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The present discussion, rooted in the principles of Nyaya philosophy, examines the | issn.304s-0278 (oniine)__ DO (Crossref)erefix: 10.63431
nature of moksa (liberation), its relation to tattva-jiiana (true knowledge), and its o B
Sstatus as the highest human goal (purusartha). It begins by establishing that human
activity is always guided by prayojana (purpose), and hence Sastras first declare
their objective to inspire engagement. Moksa is identified as the ultimate purpose,
attained indirectly through sastra-jiana and directly through tattva-jiiana.

A major philosophical inquiry concerns the nature of liberation. Different views—
such as moksa being duhkha-pragabhava (prior absence of pain), atyantabhava
(absolute non-existence of pain), or duhkha-dhvamsa (cessation of suffering)—are
critically examined. The accepted view establishes moksa as the absolute cessation
of suffering, characterized by the complete destruction of karmic bondage (durita).
However, this destruction is not merely incidental but connected with the rise of
true knowledge.

The role of tattva-jiiana is analyzed in depth. It is shown not always as a direct
cause (karana) of liberation, but more precisely as a necessary condition or

instrumental cause (prayojaka), without which liberation cannot arise. While
karmas are primarily destroyed through experience (bhoga), knowledge facilitates

their exhaustion and prevents further accumulation, ultimately leading to
liberation.
The text also addresses objections regarding human motivation: if liberation _
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requires difficult practices (like yoga), why would one pursue it? The answer lies | 11icis an Open Access article distributed
in the unique desirability of absolute freedom from suffering, which generates | under the terms of the Creative Commons
strong motivation despite effort. Similarly, it resolves doubts about eligibility | Attribution License (CC BY 4.0)
(adhikara), concluding that only discriminative (viveki) individuals, who recognize | (bttps//creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0)
the inherent suffering in worldly pleasures, are fit to pursue liberation.
Finally, the discussion establishes that moksa qualifies as a purusartha (supreme | Key notes:
human goal) even though it is not directly perceptible. Human action is driven not | o The system is based on Nyaya
by direct perception but by desire for the cessation of suffering, making liberation philosophy, which analyzes
intrinsically desirable (svatah-prayojana), unlike secondary goals which depend
on other desires.
In conclusion, the work systematically defends that moksa is the ultimate end of
life, attainable through true knowledge, and characterized by the complete and
irreversible cessation of suffering, as logically grounded in Nydya philosophy.
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liberation through logic and
reasoning.

e Prayojana (purpose) is
essential for all human action;
hence every $astra begins by
stating its objective.

e The ultimate purpose (parama-

prayojana) of $astra is moksa (liberation).
e Moksa is defined as the absolute cessation of suffering (duhkha-nivrtti / duhkha-dhvamsa).
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e Competing views such as pragabhava (prior absence) and atyantabhava (absolute absence) of pain are examined
and refuted.
e Tattva-jiiana (true knowledge) is essential for liberation; it acts as a necessary cause (prayojaka) rather than always
a direct cause.
o Karma (durita/adrsta) is the root of suffering; its destruction is necessary for moksa.
e Karma is exhausted mainly through experience (bhoga), but knowledge prevents further accumulation and aids final
liberation.
e Liberation is not immediate after knowledge due to prarabdha karma, which must be exhausted.
e Moksa is characterized by irreversible freedom from suffering, not by the presence of pleasure.
e The desire for liberation arises because cessation of suffering is intrinsically desirable (svatah-prayojana).
¢ Even though moksa is not directly perceptible, it is still a valid purusartha (human goal).
e Difficult means like yoga and knowledge-practice are justified because the result (moksa) is supremely valuable.
e Only qualified seekers (adhikar1)—those with discrimination (viveka)—are truly fit to pursue liberation.
e  Worldly pleasures are mixed with suffering; realizing this leads to detachment and pursuit of moksa.
o Sastra, through knowledge, ultimately guides the aspirant toward final liberation from sarisara.
Introduction- Gadadhara Bhattacarya Cakravarti is recognized as one of the greatest and last major commentators
of the “Anumana-Didhiti” tradition in Navya-Nyaya. His extensive and profound commentarial works mark the
culmination of the third phase of Navya-Nyaya development. Due to the depth and authority of his scholarship, many
earlier Didhiti commentaries gradually fell out of circulation, and only the works of Jagadisa and, to some extent,
Bhavananda continued to survive in scholarly use. Numerous traditions and legends regarding his life are current in
Navadvipa, though their historical authenticity remains uncertain.
His literary corpus primarily consists of a vast range of Didhiti-based commentaries and logical treatises within the
Navya-Nyaya system. His major works include commentaries on the Tattvacintamani (on both the Sabda-khanda and
Anumana-khanda), Sabdamaﬁjﬁloké, Pratyaksaloka, Pratyaksa-Didhiti, Anumana-Didhiti (his most celebrated work),
Anumana-Aloka, Bauddhadhikara-Didhiti, Kusumafjali Tika, and Nyafiavadavyakhya, along with an incomplete
commentary on the Kavyaprakasa. A commentary on the Candi text is also attributed to him, though its authenticity is
debated. In addition to these commentaries, he composed numerous independent logical treatises such as Saktivada,
Muktivada, Vyutpattivada, Visayatavada, and Vidhi-svariipavada. According to tradition, the total number of such
“yada” texts attributed to him may be as many as sixty-four, although many of them are no longer fully available.
Many of his works survive today only in partial manuscripts or printed fragments. His Anumana-Didhiti-T1ka is
especially renowned throughout India for its subtle and rigorous analysis of logical fallacies (hetvabhasa) and its
remarkable precision in Nyaya reasoning. His writing reflects not only deep logical acumen but also a broad engagement
with Sanskrit poetics and grammar. Overall, Gadadhara Bhattacarya stands as a transformative thinker of late Navya-
Nyaya, after whom the creative tradition of Didhiti-style commentary gradually declined.
1
Prayojanaprakarana (That for the attainment of which a person engages in activity is called prayojana.)- All living
beings in the world, when they engage in any activity, do so only with the desire for a result. A person suffering from
hunger engages in eating to remove hunger; a thirsty person drinks water to remove thirst; and a patient takes bitter
medicine to relieve bodily pain.
We never engage in an action whose result we do not understand. For example, in early childhood, as long as a child
does not know that studying scriptures leads to knowledge and happiness, he cannot be made to study even with repeated
persuasion. But when the same person grows up and understands the beneficial results of study, he naturally engages in
it without external pressure.
From such examples of everyday life, it is established that without understanding the result of an action, engagement in
it is impossible. Therefore, at the beginning of scriptures, scholars state the “purpose” (prayojana) in order to motivate
people toward studying them.
Even if the purpose is not explicitly stated at the beginning of every text, a careful analysis reveals the intended goal of
the scripture. From this discussion, it can also be understood that “that which generates desire leading to action is called
purpose.” Hence, there is no fault in stating the specific definition after presenting the general idea.
It should also be understood here that in this treatise on liberation, the principal subject is liberation itself. Therefore,
liberation is the main topic of exposition. Once the knowledge of liberation arises, it generates the inclination toward it,
and through that inclination liberation is attained. Thus, liberation is the ultimate purpose (final goal) of this scripture.
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The “purpose” (prayojana) previously discussed is divided into two types—self-dependent purpose (svatah-prayojana)
and secondary purpose (gauna-prayojana). This self-dependent purpose is called “primary purpose” (mukhya prayojana)
by Visvanatha Nyayapaficanana in his Chayasutra-vrtti.

Among these, self-dependent purpose consists of three entities: (1) happiness (sukha), (2) direct experience of happiness
(sukha-saksatkara), and (3) absence of suffering (duhkha-abhava). However, sukha-saksatkara is not accepted as a
purpose by all scholars. For when a person engages in action, the desire that arises is generally “may I obtain happiness”
or “may I be free from suffering,” not “may I experience happiness directly.” According to the definition, that which
generates action through desire is called a purpose (prayojana). Therefore, sukha-saksatkara does not appear to qualify
as a true self-dependent purpose.

Ganges$a Upadhyaya, in the I$varanumana section of the Tattvacintamani, has clearly discussed this view. However,
according to Gadadhara’s position, just as desire for happiness produces action, so too the desire for direct experience
of happiness can also produce action. Therefore, there is no contradiction in accepting sukha-saksatkara as a purpose
alongside happiness and absence of suffering.

To clarify this for students, the object of definition (laksya) is stated even before the definition (laksana). That which
gives rise to desire without depending on any prior desire is called self-dependent purpose or primary purpose. For
example, the desire for happiness, the desire for direct experience of happiness, and the desire for absence of suffering
arise independently of any other prior desire. However, in the case of activities such as eating and sleeping, their desire
depends primarily upon the desire for happiness or absence of suffering. Therefore, in scriptural usage, the desire for
the result is stated as the cause of desire for means, but no separate cause is specified for the desire for the result itself.
Thus, happiness, absence of suffering, and direct experience of happiness are established as self-dependent (primary)
purposes, while eating, sleeping, etc., are secondary purposes.

Some others argue that whatever is not the cause of any other purpose but itself becomes the object of desire and the
cause of action is self-dependent purpose. This view is not acceptable. For in order to avoid contradiction in perception
of past and future objects, even the object (visaya) is sometimes accepted as a cause of cognition. That which, when
present, produces an effect and when absent, does not produce it, is called a cause.

According to this rule, the object (such as happiness) is also a cause of perceptual cognition such as the direct experience
of happiness. Hence, if happiness is taken as self-dependent purpose, a fault of over-extension (avyapti) arises, since
happiness would become a cause of another purpose (sukha-saksatkara). However, this objection is resolved because
sukha-saksatkara has already been accepted as a purpose in the author’s own view. Therefore, the earlier definition of
self-dependent purpose stands as valid and established.

Earlier it has been shown that the desire for happiness, absence of suffering, or direct experience of happiness does not
depend upon any other desire at its root. Rather, all other desires are ultimately rooted in the desire for happiness itself.
For example, when we suffer from hunger or become extremely distressed due to thirst, a desire arises in us that this
suffering should be removed through some means. Immediately thereafter, we develop a desire toward whatever object
is understood to be capable of removing hunger or thirst. Thus, the desire for food or water arises as a means for the
removal of suffering. Therefore, such objects are considered secondary ends (gauna prayojana), as they depend upon
the primary aim of removing suffering.

For instance, in the Vedic statement “one who desires heaven should perform the horse sacrifice (Asvamedha),” a person
desirous of heaven performs the sacrifice, and through it attains heaven. In the same way, heavenly pleasure—being
free from the relation with suffering—is considered a primary end (svatah-prayojana), not a secondary one.

According to Nyaya philosophy, liberation (moksa), which is the complete cessation of suffering, is also a primary
human goal. Just as heaven, being characterized by uninterrupted happiness and excellence, is naturally desirable and
does not depend on any other desire, similarly the complete cessation of suffering is also supremely excellent. Therefore,
the knowledge of it, obtained through scriptural study and reflection, immediately generates desire for it without
depending on any other desire.

Here, briefly, heaven may be understood as follows: that state of happiness in which the soul (the substratum of
happiness) is free from intense suffering during its experience, and in which neither before nor after that bodily condition
there is suffering in that soul, is called heaven. It is a desirable form of happiness.

In various texts, such a definition of heaven is found. When the word “heaven” is used to denote a specific place, that
is not its primary meaning but a figurative (secondary) one.

The nature of liberation (apavarga or moksa) will be discussed in detail in the subsequent sections. The term “hell” is
also explained by the $astra authors in a similar manner, by substituting happiness and suffering appropriately and
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interpreting them through exclusion of the undesired and acceptance of the desired meaning.
2

Muktipramana-prakarana -(Muktipramana-prakarana is the section that establishes liberation through valid means of
knowledge such as scripture and inference.) Knowledge (pramana) alone establishes the existence of things; without
pramana, nothing can be established as real. Therefore, through agreement and difference (anvaya—vyatireka), pramana
must be accepted as the cause of object-cognition. Whatever is not established by any pramana is considered unreal or
non-existent, like a sky-flower or a hare’s horn.
Hence, in order to establish liberation (moksa) as a real entity, one must depend upon valid means of knowledge.
According to the Naiyayikas, there are four pramanas—perception (pratyaksa), inference (anumana), comparison
(upamana), and testimony ($abda). However, liberation is not an object of sensory perception, since it is not an external
object accessible to the senses. Nor can it be perceived mentally in the state of liberation, because at that time the body,
senses, and latent karmic impressions (adrsta) cease to exist. Even prior to liberation, perception is not possible due to
the absence of its conditions. Therefore, liberation cannot be established through perception.
Comparison (upamana) merely yields knowledge of verbal association; hence, for the cognition of liberation, inference
and verbal testimony are primarily required.
The inferential argument for liberation may be presented as follows:
Just as in a lamp, the property called “lamp-ness” exists only in that lamp-substance, is confined to a particular entity,
and is destroyed in the immediately succeeding moment, similarly, qualities such as “pain-ness” or “Devadatta’s
suffering” also exist only in a particular substrate (the self) and may be destroyed in a subsequent moment.
The intention of this example is that suffering is a produced entity, which exists in the self as its substrate and can be
destroyed through appropriate causes. The complete and final destruction of suffering is what is called liberation.
Here, “continuity (santatitva)” means the condition in which a property does not remain simultaneously in multiple
entities, but exists sequentially across different moments.
Thus, if “pain-ness” is accepted as the counter-positive of destruction occurring in a different time than its substrate,
then that destruction must be the destruction of pain itself. A time must be assumed in which suffering is entirely absent.
If we take cosmic dissolution (mahapralaya) as that time, it becomes problematic due to lack of independent proof;
hence another special state must be accepted—namely, the state in which suffering is entirely absent. That state is
liberation.
In this way, the complete eradication of suffering is established as liberation.
A possible objection arises: just as in scripture the inference “the body is impure because it is produced from impurities
like semen, blood, etc.” is sometimes contradicted, similarly, if there are scriptural statements opposing this inference,
how can liberation still be established?
In reply, it is said that scriptural testimony also supports this conclusion. For example, the Upanisads declare that
knowledge of the Self is the means to liberation, and that one who realizes the Self is not reborn. Liberation is also
called “apunarbhava”—non-return to birth.
Until self-knowledge arises, birth and karmic fruition necessarily continue. But through self-realization, all karmic
impressions are destroyed, and therefore the possibility of rebirth ceases. Consequently, the complete cessation of
suffering is established, and this is liberation.

3
Resolution of the doubt regarding the impossibility of desiring liberation (apavarga/moksa)- An action toward which
a person has natural aversion is one that is opposed to their happiness, meaning that performing it necessarily results in
the loss of some form of pleasure. Generally, no one is inclined toward such actions. For example, a person engaged in
continuous study does not abandon it merely to gain the temporary comfort that comes from rest, because the value of
the outcome of study outweighs the loss of such comfort. Similarly, someone may leave their home and relatives and
go to a distant land to earn a livelihood through great hardship. Although staying at home would provide comfort, the
person does not choose it because the goal of earning wealth is considered more important.
From these examples, it follows that if an action necessarily results in the complete cessation of happiness, then
ordinarily no one would be inclined toward it. Thus, a doubt arises: how can moksa, which is defined as the complete
cessation of suffering—and which also implies the absence of worldly happiness—be considered a desirable human
goal (purusartha)?
The answer is that although complete cessation of suffering is necessarily accompanied by the absence of worldly
pleasure, still, if there is no opposing force of aversion toward that state, then mere cognition of “absence of suffering”
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is sufficient to generate desire for it. In other words, the absence of suffering is itself experienced as desirable. If it is
objected that the absence of suffering also entails the absence of happiness and therefore should naturally evoke
aversion, the reply is that what is regarded as self-evident ultimate good (svatah-prayojana) does not become an object
of hatred. Since the complete cessation of suffering is regarded as the highest good, it does not generate aversion; rather,
it generates desire.
Therefore, moksa—understood as the complete cessation of suffering—is properly established as a purusartha (a valid
human goal), and there is no logical contradiction in accepting it as such.

4
Determination of the Qualified Person (Adhikarin) for Liberation - The scriptures state that when a person, through
disciplined yogic practice and the development of yogic powers, attains true knowledge (tattvajfiana), all inner desires
are destroyed, all doubts are eliminated, and both merit and demerit (dharma and adharma)—which are the basis of
karmic bondage—are completely removed. In this state, knowledge produced through yoga destroys dharma and
adharma, thereby bringing about the cessation of suffering. Since pleasure depends on merit (dharma), the destruction
of dharma also implies the cessation of worldly happiness.
However, the cessation of happiness is generally not desired by all beings; rather, it is something naturally opposed and
even hated. Therefore, if one understands that yogic practices lead to the cessation of happiness, ordinary individuals
would develop aversion toward such practices instead of engaging in them. This raises the question: how can anyone
voluntarily undertake the difficult path of liberation, which appears to destroy happiness itself?
The answer is that in worldly people, there is intense attachment (utkata-raga) toward pleasure and intense aversion
(utkata-dvesa) toward the absence of pleasure. But when one reflects deeply on the nature of worldly happiness—seeing
it as mixed with suffering, impermanent, and ultimately unstable—this intense attachment gradually weakens. In such
a case, aversion toward the path of liberation does not arise.
To explain this, the notion of “intensity” (utkatatva) is introduced as a distinguishing factor. Mere attraction or aversion
is not sufficient to determine action; rather, it is the intensity of these feelings that governs human engagement or
withdrawal from a course of action.
Thus, although both the worldly person and the discerning (vivek1) person recognize that worldly happiness is mixed
with suffering, the worldly person remains attached to it due to strong attraction, whereas the discerning person does
not. Hence, mere intellectual knowledge is not enough to determine action; it is the psychological structure of attraction
and aversion that governs human behavior.
This point is also illustrated by Gangesa Upadhyaya in the ISvaranumana section of the Tattvacintamani. He explains
that foolish, non-discerning people, being solely desirous of pleasure, engage even in sinful acts for the sake of pleasure
mixed with suffering. In contrast, the wise person understands that worldly happiness is unstable and filled with
suffering, and therefore does not become attached to it. Just as a traveler seeking relief from heat would not take shelter
under the hood of a venomous snake—mistaking danger for safety—similarly, worldly beings mistakenly take refuge
in household life, only to suffer further distress.
Therefore, only those who have developed discrimination (viveka) and whose attachment to worldly pleasure and
aversion to renunciation are weakened become qualified for the pursuit of liberation. These discerning individuals are
the true adhikarins (eligible aspirants) for the path of moksa.

5
Establishing Moksa as a Human Goal (Purusartha)- Earlier, liberation (moksa), defined as the complete cessation
of suffering (atyanta-duhkha-nivrtti), has been established as a purusartha (human goal). However, some object to this
view and argue that people do not engage in pursuit of anything that is not available to perception. For example, states
like unconsciousness (miircha) are not directly perceptible, and therefore no one is seen to consciously strive for them.
In the same way, since liberation is not an object of direct perception, it cannot be considered a human goal.
This objection is not valid. The status of something as a purusartha does not depend on its being perceptible. Human
beings do not act with the intention of “I should perceive the absence of suffering,” but rather with the intention that “I
should be free from suffering itself.” Action is directed toward the result (phala), not toward its perception.
In practical experience, when a person seeks relief from suffering, the desire is not for the knowledge of absence of
suffering, but for the actual removal of suffering. This is why even a person whose body is afflicted by severe pain may
be willing to undergo extreme measures, even death, in order to eliminate suffering—though after death there is no
perception of that state of freedom from suffering.
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Therefore, since human effort is directed toward the attainment of desired results and not toward perceptibility, liberation
remains a valid purusartha even though it is not an object of direct perception. Moksa, understood as the complete and
final cessation of suffering, is thus accepted as the highest human goal.

6
Causality of Liberation through True Knowledge (Tattvajiana-mukti-hetuta-vicarah) - Earlier, liberation (moksa)
has been defined as the cessation of suffering (duhkha-nivrtti), but a proper understanding of the exact nature of this
cessation is necessary before deciding whether it is an end (purusartha) and whether true knowledge (tattvajiana) is
relevant to it. The author therefore explains that this cessation of suffering is not merely a prior non-existence
(pragabhava), but a destruction (dhvamsa) of suffering. It cannot be pragabhava because pragabhava and absolute non-
existence (atyantabhava) are beginningless and unproduced, whereas what has no origination cannot become a goal to
be achieved. If liberation were understood as pragabhava, then effort such as yoga and spiritual practice would become
meaningless, since one does not strive to produce what is eternally non-produced.
Thus, liberation must be understood as the destruction of suffering. Yet a further question arises: if suffering naturally
ceases in the very next moment through the production of a succeeding state in the self, then what role does true
knowledge play? In ordinary experience, every particular quality of a substance is destroyed by the immediately
succeeding quality arising in the same substratum. Hence, even without knowledge, suffering would be destroyed by
the next moment’s mental or experiential state, and liberation would occur automatically.
To this objection it is answered that such natural momentary destruction is different from the destruction produced by
true knowledge. The ordinary cessation of suffering, caused by other factors, is not the same as the complete and final
cessation (atyantika-duhkha-nivrtti) that occurs only when true knowledge arises. In ordinary worldly experience,
suffering is replaced by another state, but it remains within the same cycle of bondage. However, when true knowledge
arises, it destroys the causal chain of suffering itself, since it removes ignorance and the resulting accumulation of merit
and demerit (dharma—adharma). Therefore, true knowledge must be accepted as a necessary means for liberation.
However, a further objection is raised: if the defining characteristic of liberation (namely, suffering’s destruction in
relation to its substratum) can be produced by other causes, then it becomes an “extraneous characteristic” (artha-
samagrahita), and such a property cannot serve as the defining condition (jativacchedaka) of the effect of knowledge. If
so, knowledge cannot be the cause of liberation.
In response, it is said that even if a property is shared or externally determined, it is not necessarily excluded from being
the defining condition of an effect. Only when there is a strong reason against such causality is it rejected. In the present
case, scripture (Sruti) and authoritative tradition establish that liberation is directly connected with true knowledge.
Therefore, even if the defining feature appears externally determined, it is still valid to accept it as the causal condition
of liberation.
Thus, liberation is established as the destruction of suffering that is specifically dependent on true knowledge, and
therefore true knowledge is rightly affirmed as its cause.

7
Establishing the Role of Knowledge as the Means to Liberation (Tattvajiane Mukti-prayojakatva-sthapanam)-
In the previous discussion, it was argued that liberation (moksa) cannot be taken as a limiting condition of the effect
(karyatavacchedaka) of true knowledge (tattvajiana), and this was supported with scriptural evidence. However, it
cannot be accepted that scriptural testimony alone settles the matter conclusively. For even if, on interpretative grounds,
liberation is not taken as the limiting condition of the effect of knowledge but instead as the limiting condition of its
applicability (prayojyatavacchedaka), the meaning of the scriptures remains consistent. Hence, the author’s intention is
to establish liberation as the condition that gives purpose or relevance (prayojyatavacchedaka) to knowledge.
Even if liberation is not the effect-limit of knowledge, there is no obstacle in accepting it as its applicability-limit. The
general rule is that a property included within a broader conceptual grouping (arthasamagraha) does not function as a
limiting condition of effect; however, there is no such restriction regarding its role as a condition of applicability.
Until true knowledge arises, the continuous flow of demerit (papa) in the self does not cease. As long as this flow
continues, suffering caused by demerit is inevitable. When suffering persists, its cessation cannot be considered
temporally distinct or final. However, once knowledge arises, the stream of demerit is cut off, and as a result, suffering
ceases to arise. At that stage, the cessation of suffering becomes temporally distinct and final. Thus, knowledge functions
as the cause of liberation in the sense that it is the indispensable condition without which liberation does not occur.
This “causal” relation is not to be understood as a heavy metaphysical entity but as a specific relational dependence:
that without which a particular effect does not arise is called its cause in a practical sense.
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When an aspirant for liberation understands that knowledge is the means to liberation, this very cognition produces a
desire for knowledge, since awareness of something as the means to an desired end generates motivation toward it. It is
not merely awareness of causal relation in general that produces such desire. Therefore, in the case of a discerning
seeker, the recognition of knowledge as the means to liberation does not obstruct the desire for knowledge.
Scriptural statements such as “having become free from all suffering, he moves” and “being disembodied, he is not
touched by pleasure and pain” also indicate knowledge as the means leading to liberation, rather than as its direct cause.
Hence, scriptural and traditional sources do not contradict the establishment of knowledge as the means to liberation.
Thus, by establishing this functional relation between knowledge and liberation, the usefulness and purpose of
knowledge in relation to liberation is fully preserved.

8
Refutation of the Theory that Liberation is Mere Prior Non-Existence of Suffering (Pragabhava)-Among the
Mrtmamsakas, the Prabhakara school holds that liberation (moksa) is nothing but the prior non-existence (pragabhava)
of suffering, i.e., the absence of future arising of suffering. They argue that although pragabhava is a negative entity, it
is still knowable through knowledge of reality (tattvajiiana). People are observed to engage in rituals such as expiatory
rites (prayas$citta) and practical efforts like removing snakes and thorns with the intention that “may I not suffer.”
According to them, the destruction of suffering is not the direct aim in such practices, because destruction presupposes
prior existence. Instead, what is really aimed at is the absence of future suffering. Since prior non-existence is eternal
and always present, it does not depend on human effort, yet its awareness motivates action. Hence, liberation is defined
as the prior non-existence of suffering, which is revealed through knowledge. However, this view is not acceptable.
For, a general and undifferentiated “prior non-existence of suffering” cannot be identified as liberation. Prior non-
existence is always relative to a specific future event; therefore, for each particular suffering, there is a separate prior
non-existence. There is no single universal prior non-existence of suffering as such. Hence, even in the life of a bound
soul, there is always some prior non-existence of some future suffering. If that alone were liberation, then even ordinary
worldly beings would be considered liberated.
Moreover, in liberation, since there is no possibility of future suffering at all, the notion of its prior non-existence
becomes meaningless. Prior non-existence presupposes the possibility of future production, but in the liberated state no
such possibility exists.
The desire expressed in practices like expiation—"“may I never suffer’—does not actually refer to pragabhava, but rather
to the absolute non-occurrence (atyantabhava) of suffering. While absolute non-existence is eternal, it does not
function in the same way as prior non-existence. Even in deep sleep (susupti), suffering does not arise, yet that state
cannot be called liberation, because the prior non-existence of suffering there is temporary and not final. Thus, prior
non-existence and destruction of suffering must be distinguished from absolute non-existence.
Therefore, even though liberation involves the destruction or cessation of suffering, it is not merely pragabhava, but
rather the complete and final absence of suffering (atyantika duhkha-abhava), which alone can properly be identified as
moksa.

9
Explanation: “Justification of Effort in the Difficult Means to Liberation”-An objection is raised as follows: Just
as a distant lake may provide relief from heat through bathing, even though similar relief can be easily obtained through
rain or other effortless means, a person does not undertake the difficult journey to such a lake. This is because, once we
abstract away the special features (qualifications) and focus only on the general result (relief from heat), we see that the
same result can be achieved through easier means.
Similarly, if liberation (moksa) is understood simply as “cessation of suffering” without emphasizing its special
qualification of absolute or final cessation (atyantika duhkha-nivrtti), then it appears that the same result could be
achieved through simpler means. Hence, there would be no rational motivation to engage in arduous spiritual practices
such as yoga, meditation, and austerities.
This objection is not valid. Just as people, though aware that some pleasures are easily available, still undertake
expensive and laborious rituals (such as sacrifices) in order to attain heavenly pleasures—because such pleasures are
understood to be unique, intense, and free from all suffering—in the same way, liberation is not merely general cessation
of suffering.
Liberation is characterized by the special feature of absolute, final, and irreversible cessation of all suffering. It is
precisely this qualification that creates a strong and compelling desire (intense attraction) toward moksa, which in turn
motivates people to engage in even extremely difficult spiritual disciplines. Thus:
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e  When the result is ordinary and easily obtainable, effort is not made.
e But when the result is understood as supreme, final, and incomparable (as in moksa), strong effort naturally arises.
o A distant lake does not attract effort because its benefit is not uniquely superior or compelling.
e But heavenly happiness attracts people despite great difficulty because it is understood as superior and free from
suffering.

Therefore, liberation is defined not as simple removal of suffering, but as its complete and final cessation, and this
special character justifies the human willingness to undertake difficult spiritual practices for its attainment.

10
Examination of Liberation as the Destruction of Sin (Durita-nasa)- Some thinkers argue that even though true
knowledge (tattva-jiiana) is accepted as the cause of the destruction of suffering, it cannot itself be identified with
liberation (moksa). This is because, strictly speaking, liberation must be that state which is the direct and primary result
of knowledge. However, the destruction of suffering is not a direct product of knowledge. According to some scriptural
interpretations, sin (durita) is destroyed only when its effects have been experienced; thus, destruction follows
experience rather than knowledge alone.
To ensure that liberation is properly defined, it is therefore suggested that only the ultimate and irreversible destruction
of sin (atyantika durita-nasa) should be regarded as liberation. Here, “ultimate destruction” means the complete
cessation of sin existing in the self such that it does not arise again, i.e., destruction that is not co-temporal with the
existing sin. Ordinary destruction occurring through experience or expiation does not qualify, since it lacks this finality.
An objection is raised: even after the rise of knowledge, sages such as Narada are seen engaging in actions aimed at
happiness and avoiding causes of suffering. This suggests that even after knowledge, the possibility of happiness and
suffering remains, which implies the continued existence of merit and demerit (dharma and adharma). Therefore, the
destruction of sin caused by knowledge cannot be simultaneous with existing sin, and thus cannot be equated with
liberation.
The reply is as follows: although prarabdha karma continues for some time even after the rise of knowledge, it is
eventually exhausted through experience. After that, the final and subsequent rise of knowledge leads to the complete
destruction of all remaining karmic residues. This final destruction alone constitutes liberation. The earlier partial
destruction of sin following initial knowledge is not liberation; only the final, irreversible cessation is.
Another position holds that true knowledge destroys all sins completely and immediately. However, this is also
challenged. The reason is that the absence of a uniform “class” (jati) among sins prevents us from establishing a single
universal relation between knowledge and all types of sin destruction. Different sins (such as those arising from different
actions like violence or wrongdoing) have different causal structures; hence, no single uniform principle can explain
their destruction by knowledge in the same way.
It is therefore concluded that a general notion of “sin-destruction” cannot be uniformly assigned as the effect of
knowledge without encountering inconsistencies. Even destruction produced through experience (bhoga) shows similar
characteristics, making it difficult to distinguish cases consistently.
The resolution offered is that knowledge should not be regarded as the cause of all forms of sin-destruction in general,
but only of ultimate sin-destruction (atyantika durita-nasa). Experience-based destruction explains ordinary karmic
exhaustion, but only knowledge accounts for the final, irreversible cessation of all sin.
Although it may be difficult to establish a universal class among sins destroyed by knowledge, this does not undermine
the doctrine, since what matters is not uniform classification but the final causal relation.
Liberation should therefore be understood as the ultimate and irreversible destruction of sin, and true knowledge is the
specific cause of this final destruction.

11
Examination of the Causal Role of True Knowledge (Tattva-jiiana) in the Destruction of Sin (Durita-nasa) - Some
philosophers argue that there is no valid proof that true knowledge (fattva-jiiana) is the cause of the destruction of sin
(durita). According to them, scripture establishes that the destruction of unseen karmic forces (adrsta) occurs only
through experience (bhoga). The statement “ma abhuktam ksiyate karma” (“karma is not destroyed without being
experienced”) seems to contradict the idea that knowledge can destroy karma.
It may be argued in response that if knowledge does not destroy karma, then even a knower of truth would inevitably
experience suffering caused by past actions. This would make complete cessation of suffering (liberation) impossible.
Therefore, even from the standpoint that liberation is total cessation of suffering, the destruction of karma by knowledge
must be accepted.

233 I P 3 ge Published by: Amitrakshar Publishers — Amitrakshar International Journal of Interdisciplinary and Transdisciplinary Research (AIJITR)

(% https://www.amitrakshar.co.in/journal/ P4 : editor@amitrakshar.co.in @ DOI (Crossref) Prefix: 10.63431


https://www.amitrakshar.co.in/journal
http://www.amitrakshar.co.in/

https:/www.amitrakshar.co.in/journal @: www.amitrakshar.co.in

Volume -3 Issue — II Mar-Apr 2026 ISSN: 3049-0278 (Online)

Amitrakshar International Journal
of Interdisciplinary and Transdisciplinary Research (AIJITR)

(4 Social Science, Science and Indian Knowledge Systems Perspective)
Open-Access, Peer-Reviewed, Refereed, Bi-Monthly, International E-Journal

The reply to this is that past karmas are exhausted through experience, and since desires (vasana) cease after the rise of
true knowledge, no new karmas are produced. Consequently, after some time, complete cessation of suffering becomes
possible. Thus, the motivation to pursue knowledge remains intact.
Another argument is that many scriptural passages declare that true knowledge destroys all karmas, removes doubts,
and annihilates adrsta. For example, just as blazing fire reduces fuel to ashes, so does the fire of knowledge destroy all
actions. Hence, the role of knowledge as a destroyer of karma cannot be denied.
The response is that to reconcile such statements with the doctrine that karma is destroyed only through experience, we
must interpret them as meaning that knowledge leads to the rapid exhaustion of karma by enabling its experience (even
through extraordinary means like multiple embodiments). Thus, knowledge is not the direct (primary) cause but an
indirect (secondary) cause of the destruction of karma—just as fire indirectly reduces wood to ashes through a sequence
of processes.
If it is suggested that the word karma should be interpreted figuratively (by laksan@) to mean only that type of adrsta
which is not destroyed by knowledge, then the need to assume universal karmic experience disappears. However, this
interpretation is rejected because the use of karma in the sense of adrsta is already well-established, whereas introducing
a new restricted meaning is unjustified.
An objection may arise that if all karma must be experienced, then the statement “unexperienced karma is not destroyed”
becomes redundant. This is resolved by noting that abhukta (“unexperienced”) refers to the state prior to experience;
thus, the statement only denies destruction before experience, not after it.
Although bhoga (experience) technically refers to conscious experience and adrsta is supersensible, in practice adrsta
associated with pleasure and pain is treated as “experienced,” as seen in common expressions like “one experiences
merit and demerit.”
Scriptural statements such as “even after millions of ages, karma is not destroyed without being experienced” imply that
karma does not perish merely by the passage of time—it must produce its effect. However, this does not rule out the
possibility that knowledge may also contribute to its destruction.
A further issue concerns prayascitta (atonement). If karma is destroyed only through experience, then atonement would
be ineffective. To preserve its validity, it may be argued that atonement accelerates karmic experience. Yet since all
suffering is equally unpleasant, there is no essential difference between immediate and delayed experience, which raises
doubts about the necessity of atonement.
Statements like “avasyam eva bhoktavyam krtam karma subhasubham ™ (“one must necessarily experience the results
of one’s good and bad actions”) do not require that even a knower of truth must undergo all karmic results. For certain
karmas (e.g., those neutralized by atonement), experience is not required. Hence, karma may be interpreted as that which
is not destroyed by other scripturally enjoined means. Since true knowledge is also scripturally sanctioned, it can be
accepted as a destroyer of karma even without experience.
Finally, the concern that accepting both experience and knowledge as causes of karmic destruction leads to inconsistency
(vyabhicara) is resolved by distinguishing their domains:
e Experience causes the destruction of karma that is to be experienced.
e Knowledge causes the destruction of karma associated with true knowledge.
Thus, no contradiction arises. True knowledge has a distinct causal role in the destruction of sin (durita-nasa). Therefore,
it is reasonable to identify liberation with the destruction of sin brought about by true knowledge.

12
Deliberation on Liberation as the Destruction of Sin (Durita-nasa)- In the previous discussion, the destruction of
sin (durita-ndsa) arising from true knowledge (tattva-jiiana) was described as the nature of liberation (mukti). However,
this position is challenged on the ground that unless something is intrinsically desirable (svatah-prayojana), it cannot
be regarded as liberation. Since the destruction of sin is desired only as a means to the absence of suffering, it does not
possess independent desirability; rather, it has only instrumental (secondary) value (gauna-prayojana). Therefore, it
seems inappropriate to identify it with liberation.
In response, it is argued that although durita-nasa is primarily of instrumental value, it can still, in a certain sense, be
regarded as intrinsically desirable. Thus, on this qualified basis, it may be accepted as liberation.
A further objection arises: if something that is only instrumentally valuable can be called liberation, then the cessation
of desires (vasana-nasa)—which are produced by false knowledge and which, through unseen forces (adrsta), lead to
suffering—should also be considered liberation, since it too leads to the cessation of suffering.
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The reply to this is as follows: even when false knowledge has been removed and desires have ceased, liberation is not
immediately attained as long as the accumulated prarabdha karma has not been exhausted. Scriptural statements such
as “tavad eva ciram...” indicate that even for a knower of truth, liberation is delayed until the exhaustion of prarabdha
karma. Therefore, since liberation necessarily depends on the destruction of karmic residues, it is more reasonable to
identify liberation with the destruction of sin (durita-nasa) rather than merely with the cessation of desires (vasana-
nasa), which alone is insufficient.
Hence, the destruction of sin stands as the more logically consistent candidate for being identified with liberation.

13
An examination of the established concept of liberation according to the Ekadandi doctrine -Among the Vedantins,
there are mainly two groups—Ekadandins and Tridandins. The Ekadandins do not wear the traditional tuft (sikha@) or
sacred thread (yajriopavita), whereas the Tridandins maintain these external marks. Philosophically also, there is a
difference between them.
According to the Tridandins, upadhi (limiting adjunct) has a certain level of reality, and worldly objects like pots are
explained as transformations of avidyd. But according to the Ekadandins, the upadhi is false in all three times (trikala-
mithya). Therefore, it cannot be the real cause of worldly experience; rather, beginningless impressions (samskaras) are
responsible.
Some also explain that those who practice control of speech, body, and mind (vak-danda, kaya-danda, mano-danda)
are called Tridandins, while those who hold only the “staff of knowledge” are Ekadandins. Here, control of speech
means silence, control of body means non-violence or restraint, and control of mind refers to practices like pranayama.
According to the Ekadandins, liberation (moksa or kaivalya) is the removal of upadhi, by which Brahman remains in its
pure nature, free from all limiting reflections. This upadhi is nothing but avidya (ignorance), not any separate real entity.
Therefore, the destruction of avidya itself is liberation.
Suffering belongs to the internal organ (antahkarana), especially the intellect (buddhi). Since this intellect is caused by
avidya, when avidya is destroyed, the intellect also ceases, and along with it, suffering disappears. Thus, removal of
avidya becomes the main means for the removal of suffering, which is the ultimate human goal.
In this view, avidya is not simply absence of knowledge; it is a positive entity. Just like in Nyaya philosophy pragabhava
(prior non-existence) has no beginning but can still end, similarly avidya is beginningless but is destroyed by the rise of
Brahma-jfiana.
Now a question arises: if avidya always covers Brahman, how can Brahman be known? The answer is that Brahman-
knowledge arises as a modification of the internal organ (antahkarana-vrtti), and this vrtti removes the covering of
ignorance.
As explained by Vidyaranya in the Paricadast, both mental modification (buddhi-vrtti) and reflected consciousness
(cidabhasa) relate to objects. The vrtti removes ignorance, and cidabhasa reveals the object. This shows that avidya
does not oppose the mental modification itself, but it opposes the manifestation (appearance) of the object.
Another doubt arises: if Brahman is known through a mental modification, does it not contradict the idea that Brahman
is self-luminous (svaprakasa)? The answer is that self-luminosity means that Brahman shines by itself, not that it cannot
be associated with a mental mode. The mental mode only removes ignorance; it does not produce Brahman.
As Suresvaracarya explains, Brahman appears in different ways—pure in itself, as the illuminator of the world when
associated with ignorance, as the knower (pramata) when reflected in the mind, as knowledge (pramana) when
connected with mental modifications, and as the known object (prameya) when conditioned by objects.
Thus, Brahman shines by itself, not through reflection. Just as two transparent objects do not reflect each other, pure
consciousness cannot reflect itself.
Therefore, Brahman-knowledge is a unique self-revealing knowledge. In the state of bondage, since the specific mental
modification (Brahmakara-vrtti) does not arise, ignorance continues. But when this vrtti arises, ignorance is destroyed,
and liberation is attained.

14
An examination of liberation according to the Tridandi doctrine- According to the Tridandi Vedantins, liberation
(moksa) consists in the dissolution of the individual self (jivatman) into the blissful Supreme Brahman. Although there
is no real difference between the individual self and the Supreme Self, the self conditioned by the linga-sarira (subtle
body) is conventionally referred to as the ‘jiva’. Thus, the apparent distinction between the jiva and Brahman is due
solely to limiting adjuncts (upadhi).
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When these differentiating adjuncts are removed, no distinction remains between the individual self and Brahman. This
state is described as the dissolution of the jiva into Brahman. Just as, upon the destruction of a pot, the pot-space
(ghatakasa) merges into the infinite space (mahdakasa), and no separate entity called pot-space remains, similarly, upon
the destruction of the subtle body, the individual self merges into Brahman, leaving no independent existence apart from
Brahman. Therefore, the destruction of the subtle body ultimately constitutes liberation.
The subtle body is constituted by various elements, including mahat (intellect), aharnkara (ego), the five subtle elements
(tanmatras: sound, touch, form, taste, smell), the five cognitive senses, the five active senses, and the mind. Since
experiences such as pleasure and pain arise only in association with this subtle body, their cessation follows from its
destruction.
The subtle body, when attributed to the self, functions as a delimiting adjunct (avacchedaka), indicating the locus of
experiences like suffering. In this sense, it is the basis of bondage and suffering. Hence, its destruction leads to the
cessation of suffering and can justifiably be regarded as the attainment of the highest human goal (purusartha), namely
liberation.
Furthermore, according to this view, the cessation of maya leads to the cessation of the phenomenal world, and liberation
necessarily requires the removal of maya. Here, avidya (ignorance) is identified with maya. Consequently, this doctrine
does not substantially differ in its final outcome from earlier views that define liberation as the cessation of ignorance.
However, the Naiyayikas raise an objection to this position. They argue that the so-called entity termed avidya is not
epistemically established. The scriptural usage of the term ‘avidya’ should instead be interpreted as referring to adrsta
(unseen force or karmic residue), which is opposed to true knowledge (vidya). This interpretation is supported by
deriving the meaning of ‘avidya’ through the negating prefix (na7) in the sense of opposition.
Although adrsta is produced, its continuity is beginningless, and hence it is metaphorically termed ‘beginningless
ignorance’. Therefore, the cessation of this adrsta, or the cessation of suffering produced by it, alone constitutes
liberation, and this view does not encounter any logical inconsistency.

15
An Examination of Liberation According to the Pataiijala (Yoga) School)- Some philosophers maintain that with the
cessation of ignorance (avidya), the intellect (buddhi-tattva) also ceases, and consequently the qualities inherent in it—
such as pleasure and pain—are eliminated. However, this position is not logically tenable.
If buddhi is indeed the substratum of pleasure and pain, there is no valid proof for its destruction. Rather, its continued
existence must be assumed as the locus of adrsta (unseen karmic force), which accounts for the experience of pleasure
and pain across different births. Without such a substratum, the regularity of karmic experience cannot be explained.
Even if one accepts that buddhi persists until liberation and is then destroyed to ensure the complete cessation of
suffering, this too is problematic. For the cessation of suffering can be explained simply through the destruction of
adrsta, even without the destruction of buddhi. Nor can it be argued that adrsta cannot be destroyed without the
destruction of its substratum, since even when the substratum remains, adrsta can be completely eliminated through
true knowledge (tattva-jiiana) operating in a relation of co-location (samanadhikaranya).
Even according to this view, tattva-jiiana must be accepted as the cause of the destruction of ignorance. Furthermore,
the non-production of future adrsta depends upon the absence of latent impressions (vasand). Since even in yogins—
who still possess buddhi—new adrsta does not arise, vasana must be admitted as the true cause of karmic
accumulation.If one is unwilling to accept avidya as a separate ontological category, it may instead be identified with
adrsta or with the latent impressions produced by false cognition.
It may further be argued that tattva-jiiana is not the direct cause of the destruction of adrsta, but rather the direct cause
of the destruction of buddhi, since buddhi is the substratum of cognition. In this way, causal explanation through the
relation of substratum (asrayata) is simpler than positing causality through co-location.
However, this view is also untenable. Without a regulating principle, the destruction attributed in this way could
improperly extend to other entities. Moreover, if fattva-jiiana is separately posited as the cause of the destruction of
vasand, it leads to unnecessary theoretical complexity. In fact, once the destruction of buddhi is accepted, the destruction
of both adrsta and vasand can be explained as consequent upon it. Therefore, it is not necessary to posit separate causal
roles for tattva-jiiana in each case. The destruction of the substratum itself sufficiently accounts for the destruction of
its dependents.
Thus, it may be concluded that liberation consists in the complete dissociation of the self from all limiting adjuncts
(upadhi-vigama). However, this position also faces serious objections. If buddhi is beginningless (anadi), its destruction
becomes impossible, since only that which is produced can be destroyed. On the other hand, if buddhi is produced (sadi),
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then the stream of adrsta associated with it must also have a beginning. In that case, the initial diversity of adrsta and
the corresponding diversity of experiential results (such as pleasure and pain) cannot be adequately explained. If one
attempts to explain this diversity by appealing to a prior diversity of actions (karma), this too fails, since the origin of
such initial diversity remains unaccounted for.

Therefore, it must be accepted that the substratum of adrsta is eternal, and that the beginningless and variegated stream
of adrsta alone accounts for the diversity of worldly experience.

16

An Examination of Liberation According to the Sarnikhya (Kapila) School)- According to the Sankhya system founded
by Kapila, buddhi-tattva (intellect), also known as mahat-tattva, is the first transformation (parinama) of primordial sefa

(prakrti), which is constituted by the three gunas—sattva, rajas, and tamas. The terms mahat and buddhi are essentially
synonymous. It is within this intellect that properties such as dharma, adharma, pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, effort,
and cognition reside.
Individual selves (purusas) are many and distinct. Each self is immutable consciousness (kitastha-caitanya), which
does not serve as the substratum of changing attributes. However, the common notion that the self is the locus of
pleasure, pain, knowledge, and ignorance is merely an illusion (bhrama). This erroneous cognition arises due to the
influence of ahankara (ego), which itself evolves from buddhi.
This idea is also reflected in the Bhagavad Gita, where it is stated that although prakrti performs all actions through its
gunas, the deluded self, due to ego, considers itself the agent.
Thus, bondage consists in the superimposition (uparaga) of buddhi upon the self, and liberation (muk#i) is attained when
buddhi dissolves back into prakrti, resulting in the cessation of this superimposition.
In Sankhya philosophy, the aphorism stating that “the absolute cessation of the three kinds of suffering constitutes the
highest human goal” defines liberation as the complete removal of adhyatmika (internal), adhibhautika (external), and
adhidaivika (cosmic) sufferings. However, according to the interpretation of Vijianabhiksu, what is ultimately meant is
the cessation of the experience of suffering. If suffering is understood as the result of the superimposition of buddhi
upon the self, then this interpretation remains consistent with Sankhya doctrine.
Nevertheless, this Sankhya position is not free from criticism. A major difficulty arises regarding the ontological status
of buddhi: whether it is eternal (anadi) or produced (sadi). Both alternatives lead to philosophical complications and
unresolved doubts. Consequently, a theory of liberation that depends upon the dissolution of buddhi lacks a fully secure
foundation.

17
An Examination of Liberation According to the Bhatta School)- According to the Bhatta school, liberation (mukti)
consists in the direct realization of eternal bliss (nitya-sukha-saksatkara). This view is not without scriptural support.
Statements declaring that bliss is the very nature of Brahman and that it becomes the object of realization in liberation
serve as its foundation. Such passages establish that in the state of liberation, there exists a direct apprehension of bliss.
If one were to admit that this bliss is produced and destroyed, one would be compelled to accept additional entities such
as prior non-existence (pragabhdva) and destruction (dhvamsa), leading to unnecessary theoretical complexity
(gaurava). Therefore, on the principle of economy (laghava), it is preferable to deny both origination and destruction in
this case and to accept bliss as eternal.
Some interpreters, relying on statements like “nityam vijiianam anandam brahma”, argue that what is established is the
eternality of the self qualified by bliss. In the absence of any st&r& (counteracting factor), the predicate naturally connects

with the qualified entity. Since liberation is incompatible with suffering, a suffering-qualified self cannot be connected
with liberation; however, no such obstacle exists in the case of a bliss-qualified self. Hence, the eternality of the self
endowed with bliss is affirmed. From this, it follows that if the self qualified by bliss is eternal, then bliss itself must
also be eternal.

However, this reasoning leads to a difficulty: if the eternality of bliss is established in this manner, then by a similar line
of reasoning, the eternality of knowledge could also be established. This would entail accepting an eternally cognizing
God, which conflicts with the Bhatta position, since that school does not accept eternal cognition.

Vedantins, on the other hand, interpret scriptural statements such as “the liberated person is completely free from
suffering” as indicating that liberation consists in the absolute absence of suffering. Thus, they equate bliss with the
mere absence of suffering. In response, it is argued that statements like “priyapriye na sprsatah” (“the pleasant and
unpleasant do not touch him”) do not imply the total absence of both pleasure and pain; rather, they indicate the absence
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of relational contact between the liberated self and pleasure or pain. That is, pleasure and pain do not affect the liberated
self.
The reasoning here is that if a property exists in even one instance, its complete absence cannot be asserted collectively.
For example, if “potness” exists in a pot, one cannot claim its total absence across all related entities. Some attempt to
interpret “na spr$atah” as indicating non-existence, but this interpretation is not acceptable due to grammatical and
semantic constraints. Instead, statements such as “anandam brahmano ripam, tac ca mokse pratisthitam” are
understood to mean that bliss is the nature of Brahman and is realized in liberation. Thus, it is appropriate to accept that
eternal bliss exists in the liberated self.
However, statements like “asarirar va santarm na sprsatah” assert that pleasure and pain do not touch the disembodied
liberated being. To reconcile this, it is argued that terms like “priya” (pleasant) refer to produced pleasure (karya-sukha).
Therefore, while produced pleasure and pain are absent in liberation, eternal bliss remains unaffected. Hence, no
contradiction arises. In other words, the liberated self is characterized by eternal bliss, while all empirical (produced)
pleasure and pain are entirely absent. Some scholars propose that, to avoid splitting the sentence meaning (vakya-bheda),
one may posit a common property underlying both pleasure and pain and deny that property. However, this approach is
not convincing, since such an interpretation requires a clearly established referent, which is lacking in this case.
Therefore, the most reasonable conclusion is that liberation consists in the coexistence of two aspects: the complete
cessation of suffering and the realization of eternal bliss as the nature of the self.

18
Refutation of the Bhatta View of Liberation)- An important objection arises here: scripture identifies the body as a
causal condition for the production of cognitions such as knowledge. If so, how can a liberated being—who is devoid
of a body—experience cognition in the form of the realization of bliss? If such realization is said to be eternal, then no
distinction would remain between the liberated state and the state of worldly existence. In that case, the necessity of
rigorous practices such as austerity and yogic discipline would be undermined. For if this knowledge is eternal, it must
also exist in the state of bondage, rendering scriptural injunctions for liberation meaningless. In response, it may be
argued that the body is a cause only of delimited cognition (avacchinna-jiiana), not of non-delimited or continuous
cognition (anavacchinna-jiiana). The realization of eternal bliss in liberation is of the latter type; therefore, its
occurrence does not depend upon the body.
However, this explanation is not satisfactory from the standpoint of Nyaya. According to Nyaya, causality must be
determined without introducing unnecessary properties. The body must still be accepted as the cause of produced
cognition (janma-jiiana). The distinction between delimited and non-delimited cognition does not adequately resolve
the issue.
In reality, the body functions as a cause only in relation to cognition arising under specific limiting conditions
(avacchedakata). The realization of eternal bliss, however, does not arise under such limiting conditions and therefore
does not require the body. The reason why such continuous cognition does not arise in the state of bondage is that the
conditions required for delimited and non-delimited cognition are different: the former depends on bodily conditions,
while the latter depends on true knowledge (fattva-jiiana). In the absence of such knowledge in the worldly state,
continuous cognition does not arise.
If it is argued that produced cognition is perishable and therefore liberation would also be impermanent, the reply is that
although individual cognitions perish, a continuous stream of similar cognitions arises successively, giving the
appearance of uninterrupted continuity. Thus, the notion of liberation as a continuous realization of bliss can still be
maintained.
Nevertheless, the author rejects this view and argues that the true nature of liberation is the complete cessation of
suffering and the total destruction of its causal factors (adrsta). This cessation is brought about by true knowledge.
Therefore, it is more appropriate to define liberation as the absolute cessation of suffering rather than as the experience
of eternal bliss.
Scriptural expressions such as “ananda is the nature of Brahman” do not denote sensory pleasure but rather the absence
of suffering. Similarly, statements like “established in liberation” do not imply a particular experience but indicate an
unbounded state. Scriptural injunctions such as “the Self is to be realized” establish that knowledge of the self is the
cause of liberation. However, this knowledge matures through sravana (hearing), manana (reflection), and nididhyasana
(deep contemplation), culminating in direct realization (sa@ksatkara), which alone is the immediate cause of liberation.
An objection may be raised that verbal knowledge cannot remove deeply ingrained false notions such as “I am the
body,” since such errors arise from latent impressions (saritskara). Indeed, only direct perception can counter perceptual
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error; just as a lost traveler cannot determine the correct direction merely through verbal instruction, but only through
direct perception. Therefore, sravana, manana, and nididhyasana function only as indirect means leading to direct
realization, which alone produces liberation.
This realization is achieved through prolonged meditative discipline, which explains why liberation does not occur
immediately upon hearing or reflection. Hence, scripture teaches that through the combined means of scriptural
testimony, inference, and repeated contemplation, one attains the highest realization of the self. Reasoning (tarka) plays
a crucial role in this process. Although scriptural statements establish that the self is distinct from the body, apparent
contradictions may give rise to doubt. Logical reasoning removes such doubt and makes sustained contemplation
possible.
Thus, the study of logical systems such as Nyaya—Vaisesika is highly conducive to liberation. Philosophers have always
relied on reasoning to establish their doctrines and instruct their students. Even in Vedanta, reasoning consistent with
scripture is encouraged. Although reasoning by itself may not always be conclusive, reasoning aligned with scripture is
valid. Therefore, disciplines like Nyaya are by no means futile; rather, they are indispensable aids in the pursuit of
liberation.

19.
Some Acaryas hold that the direct realization of God, not the realization of the individual self, is the primary
cause of liberation- Some philosophers maintain that the direct realization of God (I$vara-saksatkara) alone is the true
cause of liberation, and not the realization of the individual self (jivatman). Although God is beyond the reach of the
senses, His direct apprehension is nevertheless possible through an extraordinary yogic relation (alaukika-yogaja-
sannikarsa), hence, there is no obstacle to such realization.
An objection may be raised here: in scriptural statements such as “the Self is to be heard” (atma srotavyah), the term
atman appears to refer to the individual self rather than the Supreme Self, since the context concerns the former.
Therefore, it may be argued that scriptural authority supports the view that knowledge of the individual self alone leads
to liberation.
However, this position is not tenable. Scriptural passages such as “I know that great Person” (vedaham etam purusam
mahantam) and “knowing Him alone one crosses beyond death” (tam eva viditva atimrtyum eti) clearly establish that
the realization of God is the cause of liberation. Accordingly, in order to preserve consistency across scriptural
statements, the term atman in passages like “atma $rotavyah” must also be interpreted as referring to the Supreme Self.
In support of this view, Udayanacarya, in his Kusumaijali, explains that the inference of God through the five-membered
syllogism (paricavayava-nyaya) is termed manana (reflection). Since such reflection is enjoined after sravana (hearing),
it follows that contemplation of God constitutes the intended practice.
A further objection arises: false knowledge (mithyajiiana) is the root of bondage, and liberation requires its removal.
But the realization of God is not directly opposed to the false cognition that identifies the self with the body. How, then,
can it function as the remover of such ignorance? From this standpoint, the realization of the individual self as distinct
from the body appears to be the true eliminator of false knowledge and thus the cause of liberation.
In reply, it is argued that the realization of God brings about the cessation of the latent tendencies (vasana) that give rise
to false knowledge. Once these tendencies are destroyed, false knowledge no longer arises. Thus, even if indirectly, the
realization of God serves as the remover of ignorance. Although ordinarily the destruction of a mental disposition
requires a cognition directly opposed to it, positing the realization of God as a distinct causal factor in the destruction
of such dispositions does not involve any logical defect.
Alternatively, it may be admitted that realization of the individual self contributes to the removal of ignorance;
nevertheless, the primary cause of liberation remains the realization of the Supreme Self, while self-realization is
only auxiliary.
Another difficulty may be raised: due to yogic perception, a yogin can apprehend all objects. Therefore, if God is realized
through such perception, all other objects should also be simultaneously cognized. In that case, how can scriptural
statements like “knowing Him alone” (tam eva viditva), which imply the exclusion of all other objects, be justified?
To resolve this, it is argued that the conditions giving rise to the indeterminate (nirvikalpaka) knowledge of the Supreme
Self function in such a way as to exclude the manifestation of other objects. Thus, the cognition in question remains
exclusively focused on the Supreme.
Moreover, the particle eva in “tam eva viditva” may be construed in connection with the verb (viditva eva), yielding the
sense “only by knowing Him,” which accommodates both interpretations. In fact, the statement “there is no other path
to that goal” (nanyah panthd vidyate ayanaya) already establishes that knowledge alone is the means to liberation; the
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particle eva merely reinforces this exclusivity. Hence, it is more coherent to accept the realization of God as the true
cause of liberation.
Finally, scriptural statements such as “from which all beings arise” and “That thou art” (fat tvam asi) teach the identity
of the individual self and the Supreme Self. Accordingly, the knowledge “I am Brahman” may also be accepted as a
cause of liberation. However, even in that view, interpretive adjustments regarding the exclusivity implied by eva
become necessary.

20
An Inquiry into the Means of Attained Liberation (Siddha Mukti) according to the Didhiti Tradition- According
to Didhiti-kara Raghunatha Siromani and other scholars, a wife does not love her husband, nor a parent their child, for
their own sake; rather, they are loved for the sake of one’s own self and its happiness. In this sense, the scriptural
statements ($ruti) establish that entities such as husband and son become objects of affection insofar as they serve as
instruments of one’s own happiness. Thus, their “dearness” (priyatva) is grounded in their capacity to produce self-
related pleasure.
In this context, the term atman is to be understood as referring to the individual self (jivatman), not to God (ISvara).
For, if interpreted as referring to God, inconsistencies arise: if God is considered devoid of pleasure, the scriptural
statement becomes untenable; and even those who admit pleasure in God regard it as eternal, in which case no
purposiveness (uddesyata) can be meaningfully ascribed to it.
Moreover, Smrti statements such as “O King, the self alone is dear to all beings” further affirm the intrinsic dearness of
the self. In light of this, scriptural injunctions like “the self must be heard, reflected upon, and meditated upon” (atma
va are drastavyah, etc.) indicate that hearing (sravana), reflection (manana), and contemplation (nididhyasana) of the
self alone constitute the means to liberation (moksa), not those directed toward the Supreme Self.
If it is objected that the cessation of false knowledge, along with the destruction of desire and merit/demerit (dharma—
adharma), leads to true knowledge of the self, which in turn brings about the absolute cessation of suffering—thus
justifying such an interpretation of the $ruti—still, scriptural passages like “knowing Him alone...” (tam eva viditva)
appear to establish the realization of God as the cause of liberation.
To this, the reply is that if liberation is defined as the complete cessation of suffering resulting from the destruction of
dharma and adharma, then there is no logical basis for positing the realization of the Supreme Self as its cause.
Therefore, in order to maintain consistency with injunctions regarding yogic practice, it is reasonable to interpret “tam
eva viditva” as referring to the realization of one’s own self, achieved through yogic contemplation on the non-difference
(abheda) between the individual self and Brahman, which in turn leads to liberation.
Even if such an interpretation involves a shift in syntactical connection (anvaya—vyatireka), no fault arises, since
passages like “there is no other path to that goal” (nanyah pantha vidyate ayanaya) can still meaningfully reinforce this
interpretation.
For example, in the Raghuvamsa, the expression “mahesvaras tvam eva naparah” (“You alone are Mahe$vara, none
other”) uses the particle eva to exclude all others, while naparah serves to explicitly clarify that exclusion.
However, this interpretation faces difficulty when reconciling statements such as “yogins directly perceive Lord
Narayana,” which imply that yogic practice leads to the realization of God. According to the earlier view, yogic practice
produces realization of the individual self, which alone leads to liberation. But these statements suggest that yogic
practice results in the realization of God. Therefore, it becomes problematic to maintain that realization of the individual
self alone is the sole cause of liberation.

21
An Inquiry into the Alternative Causality of Kasi-Death and Related Acts)- Some scholars maintain that when a person
dies in Kas1, Lord Maharudra imparts the Taraka-Brahma mantra to the departing soul, and from this instruction true
knowledge (tattva-jiiana) arises. Thus, death in Kast, though not the direct cause of knowledge, becomes indirectly
instrumental in producing it through the imparting of the Taraka mantra.
It is further held that this instruction, even if it does not generate knowledge immediately within the same body, gives
rise—through the unseen force (adrsta)—to the realization of the self in a subsequent embodiment. In this way, acts
such as dying in Kasi, dying in the Ganga, or dying in Mathura may collectively contribute, through adrsta, to the
attainment of liberation.
However, a difficulty arises: when one is aware of the impracticability of disciplines such as yogic practice, it becomes
unreasonable to undertake actions like Kasi-death as means to liberation. Therefore, the causal relation of such acts to
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true knowledge must be understood as alternative (vaikalpika) rather than cumulative. Just as fire may be produced
alternatively from grass, fire-sticks (arani), or gems, so too these acts function as optional causes.

Yet, the analogy with Vedic alternatives such as rice (vriki) and barley (yava) is not entirely applicable. In those cases,
the two are prescribed as alternative means to the same ritual, and their simultaneous application does not produce the
intended result. This is because, once rice is prescribed as the instrument, no further expectancy for another instrument
arises unless the ritual remains unaccomplished, in which case barley is introduced as an alternative.

Thus, in such contexts, each alternative operates with an implicit exclusion of the other, grounded in mutual absence-
dependence. But in the case of Kasi-death, Ganga-death, and similar acts, no such mutual exclusion is present. Hence,
they are not mutually contradictory and may, in principle, be jointly operative without obstruction to the attainment of
liberation.

Accordingly, practices such as dying in Kasi, dying in the Ganga, and departing while remembering Lord Narayana
may all be undertaken together, and their combined application does not hinder the realization of the desired result.
The rule that alternatives (vikalpa) do not admit of combination applies only in cases where the alternatives are mutually
et (contradictory), not where they are merely distinct but non-opposed. Therefore, Kasi-death and related acts are

better understood as non-contradictory alternatives, allowing for their coexistence.
Some object that even in the case of rice and barley, no strict proof exists for mutual absence-dependence. However,
this objection is not tenable. For instance, although a gem can produce fire independently of grass, ordinary usage does
not express this as “fire arises from grass or from any substance whatsoever.” Rather, linguistic usage reflects a
structured exclusion.
Similarly, the disjunctive particle “or” (va) conveys not only the exclusion of the prior alternative but also the exclusion
of the subsequent one in relation to the former. Thus, statements like “one should perform the sacrifice with rice or
barley” imply the absence of the other in each case. This mutual exclusion is therefore grounded in semantic derivation
itself.

2
An Inquiry into the Causal Status of Kasi-Death and Related Acts in Producing Liberation)- At this point, a significant
objection arises: the scriptures declare that death in Kast and the vision of the Supreme Person (purusottama-dar$ana)
are causes of liberation. However, how can this be reconciled with the well-known §ruti statement, “there is no other
path to that goal” (nanyah panthda vidyate ayandya), which asserts that liberation is attainable only through true
knowledge (tattva-jiiana)?
Furthermore, how can both true knowledge and specific ritual actions be regarded as causes of liberation? If it is argued
that in some cases liberation results from knowledge and in others from action, then neither can be established as a
universal cause. On the other hand, if both are accepted equally as causes, inconsistency (vyabhicara) becomes
unavoidable, since all actions are not present in every case.
In other contexts, such inconsistency is avoided by admitting diversity in effects. For example, fire produced from grass,
fire-sticks (arani), or gems is considered qualitatively distinct, thereby allowing different causes to be assigned without
contradiction. However, in the case of liberation—understood as the absence of suffering (duhkha-nivrtti)—no such
differentiation is possible, since it is of the nature of negation (abhava). Even if one attempts to resolve this by positing
distinctions within the counter-positive (such as different types of suffering), it remains difficult to reconcile the causal
roles of knowledge and acts like death in Kast without logical confusion.
Moreover, in Vedic contexts where multiple means are prescribed as alternatives—such as rice (vrihi) and barley (yava)
in sacrificial rites—they function optionally, not cumulatively. If knowledge and action are similarly treated as
alternative causes of liberation, then their combination cannot produce liberation. Conversely, if their combination
(samuccaya) is accepted, further difficulties arise: for instance, the means to knowledge, such as yogic practice, may
not always be feasible; and actions like dying in Kast and Mathura cannot occur simultaneously, making their
conjunction impossible.
Therefore, the consistent conclusion is as follows: true knowledge of the self (atma-tattva-jiiana) alone is the immediate
(direct) cause of liberation, while acts such as dying in Kas1 function only as indirect (mediate) causes. Thus, scriptural
statements attributing liberating power to Kasi-death do not imply direct causality; rather, they indicate a contributory
or instrumental role (prayojakatva), in that such acts eventually lead to the utpatti (arising) of true knowledge. In this
way, a mediated relation between action and knowledge is established, preserving the authority of the $ruti that
knowledge alone leads to liberation.
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It is further held that at the moment preceding death in Kasi, Lord Rudra imparts the Taraka-Brahma mantra to the
departing soul. Since instruction cannot occur after death, this transmission must take place in the final moments of life.
Through the unseen force (adrsta) generated thereby, true knowledge arises subsequently—often in another
embodiment—Ileading ultimately to liberation. If it is argued that such knowledge could arise immediately within the
same body, then the special causal status attributed to Kasi-death would become untenable. Hence, the acceptance of a
subsequent embodiment becomes necessary to preserve the doctrinal consistency of scriptural claims.
Conclusion: The entire discussion, grounded in Nyaya philosophy, establishes that moksa (liberation) is the highest
purusartha (ultimate human goal). It is not merely a temporary relief but the complete and irreversible cessation of
suffering (duhkha-nivrtti). The inquiry critically examines various interpretations of liberation—such as pragabhava
(prior absence) and atyantabhava (absolute absence)—and concludes that moksa must be understood as the final
destruction of suffering along with its causes (karma/durita). In this process, tattva-jfiana (true knowledge) plays a
decisive role. Although not always the immediate cause, it is the indispensable condition (prayojaka) that brings about
the cessation of ignorance, stops further karmic accumulation, and leads ultimately to liberation. The text also resolves
important philosophical doubts regarding motivation, perception, and eligibility. It shows that even though moksa is not
directly perceptible, it remains intrinsically desirable (svatah-prayojana) because all beings seek freedom from suffering.
Therefore, striving for liberation through $astra, knowledge, and disciplined practice is both rational and necessary. In
conclusion, moksa is affirmed as the supreme end of life, attainable through right knowledge and the exhaustion of
karma, and characterized by absolute freedom from all forms of suffering, thus marking the final release from sarsara.
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