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HISTORY OF THE REFUTATION AND ACCOMMODATION 
-OF THE CONCEPT OF MAYA 

BY THE VAIS~AVA VEDANTA ThiNKERS RAMANUJA,NIMBARKA 

AND GAUDIYA VEDANTA (CAITANYA) ETC. 

The Vai~~ava Philosophy is based on the Vedas and the Agamas, the 

PuraQas and the Prabandham. Va rious Vai~f)ava thinkers like Ram7muja 

conceived God the absolute truth, not as something impassive, indifferent 

substance. For him, such a conception is mere vacuous-impossible. 

God is always sharing over experiences working our of ' his delight for 

creation and upbuiJding of the world. 

Ramanuja (1017 A.D. - 1137 A.D.) was the chief profounder of the doctrine 

of qualified monism or Visi~tadvaitavada. He was also a theistic vedantist. 
I (§! 

He critised Sarhkara's monism, or absolutism and tried the ontological 

basi s in explaining the existence of God, the individual souls, and the 

world, and regrded the wouls and the world as attributes or modes of 

God. 

Ram7muja conceives God as sustaining authority of the conscious and 

unconscious objects of the universe. This experienced world of the 

plurality is virtually real and in some sense is of the same status of 

the reality of God. Though God co-exists with this conscious and un-

conscious objects of the universe, yet He trancends this finitude. This 

world starts from Him. He is the immane nt ground of the world -
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after dissolution it comes back to Him. God, the supreme Lord Visnu .. 
wl1 " is also 13rahma and Siva, is the all perfec t supreme reality. 'Brahman' 

- is the absolute substance of whom soul and matter are regarded as 

attributes. Their intimate relation is to be compared to the relation 

with one's soul and body. 

Ramanuja to establish his point that, the world and soul are to be 
. ..;, 

considered as the attributes of the supreme substance God, refers to 

the "criptures like the Vedas. Following the Vedas Ramanuja admits 

that Brahman is full of auspicious qualities, though devoid of (some) 

predicates. These predicates Ramanuja holds, are the false and finite 

attributes - it does not mean that Brahman is devoid of all predicates. 

We, the finite beings feel it impossible to grasp the nature of Brahman. 

We may not apprehend His nature fully but He definitely inheres within 

Himself glorious predicates like ornnipotence, omniscience etc. The 

plurality is not to be dismissed outright. The famous dictum 'Tattvamsi' 

also propagates the view that, there is absolute oneness between the 

individual soul and Brahman. The unity with God and at the sametime 

the reality of the finites in their respective sphere ha.vebeen recomme1 1:J ed. 

/ 

Samkaracharya could not explain the relation between Brahman - the 

infinite and the finite world since he explained the Brahman as impassivE>, 
I 

i mmut'lble absolute - the supre me reality remains untouched by this 

finite world · of everyday experience. · Nothing could conjoin these two 

save maya, a magical force, ultimately unreal delusive power. The 
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I" • - -
problem which led Samkaracharya to conceive maya as a force creating 

the world also left him in trouble to explain it as something unreal 

and hence he held it mere magical non-existent force. But, this was 

no problem for Ramanuja. He was ready to accept the theory of creation 

out of almighty God. It was quite easy task for Ramanuja to establish 

the relation between the infinite and finite world with the help of his 

substance and attributes. Though it is undoubtedly true that while Brahman 

has absolutely unconditioned existence, the matter anct the finite minds 

are dependent and conditione d by the Supreme Reality. 

Vehemently declines the importance of Lhe theory of maya and the unreality 

of the world. 

/ 

Samk3.ra held the view that, l3rahman is pure intelligence (cin-matram), 

entirely devoid of any kind of form, predicates and qualities. The differ-

ences like the knower, the known, and the diverse forms of cognitions 

are imposed on it and are false. As soon as the reality is known, false-

hood with them ceases to exist, falsehood is infact an appearance for 

Him. This falsehood is created for some defects or dosa which hides . 
the real trut h and proJects various unreal false appearances. Avidya 

or maya produc , ., the false world appearance before us. It is the very 

defect and r1e ither ca n be said to be existent nor non-existent (sat-asad 

anirvacanTya) and as soon as Brahman is known, . , ceases to exist. The 

other parts of the vedas which lay emphasis on the ritual performances 

and thereby accepts the existence of plurality are acceptable until the 

ultimate truth Brahman remains unknown. The Brahman is described 
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by the scriptures as the supre me reality, the pure consciousness and 

the infinite - 'satya m .Jnanamana r. :·n Brahman' referring to the sa me 

differ e nceless indentical eni ty which is absolutely nirvisesa. 

,I 

As a reactionary theory against Sarhkari te advai tism and the theory 

of maya , Ramanuj a advanced various objections which aimed at denying 

the views that Brahman as the ultimate reality is unqualified. According 

to Ramanuja since all proofs proceed on the basic assumption of some 

qualified characters, those who as s ~ rt that reality can be unqualified, 

have really no grounds to prove it. 

When the Brah rn -..~ n is said to be real, pure consci ousness, and infinite, 

it means that Brahman is not rn c- re characterless - these are indicative 

of essential characteristics of Brahman. The scriptures can not prove 

Br __, hman as a reality devoid of any characteristic, since they being 

e xpressed in words each word comprising a ste m and a suffix, unable 

to yield any meaning which signifies anything that is predicateless. 

Perception is also false here - since determinate perceptions (sa-vikalpa-

pratyaksa) manifests some particular and even the indeterminate perception . 
(nirvikalpa pratyaka~a) also manifests some characters though negatively, 

since it excludes sonfe particular characters. As regards inference, 

it is also based on perception and as suc h must necessarily reveal a 

thing with certain characterist ics. 

Ramanuja also raise s the question - how can knowledge or consci ousness 
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be the same as t l!e knower or the self ? Consciousness can never be 

revealed to itself. It needs a knower or the ego or the self to be revealed. 

It is some times held that though pure conscious n"' <; S is in itself without 

any objects yet lay mistakes,it adopts the distinction between the knower 

and the known and itself appears as the knower. This appearance is 

comparable to the wrong perception of silver in case of conch-shell. 

But Ramanuja holds that this is impossible. We never feel that the 

knowledge is the the knower and always tend to make a clearcut dis
~ 

tinction between these two the knower and the knowledge. This is 

also re flected in the form 'I know' (aham anubhavami) knowledge involves 

the perception of difference. There is no source of knowledge enabling 

us to apprehend mere undifferenciated being. Even if there were, it 

would place Brahman in the positi'on of an object and thus will involve 

it in the sphere of the perishable. 

All knowledge reveals objects (Arthaprak~a). It is foolish to say that 

objects do not exist because they fail to persist for ever. Seeing an 

object being present now which does not e xist in another time and place, 

we should not rush to the conclusion that the thing is unreal. This 

world, though fails to persist eter r' a lly, is not unreal. Dr. S. Radhakrishna rJ 

remarks in his Indian Philosophy!;; both Samkara and Ramanuja lay stress 

on the logic of indenti ty, only Ramanuja believes that a true identity 

implies distinction and determination though not contradiction and denial." 

From Ramanuja's theory of knowledge, it follows that the real cannot 
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be a vacuous self identity. The differences and distinctions are inherent 

within itself. 
\§; 

Not only logic, but religious experiences also, demands 

a common bond between infinite absolute truth and the finite-latter 

being its reflection, soul and matter are comprehended in the unified 

whole and are related to the supreme Truth Brahman as attributes to 

a substance. They are also called orkaras. or modes, sesas or accessories, . 
while God is the supporter (Prakari), controller and the principal (se~l). 

They are real and persist for a long time or sometime, though subject 

to the control of All mighty God. The world and we the finite souls 

may be regarded as the modifications of Brahman. Identity for Ramanuja 

means only inseparable existence (ap;thaksiddhi) and he could form a 

unified whole with the infinite and His prakaras - the soul and the 

matter. Soul,. matter and God differ fro m ea._ l1 other due to their svarupa-

bheda i.e. natural differences - but are one on account of the identity 

(aikyam) of the modes and substances (prakara and pra.kari). 

Creation :1nd destruction for Rama nuj a are two different states of the 

same casual substance viz Brahman. Scriptures also tell us that God 

creates the world, out of Himself - allots rewards to different souls 

and does not wipe away the finite world at the very outset. 

In fact, Ramanuj a advocates the doctrine of Satkaryavada. The effect 

preexists in the cause is the principle accepted in this theory and they 

are of the san " . status i.e. real. Produc tion and destruction are the 

different st ' tus of the same casual principle. In between cause and 
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effect, there remains essent ial identity ( a nanyatva ) - the cause being 

real the effect (i.e. Brahman being real the produced world and human 

souls) cannot but be real. Among the things satya or real, and mithya 

or unreal and appearance, identity is not possible. If there could be 

non-difference between them Brahman a lso would be unreal and the 
/ 

world would be real whi c h is absurd, so Samkara's view is wrong. 

Ramanuja raised some objections against 
I • 
Samkara's theory of maya. 

Samkara maintains that one undifferentiated, indt?te rminate, selfluminous 

-Brahman is real, and that Isvara, Jevas and the material world are unreal 

appearances due to some defect, which is beginningless-avidya. It is 

neither real nor unreal, but indefinable and inexplicable. It conceals 

the real nature of Brahman and projects the appearance of the world 

which is illusory and contradicted by right knowledge. 
\§! 

First, Ramanuja contends that avidya mus t subsist in something. It 

cannot subsist in the individual soul · since the latter is the product 

of maya. Again, maya cannot reside in Brahman, since it is self-luminous 

and of the nature of knowledge which is co ntratictory to avidya. Avidya 

I • 
is by nature to be sub·.lated by knowledge in Samkara's theory. Brahman 

is of the nature of pure knowledge which destroys nescience (avidya). 

In fact according to Ramanuja Ma y a cannot a bide in any locus (asrayanupa-

patti I. Ramanuja contends that if avi<.ly~ conceals the nature of Brahman 

which is self luminou s, nothing can de st roy avidya. The knowledge of 
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the self-luminou-. nature of Brahman ca nnot destroy avidya, since it 

is of the nature of self-luminous like 11rahman. Both Brahman, which 

is of the nature of pure knowledge and the knowledge of its essential 

S( ' f-luminos1 ty are contradictory to avidya. 
I 

Further, Samkara admits 

that, Brahman is of the nature of intuition (anubhavasvarupa) which 

is not apprehended by any other intuition. So there is no knowledge 

of the self-luminous nature of Brahman possible. Knowledge and nescience 

(avidya) are contradictory to each other. So Brahman which is of the 

nature of pure knowledge or intuitio n destroys avidya, which cannot 

abide in Brahman. A question may be raised - Is this knowledge of 

the falsity of what is other than Brahman contradictory to the nescience 

of the real nature of Brahman, or to the nescience which consists in 

the view of the reality of the world-appearance (prapa nca) ? It cannot 

be contradictory to the nescience of the real nature of Brahman since 

it has a different object. The knowledge of the reality of the world 

appearance is contradicted by the knowledge of its falsity. The nescience 

of the real nature of Brahman, which is of the nature of pure knowledge, 

cannot be the locus or substrate of nescience. 

Secondly, maya is incapable of concealing the nature of Brahman (tirodha-

nanupapatti). The self luminosity is the • ssence of Brahma n, which 

would be destroyed if maya gets success in veiling it. Veiling the self 

luminosity of Brahman consists in either obstruction of the production 

of manifestation of Brahman or the' destruction of its existing mani-

festations. The manifestation o f Brahman is eternal, it is not produced, 
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so concealment of self-luminosity of Brahman amounts to the destruction 
~) 

of its m ::mifestation which is not acceptable. 

Thirdly, the reality of avidya is incapable of being proved (svarupanupapatti). 
/ 

Samkara held the view that the self-1 uminous Brahman (which is basically 

subjectless and objectless) apprehends itself as infinite subjects and 

objects due to some defects created by maya. Now Ramanuja raises 

the question, whether this defect is real or unreal. If it were real, 

then its reality makes monisi m meani ng l e~s . It cannot be unreal also, 

since in that c ase it will be either the knowing self, the known object 

or knowledge. The knowing self and the known object, are themselves 

unreal. Therefore their object must be due to some defect, and so 

on to infinity, which will le r1rl to infinite regress. Knowledge cannot 

be defective (distinctionless). Further, if Brahman itself is the defect, 

it will b<: eternal like Brahman and it makes liberation of the Jeva 

impossible, since the defect of maya cannot be destroyed. To prove 

the world appearance false, it is unavoidable to accept the rea lity of 

maya different from Brahman which will destroy the basis of the whole 
/ 

of Samkarite philosophy of Absolute Monism . 

Fourthly, Maya cannot be indefinable (anirvacaniyanupapatti). According 

to Ram anuja all objects are known through experience and they are 

either real or unreal, existent or non-exis tent. Maya is being described 
/ 

by Samkara a . something which baffles the determinate characters 

li ke sat or .sat. If such a thing, whi ch is neither real nor unreal were 
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an object of experience then anything would be an object of any expe rience 

which is impossible. 

Fifthly, the existence of maya cannot be proved as positive nescience 

(pramanaQupapatti). Ramanuja maintains that the existence of aj'nana 

or nescience cannot be proved by perception or inference. Ramanuja 

argues that the perception 'I ignorant' does not apprehend the existence 
/ I 

of positive nescience as Samkara argued. Samkara's argument was, 

here positive nescience is perceived, prior non-existence of knowledge 

1s not perceived, s1nce non-existence is known by non-apprehension 

(anupalabdhi). But according to Ramanuja, the perception of one's own 

ignorance apprehends the prior non-existence of knowledge - not the 

positive nescience. 

Neither perception, nor inference nor revelation establishes maya as 

illusion. In the scriptues maya is used to indicate the power belongs 

to God, and which is in no way to be declined as some unreal avidya 
/ 

which is explained by Samkara as false. Also in the Advaita view the 

scriptures as other world products to be explained as mere false objects 

and should be rejected as providing a unsubstantial knowledge. 

/ 

Sixthly, Samkara maintained avidya can be destroyed by the integral 

knowledge of the indentity of Brahman and the self (atman). Ramanuja 

urges that bondage is not apparent but real and that it ca nnot be destroyed 

by the mere theoretical knowledge of one undefferenced Brahman. 
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Bondage is due to karmas or merits and demerits of the Jl vas - which 

is mainly ehtical issue and needs the help of Bhakti which is something 

other than mere knowledge. 

Moreover, the knowledge of identity of Brahman and Jl vas is contradicted 

by the valid knowledge of duality betwee n the jlvas and Brahman. This 

false knowledge of identity leads to i n~rase bondage. Further the question 

remains unanswered, who gains the knowledge of the falsity of everything 

other than Brahman ? The superimposition (adhyasa) of Brahman in 

intellect (buddhi) cannot be the knower. It 1s an object of negation, 

so it can be an object of avidya ter minating knowledge. It can never 

be its knowing subject . 

If the essential nature of Brahman is the knower of the avidya - termina-

ting knowledge, its knowerhood (Jnatpva) is either natural or superimposed 
/ 

on it. If it is natural, then Brahman beco mes the knower (but Samkara 

maintained that Brahman is knowledge). 

If it is superimposed then, the superimposition and its originating avidya 

persist, since they are not objects of the avidya - terminating knowledge. 

If they are destroyed by another avidya terminating knowledge, it requires 

another knower and so on to infinity (infinite regress is apprehended). 

Again the superimpose ,i knower c annot be the agent of the avidya termi-

nating know ledge, which destroys it. It will then destroy Himse lf. If 
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the essential nature of Brahman, be the destroyer of the falsity of plurality, 

it is useless ro assume plurality, experience of plurality and its originating 

maya or al.idya. Thus Ramanuja shows that there can be no knowledge 

which can terminate avidya (Nivartakanupapatti). In respect of Ramanuja's 

/ 

contribution Radhakrishnan has remarked "while the philosophy of Samkara 

may have some attraction for those superior minds which shy at senti-

mental solutions of difficulties and seek their internal -satisfaction in the 

discipline of the will, which will enable them to bear with a Stoic calm 
I 

the worst that circumstances will in ftict on them, even Samkara allows 

that the millions of humanity crave for a God who has some heart about 

him. Ramanuja's view is highest expression of the truth," ••• 2 

Nimbarka 

Nimbarka, the other vedan!ist, who C3me after Ramanuja (According 

~ 
to Dr. S.N. Dasgupta, he lived in the middle of the ninth century) upheld 

typical assimilated views of Vedantism called the Dvaitad vaitavada -

dualistic monism. He insists on difference as well as non-difference 

or identity (bhedabheda) between Brahman and the individual souls and 

the world. The relation of identity in difference is based on the doctrine 

of transformation of Brahman into the world. The modification of Brahman 

is q.ccepted in Nimbarka's philosophy. 

Though there is close relation between the world and the individual 

souls is being accepted in Ramanuja and Nimbarka's philosophy, there is 

a difference lies between their outlook. Ramanuja insisted on the identity 
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as or unity 
I 

than difference between Brahman (Yise~ya) the qualified 

substance and the attributes (vi Se~ana) Or modes (prakara) I.e. the 

unconscious wor ld of matter (acit) and conscious souls (cit) while Nimbarka 

wanted to lay stress on identity and difference both. The individual 

souls and the world are accepted as real and reality is in nowhere curtailed 

to the level of mere adjectives of Brahman. It is only the non-perception 

of difference responsible for wrong assumption of identity be!ween Brahman 

and the evolved wor !d. 

The supreme realit y IS conceived and named after the Lord K f~\la by 

Nimbarka. Krsna is being regarded as possessing all auspicious qualities 

and is absolutely flawless. God manifests Himself in the avataras or 

incarnations. God has been considered as the material and the eff icient 
I 

cause, since creation means the manifestation of His powers (Sakti) 

of cit and acit in their subtle forms. 

Nimbarka held a clearcut realistic view regarding this world and the 

theory of maya which as usual follows from his theory of supreme reality 

and its manifestation. He upheld the theory of paril)ama of what is 

contained in God. At the sametime Nimbarka criticises the vivarta 

or illusion theory of the world and agrues that if the world were not 

real it cannot be superimposed on another. It is only a real object, which 

can be so imposed. 

/ 

The Samkarites described maya as something which appears in perception 



- 52 -

but is ultimately contradicted and hence false or non-existant. It was 

also said indefinable as baffling opposite characteristics of existence 

being present in perception and non-existence as being ultimately contra-

dieted. To this the followers of Nimbarka specially Anantaram3. raised 

the objection that contradi ction does not emply non-existence. The 

con tradi ction of the prior knowledge by a later one does not involve 

non-existence or falsity of the former. All cognitions are true in 

themselves though they might be destroyed by some other knowledge 

in some other time. This is called sat-khyati-vada of the Nimbarkists, 

who hold that all knowledge eve n the illusory one is produced must 

have its basic cause in some existent object. This theory denies the 

v1ew that non-existent objects can produce effect - the memory of 
/ 

true something can only produce the illusion. On the contrary Samkarites 

assumed to be produced by a false world appearance. 

Nimbarka held the view that it is inadmissible to accept any ajnana 

as world principle which is mere magic though has some relation with 

Brahman. The afnana or ignorance is a quality of individual beings. 

The individual beings are eternal parts of it, atomic in nature and are 

of limited powers. 

Anantarama again raises an objection that since Brahm an or ajnana 

neither inheres the characteristic failure to distinguish between the 

real nature of the self a nd the not self and consequently the possibility 

of illusion does not a ri se. Nothing can be expected from the products 

say which is not already present within the cause . 
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Illusions are not at all possible, so it IS sheer nonsense to think that 

all our perceptual and other kinds of know ledge are illusory as associated 

with ego. The self has been considered the real knower (jnata) and 

a real agent (karta) who is active in principle. According to Nimbarka 

the pract ical experience of such an agent and knower can never be 

dispensed with the sheer nonsence of considering it the result of a process 

of illusion. 

Caitanya 

The name of Caitanya is associated with Vai~l)avism, a religious cult 

of Hinduism. The Vai~~avism of Bengal and Bihar laid much emphasis 

on the glo rification of the Brindavana Ula. Caitanya, the great vai~r:'ava 

teacher of fifteenth century (1485-1533 A.D.) casted a great influence 

on contemporary religions, social situation with his newly formed 

democrati c vaisnava faith. Later, Jl va Goswami and Baladeva who 

were influenced by the philosophical basis for the sect, admitted maya 

as one of the five principles - which are God, souls and svarupasakti 

(with knowledge or jl1ana, suddhattatva or pure matter and kala or time). 

In '' aisnavism the ultimate reality IS considered as Vi~I)U, the personal .. 
God of love and grace, possessing the usual attributes of sat, cit and 

a nanda. He is the source, support and ultimate end of the world. Brahman 

is the material and eff icient cause of the universe. God 1s endowed 

with parasakti and apara sakti, avidya sakti on the other hand, Para 

~akti IS His essential nature though apara and avidya sakti are subject 
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to modification, Maya 1s one His chief powers (others being cit and 

jl va) by which the whole creation is produced. 

The universe and its creatures have come into being through the powers 

of God. They are supported by Him - though are separate and distinct. 

An incomprehensible difference and non-difference hold between the 

things and the supreme Lord. The world is real and not illusory, it 

is called maya on account of its nature, since it attracts men to itself 

and away from God. Men are basically God's reflection though finite. 

Maya with its delusive spell makes them the slave of the world. The 

souls become fettered by the bonds of the world through the power 

of maya which makes them forget their real nature. 

Caitanya did not write any treatise. He held God as the supreme reality. 

God has vanous inconceivable qualities and powers. He is not formless 

and indeterminate. He is the creation, preserver and destroyer of the 

world. He has cicchakti, jivasakti and maya S'akti. They are called as 

visnutakti ksetraj nanasakn and avidyasakti. God is the Lord of maya . . . . 

and the jlva is subject to it, Godwithout going under any modification 

manifests Himself, as the world. Brahman by his inconceivable power 

makes their world as an appearance (Vivarta) of Brahman. The world 

is real though it is mutable and destructible. Caitanya and his followers 

wanted to interpret the teachings of Brahmasutra as Parinamavada or 
/ 

the theory of modification. But Samkara wrongly ascribes it to the 

doctrine of maya. It 1s a false doctrine taught by the Buddhists in the 

' 1 
I , 
· -I 
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assumption of absolute nihilism. The jl vas and the world spn ng from 

the determinate nature of God, as his powers. The jl vas and the world 

'r / - - / 

spring successively from the j1 vasakti and the maya sakti of God as 

his modification. 

Krsna the supreme reality resides in the heaven and is beyond prak!ti 

He is infinite, obi qui tous, and possesses dj vine qualities. He is free 

from all traces of maya in the sense that He is not at all conditioned 

by the latter and K!~~a is the controller. Thus He is in the world yet 

not in it. On the other hand the world is in Him yet not in him. This 

philosophy of Vaisnavas thus conceived the unique relationship as some-

thing transeendent and immane nt both at the same time. 

Jeva Goswami also held that the ultimate reality is one consciousness 

- - 4 which is called Brahman, paramatman and Bhagavat. There is power 

and possessor of power cenceived in a single substanceuho is the eternal 

pure being, consciousness, bliss which is beyond maya and its mutations. 

He is endowed with mayasakti and conSCIOUSness i.e. the cicchakti. 

Vaikuntha is the place where the God exists with His essential power 

svarupasakti. He exists as pure ]eva-consciousness through His tatas-

thasakti. Maya is conceived as his external or bahiranga power, which 

1s basically unconsc ious and might be called as prak;ti. ,This is primary 

evolving force out ofwhich this world has been evolved as its modification. 

God has been existing as the supreme Lord who possesses conscious 

as well as unconsc ious power - the latter is maya. Cidacchaktirbhagavan. 
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God creates this world of manifold diversities through His mayasakti. 

Maya is being conceived as the creative power. Maya as Jl vamaya helps 

God to conceal the knowledge of the Jl vas. But Maya is not only the 

power of delusion - it is the cause of creation, mai ntenence and des-

truction of the world. It is said that "Mayajagat-sr~tyadihetur bhagava-

- - 5 - -cchaktir, na tu Kapatyamatram." The creative Maya which helps God 

to create this world is called as Gu~amaya. 
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CONCLUSION 

/ 

Samkara maintained that, one undifferentiated indete rminate self-lumin;ous 

Brahman is real and that Isvara, Jl vas, and the material world are unreal 

appearances due to maya (or avidya) whi c h is neither real noro unreal 
/ 

but indefinable and inexplicable. Now, Ramanuja criticises Samkara's 

monism as absolutism and in reference to doing that he has criticised 

the concept of maya as it was discussed as a magic power producing 

false illusions. 

Brahman is the cause as well as effect- Ramanuja advocates Satkaryavada. 

The cause and effect both are real production and the modification 

of the cause. The entire unconscious world and conscious souls are 

the effect. The effects are non-different from the cause. There is 

essential identity as non-difference between cause and effect, both 

of which are real. If the cause is real (Satya} and the effect is an unreal 
/ 

appearance (mithya) as Samkara maintains, there cannot be identity 

between them. There can be no identity between a reality and an 

appearance. " Sarvavasthasva cidacidvastunah 
- / ~ . 

parama!masan ratvam 

/ - 6 
paramatmasca atmatvam." 

Brahman is the supreme person (puru;;ottama) endowed with innumerable 

supreme and auspicious qualities and devoid of all impure qualities. 

Matter and souls are attributts (Vise~a~a), modes (prakara) or parts (am~a) 

of Brahman. The soul is identical in essential nature with Brahman. 
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The soul and Brahman both are real and disti net. They have coinherence 

in the same ground as substance. The Jlvas birth is due to avidya. 

Avidya is false identification of the self with the body. It is beginningless. 

Avidya discusses the essential nature of the self and its affinity with 

God, its inner controller. q_::ima nuj a r eco~; ni zes · avidya in the J) vas, which 

veils their essential nature and affinity with God, but he does not admit 

avidya whi c h projects the plurality of world appearance. 

Prakrti, avidya as maya 1s mixed sattva. It consists of sattva, rajas 
• 

and tamas. It is beginningless and eternal. It is the medium of Brahman's 

bless in the form of sport i.e. ITlabibhuti which is traceable in the empirical 

manifestations. In creation it is transformed into homogeneous and 

heterogeneous modifications in different times and places. Creation 

is the evolution of prak:ti from the homogeneous to the heterogeneous 

condition. As it produces modifications, it is called prak;ti. It is called 

avidya because it counteracts right knowledge. It is called maya because 

it creat6Sthe manifold universe. 

/ 

Samkara's theory of mayavada faced a good deal of criticisms from 

Ramanuja's end. The arguments presented by him may be considered 

m a nutshell. This was discussed in reference to avidya. Firsly, it 

is, asravanuoa oa tti Avidya cannot abide in any locus. It cannot abide 

m the •Jivas, since Jlvas are its product. Brahman which is of the nature 

of pure knowledge , cannot be the locus as substrate of nescience. Secondly, 

it is tirodhananupapatti. The manifes tation of Brahman is eternal; it 
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1s not produced. So concealment of self-luminosity of Brahman means 

in ot~er words the -nestriction of its manifestation. Hence avidya is 

incapable of concealing the nature of Brahman. Thirdly, Ramanuja refers 

to Svarupanupapatti. He asks whether this defect o_. real as unreal. 

Its reality contradicts monism so it is not real. It is neither the knowing 

self, the known object, nor knowledge. The reality of avidya is incapable 

of Being proved. Fourthly, avidya cc:nnot be indefinable (anirvacanlyanupa

patti). It is neither real nor unreal, since, all objects are known through 

experience and all experience is either of the real or the unreal, then, 

if such a thing, which is neither real nor unreal~ were an object of 

experience, then anything would be an object of any experience. Again, 

no means of knowledge testifies its existence (pramananupapatti). Neither 

perception, nor enference, nor revelation establishes the existence of 

maya. Sixthly, Ramanuja has mentioned nivartakanupapatti i.e., maya 

as it was presented can never be abolished. It nivartana of avidya takes 

place by means of the knowledge of Brahman devoid of attributes and 

qualities then it will be impossible, be cause there is no knowledge which 

is of such a type. The world, Ramanuja says, is real and an existe.nce 

though dependent on Brahman retains its reality. There can be no cessation 

of avidya, since there is no knowledge which can destroy it. Avidya 

of jl va is due to karma. This can not be destroyed by the mere a~stract 
/ . 

knowledge of the indentity of the A.tman and Brahman as Samkara 

maintains. It is called nirvttyanupapatti. 

Thus Prakrti and souls, in a subtle condition, constitute the body of 

Brahman. The manifest world and the embodied souls also constitute 
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his body. It is not an unreal apperance (prapanca). It is a transformation 

(parir;tama) of prak;ti, which is a power of God. The world is the effected 

Brahman (karyabrahma) and cannot be condem ned as false appearance . 

That cogni tion is false, which prompts unsuccessful activity. But the 

cog nitions of various objects of the world . do not lead to fruitless acts . 

The illusion of snake is contradicted by the perception of rope. But 

the perceptions of the world ly objects are never contradicted by any 

perception. Nor the scriptures deny their existe nce, though those objects 

are not eternal. They with Brahman constitute a coherent reality as 

a whole in their organic unit y . 

Nimbarka, criticises the vivarta (illusion) theory of the world, and argues 

that, if the world were not real, it could not be superimposed on another . 

The universe cannot be dismissed as a mere illusion. Since it is a manifes

tation (pari~ama) of what is contained subt ly in the nature of God . 

Ramanuja recognises internal difference (Svagatabheda) within Brahman • 

He regards Brahman as the qualif ied (Vise~ya) substance whose attributes 

(Visesana) as modes (Prakara) are the unconscious world of matte r (acit) 

and conscious souls (cit). Matter and souls are adjectives of the divine 

substance. They co-inhere in Brahman. Ramanuja stresses identity, 

while Nimbarka emphasises indenti ty as well as difference. The individual 

soul and the world are accepted as real and reality is in nowhere denied 

as mere adjectives of Brah llla n. 

The supreme rea lity is co nceived and named after the lord Krsna by 
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Nimbarka. He held a clearcut realistic view regarding this world and 

the theory of maya which as usual follows f~om his theory of Supreme 

Reality and its manifestation, Nimbarka and his followers Anantarama 

remarks, that, contradiction does not imply non-existence. The contradiction 

of the prior knowledge by a later one does not involve non-existence 

as falsity of the former. Temporality is not to be misunderstood as 

falsity. Nimbarkists as the proponents of the sat-khyati-vada Jheld that 

all knowledge even the illusory one must have their basic cause 1n an 

existent object. It is totally inadmissible to accept that, ajnana is there 

as the world principle, though as mere mag1c. Brahman can never be 

related in any sense with Maya - if it were mere illusion. Ignorance 

lies with the defects of individual beings. Anantarama clearly states 

it is not possible to explain how the failure arises to distinguish between 

the self and not-self which in otherwords implies illusion is inadmissible. 

According to Nimbarka and his followers, the practical experiences 

of the self, as fnata and karta can never be dispensed with the sheer 

nonsense of considering it the result of a process of illusion. 

Cai tanya was the great Vai~~ava teacher who casted a great influence 

on contemporary religious, social situation in India, appeared in fifteenth 

century. The philosophical thories propagated by his disciples considered 

maya as one of five basic principles with the same positive approach 

and value with God, knowledge etc. 

In Vaisanavism the ultimate reality is conceived as Lord Visnu. He 
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is the material and efficient cause of this world to which he provides 

support. Maya is one of His powers (others being cit and jnana) by which 

the whole creation is produced. Maya has got a specific humanitarian 

explanation in their thes1s. They hold the world is real and not illusory 

- maya is effective in this world in the sense that it attracts men to 

itself and away from God-the truth. God has various inconceivable 

qualities and powers such as Cicchakti, Jivasakti and Mayasakti. God 

is the Lord of maya and the jlva is subject to it. The world is real-

though mutable and destructible. The jl vas and the world spring succes

sively from the jiva~akti and the mayasakti as his modification. 

God (Lord Krsna) is related to the world with a unique relationship which 

is at the sametime transcendent and immanent. Maya has been considered 

as the creative power. Maya as jivamaya is effective in concealing 

the real nature of God, while, maya as gunamaya is specially the force . 
which helps God to create this world. 

This is to be noted throughout this chapter that the philosophers we 

have mentioned, express the way of thinking which in each and every 

sense of the term aims to mean, that the world is real, Maya is not 

illusion and above all the persons knowing the absolute truth must strive 

for a life in which though, God is the Supreme reality, world and the 

duties to be performed here, are in no way ignored as wort~less. This 

is expressed in their conception of bhakti, love as the way of salvation 

which are the ethical ideas aiming at inspiring work to be unde rtaken 

in a disinterested spirit. 
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