmatysjonavacansto kificanadhikriyo-
~-kta,
hﬁrQWHyuw vaidgen vnitor msditarabhajsnapekssanam va
vvaﬁodham'

Duhsadhyeccliod yeman va kvecid upedemitav anye-
Qammel e val

iha na vihate dhama

[s

Brahaastranyaya uk a8 tad
Ia the Bhagavad Gita the Lord tells Arjune of -

Wiskema kermayoge snd performing oneds dharma without
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attachmeat., How can the verse ¥VII11.66 be reconciled with
this teaching? The Nyasalefa verse tries %o solve this
riddle in veriocus ways. wltbhaiesa has written a commentery
on it expleining it in two ways. ‘Puruqotbdma hss writien

s sub-commentery on it, Purugotiama does not sgy muech
aboat the Pusti,Msrysdd, end ell that,as does Vitthalesa,

- —_— R / - . —
He refere bto Ravanujs,semksra and Hadhusudana,refutes

i

hem sll except the firsd with?hom he shows just the

1ifference of approach. Purugotbana glso refers to the

,‘.

Bpredayika ¥iEnsakas end thei» method of reconcilisbiom,

=

Te doss not sgree with them in toto.

Wheo is the asuthor of this verse?Scme scholzrs in the
Seapoeddya thiox that 15 is writien hy Vzllebha.This is
not correct. It ig the fifteenth verse in the Liyasavimdati

i BTa e s bt e B .
of Zemrye VedontadeSika,who wes a follower of ﬁaménuja_120

Tt ig Aiffievit 0 state what is the opinicn of Vitthaleba
snd Purnsottams 3boa% this , Vitthale é begins by saying:

- -

L .VZC, n'(‘?hifﬂ (h.{a‘{’ ﬂ?‘(ih ilen apsilayan t&d vBkva -

Paiparyan skeas ®lokensha,..etc,'He ends withs!.. Iti

Ritrcorsnakrpdto gopipaticersna cenu Chaniud yeli,
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Srivitthalens viveto bzavo.msyl sa sthiro bhavato.?

Purusottoma begins his commentary with:

qum?dvqliabha—nandanac&ranambhoge nusasndhaye,

hJasaaeSav1varanasyssavam atra sphutikurve.

The lsgt verse also has almost the same purport.fhus there
is no reference to Vallebha.Again,whenever Vitthalefa refers

to the suthor he says*Bha' end ra+‘nﬂnh‘ vizich he might

have used,hsd he thought the verse to be of Vallabha.Thus

T

probably even Vitthalefs and Purucbbtama did not meon thatb

the verse was written by Valiabha.

(61) P“*%?valambﬂra K@

Th@'Patr olenbane 18 a work in 40 verses with

prose passages ¢om wing between verses £9 and 30,2nd between

94 gnd 55.4% the end of the prose passags affsr VO

R
Purugcbtema says that there is comething weading in the
text. V.30 has only the second line and the refutation of

121
the ¥#syavade which is ‘referred bo in ?. 2 is not found here.

121, stra yadyapy eiavateive nirveho bhaveti tathapy

npessniiare wayavedo nirdkrta 1ti xathawdd stra ca
prethemapadad ito’gre etdvaty friir iti pretibhati,

. Patr@velanbenstiks,p.29.
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The work is intended tc show the correct theories aceard ing
to the Brshmavida end o refute the thkories of Bhedawd a
end WEyavada, | | |

The title Patrevelambana has = curious origin,As
Purusottema informs us,when Vallabhz was staying at
Carax}'é_dri,vwlouc followers of Mayavads and the Bhatte
school of Mimanss went there from Kashi for discussio,
This resnlied in obstructicn to his work of devotim end
service t0 God. He theceupon came to Xashi hinself and
wrote this tract,placivg it at the doors of Kasivifvese
temple.Hence it is celled Patravelantans,Vellebha's ides
seems o be that otherg scholars sﬁoai@. first rend this
gnd then alone should apuroach him if their doubts are

not resclwed,

Purusottema's commeniory is explanatory.lt is very

helpful in vnderstesding the texi.

(82). . Vql.*_abh taksvivarspas -

The Vallskknstaks in eight verses was written by
Vltthalesa. It describes the nature of Vallabhs a8
‘Flre'( - the beghuning eaud, a8 "Krene' st the end It

is seid that the ase of the Redrys is .mamea in the

Sarvottsuzototra,his gualities in the ﬁ:}%atqsn preuancte
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end his neture in the Vallebhigstaks. Purisottema’s

commentery is feithful aad explanalory.

(v).

Oom=z nteries an other werks.

(63) Mendukyvpanigad-dIpika;

Before dealing with this work we would like to
write 2 fow lines on the comuentaries of Purugdtﬁama on
the Upenigeds.Vallabhs hinself did not write commentaries
on the Upaciseds.Purugobtems is however credited with
some such commexn burics. He is 8aid to have writien the
Dipikaes on the Kalivalyopsnisad,Brahmopanigad Nysinhottera-
t5piny upenigad,Chandogyopanisst  Mandukyopanisad and
Svetaévetaropsnised e is also said %o have writien tie

1

Upanised-artha~samzrehss, T have been able to find out
his Mrtha-samgvehec cn the Kaivalya snd Brahma,while
Dipikas on the MFndficya snd Nrsimhotteratspini.it is -
possible that Purnsobtama might have writben the
@ommentaries,vhinh ha han been erodited withxand might‘
have compesed Arthasemersias on many Upsnisads,and they
‘might h@vé beer loui,

Bheld Hamsosth Shasizl published in V,8,1280 the

WendbyopeaigadaTpike of Puroageottsma,in Bombay.It conthins

the commentary not only uydﬁ the prose passsges of the
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fiandukys but also upcn the first two chapiers of the
¥arikas ascribed to Csudapsda,lt mey sppeer rathér euriwrs
thet Purugottama should have commented upon the verses of

Gaudepade, the grand-tescher of ée&kara.?uru§ott§ma has
explsined the Upenisad end the Karikss from the point of

view of Suddlsbveita,

i

3

While only the comrentnry upon the first two chspters

of the KEriskgs ic extm t,hm should edmit that he commented

upon. the other iwo chapters zlso.At the end of the second
chapter he seys:'SadherFntsragan swirbansm upssendninm ca
Sattvét wim il Jedacsryeds pededa ity etaddveyenmeten
advaitikhye vicerayisye.' " flne he intended to write on'

the third chapter elso. In ivaransbheips he refers to hie

- > fzh “ -
commentery thriee,”  All hhese references,especislly the

A S g T O o U T G I VW ACS WG < P TS el W 1S Tl S vl S e N e D O . > LIS S Gie e A i D P R O O G i B e et A € s

122 M2udtkyopanisaddIpila. v-58.
128.(1)Vat tu foudavertike~'Bhogar than epgtir ity enye kride-

I

5
I=te

rthem 1ti cApsre’ity evem prayojensm vikslpye-'Revasyaiss

svabligvdyan Gpteksuasys K& sprha’~iti siddhanta amw»ho fatre-
pi kridakeranem eva svsbiave vekh bevyah, T,8, Ab.Y,. 62,9, 116,

(2)Etens Gaudavartivaiurothendpi ye grahilatvemf vidadhati,
te’ pi pratynittarit’® bodhydh.Caudavirtikspraksranacatusigs -

rthas tu asyd tedvyaihyrne sopapsttike nirupite i%i tato’

‘a

vadheyah. (1.3, 4b.¥.91.p. 188, ( 3) Tena Grulavariikokbs- sathkerya-
vadedosd apl Viksrapaigixerzd eva parihriah.(T.Sp.Ab.V.140
p.117.,

»
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sécond,make it quite clesr that Purugottama not only
intended to write but dctually wrote his commentary upon
all the four chapters of the Geudapade-karikas,It is
really uwnfortunate that £¥d we have not been able to
secure the commentery in full.
(64)  Nrsimhottarat@pinyupenisaddipika:

The Nrsimhottsratapini is a minor Upanigad balong-
-ing to the Athervaveda.lt beging with i;he four divisions
of '0m'in the fashion of the Mandukye.It has nine khandas,
/fn which it appears to teach the sbsohutism of Sankara,
The infhuence of the Mndikya and the Gaudapadekarikas is
distinctly traceable. It also combines with this
absolutism,the theistic trends as seen in the elevation
of Nrsinhs.Purusotteme has commented upon this work from
the point of view of Suddhadvaita.He seems %o care only
for proving thet the Upanisad does not teach the Kevala-
-dvaita of Safmkera.Thet is why his commentary is very
short.It is strenge that he does not explain so meny
péSSageS.

Regsrding the Arthasamgrahas of Purugotiama,

Telivala makes an interesting observetion at the end of
the KaivalyOpanmadarthaSafzgraha.12%8 says that

Purusottama is said to have written 52 Vadagrsnthas.It

o Y T T gy P TN s D T W Sy G S N M R S SN SO e & e - S S ot S D B LS S A P S A SO S ) e R T R ST i o S S

124.Cf.Pus tlbhaktlsuaha.Vol V.Jio.6.
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T

does not appesr to be correct.lt is'likely thet Purugggfémg\
might have written 52 Upanlsaduarthasang;ahas and they -
might have been &tvled Vadegranthas by some,Dayeram,the
well known Fugaratl poet has said in hlS Guru—51sya-samvad§,f
that the Upenisads ere only 52.Hence it may be .said that
' purusottems wrote 5% Arthasefigrehas.It is difficult to
say auything for or against this vlew.

What is the difference between an Arthasangraha ard
a Dipiks? The two terms do not appear to have sny wide
divergence in their connotatiog so fér as the works of
Purugottema are concerned.It may be said that the Artﬁa-
-sshgraha is a shorter commentary while the Dipika is
an extensive comsentery.But the Nrsimhetteratapini-

upenisad-dipiksd is surely not a long comn‘en’oary.Purusotuama

seems to have used these words without any dlfferenee in

their meanings,

(65) Kaivalyopenisederthasangrahas
' It has been published in the Pustibhaktisudha

Vol.V No.6.The Kaivelye is o small Upanised,which like
the ﬁysinhottaratépini,appears to contain the asbsolutism

of Semleara with the theistic tendencies leaning towsrds
Ssiviem.Purugottema has interpreted the same SO as to

£ind out the Suddh@dvaita end Vsisnavism from it,
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(686) Brahmé@anigadQarthasaﬂgraha:

" It has been published in the Pustibhektisudha
Vol,I11 No.1.The Brehmopanisad is a short work %ith‘the
ideslistic doctrines,Purusottsma has explained it in such
& way as to show that the first khanda shows the grandeur
of Brehmen,the second gives the four States of1consciousness

as found in the MEpdiikya,the Viruddhadharngérayatva ete.

Shri.C.iShestri at the end in a foot note says that
this appears to be s pert of s bigzer work called Upanisad-
erthasaigrsha,This is similar to the suégestioﬂ of Telivsala
referred fo above,

(67) Introduction to AmrtateraiginT:
The Amﬁtataréﬁgigi commentary on the Bhégavgd éité
raiéeé a question of suthérship.lt has been printed toéether

with other commenteries in the publication of the Gujarati

Press. Prof.ii,0.Shastri,in his introduction to his

‘collection of the Suddhadveits works on the Gita says :
'grimatpurugottamaviracita (érima&vrajaréysgoévémiviraciteti
vrddhsh)Gitanrtatarangini ;. .ete.? 125 Thus according $o
some the work goes under the neme of Purusottema,while in

the opinion of others it was written by Vrajerzya.The last
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125,51 Tmad Bhagaeved Gitg with Tattvadipa ete.Bhumika.p.5.
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ten verses are not useful in throwing light upon this
problem, It is & really e difficult point. We shall heve to
rel;y solely upon the mternal evidence,

The comrentary bcgms with an introduction Whmb gives

verious views regerdmg the purport of the Bhagevad-Gita,

of ‘Samkara, Medhusudana Sarss vatx,bméh&ra and,Rsmanuga.

The author refutes the opinions of the first three and shows
pertisl agreement with that of the last.The author then gives
sn important discussion on the purport of the Gitd as

understood in the Suddh@dvaits.

The régular commentary is however far different from
the introduction in its spizit.It explains only the words
of:the Gita at aimost ali the places. It does not refer to
the iﬁtprpretations of other cbmmentetors even though some-
-tlmes it may be naceswarydﬁot only so but sometimes it may '
apnear that the meening given in the commentary is far
fetched.?e may just take an iustance or two.The CTtall.28
regds;vgvyakﬁadini bhtani...ete,'It may be uderstood in s
simple way that the beings are invisible hefore they are
boﬁn,'they ere visible when they are alive and they are

sgain invisible when they die.So in the beginningget the end

they ere -Avayakbs,in the middle they are Vyakts.This is the
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meaning generally sccepted by the commentatoré,exeept the

puthor of Amrtatéraﬁgini;ﬁe says that A%yékta meens Aksara,
whick is the &ii or utpattl of the bodies,which according to
him is the meanzng of ‘bhutani, Vyaktamadhyanl is" eXplalned
aslvyaktam jagat ted eva madhyem sthlzlrupam utpattllayayor
nedhyen yegam tani' Similerly! Avyaktanldhenanl' means:
'Avydat? akqara eva nidhanam leyo yesam tani te'.The
commentator then sdds !Atrayem artha@.Yata uatpattis tatraiva
wafe Bokad svesyzmnucita ity srthoflSvasyEbi tanwaradenteran
na nsrakddicsnbliavana yate utpattisthela eva svasyapi neo

bhavigyati.® iae“he commentator's meaning is not convincing .

The commentatsr'again brings in the topic of Bhakti every now

and then,even at plaées where it is entirely uncslled for,
Thus for instence in GIita T.36,He gives ftwo interpretations,

Tn the sscond interpretetion he says "Tavaka pritih syad'

end thus bringsin the idea of Bhakti.He adds after some
discussion: *Atetayiderene dogabhavas tu dharmafFstra vicarend-
rthodastrevicarens va nirfipita na tu bhektivicarena ,bhakti-
mergat tu tayor durbaletvat {eniarapenasntkem papam eva bhavet
papac ¢s bhegavatssmbandho na syad ata eve naranan ksTna-
ﬁéjﬁﬂgm iti nirﬁpitame}§z is really very difficult to agrée
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126, Svinad bhagavad Gita with seven comnentaries.p.91,

127. Tbid.p.30.
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the explenations given in the commentary are not convineing.

A perusal of the works of Purugottama witl}, show that
the body of the commentary does not contain enything which
ney enable us to sgy that the work is from the pen of.
purugottams, Not only so,but the essential charscteristies
of Purugottamats style and £}¢ treatment are totally absent.
Purugottams is never unreasonable,especiﬁal}.y when he is
comnen ting upon some important philosophiecel work and if
we look to the mstanées referred to above,we are not
inclined to believe that it is written by him.Again the
present writer has not been able to find referencesto this
com:me.ntary in say of the works of Purusottams, though
‘references to f’she‘ G"it‘i are very often found.Some of the
erplenations of the verses in the GIta as given by Purugottama
elsawhe:r.;e,are different from the explanstions gi{reu in the
sgid commentery.While explaining the V.21 of the second. .
chapter of the Tattvad‘fpgnibandha,?urusgottsma explains the
tern' Vedevidaretsh’ ncemring in the ita 11.42. es:;-!'Vadaratah

- o 128
na tu tatperyajnatsrah'.  In the commentesry on the other

hand it ie steted :'VedavAdarata iti vedokbephalekarmakeranam
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. evocitam na fu nisk?afmatay'é té £ath‘é‘ ]."%simj_lar]y Purugotbana
ex;plams'Tra:.g\myamsayeh' gecuring in the Gites 11, 45.as it

! Traigunyam guﬂatrayas»amadayo visayo bodhyc yesan te tathg.?! '!-‘i}
The @crm,.eata;y hcwever explsics it asi! Tralgzmyah t;mgzma—
srstau srstd ye jivas tadvisayss tedartham svargaphalaka— .
karmabb@héka' vedsh,' end 'Vedss tralgupyav1§ayas tr igundmaka-
svarupaphalapretipaiaksh na tu saksad bhegavetssmbendhe-
)pratip’édakﬁh ' mlﬁgaiﬁ the tiradé sgainsf the Vedas in the.
(Hite is \e::plamed by Purusottems in his Avavanabhanga as: |

* 'Laukikim pretitin adayalva, Van.tl& 1321\30 such exPlanatmn,s’

ig given ia the Axa;tatéraﬁgig‘ia‘.{hus it may be said . that the
inrtatershgini is not written by Purusottama but by Veajardye.
The introduction is however quite differently cocieved mad

- contains all the charscteristics of Pux‘u§ot'tama's"genﬂhas

 we think that it was préfixed to the commewtary sy Purussfta;naa

It is very easy to mldersatnd how the work passed off under

the nme of our author.?urasottama has written many
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'129.{Sr'1'mad Bhegevad Gitz with 7 comuentaries.p.107. -
Is()'TﬁSn.Ab.v. 21.-‘9. 22. . ;
131.5rTnad Bhagsved Gite with 7 oompentaries.p.111.

132. T.Sn.Ab.V.21.p.22. .



- 224

works end fathered them upon his elders,so the Amrtatareieind
alsc,to which he has written only en introduction,might have

been understood to be his,

(V1).

Remarks,

%e have deseribed above 67 works of Purusottema in all,
purusottama might have written many more indepsndont® works

or commentsries then those which have been noted above by me,

-

The Sempradayic fradition has attributed to him such
literature that cen not be described as anything but vast,
He is said 1o have written as meny as nine lacs of verses,'53
Some of his works might have been lost to us.It is also
possible>that some of his works might have been known and

studied by some one or other scholar of the Ssmprad@ya emd

T may not have been able to secure the s=me.The commentary

on the Dvﬁtrinéa&gpafﬁﬂhak§amﬁpana~8totra wag not found by me.
1t is possible that there may be some such other works eslso,
My way,l have given an accouvnt of as many works of
Purnsottema as I could get.I think that I have reviewed

almost all his importert works and meny of his minor works,
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133.Gf;*Yab sarvan navalaksapadyakamitapraudheprabandham
vyadhat!

3rd line from the Sahpredayic verse fegarding Purugottama,
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They are more then sufficient to show how Purusobttama was

P prolific writer who tried- to explain almost el the
important works of his great ancestors end who also wrote
dozens of independent works to elucidate elesrly the primiples
of the Suddhadvaita systen, and to criticise the theoryes, |
which were unacceptable to him,

- Is i% possible to find out a chroasological order of his
workst We nave one piece of evidence for this purpose,
Purugottame very often refers to his own works and we cen
easlly say that the works which are referred to are definijtely
earlier than those in which the references are found, The
evidence is however not capelusive, It is possible that

Purusottema might have been writing some works simultanecnsly.
It is also possible that Purusottama might be referring to

the works which were Delug written or which he might have
only plenned to write at the time of referriag to them and’
mlghb not have actually written them.Hence the argumenté

based on these references does not appear to be sound,

Is it necessary to find out the chronologicel order

of his works at all?The guestion of the ehranologieal order
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of the works of meny suthors hss been discussed and debated,
but T may be exeused to say thet more often then not the
discussions of this type appear %o be without nuch valte.

The chronologi-oal order of %the works of a particulsr author
should be stiempbed if =nd when we sre in a position o ﬁoin-t
out the development of the genius of the author snd if we
sre able ©0 study how the author atteined to that perticulsr
state of maturity.If we cen not do this, the whole question
of %he chronological order loses its importence and value,
What is the position of Purusottams? 4 study of the works of
Purugottama reveals no such development or ettainment of
maturit}}. We have the same guthor,the same dialectician,
with the same menner of presentati'on through out in all lis
works ,whether they may be importent comsentaries or independent

works or just minor tracts, We do not therefore think it

necessary to enter into such a discussion at all.



